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I. BROAD RECOMMENDATIONS

(vi)  A large-scale communication exercise needs to be taken up by the Government to alleviate the 

apprehensions, doubts, and concerns of rest of stakeholders. 

he Committee was given the mandate to interact with all stakeholders to assess the recently enacted Tthree Farm Laws. The Committee adopted a four-pronged strategy in arriving at its 

recommendations: - (1) direct interactions; (2) invitation of comments on a detailed questionnaire 

through a dedicated portal; (3) invitation of suggestions/comments/feedback at a dedicated e-mail id; and (4) 

evidence-based analysis carried out by the Committee. The pivot of the strategy was to assess the enacted 

Farm Laws in terms of getting the best deal for the 'farmer' in an inclusive and sustainable manner - both 

financially and environmentally. 

The four-pronged strategy that the Committee adopted during its deliberations made it evident that a majority 

of the farmers and other stakeholders support the Farm Laws. The analysis of the Committee recognizes that 

the Acts intend to develop competitive agricultural markets, reduce transaction costs, and increase the 

farmer's share in the realized price of an agri-produce. The feedback received by the Committee, also, brought 

out diverse views and suggestions for modifications in the Acts. 

(ii) States may be allowed some flexibility in implementation and design of the Laws, with the prior approval 

of the Centre, so that the basic spirit of these Laws for promoting effective competition in agricultural 

markets and creation of  ‘one nation, one market’ is not violated. 

(I) A repeal or a long suspension of these Farm Laws would be unfair to the 'silent' majority who support the 

Farm Laws. 

(iii)  Alternative mechanisms for dispute settlement, via Civil courts or arbitration mechanism, may be 

provided to the stakeholders. 

The Committee carefully considered the feedback and the evidence borne by analysis. The key 

recommendations of the Committee are as under:

(iv)  The Government should take urgent steps towards strengthening agricultural infrastructure; enabling 

aggregation, assaying and quality sorting of agri produce through cooperatives and Farmer Producer 

Organizations (FPOs), and closer interaction between farmers and warehouses/processors/ 

exporters/retailers/bulk buyers. 

(v) An Agriculture Marketing Council, under the chairpersonship of Union Minister of Agriculture, with all 

States and UTs as members may be formed on lines of the GST Council to reinforce cooperative efforts to 

monitor and streamline the implementation of these Acts. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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(ii) A major communication exercise needs to be undertaken to clear the apprehension that land of farmers 

would be usurped under this Act.

(iii) There is a need to create a level-playing field to transactions in existing APMCs and in the 'trade area' as 

defined in the Act, the market fees/cess charged by APMCs, need to be abolished. 

(i) Development of a Price Information and Market Intelligence System, as mandated in Section 7 of the 

Act, needs to be expedited. 

(ii) The terms of reference of the Commission for Agricultural Costs & Prices (CACP) can be expanded to 

collate, analyze and disseminate price information – both domestic and international, with a view to 

facilitate efficient price discovery – both spot and futures. Alternatively, an independent organization 

may be created for the purpose. 

(iv) A compensation fund needs to be devised by the Centre over a period of 3-5 years on the lines of 

compensation fund for loss in GST revenue.  

(vi) To enable ease of usage and wider compliance, a list of additional documents to ascertain the address of 

the buyer, as an alternative to PAN number, may be notified by the Central Government under Section 

4(1) of the Act.  

III. R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S  R E L AT E D  T O  FA R M E R S 

(EMPOWERMENT AND PROTECTION) AGREEMENT ON 

PRICE ASSURANCE AND FARM SERVICES ACT, 2020

(v) States need to develop models to convert existing APMCs to revenue generating entities by making them 

hubs of agri-business by provision of better marketing facilities for cleaning, sorting, assaying, grading, 

storage and packaging. 

(viii) The payment by a trader under Section 4(3) of the Act should preferably be made simultaneously on 

receipt of delivery of the agri-produce to alleviate concerns of non-payments. 

(i) A model contract agreement should be formulated and shared on the website with all stakeholders to 

remove various glitches in implementation.

(vii) Every trader/buyer may be required to register themselves which can be linked with the identity 

document notified by the Government (as in Proviso to Section 4(1)). An electronic dashboard may be 

developed for the purpose to enable ease of availability of information and strengthen the security of the 

transaction.

II. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING FARMERS PRODUCE 

TRADE AND COMMERCE (PROMOTION AND FACILITATION) 

ACT, 2020
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(iii) Quantity of stock limits should be reasonably sufficient keeping in view of the trading volumes in major 

mandis. 

(iii) States may notify a Registration Authority and provide for electronic registration for all farming 

agreements under Section 12 of the Act.

(iv) To lend security to the contract for both the parties, the contract agreement should be signed by two 

witnesses from farmer's as well as contractor's side.

IV. R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S  R E L AT E D  T O  E S S E N T I A L 

COMMODITIES (AMENDMENT) ACT (ECA), 2020

(i) The Government should consider in favour of completely abolishing the ECA Act, 1955 or take steps to 

substantially liberalize its provisions. 

(v) Provision in the farming agreement should be made in case market prices increase than the contracted 

prices.

(ii) The price triggers, at present 100 percent for perishables and 50 percent for non-perishables in the 

Amendment Act, may be reviewed and enhanced to 200 percent and 75 percent, respectively. 

(v) The price rise, as defined in the Amendment Act, should sustain itself for a month before any decision on 

stock limits is taken. 

(vi) The reference period for price rise may be reduced to last three years.

(x) Operations under the Price Stabilization Fund need to be strengthened further by replenishing the buffer 

stock at harvest time when prices are generally depressed and releasing stocks in open market operations 

in lean-season when prices tend to rise. 

(viii) All the warehouses beyond a certain capacity must be registered with Warehousing Development and 

Regulatory Authority (WDRA). They should be mandated to report on a monthly basis on the 

availability of stocks. 

(iv) Stock limits, if imposed, should be reviewed on a fortnightly basis.

(vii) Exports bans need to be rationalized and should be imposed in an objective manner based on similar 

price triggers as envisaged in this Act. 

(ix) The above information system can be integrated to the Price Information System as envisaged in the 

Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 2020 to develop effective 

forecasting mechanisms using information on expected demand and supply; and stocks-to-use ratio. 
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compensation fund for loss in GST revenue.  

(vi) To enable ease of usage and wider compliance, a list of additional documents to ascertain the address of 

the buyer, as an alternative to PAN number, may be notified by the Central Government under Section 

4(1) of the Act.  

III. R E C O M M E N D AT I O N S  R E L AT E D  T O  FA R M E R S 

(EMPOWERMENT AND PROTECTION) AGREEMENT ON 

PRICE ASSURANCE AND FARM SERVICES ACT, 2020

(v) States need to develop models to convert existing APMCs to revenue generating entities by making them 

hubs of agri-business by provision of better marketing facilities for cleaning, sorting, assaying, grading, 

storage and packaging. 

(viii) The payment by a trader under Section 4(3) of the Act should preferably be made simultaneously on 

receipt of delivery of the agri-produce to alleviate concerns of non-payments. 

(i) A model contract agreement should be formulated and shared on the website with all stakeholders to 

remove various glitches in implementation.

(vii) Every trader/buyer may be required to register themselves which can be linked with the identity 

document notified by the Government (as in Proviso to Section 4(1)). An electronic dashboard may be 

developed for the purpose to enable ease of availability of information and strengthen the security of the 

transaction.

II. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING FARMERS PRODUCE 

TRADE AND COMMERCE (PROMOTION AND FACILITATION) 

ACT, 2020

R
e
p
o
rt o

f T
h
e
 S

u
p
re

m
e
 C

o
u
rt

A
p
p
o
in

te
d
 C

o
m

m
itte

e
 o

n
 F

a
rm

 La
w

s

(iii) Quantity of stock limits should be reasonably sufficient keeping in view of the trading volumes in major 

mandis. 

(iii) States may notify a Registration Authority and provide for electronic registration for all farming 

agreements under Section 12 of the Act.

(iv) To lend security to the contract for both the parties, the contract agreement should be signed by two 

witnesses from farmer's as well as contractor's side.
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COMMODITIES (AMENDMENT) ACT (ECA), 2020

(i) The Government should consider in favour of completely abolishing the ECA Act, 1955 or take steps to 

substantially liberalize its provisions. 

(v) Provision in the farming agreement should be made in case market prices increase than the contracted 

prices.

(ii) The price triggers, at present 100 percent for perishables and 50 percent for non-perishables in the 

Amendment Act, may be reviewed and enhanced to 200 percent and 75 percent, respectively. 

(v) The price rise, as defined in the Amendment Act, should sustain itself for a month before any decision on 

stock limits is taken. 

(vi) The reference period for price rise may be reduced to last three years.

(x) Operations under the Price Stabilization Fund need to be strengthened further by replenishing the buffer 

stock at harvest time when prices are generally depressed and releasing stocks in open market operations 

in lean-season when prices tend to rise. 

(viii) All the warehouses beyond a certain capacity must be registered with Warehousing Development and 

Regulatory Authority (WDRA). They should be mandated to report on a monthly basis on the 

availability of stocks. 

(iv) Stock limits, if imposed, should be reviewed on a fortnightly basis.

(vii) Exports bans need to be rationalized and should be imposed in an objective manner based on similar 

price triggers as envisaged in this Act. 

(ix) The above information system can be integrated to the Price Information System as envisaged in the 

Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 2020 to develop effective 

forecasting mechanisms using information on expected demand and supply; and stocks-to-use ratio. 
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th th The first two Acts were approved by the Lok Sabha on 17  September 2020 and the Rajya Sabha on 20
th September 2020; and received Presidential assent on 24 September 2020. The third Act was approved by the 

th ndLok Sabha on 17  September 2020 and the Rajya Sabha on 22  September 2020; and received Presidential 
thassent on 26  September 2020. 

 (ii) Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on Price Assurance and Farm Services Act,

 2020.

 (i) Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 2020.

 (iii) Essential Commodities (Amendment) Act, 2020.

1. The Parliament of  India framed the following three Acts (Annexure-I) on Indian agriculture: 

2. Three categories of petitions against these Laws were filed in the Supreme Court - one challenging the 

constitutional validity of the farm laws, another supporting the farm laws and another from residents of 

the National Capital Territory of Delhi as well as the neighboring States, claiming that the agitation by 

farmers in the peripheries of Delhi and the consequent blockade of roads/highways leading to Delhi, 

infringes the fundamental rights of other citizens to move freely throughout the territories of India and 

their right to carry on trade and business.

3. A three-member bench of the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India, comprising of Hon'ble Chief Justice of 

India Shri Sharad Arvind Bobde, Hon'ble Mr. Justice A.S. Bopanna and Hon'ble Mr. Justice V. 
thRamasubramanian, having heard different perspectives, passed an interim order dated 12  January 2021 

(Annexure-II) stating the following: (i) The implementation of the three farm laws…. shall stand stayed 

until further orders; (ii) As a consequence, the Minimum Support Price System in existence before the 

enactment of the Farm Laws shall be maintained until further orders. In addition, the farmers' land 

holdings shall be protected, i.e., no farmer shall be dispossessed or deprived of his title as a result of any 

action taken under the Farm Laws. (iii) A Committee comprising of (1) Shri Bhupinder Singh Mann, 

National President, Bhartiya Kisan Union and All India Kisan Coordination Committee; (2) Dr. 

Pramod Kumar Joshi, Agricultural Economist, Former Director for South Asia, International Food 

Policy Research Institute; (3) Dr. Ashok Gulati, Agricultural Economist and Former Chairman of the 

Commission for Agricultural Costs and Prices; and (4) Shri Anil Ghanwat, President, Shetkari 

Sanghatana, is constituted for the purpose of listening to the grievances of the farmers relating to the 

farm laws and the views of the Government and to make recommendations….The representatives of all 

the farmers' bodies, whether they are holding a protest or not and whether they support or oppose the 

laws shall participate in the deliberations of the Committee and put forth their view points. The 

Committee shall, upon hearing the Government as well as the representatives of the farmers' bodies, and 

other stakeholders, submit a Report before this Court containing its recommendations. This shall be 

done within two months from the date of its first sitting. The first sitting shall be held within ten days from 

today.”

(vi) Another option is to give freedom of choice to beneficiaries of PDS to choose cash transfers equivalent to 

MSP + 25 percent for every kg of grain entitlement or get it in kind (wheat or rice). 

(i) The MSP and procurement support policy, as was designed for cereals during the Green Revolution time, 

needs to be revisited. 

(vii) A concrete road map for gradual diversification from paddy to more sustainable high-value crops, 

especially in Punjab-Haryana belt, needs to be formulated with adequate budgetary resources jointly by 

the Central Government and the respective State Governments.

V. RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO AGRICULTURAL PRICE 

POLICIES

(ii) For wheat and rice, there has to be a cap on procurement which is commensurate to the needs of the 

Public Distribution System (PDS). The savings from this capping on wheat and rice procurement may be 

utilized to enhance prize stabilization fund for other commodities such as nutri-cereals, pulses, oilseeds 

and even onion and potatoes on open market principles.

(iv) The procurement of crops at a declared MSP can be the prerogative of the States as per their specific 

agricultural policy priorities. 

(v) One of the options that the committee deliberated upon is to allocate the current expenditure by the 

Central Government on procurement, storage and PDS of wheat and rice across States based on an 

objective formula giving due weightage to production, procurement and poverty. The States should be 

given the freedom to devise their own approaches to support farmers and protect poor consumers in their 

respective States.

(iii) The Committee supports the approach of NAFED in carrying out procurement operations in pulses and 

oilseeds under the Price Support Scheme – where procurement is done at the request of the States, a cap 

of 25 percent of the production is laid down and NAFED is exempt from payment of any mandi 

fees/cess/arhtiya commission. 

I.  MANDATE OF THE COMMITTEE 
   AND ITS APPROACH
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4. One of the nominated members, Shri Bhupinder Singh Mann, recused himself from being a part of the 
thCommittee. The other three members, accordingly, held the first meeting of the Committee on 19  

January 2021 and finalized its approach on the mandate given by the Hon'ble Supreme Court. The 

Committee formulated a four-pronged strategy to arrive at its recommendations (Figure 1). It decided to 

get feedback of Farmers' Organizations and other stakeholders through (i) direct interactions with as 

many Farmer Associations/Organizations and other stakeholders as possible through video 

conferencing or physical meetings. Given the Covid-19 situation, video conferencing was the preferred 

mode; (ii) invitation of comments on a detailed questionnaire on the Farm Laws through a dedicated 

portal (https://farmer.gov.in/sccommittee/); and (iii) invitation of suggestions/comments/feedback at a 

dedicated e-mail id (sc.committee-agri@gov.in). The attempt of the Committee to outreach through 

these three approaches was given wide publicity through advertisements in newspapers and electronic 

media. The feedback received through these three channels was supplemented by the fourth pillar of 

evidence-based analysis carried out by the Committee in the overall context of dynamic evolution of the 

agricultural sector and its requirements for further growth. The fulcrum of the strategy was to assess the 

enacted Farm Laws in terms of getting the best deal for the 'farmer'.

Figure 1: Four-pronged strategy to get feedback on Farm Laws

5. The structure of the Report, accordingly, is as follows: Part I gives the detailed analysis of the three 

channels through which feedback was received by the Committee. Part II presents evidence-based 

analysis of the Committee in the overall context of transforming dynamics of the agricultural sector. Part 

III examines each Act with respect to the concerns raised during the feedback received by the 

Committee, and Part IV lays down the major recommendations of the Committee.
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PART 1
ANALYSIS OF THE FEEDBACK RECEIVED ON FARM LAWS

First Pillar: Direct Interactions

6. The Committee, extended invitation to 266 farmer organizations, including the ones agitating at the 

periphery of Delhi (details at Annexure -III). It held wide consultations, in its several meetings, with 

various stakeholders viz., representatives from Farmers' Unions, Farmer Associations, Farmer Producer 

Organizations (FPOs), Mandi Boards, Private Mandi operators, Industry Organizations, Processors and 

Aggregator Organizations, Marketing Federations, State Governments, Central Government, academic 

experts and others involved in agriculture related activities (details of the meetings held are attached at 

Annexure-IV). 

7. The Committee interacted directly with 73 Farmer Organizations, either through video conferencing or 

physically.  These Farmer Organizations represented more than 3.83 crore farmers. The results of this 

interactions with 73 Farmer Organizations were duly compiled and processed in terms of how many 

farmers support these laws, how many oppose, and finally how many support with some suggestions for 

modifications (Box-1). Very briefly, the results indicated that of these 73 Farmer Organizations, 61 

Farmer Organizations, representing 3.3 crore farmers, fully supported the Acts – a majority constituting 

85.7 percent of the total farmers. But 4 Farmers Organizations, representing 51 lakh farmers (13.3 

percent), did not support the Act. Another 7 Farmer Organizations, representing 3.6 lakh farmers (1 

percent) supported the Acts with some suggestions for modifications. 1 Farmer Organization, 

representing 500 farmers, was not clear on the implications of the Farm Laws.

8. The interactions brought forward many suggestions such as need to provide an alternative dispute 

settlement process, set up 'farmers courts' or fast track tribunals at district, State & National level, 

complete abolition of the ECA Act, centralized registration for parties entering into a farming 

agreement, electronic registration for a private trader purchasing farm produce in a trade area, enabling 

provision of more documents of identification along with PAN, provision of certain flexibilities to the 

States and extending the Minimum Support Price (MSP) to more commodities with a legal backing. 

Box I: Feedback received by the Committee through Direct Interactions

Do You Support the Acts?

Support
85.7%

Support with 
Suggestions

1%, Do not Support
13.3%

Direct 
Interactions 

Dedicated 
Portal 

Evidence 
based 

Anal sis 
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13. Regarding the Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on Price Assurance and Farm 

Services Act, 2020, 69.1 percent of the respondents were aware that the Act provides for an agreement 

for farm produce and not for land. Around 58.2 percent of the respondents felt that there is no risk of 

acquisition of land by the corporate sector under the Act. However, 28.7 percent of the respondents were 

unsure about this clause while 13 percent said that there was a risk of land acquisition. Around 52.7 

percent felt that the dispute settlement process, as laid down in the Act, was effective. 

11.  The feedback from the farmer group respondents also shows that only 42.3 percent of the farmer groups 

sell their produce in the APMC mandis - and it is concentrated mostly in the States of Punjab and 

Haryana where more than 70 percent respondents sell in APMC mandis. As livestock and fishery, 

constituting around 40 percent of the agricultural output, do not transact through the mandis, the 

responses can be presumed to reflect only the crop sector. 

15. Further, only 27.5 percent of respondent farmer/farmer groups sell their produce at the Minimum 

Support Price (MSP). This is concentrated mostly in States of Chhattisgarh, Punjab and Madhya 

Pradesh. As livestock, fishery and horticulture, together constituting 60 percent of the agricultural 

output, are not covered under the MSP, it is assumed that the feedback received on MSP reflects the crop 

sector. A detailed analysis of the feedback received through the portal is given in Box II. 

10. The Committee invited comments on a detailed questionnaire on the Farm Laws through a dedicated 

portal (https://farmer.gov.in/sccommittee/). An encouraging response to the questionnaire from across 

the country has been received with 19,027 representations/suggestions. This feedback includes 5451 

farmers, 929 FPOs, 151 Farmers Unions and 12,496 other stakeholders. Overall results of this feedback 

on the portal showed that around two-thirds of the respondents supported the Acts.

14. Regarding the Essential Commodities (Amendment) Act, around 97 percent of the respondents were 

aware of the Act. Around 41 percent of the respondents said that they would not be affected by the Act 

while one- third of the respondents were unsure. 

12. Around two-thirds of the respondents felt that the Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion 

and Facilitation) Act, 2020 would give more choice to the farmers beyond the APMC mandis and would 

enable farmers to get a better price for their produce.  A State-wise analysis of the Act shows that 

respondents in Punjab (64 percent), Andhra Pradesh (51 percent), Kerala (49 percent) and West Bengal 

(47 percent) feel that the Acts would not give a choice to farmers to sell beyond the APMC markets. 

Around 51.5 percent of the respondents feel that the dispute settlement process, as laid down in the Act, 

would serve the purpose. 

9. It may, however, be noted that in these interactive sessions with Farmers Organizations, the agitating 

farmers' organizations at the periphery of Delhi did not join the discussions with the Committee despite 

repeated invites sent to them. The Committee was informed that the organizations were not willing to 

present before the Committee and preferred bilateral discussions with the Government. The Committee 

respects their decision of not participating in its deliberations. However, their concerns, as ascertained 

from media reports and interactions with Government, have been kept in mind by the Committee, while 

formulating its recommendations. 

Second Pillar: Feedback through a dedicated portal and online questionnaire

14

Box II: Feedback from the Dedicated Portal

State-wise Distribution of Responses

15
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13. Regarding the Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on Price Assurance and Farm 

Services Act, 2020, 69.1 percent of the respondents were aware that the Act provides for an agreement 

for farm produce and not for land. Around 58.2 percent of the respondents felt that there is no risk of 

acquisition of land by the corporate sector under the Act. However, 28.7 percent of the respondents were 

unsure about this clause while 13 percent said that there was a risk of land acquisition. Around 52.7 

percent felt that the dispute settlement process, as laid down in the Act, was effective. 

11.  The feedback from the farmer group respondents also shows that only 42.3 percent of the farmer groups 

sell their produce in the APMC mandis - and it is concentrated mostly in the States of Punjab and 

Haryana where more than 70 percent respondents sell in APMC mandis. As livestock and fishery, 

constituting around 40 percent of the agricultural output, do not transact through the mandis, the 

responses can be presumed to reflect only the crop sector. 

15. Further, only 27.5 percent of respondent farmer/farmer groups sell their produce at the Minimum 

Support Price (MSP). This is concentrated mostly in States of Chhattisgarh, Punjab and Madhya 

Pradesh. As livestock, fishery and horticulture, together constituting 60 percent of the agricultural 

output, are not covered under the MSP, it is assumed that the feedback received on MSP reflects the crop 

sector. A detailed analysis of the feedback received through the portal is given in Box II. 

10. The Committee invited comments on a detailed questionnaire on the Farm Laws through a dedicated 

portal (https://farmer.gov.in/sccommittee/). An encouraging response to the questionnaire from across 

the country has been received with 19,027 representations/suggestions. This feedback includes 5451 

farmers, 929 FPOs, 151 Farmers Unions and 12,496 other stakeholders. Overall results of this feedback 

on the portal showed that around two-thirds of the respondents supported the Acts.

14. Regarding the Essential Commodities (Amendment) Act, around 97 percent of the respondents were 

aware of the Act. Around 41 percent of the respondents said that they would not be affected by the Act 

while one- third of the respondents were unsure. 

12. Around two-thirds of the respondents felt that the Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion 

and Facilitation) Act, 2020 would give more choice to the farmers beyond the APMC mandis and would 

enable farmers to get a better price for their produce.  A State-wise analysis of the Act shows that 

respondents in Punjab (64 percent), Andhra Pradesh (51 percent), Kerala (49 percent) and West Bengal 

(47 percent) feel that the Acts would not give a choice to farmers to sell beyond the APMC markets. 

Around 51.5 percent of the respondents feel that the dispute settlement process, as laid down in the Act, 

would serve the purpose. 

9. It may, however, be noted that in these interactive sessions with Farmers Organizations, the agitating 

farmers' organizations at the periphery of Delhi did not join the discussions with the Committee despite 

repeated invites sent to them. The Committee was informed that the organizations were not willing to 

present before the Committee and preferred bilateral discussions with the Government. The Committee 

respects their decision of not participating in its deliberations. However, their concerns, as ascertained 

from media reports and interactions with Government, have been kept in mind by the Committee, while 

formulating its recommendations. 

Second Pillar: Feedback through a dedicated portal and online questionnaire

14

Box II: Feedback from the Dedicated Portal

State-wise Distribution of Responses
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V. Do you feel that the provisions in the Act will give more choice to the
 farmers to sell their produce beyond APMC markets? – State-Wise Analysis
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VI. Do you feel that the provisions in the Act will give more choice to the farmers 
to sell their produce beyond APMC markets? –Share of Respondents in States saying NO
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I. Are you aware about this Act? II. Where do you sell your produce?  
(Farmers/Farmers group only)

III. Do you feel that the provisions in the Act will 
give more choice to the farmers to sell their produce 

beyond APMC markets?

IV. Will such an arrangement benefit farmers in 
realizing better prices of their produce?

Yes, 97.4%

Cannot Say,
0.1%

No,
2.5%

Outside
APMC
Mandi,
57.7%

APMC
Mandi,
42.3%

Cannot Say, 0.1%

No,
33.4%

Yes, 66.5%

No,
10.1%

Cannot Say,
25.3%

Yes,
64.6%

Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 2020

16
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to sell their produce beyond APMC markets? –Share of Respondents in States saying NO
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I. Are you aware about this Act? II. Where do you sell your produce?  
(Farmers/Farmers group only)

III. Do you feel that the provisions in the Act will 
give more choice to the farmers to sell their produce 

beyond APMC markets?

IV. Will such an arrangement benefit farmers in 
realizing better prices of their produce?

Yes, 97.4%

Cannot Say,
0.1%

No,
2.5%

Outside
APMC
Mandi,
57.7%

APMC
Mandi,
42.3%

Cannot Say, 0.1%

No,
33.4%

Yes, 66.5%

No,
10.1%

Cannot Say,
25.3%

Yes,
64.6%

Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 2020
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Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on Price Assurance and Farm 
Services Act, 2020

X. Are you aware about the Act dealing 
with contract farming?

XI. Do you know the Act is contract for 
produce and not for land?

XII. Do you think that there may be risk of 
acquiring land by the corporate sector or 

the contractor?

XIII. Do you agree with the dispute 
resolution through SDM under the Act?

No,
3.3 %

Cannot
Say, 0.1 % 

Yes,
96.6 %

No,
30.8 %

Cannot Say,
0.1 % 

Yes,
69.1 %

Cannot
Say,

34.0 %

No,
13.3 %

Yes,
52.7 %

Cannot
Say,

28.7 % 

Yes
13.1 % 

No,
58.2 % 

No,
2.6 %

Cannot Say,
0.1 %

Yes, 97.3 %

The Essential Commodities (Amendment) Act, 2020

XIV. Are you aware about the Act?
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Cannot Say,
29.2 %

No,
8.6 %

Yes,
62.2 %

Cannot Say, 34.1 %

No,
14.4 %

Yes, 51.5 %

Cannot
Say,

27.0 %

Yes,
14.0 %

No,
59.0 %

VII. There are apprehensions that the 
provisions in the Act will collapse APMC 

markets. Do you feel so?

VIII. Do you think that the Act will provide 
opportunities for electronic trading?

IX. Do you think the existing provision through SDM will serve the purpose?
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Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on Price Assurance and Farm 
Services Act, 2020

X. Are you aware about the Act dealing 
with contract farming?

XI. Do you know the Act is contract for 
produce and not for land?

XII. Do you think that there may be risk of 
acquiring land by the corporate sector or 

the contractor?

XIII. Do you agree with the dispute 
resolution through SDM under the Act?

No,
3.3 %

Cannot
Say, 0.1 % 

Yes,
96.6 %

No,
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Cannot Say,
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Yes,
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Cannot
Say,
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Yes
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The Essential Commodities (Amendment) Act, 2020
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Box III: Feedback received by the Committee through Dedicated E-mail
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Feedback on MSP

XV. Do you sell your produce at Minimum Support Prices (MSP)?
(Farmers/Farmers group only)

%Yes %No
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16. The feedback received by the Committee also manifests that many respondents were uncertain on some 

aspects of the Acts though they supported the overall Acts. This shows the communication gap between 

farmers and what the Government intends through these Acts.

Third Pillar: Feedback through Dedicated E-mail id of the Committee

17. The Committee invited suggestions/comments/feedback on the Farm Laws at a dedicated e-mail id 

(sc.committee-agri@gov.in). A total of 1520 mails were received by the Committee. It may be noted that 

one mail contained suggestions/feedback on more than one Act. These mails have been carefully 

analyzed and feedback on each of the Laws was segregated. Briefly, the Committee received a total of 

1520 mails regarding the Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 

2020; 1463 mails regarding the Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on Price Assurance 

and Farm Services Act, 2020; and 1431 mails regarding the Essential Commodities (Amendment) Act, 

2020. A majority of respondents supported the three Farm Laws as is evident from Box III. 

■ ■ 
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Box III: Feedback received by the Committee through Dedicated E-mail
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Feedback on MSP

XV. Do you sell your produce at Minimum Support Prices (MSP)?
(Farmers/Farmers group only)
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16. The feedback received by the Committee also manifests that many respondents were uncertain on some 

aspects of the Acts though they supported the overall Acts. This shows the communication gap between 

farmers and what the Government intends through these Acts.

Third Pillar: Feedback through Dedicated E-mail id of the Committee

17. The Committee invited suggestions/comments/feedback on the Farm Laws at a dedicated e-mail id 

(sc.committee-agri@gov.in). A total of 1520 mails were received by the Committee. It may be noted that 

one mail contained suggestions/feedback on more than one Act. These mails have been carefully 

analyzed and feedback on each of the Laws was segregated. Briefly, the Committee received a total of 

1520 mails regarding the Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 

2020; 1463 mails regarding the Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on Price Assurance 

and Farm Services Act, 2020; and 1431 mails regarding the Essential Commodities (Amendment) Act, 

2020. A majority of respondents supported the three Farm Laws as is evident from Box III. 
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18. The Committee has received mails from various sections, from senior erstwhile policymakers, from 

farm leaders, from practitioners across States and from citizens across India. The Committee chooses 

not to specify the name of the sender. However, some excerpts of mails that give an overarching reaction 

to the Laws, including that of mode of passage of Laws are shared below: 

19. Some e-mails gave valuable suggestions on the Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and 

Facilitation) Act, 2020 as follows:

 "The farmers apprehend that APMC Mandis will be finished through time by the private mandis. In my 

view someone must be out of mind who will establish such Mandis in competition! What will he gain out 

of it? He cannot purchase everything that comes to the market! There have to be buyers and sellers of 

various products and shades. What will the private player make out of it? If foolishly one does that it 

cannot be charity, Will he not charge in one form or the other? May be more charges there than what is 

charged in the APMC markets! There is remote, rather no possibility of such competing markets. Private 

players will be for specific product(s) produced under the contract terms".

 "The farm bills being implemented is a welcome step towards farmer welfare and the worry of farming 

community is similar to that of people who were earlier objecting to mechanization, thinking that there 

would be job loss of workers but today India produces and consumes the highest number of tractors in 

the world with about 8 lacs per annum while the entire Europe consumes about 4 lacs, China about 6 

lacs and USA about 4 lacs. Today every farmer wants to have a tractor and the myth of not promoting 

farm mechanization is over. People have understood the advantage. Similarly, farmers and their 

families will also understand the advantages of new farm bills and that will be good for all. We 

completely support the farm bills."

 "Farm laws applicability can be made optional for State Governments. But in case any state government 

decides not to implement new farm laws, then the state only will be responsible for procurement of all 

farm produce at MSP, its storage, and subsequent sale / export without any subsidy by central 

government."

20. Various suggestions were also received regarding the Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) 

Agreement on Price Assurance and Farm Services Act, 2020. Some excerpts are:

 "Presently there is no legal provision to protect the interests of small farmers if they enter into contract to 

produce something for the sponsor. I have authentic examples of the sponsor abdicating responsibility at 

the last moment when he sees loss to him. I was hunting for such an Act for the last more than forty years, 

…. The sponsor cannot buy or get attached the land of the farmer: He can't get the land get mortgaged in 

his name; he cannot even get the land on lease. How can the sponsor get the farmer out of his land?   

 "The hurried process followed created Trust Deficit. There was no urgency for ordinances. When 

ordinances were issued there was a time of six months. The bills should have been put on public domain 

and discussed with stake holders to bring them on board. When the bills were introduced extensive 

discussions were not allowed, question hour deleted.  Select committee demanded by the opposition was 

not allowed, Bills were passed in steamroller manner. Same over hurry and manipulation was resorted 

to in upper house, The Acts were got signed by the President of India almost in suspicious hurry! This 

created very deep trust deficit with the government and gave birth to the agitation….."
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 Under the contract, provisions can be entered that sponsor will supply seed, other inputs, pesticide, 

machinery if needed and technology. The cost he will deduct from the proceeds of the product. He cannot 

even question the quality or even reject below standard produce because he himself has got the product 

produced at his cost. If the proceeds are lower than the costs incurred by the sponsor, farmer is not 

responsible! Even risk sharing due to natural or man-made calamities can be provided for. Above that 

till the produce is handed over to the sponsor, owner of the produce remains the farmer. What else is 

needed???Unwittingly the farmers are demanding access to civil court which gives upper hand to the 

sponsor. Neither the small farmer can access nor defend his case in civil courts. Sponsor has the 

financial strength to do so. If the case goes against sponsor, he can get stay at various level of courts. We 

all know it takes years to decide cases in civil courts. Farmer will be at the losing end whatever the 

decision, against or in favour of him. Time bound decisions by SDM and finally by DC are in the interest 

of aggrieved farmers".

21. Some mails provided suggestions on the issue of MSP and its impact. An excerpt of a mail is as follows

22. These excerpts are only a few examples of mails (names kept in confidence by the Committee). But there 

are hundreds of such suggestions/observations received by the Committee. All of them cannot be put 

here but rest assured that the Committee has read them carefully and deliberated in detail on such 

observations/suggestions before arriving at its recommendations. 

 If the land is taken on rent. After the contract period is over the sponsor has to return the land in the same 

shape and if some structures are raised, these will have to be removed within specific period. Otherwise, 

the farmer will become owner of those structures!

 "MSP and free farm power have played havoc to the underground water and soil as well agro -

environment of Punjab and Haryana. We are eating up the resource endowment meant for our children. 

Water balance is deteriorating so fast that after few decades our children will not be left with water to 

drink. We are heading towards handing over Punjab as a desert to our future generations. Farmers must 

start growing the crops which they will grow after the water is finished. Government can give them 

electricity and inputs and prices but cannot give water!

 Legal status of the MSP is not tenable. MSP means it must be higher than the market price and backed up 

by procurement. In such a scenario total to the last grain all the producer will prefer to sell it to the 

government and demand for consumption at lower price. Can the government af ford  that or can the 

government sell the purchased product at cost plus? Moreover, the governments are not traders.

 Farmers need subsidies but not in the form of input and price subsidies. These are WTO red box 

subsidies These subsidies interfere in the demand and supply equilibrium and their impact falls 

adversely on consumers. Instead, income support/ development subsidies (product specific or 

otherwise) which are provided by developed countries are not market distorting subsidies and are green 

box subsidies, the impact of them fall on state exchequer not on the consumers. So, this is a totally 

untenable demand. Government should declare MSP only for the produce the government needs to buy 

and must be backed up by procurement!"
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18. The Committee has received mails from various sections, from senior erstwhile policymakers, from 

farm leaders, from practitioners across States and from citizens across India. The Committee chooses 

not to specify the name of the sender. However, some excerpts of mails that give an overarching reaction 

to the Laws, including that of mode of passage of Laws are shared below: 

19. Some e-mails gave valuable suggestions on the Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and 

Facilitation) Act, 2020 as follows:

 "The farmers apprehend that APMC Mandis will be finished through time by the private mandis. In my 

view someone must be out of mind who will establish such Mandis in competition! What will he gain out 

of it? He cannot purchase everything that comes to the market! There have to be buyers and sellers of 

various products and shades. What will the private player make out of it? If foolishly one does that it 

cannot be charity, Will he not charge in one form or the other? May be more charges there than what is 

charged in the APMC markets! There is remote, rather no possibility of such competing markets. Private 

players will be for specific product(s) produced under the contract terms".

 "The farm bills being implemented is a welcome step towards farmer welfare and the worry of farming 

community is similar to that of people who were earlier objecting to mechanization, thinking that there 

would be job loss of workers but today India produces and consumes the highest number of tractors in 

the world with about 8 lacs per annum while the entire Europe consumes about 4 lacs, China about 6 

lacs and USA about 4 lacs. Today every farmer wants to have a tractor and the myth of not promoting 

farm mechanization is over. People have understood the advantage. Similarly, farmers and their 

families will also understand the advantages of new farm bills and that will be good for all. We 

completely support the farm bills."

 "Farm laws applicability can be made optional for State Governments. But in case any state government 

decides not to implement new farm laws, then the state only will be responsible for procurement of all 

farm produce at MSP, its storage, and subsequent sale / export without any subsidy by central 

government."

20. Various suggestions were also received regarding the Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) 

Agreement on Price Assurance and Farm Services Act, 2020. Some excerpts are:

 "Presently there is no legal provision to protect the interests of small farmers if they enter into contract to 

produce something for the sponsor. I have authentic examples of the sponsor abdicating responsibility at 

the last moment when he sees loss to him. I was hunting for such an Act for the last more than forty years, 

…. The sponsor cannot buy or get attached the land of the farmer: He can't get the land get mortgaged in 

his name; he cannot even get the land on lease. How can the sponsor get the farmer out of his land?   

 "The hurried process followed created Trust Deficit. There was no urgency for ordinances. When 

ordinances were issued there was a time of six months. The bills should have been put on public domain 

and discussed with stake holders to bring them on board. When the bills were introduced extensive 

discussions were not allowed, question hour deleted.  Select committee demanded by the opposition was 

not allowed, Bills were passed in steamroller manner. Same over hurry and manipulation was resorted 

to in upper house, The Acts were got signed by the President of India almost in suspicious hurry! This 

created very deep trust deficit with the government and gave birth to the agitation….."
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 Under the contract, provisions can be entered that sponsor will supply seed, other inputs, pesticide, 

machinery if needed and technology. The cost he will deduct from the proceeds of the product. He cannot 

even question the quality or even reject below standard produce because he himself has got the product 

produced at his cost. If the proceeds are lower than the costs incurred by the sponsor, farmer is not 

responsible! Even risk sharing due to natural or man-made calamities can be provided for. Above that 

till the produce is handed over to the sponsor, owner of the produce remains the farmer. What else is 

needed???Unwittingly the farmers are demanding access to civil court which gives upper hand to the 

sponsor. Neither the small farmer can access nor defend his case in civil courts. Sponsor has the 

financial strength to do so. If the case goes against sponsor, he can get stay at various level of courts. We 

all know it takes years to decide cases in civil courts. Farmer will be at the losing end whatever the 

decision, against or in favour of him. Time bound decisions by SDM and finally by DC are in the interest 

of aggrieved farmers".

21. Some mails provided suggestions on the issue of MSP and its impact. An excerpt of a mail is as follows

22. These excerpts are only a few examples of mails (names kept in confidence by the Committee). But there 

are hundreds of such suggestions/observations received by the Committee. All of them cannot be put 

here but rest assured that the Committee has read them carefully and deliberated in detail on such 

observations/suggestions before arriving at its recommendations. 

 If the land is taken on rent. After the contract period is over the sponsor has to return the land in the same 

shape and if some structures are raised, these will have to be removed within specific period. Otherwise, 

the farmer will become owner of those structures!

 "MSP and free farm power have played havoc to the underground water and soil as well agro -

environment of Punjab and Haryana. We are eating up the resource endowment meant for our children. 

Water balance is deteriorating so fast that after few decades our children will not be left with water to 

drink. We are heading towards handing over Punjab as a desert to our future generations. Farmers must 

start growing the crops which they will grow after the water is finished. Government can give them 

electricity and inputs and prices but cannot give water!

 Legal status of the MSP is not tenable. MSP means it must be higher than the market price and backed up 

by procurement. In such a scenario total to the last grain all the producer will prefer to sell it to the 

government and demand for consumption at lower price. Can the government af ford  that or can the 

government sell the purchased product at cost plus? Moreover, the governments are not traders.

 Farmers need subsidies but not in the form of input and price subsidies. These are WTO red box 

subsidies These subsidies interfere in the demand and supply equilibrium and their impact falls 

adversely on consumers. Instead, income support/ development subsidies (product specific or 

otherwise) which are provided by developed countries are not market distorting subsidies and are green 

box subsidies, the impact of them fall on state exchequer not on the consumers. So, this is a totally 

untenable demand. Government should declare MSP only for the produce the government needs to buy 

and must be backed up by procurement!"
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26. It is also useful to observe, that the ratio of farm income is directly correlated with the size of the 

landholding (Figure 4). Large landholders (constituting 0.6 percent of total operational holdings and 9 

percent of total operated area) received around 85.5 percent of their incomes from cultivation while 

small and medium farmers earned one-third of their incomes from both cultivation and wages & salaries 

– indicating that the small size of landholdings constrains the farm family to meet its full income needs 

through cultivation and livestock. They, therefore, have to rely more on wages and salaries outside the 

agricultural sector.

Figure 2: Divergent Shares of Agriculture 
in GDP and Total Workforce

Figure 3: Declining Average Size of 
Landholding

Note: Shares are average shares over the ten-year period
Source: NSO Source: Census, various issues
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PART 2
FOURTH PILLAR: EVIDENCE BASED ANALYSIS BY THE COMMITTEE

23. The Farm Laws have to be seen within the overall context of structural dynamism of the agricultural 

sector, evolution of agricultural policy over the years and expected demand shifts in the future. 

Agricultural policy, till now, has largely been focused on enhancing production with a revolutionary 

success manifesting in various sub-sectors of agriculture such as foodgrains, horticulture, milk, poultry 

and fisheries. It has turned India from a food deficit country to one with a net surplus in agricultural trade. 

India, today, is the world's largest milk, pulses and cotton producer, second largest producer of rice, 

wheat and fruits & vegetables, third largest producer of eggs, fifth largest producer of broilers - just to 

mention a few. 

24. India has, thus, showcased an impressive growth trajectory from a food scarce country to a food self-

sufficient and steadily to a food surplus one. The need to relook and redesign policies made for the 

scarcity era, therefore, gains prominence.  Several farm leaders, most notably Late Shri Sharad Joshi, 

have been in the forefront to demand freedom for farmers to market their produce. The policy to 

integrate markets, accordingly, was in the process of evolution with due consultations underway during 

the last two decades. The approach of the Committee, through this fourth pillar of data backed analysis, 

is to understand the dynamics of the agricultural sector, role of mandis and the extent of transactions 

through the regulated mandis; MSP policy and its coverage; need for investments to move up the value 

chain of food processing; and associated policies in the food sector. The prime focus of the approach is to 

augment farmers' income in an efficient, inclusive, scalable and sustainable manner - both financially 

and environmentally.

Indian Agriculture - Structural Dynamism

Dominance of Small and Marginal Farmers

25. In line with the process of development, the share of agriculture in India's GDP has been declining over 

the years to around one-fifth but it continues to employ nearly 42.3 percent of the country's workforce in 

2019-20 (Figure 2). The two diverging shares is a matter of concern because it keeps the labour 

productivity in agriculture low. The average size of land holdings has halved from 2.28 ha in 1970-71 to 

1.08 ha in 2015-16 (Figure 3). Further, within the agriculture workforce, for the first time in 2011, the 

share of cultivators in the total agriculture workforce reduced to 45.2 percent, while those of agricultural 

labourers increased to 54.8 percent pointing to unviable size of land holdings. 
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26. It is also useful to observe, that the ratio of farm income is directly correlated with the size of the 

landholding (Figure 4). Large landholders (constituting 0.6 percent of total operational holdings and 9 

percent of total operated area) received around 85.5 percent of their incomes from cultivation while 

small and medium farmers earned one-third of their incomes from both cultivation and wages & salaries 

– indicating that the small size of landholdings constrains the farm family to meet its full income needs 

through cultivation and livestock. They, therefore, have to rely more on wages and salaries outside the 

agricultural sector.

Figure 2: Divergent Shares of Agriculture 
in GDP and Total Workforce
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Note: Shares are average shares over the ten-year period
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FOURTH PILLAR: EVIDENCE BASED ANALYSIS BY THE COMMITTEE

23. The Farm Laws have to be seen within the overall context of structural dynamism of the agricultural 

sector, evolution of agricultural policy over the years and expected demand shifts in the future. 

Agricultural policy, till now, has largely been focused on enhancing production with a revolutionary 

success manifesting in various sub-sectors of agriculture such as foodgrains, horticulture, milk, poultry 

and fisheries. It has turned India from a food deficit country to one with a net surplus in agricultural trade. 

India, today, is the world's largest milk, pulses and cotton producer, second largest producer of rice, 

wheat and fruits & vegetables, third largest producer of eggs, fifth largest producer of broilers - just to 

mention a few. 

24. India has, thus, showcased an impressive growth trajectory from a food scarce country to a food self-

sufficient and steadily to a food surplus one. The need to relook and redesign policies made for the 

scarcity era, therefore, gains prominence.  Several farm leaders, most notably Late Shri Sharad Joshi, 

have been in the forefront to demand freedom for farmers to market their produce. The policy to 

integrate markets, accordingly, was in the process of evolution with due consultations underway during 

the last two decades. The approach of the Committee, through this fourth pillar of data backed analysis, 

is to understand the dynamics of the agricultural sector, role of mandis and the extent of transactions 

through the regulated mandis; MSP policy and its coverage; need for investments to move up the value 

chain of food processing; and associated policies in the food sector. The prime focus of the approach is to 

augment farmers' income in an efficient, inclusive, scalable and sustainable manner - both financially 

and environmentally.

Indian Agriculture - Structural Dynamism

Dominance of Small and Marginal Farmers

25. In line with the process of development, the share of agriculture in India's GDP has been declining over 

the years to around one-fifth but it continues to employ nearly 42.3 percent of the country's workforce in 

2019-20 (Figure 2). The two diverging shares is a matter of concern because it keeps the labour 

productivity in agriculture low. The average size of land holdings has halved from 2.28 ha in 1970-71 to 

1.08 ha in 2015-16 (Figure 3). Further, within the agriculture workforce, for the first time in 2011, the 

share of cultivators in the total agriculture workforce reduced to 45.2 percent, while those of agricultural 

labourers increased to 54.8 percent pointing to unviable size of land holdings. 
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Livestock and Horticulture constitute 60 percent of Gross Value of Output (GVO)

27. The small and marginal farmers account for 86 percent of the total operational land holdings in India and 

47 percent of the total operated area. They face high transaction costs in aggregating their produce and in 

accessing technological inputs, remunerative markets and finance at competitive rates. These Farm 

Laws are trying to create an ecosystem, particularly for these small and marginal farmers, to facilitate 

their ease of access through Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) and partnership through contract 

farming.  

28. The composition of the Gross Value of Output (GVO) in agriculture has been transforming with 

livestock & fishery constituting around 40 percent and horticulture accounting for 20 percent in 2018-19 

(Figure 5). Poultry, fishery, dairy and horticulture are growing around 3 to 5 times than cereals (Figure 

6). Production of fruits & vegetables (F&V) overtook foodgrains' production in terms of both volume 

and value in 2014-15. These sectors are neither dependent on MSP nor get transacted through the APMC 

mandis. Although horticulture comes to mandis, they face high mandi charges. Recognizing the need to 

reduce transaction costs, 23 States have already delicensed F&V. 

Consumption patterns shifting away from cereals

29. The change in the composition of agricultural output is in line with the change in demand patterns 

wherein over the past two decades, share of food in total expenditure (as explained by the monthly per 

capita expenditure, MPCE) has fallen signaling a clear shift in expenditure behaviour. NSS 73rd round 

on consumer expenditure shows that the share of cereals in MPCE has fallen by about 33 percent in rural 

India and about 28 percent in urban India from 2004-05 to 2011-12 (latest estimates available). Figure 7 

shows the declining share of cereals in consumer expenditure while the production of rice and wheat has 

reached new records. This trend of decreasing per capita demand for cereals and increasing supply of 

cereals shows that the production pattern is currently not synchronized with the emerging demand 

patterns. It also establishes that when we look at the demand patterns for the next ten years, growth 

would come from other high-value commodities rather than cereals. 

Figure 4: Source of Income of Farmers by Land size, 2012-13

Source: NSSO 70th Round on Situation Assessment Survey of Agricultural Households
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Figure 6: Average Annual Growth rates of 
Gross Value of Output (2001-02 to 2018-19)

Source: Computed from data available from NSO
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Livestock and Horticulture constitute 60 percent of Gross Value of Output (GVO)

27. The small and marginal farmers account for 86 percent of the total operational land holdings in India and 

47 percent of the total operated area. They face high transaction costs in aggregating their produce and in 

accessing technological inputs, remunerative markets and finance at competitive rates. These Farm 

Laws are trying to create an ecosystem, particularly for these small and marginal farmers, to facilitate 

their ease of access through Farmer Producer Organizations (FPOs) and partnership through contract 

farming.  

28. The composition of the Gross Value of Output (GVO) in agriculture has been transforming with 

livestock & fishery constituting around 40 percent and horticulture accounting for 20 percent in 2018-19 

(Figure 5). Poultry, fishery, dairy and horticulture are growing around 3 to 5 times than cereals (Figure 

6). Production of fruits & vegetables (F&V) overtook foodgrains' production in terms of both volume 

and value in 2014-15. These sectors are neither dependent on MSP nor get transacted through the APMC 

mandis. Although horticulture comes to mandis, they face high mandi charges. Recognizing the need to 

reduce transaction costs, 23 States have already delicensed F&V. 

Consumption patterns shifting away from cereals

29. The change in the composition of agricultural output is in line with the change in demand patterns 

wherein over the past two decades, share of food in total expenditure (as explained by the monthly per 

capita expenditure, MPCE) has fallen signaling a clear shift in expenditure behaviour. NSS 73rd round 

on consumer expenditure shows that the share of cereals in MPCE has fallen by about 33 percent in rural 

India and about 28 percent in urban India from 2004-05 to 2011-12 (latest estimates available). Figure 7 

shows the declining share of cereals in consumer expenditure while the production of rice and wheat has 

reached new records. This trend of decreasing per capita demand for cereals and increasing supply of 

cereals shows that the production pattern is currently not synchronized with the emerging demand 

patterns. It also establishes that when we look at the demand patterns for the next ten years, growth 

would come from other high-value commodities rather than cereals. 

Figure 4: Source of Income of Farmers by Land size, 2012-13

Source: NSSO 70th Round on Situation Assessment Survey of Agricultural Households
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Evolution of Agricultural Policy: Need to integrate Production with Markets

31. Agricultural policies in India have been designed as per the structural requirements of the sector (Table 

1). At a time of sustained deficit, as was the case in 1960s and 1970s, it was obligatory to regulate, to 

control and monitor the production and the flow of food across the country. Most of the States enacted 

and put into operation the Agricultural Produce Markets Regulation (APMR) Acts and all primary 

wholesale assembling markets were brought under the ambit of these Acts. The main objective to 

regulate the practices at primary agriculture market yards was to protect the interests of farmers by 

Need for post-harvest management of agri-produce

30. There has been enormous success in achieving increase in production, but post-harvest management of 

agricultural produce is still a challenge. As per a study by Central Institute of Post-Harvest Engineering 

& Technology (CIPHET), the post-harvest losses were to the tune of 6 percent in cereals, 8 percent in 

pulses, 10 percent in oilseeds and 15 percent in fruits and vegetables with an estimated annual value of 

total losses is Rs 92,651 crore in 2014-15. The level of value addition and processing is still below 10 

percent in fruits and vegetables. There are estimates that by 2030, there would be 60 crore people in 

urban areas who would have to be provided food being produced largely in hinterland areas. Thus, there 

is an essential requirement of post-harvest management by connecting food producers with consumers 

so that farmers can access those markets while minimizing food losses and ensuring food safety. These 

Farm Laws endeavor to create an ecosystem to facilitate private investments in well-oiled supply chains 

to cut down logistics, add value and reduce food losses.

providing an environment of fair play and transparency in transactions. Over a period of time, these 

APMC mandis became prey to oligopolistic structures with high commissions and rent-seeking. There 

were stringent controls on the storage and movement of several agricultural commodities enacted 

through the Essential Commodities Act (ECA), 1955. 

Table 1: Evolution of the Agricultural Policies in India

Period (1980-91) Motive: Enhance value of output.

 Approach: Towards a National unified market Electronic National 
Agricultural Market (e-NAM), the Model Agricultural Produce and 
Livestock Marketing (Promotion & Facilitation) Act, 2017 (APLM) 
allowing for operation of alternate markets and unified national 
markets; GST roll out, streamline inter-state trade.

Period (1991-2015) Motive: Improving the functioning of markets and greater 
international market access for exports and imports.

 Approach: Signing of Agreement of Agriculture of WTO; Rapid 
growth of poultry and milk production; Initiation of consultations on 
Market reforms   -Report of Committee on Strengthening and 
Developing of Agricultural Marketing' under the Chairmanship of 
Shri Shankerlal Guru submitted on 29.06.2001, Model APMC Act 
2003 to increase private sector participation in marketing and 
processing; Model APMC Rules, 2007. Some States adopted the 
Model Act. 

Phase V: 'One nation, One market'  Status: Food Secure but problem of plenty emerges especially in
(2015 onwards) cereals.

 Approach: Focus on commercial horticulture, setting up of National 
Horticulture Board (NHB).

Phase IV: Economic Reforms  Status: Approaching surplus.

 Motive: Enhance Farmer Incomes with freedom to access markets.

Phase III: Post-Green Revolution Status: Diversification towards high value commodities. 

 Approach: Usage of technology and High Yielding Varieties (HYVs) 
to boost production and distribution through procurement. Number 
of important institutions set up (FCI, APC (now redesignated as 
CACP), CWC and State Agriculture Universities).

Phase I: Pre-Green Revolution  Status: Deficit in food production.

Phase II: Green Revolution Status: Self Sufficiency in Food grains, ushering in 'Green  
Revolution' (Wheat and Rice) and 'Operation Flood' (Milk Sector).Period (1965-80) 

 Motive: Ensure Food Security.

 Approach: Marketing system designed to handle deficit, regulate 
 trade and manage food security. APMC Acts and ECA Act, 1955.

Phase Status and Approach

Period (1950-65) Motive: 'Grow more Food' Campaign and Improved food security.

Source: Adapted from Report of Committee on Doubling Farmers' Income, 2018

Figure 7: Trends in Consumption and Production of Cereals in India

Note: Cereals consist of Rice, Wheat and Coarse cereals wherein Rice and Wheat comprise more than 80% of total production of cereals; Data 
for Consumption is available only till 2011-12
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Evolution of Agricultural Policy: Need to integrate Production with Markets

31. Agricultural policies in India have been designed as per the structural requirements of the sector (Table 

1). At a time of sustained deficit, as was the case in 1960s and 1970s, it was obligatory to regulate, to 

control and monitor the production and the flow of food across the country. Most of the States enacted 

and put into operation the Agricultural Produce Markets Regulation (APMR) Acts and all primary 

wholesale assembling markets were brought under the ambit of these Acts. The main objective to 

regulate the practices at primary agriculture market yards was to protect the interests of farmers by 

Need for post-harvest management of agri-produce

30. There has been enormous success in achieving increase in production, but post-harvest management of 

agricultural produce is still a challenge. As per a study by Central Institute of Post-Harvest Engineering 

& Technology (CIPHET), the post-harvest losses were to the tune of 6 percent in cereals, 8 percent in 

pulses, 10 percent in oilseeds and 15 percent in fruits and vegetables with an estimated annual value of 

total losses is Rs 92,651 crore in 2014-15. The level of value addition and processing is still below 10 

percent in fruits and vegetables. There are estimates that by 2030, there would be 60 crore people in 

urban areas who would have to be provided food being produced largely in hinterland areas. Thus, there 

is an essential requirement of post-harvest management by connecting food producers with consumers 

so that farmers can access those markets while minimizing food losses and ensuring food safety. These 

Farm Laws endeavor to create an ecosystem to facilitate private investments in well-oiled supply chains 

to cut down logistics, add value and reduce food losses.

providing an environment of fair play and transparency in transactions. Over a period of time, these 

APMC mandis became prey to oligopolistic structures with high commissions and rent-seeking. There 

were stringent controls on the storage and movement of several agricultural commodities enacted 

through the Essential Commodities Act (ECA), 1955. 

Table 1: Evolution of the Agricultural Policies in India

Period (1980-91) Motive: Enhance value of output.

 Approach: Towards a National unified market Electronic National 
Agricultural Market (e-NAM), the Model Agricultural Produce and 
Livestock Marketing (Promotion & Facilitation) Act, 2017 (APLM) 
allowing for operation of alternate markets and unified national 
markets; GST roll out, streamline inter-state trade.

Period (1991-2015) Motive: Improving the functioning of markets and greater 
international market access for exports and imports.

 Approach: Signing of Agreement of Agriculture of WTO; Rapid 
growth of poultry and milk production; Initiation of consultations on 
Market reforms   -Report of Committee on Strengthening and 
Developing of Agricultural Marketing' under the Chairmanship of 
Shri Shankerlal Guru submitted on 29.06.2001, Model APMC Act 
2003 to increase private sector participation in marketing and 
processing; Model APMC Rules, 2007. Some States adopted the 
Model Act. 

Phase V: 'One nation, One market'  Status: Food Secure but problem of plenty emerges especially in
(2015 onwards) cereals.

 Approach: Focus on commercial horticulture, setting up of National 
Horticulture Board (NHB).

Phase IV: Economic Reforms  Status: Approaching surplus.

 Motive: Enhance Farmer Incomes with freedom to access markets.

Phase III: Post-Green Revolution Status: Diversification towards high value commodities. 

 Approach: Usage of technology and High Yielding Varieties (HYVs) 
to boost production and distribution through procurement. Number 
of important institutions set up (FCI, APC (now redesignated as 
CACP), CWC and State Agriculture Universities).

Phase I: Pre-Green Revolution  Status: Deficit in food production.

Phase II: Green Revolution Status: Self Sufficiency in Food grains, ushering in 'Green  
Revolution' (Wheat and Rice) and 'Operation Flood' (Milk Sector).Period (1965-80) 

 Motive: Ensure Food Security.

 Approach: Marketing system designed to handle deficit, regulate 
 trade and manage food security. APMC Acts and ECA Act, 1955.

Phase Status and Approach

Period (1950-65) Motive: 'Grow more Food' Campaign and Improved food security.

Source: Adapted from Report of Committee on Doubling Farmers' Income, 2018

Figure 7: Trends in Consumption and Production of Cereals in India

Note: Cereals consist of Rice, Wheat and Coarse cereals wherein Rice and Wheat comprise more than 80% of total production of cereals; Data 
for Consumption is available only till 2011-12
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33. The resultant distortion in the composition of agricultural output is evident in the rising Central Pool 
ststocks, that were 97.2 million tonnes on 1  July, 2020 as against the buffer stock norm of 41.1 million 

tonnes of rice & wheat (as on 1st July of each year) (Figure 8). This is expected to exceed 100 million 
st st

tonnes on 1  July, 2021. The excess Central pool stocks, as on 1  July, 2020, at the current economic 

costs, are valued at around Rs 1.89 lakh crore! This is valuable amount locked up at a huge 

opportunity cost – compared to the recently announced Rs 1 lakh crore Agricultural Infrastructure Fund 

and Rs 500 crore Price stabilization fund. The economic cost of FCI for acquiring, storing and 

distributing foodgrains is about 40 percent more than the procurement price – an addition of 

around Rs 1200 per quintal for rice and Rs 800 per quintal for wheat! 

32. In an era of huge scarcity of staples and living in a 'ship-to-mouth' situation importing 10 million tonnes 

of wheat in 1965 through PL-480, Government sought to achieve food security by incentivizing 

production through high-yielding varieties.  Food Corporation of India (FCI) and Agricultural Prices 

Commission (APC) were created in January, 1965 to provide assured pricing via Minimum Support 

Prices (MSP) and open-ended procurement. These policies were very successful in boosting output of 

wheat and rice wherein India became self-sufficient by 1980s. However, as surpluses of cereals 

emerged, the policies suitable for scarcities continued. MSPs were designed to be indicative prices for 

producers at the beginning of the sowing season and floor prices as an insurance mechanism for farmers 

from any fall in prices. However, the secular increasing trend in these prices have served to give a signal 

to farmers to opt for the crops which have an assured procurement system. 

34. Excessive procurement beyond PDS requirements has not only led to wasteful locking of precious 

money but also led to various negative environmental externalities including depletion of the most 

precious water resources of the country in North Western part of India.  This gets compounded by 

provision of free power for agriculture in some States. A recent assessment of the groundwater table in 

6,584 units (blocks), across States in India by the Central Ground Water Board (CGWB) in 2017 

revealed that Punjab and Haryana have the most over-exploited blocks – implying that the withdrawal of 

water is much more than the recharge (Figure 9). The policy of open-ended procurement, therefore, 

needs a revisit so that farmers in these States can diversify away from rice – a water guzzling crop.

Figure 8: Trend in Buffer Stocks with FCI

Source: FCI
Note: Stocks are as on 1st July of each year
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Figure 9: Critical Groundwater Situation in States

Depth of Water Level in Punjab in 1985 Depth of Water Level in Punjab in 2019

Source: Central Ground Water Board, Ministry of Jal Shakti, 2018-19
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33. The resultant distortion in the composition of agricultural output is evident in the rising Central Pool 
ststocks, that were 97.2 million tonnes on 1  July, 2020 as against the buffer stock norm of 41.1 million 

tonnes of rice & wheat (as on 1st July of each year) (Figure 8). This is expected to exceed 100 million 
st st

tonnes on 1  July, 2021. The excess Central pool stocks, as on 1  July, 2020, at the current economic 

costs, are valued at around Rs 1.89 lakh crore! This is valuable amount locked up at a huge 

opportunity cost – compared to the recently announced Rs 1 lakh crore Agricultural Infrastructure Fund 

and Rs 500 crore Price stabilization fund. The economic cost of FCI for acquiring, storing and 

distributing foodgrains is about 40 percent more than the procurement price – an addition of 

around Rs 1200 per quintal for rice and Rs 800 per quintal for wheat! 

32. In an era of huge scarcity of staples and living in a 'ship-to-mouth' situation importing 10 million tonnes 

of wheat in 1965 through PL-480, Government sought to achieve food security by incentivizing 

production through high-yielding varieties.  Food Corporation of India (FCI) and Agricultural Prices 

Commission (APC) were created in January, 1965 to provide assured pricing via Minimum Support 

Prices (MSP) and open-ended procurement. These policies were very successful in boosting output of 

wheat and rice wherein India became self-sufficient by 1980s. However, as surpluses of cereals 

emerged, the policies suitable for scarcities continued. MSPs were designed to be indicative prices for 

producers at the beginning of the sowing season and floor prices as an insurance mechanism for farmers 

from any fall in prices. However, the secular increasing trend in these prices have served to give a signal 

to farmers to opt for the crops which have an assured procurement system. 

34. Excessive procurement beyond PDS requirements has not only led to wasteful locking of precious 

money but also led to various negative environmental externalities including depletion of the most 

precious water resources of the country in North Western part of India.  This gets compounded by 

provision of free power for agriculture in some States. A recent assessment of the groundwater table in 

6,584 units (blocks), across States in India by the Central Ground Water Board (CGWB) in 2017 

revealed that Punjab and Haryana have the most over-exploited blocks – implying that the withdrawal of 

water is much more than the recharge (Figure 9). The policy of open-ended procurement, therefore, 

needs a revisit so that farmers in these States can diversify away from rice – a water guzzling crop.

Figure 8: Trend in Buffer Stocks with FCI

Source: FCI
Note: Stocks are as on 1st July of each year
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Figure 9: Critical Groundwater Situation in States

Depth of Water Level in Punjab in 1985 Depth of Water Level in Punjab in 2019

Source: Central Ground Water Board, Ministry of Jal Shakti, 2018-19
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35. Punjab had the highest returns over A2+FL cost for Paddy at 168 percent as compared to 41 percent at 

all-India level in TE 2017-18. For maize, the returns in Punjab are only 20 percent as compared to 36 

percent at all-India level (Figure 10). This disparity in returns is preventing farmers in Punjab to shift to 

maize from paddy in the kharif season. Wheat is also a profitable crop for Punjab with returns at 185 

percent as compared to 110 at all-India level as Punjab's productivity of wheat is high. 

37. As is evident that the policies designed for scarcity eras were focused on boosting production. However, 

as the country has transformed from a food scarce to food surplus, the policies need to integrate 

production with effective access to markets.  The recent three Acts passed by the central Government are 

intended to align the agricultural policies with the structural requirements of the sector for enhanced 

access to agricultural markets and incentivize crop diversification. The Committee now examines, each 

Act in detail. 

36. There has been an increased procurement of pulses and oilseeds by NAFED since 2014-15 under the 

Price Support Scheme and Price Stabilization Fund Scheme. Under these Schemes, NAFED procures at 

the request of the States, with a cap of 25 percent of the production and exemption from payment of any 

arhtiya commissions/mandi fees/cess. NAFED undertakes its purchase operations at harvest time to 

lend support to prices and unloads through Open Market Operations (OMOs) in the lean season – which 

is the right approach to price stabilization and ensuring a remunerative price to farmers in the post-

harvest months and keeping the consumer prices in check during the lean season. This procurement as a 

percent of production is around 11 percent for pulses and 5 percent for oilseeds as compared to more than 

one-third in wheat and rice in TE 2020-21 (and more than 90 percent in case of Punjab and Haryana) 

(Figure 11). This scale of intervention lends support to prices without crowding out private trade. The 

same system can be developed for procurement for wheat and rice by FCI. This has lessons for FCI how 

to handle rice and wheat procurement more efficiently. 

PART 3
THREE FARM LAWS: CONCERNS AND OBSERVATIONS

Act in Brief

I. The Farmers' Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 2020

38. The Act provides an ecosystem where the farmers and traders enjoy the freedom of choice relating to 

sale and purchase of farmers' produce; to promote efficient, transparent and barrier-free inter-state and 

intra-state trade and commerce of farmers' produce outside the physical premises of markets or deemed 

markets notified under various State agricultural produce market legislations; to provide a facilitative 

framework for electronic trading and for matters connected therewith or incidental thereto. It 

specifically provides for 

Figure 10: Returns for Major Kharif and Rabi Crops for Punjab

Source: CACP Reports
Note: Returns are for TE 2017-18 for Kharif Crops and for TE 2018-19 for Rabi Crops
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Figure 11: Procurement by NAFED and FCI
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35. Punjab had the highest returns over A2+FL cost for Paddy at 168 percent as compared to 41 percent at 

all-India level in TE 2017-18. For maize, the returns in Punjab are only 20 percent as compared to 36 

percent at all-India level (Figure 10). This disparity in returns is preventing farmers in Punjab to shift to 

maize from paddy in the kharif season. Wheat is also a profitable crop for Punjab with returns at 185 

percent as compared to 110 at all-India level as Punjab's productivity of wheat is high. 

37. As is evident that the policies designed for scarcity eras were focused on boosting production. However, 

as the country has transformed from a food scarce to food surplus, the policies need to integrate 

production with effective access to markets.  The recent three Acts passed by the central Government are 

intended to align the agricultural policies with the structural requirements of the sector for enhanced 

access to agricultural markets and incentivize crop diversification. The Committee now examines, each 

Act in detail. 

36. There has been an increased procurement of pulses and oilseeds by NAFED since 2014-15 under the 

Price Support Scheme and Price Stabilization Fund Scheme. Under these Schemes, NAFED procures at 

the request of the States, with a cap of 25 percent of the production and exemption from payment of any 

arhtiya commissions/mandi fees/cess. NAFED undertakes its purchase operations at harvest time to 

lend support to prices and unloads through Open Market Operations (OMOs) in the lean season – which 

is the right approach to price stabilization and ensuring a remunerative price to farmers in the post-

harvest months and keeping the consumer prices in check during the lean season. This procurement as a 

percent of production is around 11 percent for pulses and 5 percent for oilseeds as compared to more than 

one-third in wheat and rice in TE 2020-21 (and more than 90 percent in case of Punjab and Haryana) 

(Figure 11). This scale of intervention lends support to prices without crowding out private trade. The 

same system can be developed for procurement for wheat and rice by FCI. This has lessons for FCI how 

to handle rice and wheat procurement more efficiently. 

PART 3
THREE FARM LAWS: CONCERNS AND OBSERVATIONS

Act in Brief

I. The Farmers' Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 2020

38. The Act provides an ecosystem where the farmers and traders enjoy the freedom of choice relating to 

sale and purchase of farmers' produce; to promote efficient, transparent and barrier-free inter-state and 

intra-state trade and commerce of farmers' produce outside the physical premises of markets or deemed 

markets notified under various State agricultural produce market legislations; to provide a facilitative 

framework for electronic trading and for matters connected therewith or incidental thereto. It 

specifically provides for 

Figure 10: Returns for Major Kharif and Rabi Crops for Punjab

Source: CACP Reports
Note: Returns are for TE 2017-18 for Kharif Crops and for TE 2018-19 for Rabi Crops
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 (iv) Any trader may engage in the inter-State trade or intra-State trade of scheduled farmers' produce 

with a farmer or another trader in a trade area: provided that no trader, except the farmer 

producer organisations or agricultural co-operative society, shall trade in any scheduled farmers' 

produce unless such a trader has a permanent account number allotted under the Income-tax Act, 

1961 or such other document as may be notified by the Central Government (Section 4(1));

 (vi) It lays a three stage Dispute Settlement process of Conciliation Board, concerned Sub-Divisional 

Magistrate, Collector or Additional Collector nominated by the Collector and lays down fines as 

penalties (Chapter III).

 (ii) Trade area is defined as any area or location, place of production, collection and aggregation 

including--(a) farm gates; (b) factory premises; (c) warehouses; (d) silos; (e) cold storages; or (f) 

any other structures or places, from where trade of farmers' produce may be undertaken in the 

territory of India but does not include the premises, enclosures and structures covered under the 

State APMC Acts (Section 2(m));

 (i) Any farmer or trader or electronic trading and transaction platform shall have the freedom to 

carry on the inter-State or intra-State trade and commerce in farmers' produce in a trade area 

(Section 3);

 (iii) No market fee or cess or levy, by whatever name called, under any State APMC Act or any other 

State law, shall be levied on any farmer or trader or electronic trading and transaction platform for 

trade and commerce in scheduled farmers' produce in a trade area (Section 6);

 (v) Every trader who transacts with farmers shall make payment for the traded scheduled farmers' 

produce on the same day or within the maximum three working days if procedurally so required 

subject to the condition that the receipt of delivery mentioning the due payment amount shall be 

given to the farmer on the same day (Section 4(3));

39. As is evident from Table 1, the attempt to redesign policies towards developing effective markets was an 

ongoing process. In continuation of the policy reforms towards enhancing farmer incomes by 

deregulating access to markets, the Model Agricultural Produce and Livestock Marketing (Promotion & 

Facilitation) (APLM) Act, 2017 was shared with all States and UTs. This Model Act intended to provide 

freedom of choice of sale and purchase of agricultural produce, as against the erstwhile setup in which 

farmers could only sell to licensed traders in the APMC mandis. It aimed at fostering more competition 

among potential buyers, reduce scope for middlemen and cartelisation, reduce the transaction costs in 

sale of agri-produce thereby increasing the share of farmer's realisation in overall price of the agri-

produce. Many States have already initiated various aspects of marketing reforms in alignment with this 

Model Act but the adoption has not been uniform across the States. In total, 103 private mandis have 

already come up in the country with Maharashtra (60), Gujarat (28), Rajasthan (10), Telangana (3) and 

Karnataka (2). Some States that do not have private mandis have given special incentives to food 

processors/private traders to buy outside APMC mandi without paying any mandi charges (Box IV). 

States/UTs of Bihar, Kerala, Manipur, Mizoram, Sikkim, A&N Islands, Daman& Diu and D&N Haveli, 

Lakshadweep and Ladakh do not have APMC Acts. 

Purpose of the Act

The present Industrial and Business Development Policy, 2017 of Punjab (notified in 2017) recognises 

that agriculture, has limited potential to drive future economic growth of the State and it is the secondary 

and tertiary sectors, which will play an important role in future economic growth of the State and 

creation of jobs for its youth. Given the strong agricultural base of the State, it incentivizes setting up 

food processing Units and exempts the purchase of raw material for food processing units up to 10 years 

for all categories of units from Market Fee, Rural Development Fee and other State taxes and fees on raw 

material for food processing industries (clause 10.10.3). This implies that food processing units are 

exempt from APMC provisions.

Box IV: Exemption from APMC Provisions

Subsequent to this policy, ITC set up a new integrated food manufacturing and logistics facility at 

Kapurthala over 72 acres of land with an initial investment of Rs 1,500 crore. More of such projects 

would facilitate the transition of the farming community from the traditional wheat-rice crop cycle to 

more lucrative crops.  This will not only save the underground water resources but also create jobs in the 

food processing sector and help boost farmer incomes. 

40. The country faced an unprecedented and most stringent lockdown owing to the COVID-19 pandemic 

during the months of April-May, 2020. To facilitate sale and purchase of farm produce, States and UTs 

were requested by the Central Government to facilitate direct marketing for farmers/group of farmers, 

FPOs and Cooperatives outside the APMC areas. 12 States (Uttar Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Goa, 

Tripura, Nagaland, Meghalaya, Uttarakhand, Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, Odisha, Gujarat & MP) issued 

Ordinances in their State APMC Act in line with Model APLM Act, 2017 to facilitate such a mechanism. 

Six States (State of Goa, Tripura, Meghalaya, Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh and Uttarakhand), through the 

Ordinance/Bill route, deregulated marketing of fruits & vegetables (direct marketing for F&V) taking 

the total number of States doing so to 23 across India. The country did not face any disruption of supply 

chains in foodstuffs and achieved record procurement of wheat during the lockdown. This experience 

could be one of the reasons that may have encouraged the Central Government to issue ordinances in 

favour of direct markets outside the APMCs.

Concerns received through feedback process

41. Some qualitative concerns that emerged out of feedback received through the three pillars as discussed 

in Part I were:

 (i) Agriculture is a State Subject and the Central Acts would override State APMC Acts.

 (ii) The due process of consultations was not followed by the Government. 

 (iii) APMCs have emerged as the sole marketing outlet for farmers. The Act undermines these mandis 

and farmers would be left open to exploitation to non-mandi players.

 (iv) With the decline of APMCs, the procurement at MSP would be phased out.
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 (iv) Any trader may engage in the inter-State trade or intra-State trade of scheduled farmers' produce 

with a farmer or another trader in a trade area: provided that no trader, except the farmer 

producer organisations or agricultural co-operative society, shall trade in any scheduled farmers' 

produce unless such a trader has a permanent account number allotted under the Income-tax Act, 

1961 or such other document as may be notified by the Central Government (Section 4(1));

 (vi) It lays a three stage Dispute Settlement process of Conciliation Board, concerned Sub-Divisional 

Magistrate, Collector or Additional Collector nominated by the Collector and lays down fines as 

penalties (Chapter III).

 (ii) Trade area is defined as any area or location, place of production, collection and aggregation 

including--(a) farm gates; (b) factory premises; (c) warehouses; (d) silos; (e) cold storages; or (f) 

any other structures or places, from where trade of farmers' produce may be undertaken in the 

territory of India but does not include the premises, enclosures and structures covered under the 

State APMC Acts (Section 2(m));

 (i) Any farmer or trader or electronic trading and transaction platform shall have the freedom to 

carry on the inter-State or intra-State trade and commerce in farmers' produce in a trade area 

(Section 3);

 (iii) No market fee or cess or levy, by whatever name called, under any State APMC Act or any other 

State law, shall be levied on any farmer or trader or electronic trading and transaction platform for 

trade and commerce in scheduled farmers' produce in a trade area (Section 6);

 (v) Every trader who transacts with farmers shall make payment for the traded scheduled farmers' 

produce on the same day or within the maximum three working days if procedurally so required 

subject to the condition that the receipt of delivery mentioning the due payment amount shall be 

given to the farmer on the same day (Section 4(3));

39. As is evident from Table 1, the attempt to redesign policies towards developing effective markets was an 

ongoing process. In continuation of the policy reforms towards enhancing farmer incomes by 

deregulating access to markets, the Model Agricultural Produce and Livestock Marketing (Promotion & 

Facilitation) (APLM) Act, 2017 was shared with all States and UTs. This Model Act intended to provide 

freedom of choice of sale and purchase of agricultural produce, as against the erstwhile setup in which 

farmers could only sell to licensed traders in the APMC mandis. It aimed at fostering more competition 

among potential buyers, reduce scope for middlemen and cartelisation, reduce the transaction costs in 

sale of agri-produce thereby increasing the share of farmer's realisation in overall price of the agri-

produce. Many States have already initiated various aspects of marketing reforms in alignment with this 

Model Act but the adoption has not been uniform across the States. In total, 103 private mandis have 

already come up in the country with Maharashtra (60), Gujarat (28), Rajasthan (10), Telangana (3) and 

Karnataka (2). Some States that do not have private mandis have given special incentives to food 

processors/private traders to buy outside APMC mandi without paying any mandi charges (Box IV). 

States/UTs of Bihar, Kerala, Manipur, Mizoram, Sikkim, A&N Islands, Daman& Diu and D&N Haveli, 

Lakshadweep and Ladakh do not have APMC Acts. 

Purpose of the Act

The present Industrial and Business Development Policy, 2017 of Punjab (notified in 2017) recognises 

that agriculture, has limited potential to drive future economic growth of the State and it is the secondary 

and tertiary sectors, which will play an important role in future economic growth of the State and 

creation of jobs for its youth. Given the strong agricultural base of the State, it incentivizes setting up 

food processing Units and exempts the purchase of raw material for food processing units up to 10 years 

for all categories of units from Market Fee, Rural Development Fee and other State taxes and fees on raw 

material for food processing industries (clause 10.10.3). This implies that food processing units are 

exempt from APMC provisions.

Box IV: Exemption from APMC Provisions

Subsequent to this policy, ITC set up a new integrated food manufacturing and logistics facility at 

Kapurthala over 72 acres of land with an initial investment of Rs 1,500 crore. More of such projects 

would facilitate the transition of the farming community from the traditional wheat-rice crop cycle to 

more lucrative crops.  This will not only save the underground water resources but also create jobs in the 

food processing sector and help boost farmer incomes. 

40. The country faced an unprecedented and most stringent lockdown owing to the COVID-19 pandemic 

during the months of April-May, 2020. To facilitate sale and purchase of farm produce, States and UTs 

were requested by the Central Government to facilitate direct marketing for farmers/group of farmers, 

FPOs and Cooperatives outside the APMC areas. 12 States (Uttar Pradesh, Himachal Pradesh, Goa, 

Tripura, Nagaland, Meghalaya, Uttarakhand, Karnataka, Tamil Nadu, Odisha, Gujarat & MP) issued 

Ordinances in their State APMC Act in line with Model APLM Act, 2017 to facilitate such a mechanism. 

Six States (State of Goa, Tripura, Meghalaya, Tamil Nadu, Uttar Pradesh and Uttarakhand), through the 

Ordinance/Bill route, deregulated marketing of fruits & vegetables (direct marketing for F&V) taking 

the total number of States doing so to 23 across India. The country did not face any disruption of supply 

chains in foodstuffs and achieved record procurement of wheat during the lockdown. This experience 

could be one of the reasons that may have encouraged the Central Government to issue ordinances in 

favour of direct markets outside the APMCs.

Concerns received through feedback process

41. Some qualitative concerns that emerged out of feedback received through the three pillars as discussed 

in Part I were:

 (i) Agriculture is a State Subject and the Central Acts would override State APMC Acts.

 (ii) The due process of consultations was not followed by the Government. 

 (iii) APMCs have emerged as the sole marketing outlet for farmers. The Act undermines these mandis 

and farmers would be left open to exploitation to non-mandi players.

 (iv) With the decline of APMCs, the procurement at MSP would be phased out.
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(iv) There is a well-established system of procurement of wheat and rice under the MSP. Around 90 percent 

of rice production and 70 percent of wheat production is procured in Punjab and Haryana through the 

APMCs - still the total national arrivals in APMCs are only one-fifth of the total production in India. The 

share of Punjab and Haryana in all-India procurement is much higher than their share in all-India 

production (Figure 13). This indicates that in other States, for rice and wheat too, most of the 

production is sold through non-mandi transactions and there is no information at what price it is 

transacted. 

 (i) The aim of the Central Act is to provide greater freedom to farmers towards a 'one-nation, one 

market'. The need for this was realized during the Covid-19 situation and the experience during 

that time encouraged the issue of ordinances.  State APMC Acts will continue to govern the 

APMCs/regulated markets under that Act. The Central Acts would provide alternative marketing 

channels to farmers. It is, however, recognized that every State has its own unique features which 

demand certain flexibilities in implementation. 

Observations of the Committee

 (iii) Livestock and fishery form 40 percent of the GVO in agriculture (Figure 5) - these sectors are 

outside the purview of transaction through APMC mandis or procurement support via the MSP. 

Further, horticulture constitutes another 20 percent share in GVO in agriculture - this sector is 

outside the procurement support through MSP. These sectors are also growing much faster than 

other crops. An analysis from data available from AGMARKNET evinced that only 8 percent of 

total fruits production arrived at APMC mandis while one-fourth of vegetable production was 

transacted through APMC mandis in 2018-19.  Even for commodities that come under the purview 

of MSP, only around 25-30 percent of the production is transacted through the APMCs/regulated 

mandis - 23 percent for cereals, 31 percent for pulses and 39 percent for oilseeds (Figure 12). Most 

of the agri-produce is, therefore, transacted outside the purview of the mandi system and 

there are no records of who it is transacted with and at what price. Overall procurement at of 

wheat and rice, pulses and oilseeds and cotton does not constitute more than 10 percent of the 

total value of agri-produce.

(vi) Various States raised the concern that mandi revenues will be affected due to lower mandi transactions in 

APMCs.

(v) The APMC prices serve as a reference price for price discovery for one's produce. If APMCs are veining 

in importance, then it is difficult for a farmer to have a benchmark price for any other place to sell to.

42. The Committee, after careful analysis of the concerns, makes the following observations:

(vii) PAN Number as an identity for a trader may not be sufficient. The Act doesn't safeguard farmer 

payments. The commission agents under APMC are verified and payment is secured.

 (ii) The consultative process towards marketing reforms was already under process during the last two 

decades. Even during the lockdown period, the Committee was informed that the Department of 

Agriculture, Cooperation and Farmers' Welfare (DAC&FW) was in continuous dialogue with the 

stakeholders. The ordinances were in public domain and discussions were held for any 

modifications/suggestions in the subsequent Acts.  

Figure 12: Mandi Arrivals as a Share of Production in Major Crops (2018-19)

Source: Computed by the Committee based on data available from Agmarknet, DACF&W
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(iv) There is a well-established system of procurement of wheat and rice under the MSP. Around 90 percent 

of rice production and 70 percent of wheat production is procured in Punjab and Haryana through the 

APMCs - still the total national arrivals in APMCs are only one-fifth of the total production in India. The 

share of Punjab and Haryana in all-India procurement is much higher than their share in all-India 

production (Figure 13). This indicates that in other States, for rice and wheat too, most of the 

production is sold through non-mandi transactions and there is no information at what price it is 

transacted. 

 (i) The aim of the Central Act is to provide greater freedom to farmers towards a 'one-nation, one 

market'. The need for this was realized during the Covid-19 situation and the experience during 

that time encouraged the issue of ordinances.  State APMC Acts will continue to govern the 

APMCs/regulated markets under that Act. The Central Acts would provide alternative marketing 

channels to farmers. It is, however, recognized that every State has its own unique features which 

demand certain flexibilities in implementation. 

Observations of the Committee

 (iii) Livestock and fishery form 40 percent of the GVO in agriculture (Figure 5) - these sectors are 

outside the purview of transaction through APMC mandis or procurement support via the MSP. 

Further, horticulture constitutes another 20 percent share in GVO in agriculture - this sector is 

outside the procurement support through MSP. These sectors are also growing much faster than 

other crops. An analysis from data available from AGMARKNET evinced that only 8 percent of 

total fruits production arrived at APMC mandis while one-fourth of vegetable production was 

transacted through APMC mandis in 2018-19.  Even for commodities that come under the purview 

of MSP, only around 25-30 percent of the production is transacted through the APMCs/regulated 

mandis - 23 percent for cereals, 31 percent for pulses and 39 percent for oilseeds (Figure 12). Most 

of the agri-produce is, therefore, transacted outside the purview of the mandi system and 

there are no records of who it is transacted with and at what price. Overall procurement at of 

wheat and rice, pulses and oilseeds and cotton does not constitute more than 10 percent of the 

total value of agri-produce.

(vi) Various States raised the concern that mandi revenues will be affected due to lower mandi transactions in 

APMCs.

(v) The APMC prices serve as a reference price for price discovery for one's produce. If APMCs are veining 

in importance, then it is difficult for a farmer to have a benchmark price for any other place to sell to.

42. The Committee, after careful analysis of the concerns, makes the following observations:

(vii) PAN Number as an identity for a trader may not be sufficient. The Act doesn't safeguard farmer 

payments. The commission agents under APMC are verified and payment is secured.

 (ii) The consultative process towards marketing reforms was already under process during the last two 

decades. Even during the lockdown period, the Committee was informed that the Department of 

Agriculture, Cooperation and Farmers' Welfare (DAC&FW) was in continuous dialogue with the 

stakeholders. The ordinances were in public domain and discussions were held for any 

modifications/suggestions in the subsequent Acts.  

Figure 12: Mandi Arrivals as a Share of Production in Major Crops (2018-19)

Source: Computed by the Committee based on data available from Agmarknet, DACF&W
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(vi) Given that a majority of transactions of agri-produce are already happening outside the APMC mandis, 

the perception that APMC price leads to efficient price discovery is overstated. Various mechanisms for 

price discovery are already in practice – the need is to aggregate this information and make it transparent 

and easily available to farmers. That would strengthen farmers' bargaining power in the market to 

negotiate a better price– be it in APMC or outside APMC.

(vii) It may be noted that some States charge very high mandi fees and commission charges, especially on rice 

and wheat (Table 2). More importantly, these mandi fees are transaction based which creates an 

incentive to under-report transactions.  The need is to create a level playing field for APMCs and 'trade 

area' as defined in the Act so that competitive markets for agri-produce develop.

(v) Further, data shows that sales in mandis do not imply that all the farmers necessarily receive the MSP for 

all crops. At all-India level, the prevailing weighted average prices in many crops the mandis were, 

sometimes, below MSP as is evident from Figure 14. 

Table 2: High Mandi Charges in APMCs increase transaction costs

    Source: DACF&W, CACP Reports

States Mandi Charges  Mandi Charges on  Rate of Commission on charges (%)  

 Rice (%) Wheat (%)  

Andhra Pradesh 1.00  

Assam 1.00  

Chandigarh 4.50  

Chhattisgarh 2.20  Max. Rs.20 per qtl or 1% of total

   value whichever is less

Haryana 4.0 2.0 2.5% on all grains, 5% on F&V

Telangana  1.00  2% non-perishables, 4% perishables

Uttar Pradesh 2.0 2.0 0.5% at grains

Madhya Pradesh 2.20 2.0 0.2% on cereal, Only in F&V

   market-1.5%

Kerala 0.07  

Maharashtra 1.05  0.75% to 8%

Himachal Pradesh 1.00  

Karnataka   3.50

Punjab 6.0 6.0 Cereal-2.5%, F&V- 4.5%

Uttaranchal 2.50  F&V - 3%, Other Commodity-1.5%

West Bengal 0.50  

Gujarat   up to 2%

Rajasthan  1.6 W h e a t  -  2 % ,  J o w a r ,  B a j r a ,

   I s a b g o l ,  C u m i n - 1 % ,  F & V

   6%

Odisha 2.00  

Figure 14: Mandi Transactions are not always at MSP  

Paddy Maize

Gram Mustard

Note: Market prices are weighted average prices across all States
Source: CACP Reports, AGMARKNET

1900

1800

1700

1600

1500

1400

1300

R
s/

Q
tl

Gap Between
Mandi Prices
and MSP

O
ct

-1
4

D
ec

-1
4

O
ct

-1
5

D
ec

-1
5

O
ct

-1
6

D
ec

-1
6

O
ct

-1
7

D
ec

-1
7

O
ct

-1
8

D
ec

-1
8

O
ct

-1
9

D
ec

-1
9

O
ct

-2
0

D
ec

-2
0

Market price MSP
2000

1800

1600

1400

1200

1000

O
ct

-1
4

D
ec

-1
4

O
ct

-1
5

D
ec

-1
5

O
ct

-1
6

D
ec

-1
6

O
ct

-1
7

D
ec

-1
7

O
ct

-1
8

D
ec

-1
8

O
ct

-1
9

D
ec

-1
9

O
ct

-2
0

D
ec

-2
0

R
s/

Q
tl

Market price MSP

Gap Between
Mandi Prices
and MSP

6000

5500

5000

4500

4000

3500

3000

Market price MSP

R
s/

Q
tl

Gap Between
Mandi Prices
and MSP

M
ar

-1
7

Ju
n-

17

S
ep

-1
7

D
ec

-1
7

M
ar

-1
8

Ju
n-

18

S
ep

-1
8

D
ec

-1
8

M
ar

-1
9

Ju
n-

19

S
ep

-1
9

D
ec

-1
9

M
ar

-2
0

4600

4400

4200

4000

3800

3600

3400

3200

R
s/

Q
tl

Gap Between
Mandi Prices
and MSP

Market price MSP

M
ar

-1
7

Ju
n-

17

S
ep

-1
7

D
ec

-1
7

M
ar

-1
8

Ju
n-

18

S
ep

-1
8

D
ec

-1
8

M
ar

-1
9

Ju
n-

19

S
ep

-1
9

D
ec

-1
9

M
ar

-2
0

3938

D. __ 

D 



R
e
p
o
rt o

f T
h
e
 S

u
p
re

m
e
 C

o
u
rt

A
p
p
o
in

te
d
 C

o
m

m
itte

e
 o

n
 F

a
rm

 La
w

s

R
e
p
o
rt

 o
f 

T
h
e
 S

u
p
re

m
e
 C

o
u
rt

A
p
p
o
in

te
d
 C

o
m

m
it
te

e
 o

n
 F

a
rm

 L
a
w

s

(vi) Given that a majority of transactions of agri-produce are already happening outside the APMC mandis, 

the perception that APMC price leads to efficient price discovery is overstated. Various mechanisms for 

price discovery are already in practice – the need is to aggregate this information and make it transparent 

and easily available to farmers. That would strengthen farmers' bargaining power in the market to 

negotiate a better price– be it in APMC or outside APMC.

(vii) It may be noted that some States charge very high mandi fees and commission charges, especially on rice 

and wheat (Table 2). More importantly, these mandi fees are transaction based which creates an 

incentive to under-report transactions.  The need is to create a level playing field for APMCs and 'trade 

area' as defined in the Act so that competitive markets for agri-produce develop.

(v) Further, data shows that sales in mandis do not imply that all the farmers necessarily receive the MSP for 

all crops. At all-India level, the prevailing weighted average prices in many crops the mandis were, 

sometimes, below MSP as is evident from Figure 14. 

Table 2: High Mandi Charges in APMCs increase transaction costs

    Source: DACF&W, CACP Reports

States Mandi Charges  Mandi Charges on  Rate of Commission on charges (%)  

 Rice (%) Wheat (%)  

Andhra Pradesh 1.00  

Assam 1.00  

Chandigarh 4.50  

Chhattisgarh 2.20  Max. Rs.20 per qtl or 1% of total

   value whichever is less

Haryana 4.0 2.0 2.5% on all grains, 5% on F&V

Telangana  1.00  2% non-perishables, 4% perishables

Uttar Pradesh 2.0 2.0 0.5% at grains

Madhya Pradesh 2.20 2.0 0.2% on cereal, Only in F&V

   market-1.5%

Kerala 0.07  

Maharashtra 1.05  0.75% to 8%

Himachal Pradesh 1.00  

Karnataka   3.50

Punjab 6.0 6.0 Cereal-2.5%, F&V- 4.5%

Uttaranchal 2.50  F&V - 3%, Other Commodity-1.5%

West Bengal 0.50  

Gujarat   up to 2%

Rajasthan  1.6 W h e a t  -  2 % ,  J o w a r ,  B a j r a ,

   I s a b g o l ,  C u m i n - 1 % ,  F & V

   6%

Odisha 2.00  

Figure 14: Mandi Transactions are not always at MSP  

Paddy Maize

Gram Mustard

Note: Market prices are weighted average prices across all States
Source: CACP Reports, AGMARKNET
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 (i) A written farming agreement in respect of any farming produce with— (a) the terms and conditions 
for supply of such produce, including the time of supply, quality, grade, standards, price and such 
other matters; and (b) the terms related to supply of farm services (Section 3(1));

 (v) A State Government may notify a Registration Authority to provide for electronic registry for that 
State that provides facilitative framework for registration of farming agreements (Section 12);

 (iii) The price to be paid for the purchase of a farming produce may be determined and mentioned in the 
farming agreement itself, and in case, such price is subject to variation, then, such agreement shall 
explicitly provide for— (a) a guaranteed price to be paid for such produce; (b) a clear price 
reference for any additional amount over and above the guaranteed price, including bonus or 
premium, to ensure best value to the farmer and such price reference may be linked to the 
prevailing prices in specified APMC yard or electronic trading and transaction platform or any 
other suitable benchmark prices (Section 5);

II. Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on Price Assurance and Farm 
Services Act, 2020

 (iv) No farming agreement shall be entered into for the purpose of—(a) any transfer, including sale, 
lease and mortgage of the land or premises of the farmer; or(b) raising any permanent structure or 
making any modification on the land or premises of the farmer, unless the Sponsor agrees to 
remove such structure or restore the land to its original condition, at his cost, on the conclusion of 
the agreement or expiry of the agreement period, as the case may be (Section 8);

Act in Brief

 (vi) Three stage Dispute Settlement process of Conciliation Board, concerned Sub-Divisional 
Magistrate, Collector or Additional Collector nominated by the Collector (Chapter III);

Purpose of the Act

43. This Act provides for a national framework on farming agreements between farmers and other 
stakeholders such as agri-business firms, processors, wholesalers, exporters or large retailers for farm 
services and sale of future farming produce at a mutually agreed remunerative price framework in a fair 
and transparent manner. It specifically provides for 

 (ii) The minimum period of the farming agreement shall be for one crop season or one production 
cycle of livestock and the maximum period shall be five years (Section 1(3));

44. In line with providing enhanced markets for agri-produce, the Model Agriculture Produce Marketing 
Committee (APMC) Act, 2003, suggested that States promote contract farming. Under the Model 
APMC Act, 2003, the APMCs were given the responsibility to record the contracts and were also 
mandated to resolve the disputes in such contracts. However, market fee and other levies/charges were 
payable to APMCs. Union Budget, 2017-18 announced preparation of a “Model Contract Farming Act” 
and circulation of the same to the States for its adoption. The Model Act “The ….State/UT Agricultural 
Produce and Livestock Contract Farming and Services (Promotion & Facilitation) Act 2018” was, 
accordingly, shared with States and UTs. 

 (vii) No action for recovery of any amount due in pursuance of an order passed under that section, shall 
be initiated against the agricultural land of the farmer (Section 15).

(viii) In the year 2019-20, the total mandi revenues from mandi fees was around Rs 9,000 crore. Many States 

like Punjab, Haryana, UP, MP, Andhra Pradesh, Chhattisgarh etc., get a substantial amount of revenue 

from mandi transactions (Figure 15). The perception is that, if transactions start moving out of APMC 

markets as a result of these new Laws, many State APMC markets may lose revenue which, in turn, may 

impact their operation and maintenance.  

 However, there are concerns of delay in payments or reneging on payment dues by traders.  This is a 

genuine concern and Committee has deliberated on it.

 Provided that the Central Government may prescribe a different procedure of payment by farmer 

produce organization or agriculture co-operative society, by whatever name called, linked with the 

receipt of payment from the buyers.” 

(ix) The Act attempts to provide security of payment to farmers via Section (3) that lays down – “Every 

trader who transacts with farmers shall make payment for the traded scheduled farmers' produce on the 

same day or within the maximum three working days if procedurally so required subject to the condition 

that the receipt of delivery mentioning the due payment amount shall be given to the farmer on the same 

day:

(x) The Committee noted that the proviso to Section 4(1) provides for a list of documents, in addition to 

PAN, to be notified by the Central Government. 

Figure 15: Mandi Revenues of Major States in 2019-20 (in Rs crore)

Source: DACF&W
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 (i) A written farming agreement in respect of any farming produce with— (a) the terms and conditions 
for supply of such produce, including the time of supply, quality, grade, standards, price and such 
other matters; and (b) the terms related to supply of farm services (Section 3(1));

 (v) A State Government may notify a Registration Authority to provide for electronic registry for that 
State that provides facilitative framework for registration of farming agreements (Section 12);

 (iii) The price to be paid for the purchase of a farming produce may be determined and mentioned in the 
farming agreement itself, and in case, such price is subject to variation, then, such agreement shall 
explicitly provide for— (a) a guaranteed price to be paid for such produce; (b) a clear price 
reference for any additional amount over and above the guaranteed price, including bonus or 
premium, to ensure best value to the farmer and such price reference may be linked to the 
prevailing prices in specified APMC yard or electronic trading and transaction platform or any 
other suitable benchmark prices (Section 5);

II. Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on Price Assurance and Farm 
Services Act, 2020

 (iv) No farming agreement shall be entered into for the purpose of—(a) any transfer, including sale, 
lease and mortgage of the land or premises of the farmer; or(b) raising any permanent structure or 
making any modification on the land or premises of the farmer, unless the Sponsor agrees to 
remove such structure or restore the land to its original condition, at his cost, on the conclusion of 
the agreement or expiry of the agreement period, as the case may be (Section 8);

Act in Brief

 (vi) Three stage Dispute Settlement process of Conciliation Board, concerned Sub-Divisional 
Magistrate, Collector or Additional Collector nominated by the Collector (Chapter III);

Purpose of the Act

43. This Act provides for a national framework on farming agreements between farmers and other 
stakeholders such as agri-business firms, processors, wholesalers, exporters or large retailers for farm 
services and sale of future farming produce at a mutually agreed remunerative price framework in a fair 
and transparent manner. It specifically provides for 

 (ii) The minimum period of the farming agreement shall be for one crop season or one production 
cycle of livestock and the maximum period shall be five years (Section 1(3));

44. In line with providing enhanced markets for agri-produce, the Model Agriculture Produce Marketing 
Committee (APMC) Act, 2003, suggested that States promote contract farming. Under the Model 
APMC Act, 2003, the APMCs were given the responsibility to record the contracts and were also 
mandated to resolve the disputes in such contracts. However, market fee and other levies/charges were 
payable to APMCs. Union Budget, 2017-18 announced preparation of a “Model Contract Farming Act” 
and circulation of the same to the States for its adoption. The Model Act “The ….State/UT Agricultural 
Produce and Livestock Contract Farming and Services (Promotion & Facilitation) Act 2018” was, 
accordingly, shared with States and UTs. 

 (vii) No action for recovery of any amount due in pursuance of an order passed under that section, shall 
be initiated against the agricultural land of the farmer (Section 15).

(viii) In the year 2019-20, the total mandi revenues from mandi fees was around Rs 9,000 crore. Many States 

like Punjab, Haryana, UP, MP, Andhra Pradesh, Chhattisgarh etc., get a substantial amount of revenue 

from mandi transactions (Figure 15). The perception is that, if transactions start moving out of APMC 

markets as a result of these new Laws, many State APMC markets may lose revenue which, in turn, may 

impact their operation and maintenance.  

 However, there are concerns of delay in payments or reneging on payment dues by traders.  This is a 

genuine concern and Committee has deliberated on it.

 Provided that the Central Government may prescribe a different procedure of payment by farmer 

produce organization or agriculture co-operative society, by whatever name called, linked with the 

receipt of payment from the buyers.” 

(ix) The Act attempts to provide security of payment to farmers via Section (3) that lays down – “Every 

trader who transacts with farmers shall make payment for the traded scheduled farmers' produce on the 

same day or within the maximum three working days if procedurally so required subject to the condition 

that the receipt of delivery mentioning the due payment amount shall be given to the farmer on the same 

day:

(x) The Committee noted that the proviso to Section 4(1) provides for a list of documents, in addition to 

PAN, to be notified by the Central Government. 

Figure 15: Mandi Revenues of Major States in 2019-20 (in Rs crore)
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Concerns received through feedback process

45. A total of 19 States provide contract farming provision in their APMC Acts while Punjab and Tamil Nadu 
have legislated a separate Contract Farming Act in 2013 and 2019 respectively. Out of these, 14 States 
have notified the Rules to actualize the contract farming on the ground level and States of Maharashtra, 
Haryana, Punjab, Karnataka, Gujarat, M.P and Chhattisgarh have registered companies/ firms for 
undertaking contract farming in their States. The provisions under these Acts of State Governments of 
Punjab, Goa, Himachal Pradesh, Mizoram, Nagaland and Sikkim provide for punitive provision 
(imprisonment) to both the contracting parties, including the farmer, on default.

46. With a view to provide a national framework for contract farming by bringing uniformity in provisions 
of contract farming under state regulation, the Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on 
Price Assurance and Farm Services Act, 2020 has been enacted by the Central Government. 

 (i) No precedent exists for such a farming agreement.

 (ii) There is a perception that land of a farmer can be hypothecated against the agreement and farmers 
will lose their land.

 (vii) In case of contingencies such as crop failure or a steep drop in market prices, the entire loss is borne 
by the farmers.

 (i) All States except Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal, Delhi, Chandigarh 
and Puducherry have legal provisions for contract farming in their APMC Acts. Punjab and Tamil 
Nadu have separate contract farming Acts. 

 (iv) The Act lays down an unequal playing field between farmers on one side and big traders and 
agribusinesses on the other side – as the small and marginal farmers would be ill-equipped to 
negotiate equitable terms of engagement. The cropping patterns, quality and prices would be 
determined by the dominant agri-business firms.

47. Some concerns that were broadly raised during the feedback received by the Committee were

48. The Committee carefully analyzed the issues and makes the following observations.

 (iii) Access to civil courts has been denied. 

 (ii) Contract farming is not new in India and various variants exist in several sectors (Box V). The 
vertical integration of poultry operations and contract farming model between large integrators 
and small farmers, has transformed the poultry sector from a mere backyard activity into a major 
organized commercial one with almost 80 percent production coming from organized commercial 
farms.

 (v) There are apprehensions on the part of farmers to enter into contracts as they are not organized and 
are ill equipped for any legal battle with corporates. Currently, the parties are registered with 
APMCs and disputes are resolved therein.

 (vi) No minimum price has been laid out in the Act – the price would be determined by mutual 
negotiations between the farmer and the sponsor wherein the sponsor may dominate.

Observations by the Committee

Source: Respective Websites, inputs from Venkateshwara Hatcheries

Ÿ Sahyadri Farmer Producer Company Limited (SFPCL): Established in 2010 with a primary focus on 

grapes, the company today boasts operations in 40 fresh and processed F&V products sold in 42 

countries with a turnover of Rs. 465 crores. SFPCL manufactures ketchups for the Kissan brand of 

HUL and has a “soft contractual arrangement” for procurement of tomatoes with 4 FPCs. To the 

extent that SFPCL always buys processing grade tomatoes at Re.1 premium over the APMC prices, 

the farmer gets the benefit of the contract. The contract also increases the yield of the tomato farmer 

under treatment and allows him to access inputs at a lower cost. Further, the minimum price 

guaranteed by the contract shields the farmer from very low prices during the glut season.  

Ÿ Poultry till 2000 was broadly operated in open system (all operations like purchase, sales and 

managing the farm was carried out by single player leading to the farmers bearing the risk of 

uncertainty related to market vagaries. From year 2001 onwards contract farming/integration system 

developed firms provide day-old chicks, feed, vaccines and services to farmers at no cost to them and 

lift entire output by paying fixed growing charges (per kilogram of body weight of bird) in lieu of 

their contribution to cost (labor, water and electricity charges, litter and rent for poultry shed and 

equipment). The live birds are then either purchased by the integrators for slaughter and further 

processing or by a wholesaler who distributes them via live markets. Farmers are thus insured against 

market risks and working capital uncertainties. In addition, the integrator brings good manufacturing 

practices and technical know-how which leads to higher productivity. Almost 90 percent of the 

Indian poultry farming is dominated by small & marginal farmers who benefited with the contract 

farming model & Indian poultry could expand at 7-9 percent annually. More than 80 percent of 

India's poultry output is now produced by organized commercial farms. The popularity of this model 

is influenced by the fact that the integrator takes most of the risks as opposed to an independent 

farmer.

Box V: Some Variants of Contract Farming Already in Existence

Ÿ Mother Dairy Fruits and Vegetables Limited (MDFVL) procures fresh fruit and vegetables from 

about 300 producer associations that include more than 18,000 farmers. Most producer associations 

are informal cooperatives or self-help groups managed by the producers themselves and connected 

with MDFVL. 

Ÿ A 300-acre model farm (the FieldFresh Agriculture Center of Excellence) in Ladhowal, Punjab near 

Ludhiana has facilities to promote modern farming practices and provide demonstration sessions to 

farmers, as well as advanced pack house. The farms were leased out by Government of Punjab to 

FieldFresh Foods in 2004 on a 90-year lease. Field Fresh Limited (FFL) marketing operations are 

directed to the export market for fresh produce, such as bitter gourd, okra, baby corn, bell peppers, 

french beans, and snow peas. FFL also links with farmers through production contracts and by 

encouraging state-of-the-art cultivation and handling practices. This is way beyond what the current 

Laws envisage as this is a case of leasing of land while the current Act allows an agreement only for 

farm produce.
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Concerns received through feedback process

45. A total of 19 States provide contract farming provision in their APMC Acts while Punjab and Tamil Nadu 
have legislated a separate Contract Farming Act in 2013 and 2019 respectively. Out of these, 14 States 
have notified the Rules to actualize the contract farming on the ground level and States of Maharashtra, 
Haryana, Punjab, Karnataka, Gujarat, M.P and Chhattisgarh have registered companies/ firms for 
undertaking contract farming in their States. The provisions under these Acts of State Governments of 
Punjab, Goa, Himachal Pradesh, Mizoram, Nagaland and Sikkim provide for punitive provision 
(imprisonment) to both the contracting parties, including the farmer, on default.

46. With a view to provide a national framework for contract farming by bringing uniformity in provisions 
of contract farming under state regulation, the Farmers (Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on 
Price Assurance and Farm Services Act, 2020 has been enacted by the Central Government. 

 (i) No precedent exists for such a farming agreement.

 (ii) There is a perception that land of a farmer can be hypothecated against the agreement and farmers 
will lose their land.

 (vii) In case of contingencies such as crop failure or a steep drop in market prices, the entire loss is borne 
by the farmers.

 (i) All States except Arunachal Pradesh, Meghalaya, Uttar Pradesh, West Bengal, Delhi, Chandigarh 
and Puducherry have legal provisions for contract farming in their APMC Acts. Punjab and Tamil 
Nadu have separate contract farming Acts. 

 (iv) The Act lays down an unequal playing field between farmers on one side and big traders and 
agribusinesses on the other side – as the small and marginal farmers would be ill-equipped to 
negotiate equitable terms of engagement. The cropping patterns, quality and prices would be 
determined by the dominant agri-business firms.

47. Some concerns that were broadly raised during the feedback received by the Committee were

48. The Committee carefully analyzed the issues and makes the following observations.

 (iii) Access to civil courts has been denied. 

 (ii) Contract farming is not new in India and various variants exist in several sectors (Box V). The 
vertical integration of poultry operations and contract farming model between large integrators 
and small farmers, has transformed the poultry sector from a mere backyard activity into a major 
organized commercial one with almost 80 percent production coming from organized commercial 
farms.

 (v) There are apprehensions on the part of farmers to enter into contracts as they are not organized and 
are ill equipped for any legal battle with corporates. Currently, the parties are registered with 
APMCs and disputes are resolved therein.

 (vi) No minimum price has been laid out in the Act – the price would be determined by mutual 
negotiations between the farmer and the sponsor wherein the sponsor may dominate.

Observations by the Committee

Source: Respective Websites, inputs from Venkateshwara Hatcheries

Ÿ Sahyadri Farmer Producer Company Limited (SFPCL): Established in 2010 with a primary focus on 

grapes, the company today boasts operations in 40 fresh and processed F&V products sold in 42 

countries with a turnover of Rs. 465 crores. SFPCL manufactures ketchups for the Kissan brand of 

HUL and has a “soft contractual arrangement” for procurement of tomatoes with 4 FPCs. To the 

extent that SFPCL always buys processing grade tomatoes at Re.1 premium over the APMC prices, 

the farmer gets the benefit of the contract. The contract also increases the yield of the tomato farmer 

under treatment and allows him to access inputs at a lower cost. Further, the minimum price 

guaranteed by the contract shields the farmer from very low prices during the glut season.  

Ÿ Poultry till 2000 was broadly operated in open system (all operations like purchase, sales and 

managing the farm was carried out by single player leading to the farmers bearing the risk of 

uncertainty related to market vagaries. From year 2001 onwards contract farming/integration system 

developed firms provide day-old chicks, feed, vaccines and services to farmers at no cost to them and 

lift entire output by paying fixed growing charges (per kilogram of body weight of bird) in lieu of 

their contribution to cost (labor, water and electricity charges, litter and rent for poultry shed and 

equipment). The live birds are then either purchased by the integrators for slaughter and further 

processing or by a wholesaler who distributes them via live markets. Farmers are thus insured against 

market risks and working capital uncertainties. In addition, the integrator brings good manufacturing 

practices and technical know-how which leads to higher productivity. Almost 90 percent of the 

Indian poultry farming is dominated by small & marginal farmers who benefited with the contract 

farming model & Indian poultry could expand at 7-9 percent annually. More than 80 percent of 

India's poultry output is now produced by organized commercial farms. The popularity of this model 

is influenced by the fact that the integrator takes most of the risks as opposed to an independent 

farmer.

Box V: Some Variants of Contract Farming Already in Existence

Ÿ Mother Dairy Fruits and Vegetables Limited (MDFVL) procures fresh fruit and vegetables from 

about 300 producer associations that include more than 18,000 farmers. Most producer associations 

are informal cooperatives or self-help groups managed by the producers themselves and connected 

with MDFVL. 

Ÿ A 300-acre model farm (the FieldFresh Agriculture Center of Excellence) in Ladhowal, Punjab near 

Ludhiana has facilities to promote modern farming practices and provide demonstration sessions to 

farmers, as well as advanced pack house. The farms were leased out by Government of Punjab to 

FieldFresh Foods in 2004 on a 90-year lease. Field Fresh Limited (FFL) marketing operations are 

directed to the export market for fresh produce, such as bitter gourd, okra, baby corn, bell peppers, 

french beans, and snow peas. FFL also links with farmers through production contracts and by 

encouraging state-of-the-art cultivation and handling practices. This is way beyond what the current 

Laws envisage as this is a case of leasing of land while the current Act allows an agreement only for 

farm produce.
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(iv) Irrespective of the output and whatever the nature of agreement or dispute, the law prohibits sponsors 
(companies, processors, wholesalers) from acquiring ownership rights, lease of farmers' land or making 
permanent modifications on farmer's land or premises (Chapter II, Section 8), thereby protecting the 
farmer's land. Section 15, further, provides that no action for recovery of any amount due in pursuance of 
an order passed under that section, shall be initiated against the agricultural land of the farmer.

(vi) Section 12 of the Act provides for that "A State Government may notify a Registration Authority to 
provide for electronic registry for that State that provides facilitative framework for registration of 
farming agreements. (2) The constitution, composition, powers and functions of the Registration 
Authority and the procedure for registration shall be such as may be prescribed by the State 
Government." Thus, the Act provides for registration of the contracts which will enable regulation of 
both the parties to the agreement.

(iii) Chapter III in the Act deals with the dispute settlement procedure with clear laid down timelines. The 
first stage is a Conciliation Board consisting of representatives of parties to the agreement. If the parties 
to the farming agreement fail to settle their dispute under that section within a period of thirty days, then, 
any such party may approach the concerned Sub-Divisional Magistrate who shall be the Sub-Divisional 
Authority for deciding the disputes under farming agreements. The Sub-Divisional Authority may, 
decide the dispute in a summary manner within thirty days from the date of receipt of such dispute. Any 
party aggrieved by the order of the Sub-Divisional Authority may prefer an appeal to the Appellate 
Authority, which shall be presided over by the Collector or Additional Collector nominated by the 
Collector, within thirty days from the date of such order. However, there are concerns that the revenue 
authorities may not give due attention to the fair resolution of the disputes due to lack of time and other 
priorities.

(v) The Act has certain safeguards for the farmers wherein it is laid down in Section 14(2)(b)(I) where the 
Sponsor fails to make payment of the amount due to the farmer, such penalty may extend to one and half 
times the amount due; (ii) where the order is against the farmer for recovery of the amount due to the 
Sponsor on account of any advance payment or cost of inputs, as per terms of farming agreement, such 
amount shall not exceed the actual cost incurred by the Sponsor; (iii) where the farming agreement in 
dispute is in contravention of the provisions of this Act, or default by the farmer is due to force majeure, 
then, no order for recovery of amount shall be passed against the farmer. There is no fine on the farmers 
as is currently laid down in many State Acts. However, Contract farming arrangements are often 
perceived as being biased in favor of firms or large farmers, while exploiting the poor bargaining power 
of small farmers.

(vii) The Act provides for clear determination of a guaranteed price and a bonus or a premium linked to a clear 
price reference - which should be laid down clearly in the farming agreement.

(viii) It is important to conceive agriculture as a complete agri-food system that incorporates farming, 
logistics, wholesaling, warehousing, processing and retailing. In this framework, contract farming can 
be perceived as an institutional arrangement that can facilitate firm-farm linkages - with adequate 
safeguards. Development of backward linkages could be instrumental in providing the farmers much 
more than assured markets and fair prices, but also support in the form of risk mitigation, access to 
information on cultivation, technology, markets, and access to credit and other inputs. The dairy sector 
in India is a classic example of how clustering of small milk producers through cooperatives brought 
about a revolution through "Operation Flood".

(ix) To make contract farming politically acceptable and socially desirable, it is important to adopt 
innovative approaches while framing contracts. This would help growers' associations, self-help 

Act in Brief

groups, FPOs etc., to participate in contract farming more fruitfully and to reduce their transaction costs.

(x) However, it may be noted that no contract can be perfect. A contractual relationship needs to be evolved 
between the contracting parties based on mutual trust over medium to long term. There would be 
multiple models of such a relationship - some may fail, and many others may succeed. The Act is a step in 
the right direction and facilitates optimal division of market risks.

III. ESSENTIAL COMMODITIES (AMENDMENT) ACT, 2020

50. Essential Commodities Act (ECA), 1955 was enacted under Entry 33 of Concurrent List of the 
Constitution to control the production, supply and distribution of, and trade and commerce in, certain 
goods considered as essential commodities. This was in continuation of Essential Supplies (Temporary 
Powers) Act 1946 enacted against the background of scarcity and shortages in the immediate post 
Second World War period and the Bengal Famine of 1943.

52. The threat of frequent and unpredictable imposition of stock limits under the Act, however, acts as a 
disincentive to large-scale investments in warehousing, storage, processing and distribution facilities. 
By restricting inter-state and intra-state movements, the Act also inhibits creation of a national 
competitive agricultural market of agri-products that smoothens the price fluctuations. As India attained 
self-sufficiency in most agri-food commodities, various reforms were, therefore, undertaken in the ECA 
Act (Table 3).

Purpose of the Amendment Act

49. The Amendment Act inserts a Section 3(1A), in the Essential Commodities Act (ECA), 1955. It provides 
for 

 (iii) Stock limit order under the Act would not apply to processor and value chain participants of 
agricultural product subject to ceiling of installed processing capacity in case of processor or 
export demand in case of exporter (Proviso to Section 2);

 (i) Regulation of supply of such food stuffs including cereals, pulses, potato, onions, edible oil seeds 
and oils only under extra ordinary circumstances such as war, famine, extra ordinary price rise, 
and natural calamity of grave nature (Section 2(1A)(a));

 (ii) Any action on imposing stock limits on any agricultural produce to be based on price rise - 
triggered at 100 percent increase in retail price for horticulture products or 50 percent increase in 
retail price in case of non-perishable agri products; over the price prevailing immediately 
preceding 12 months, or average retail price of last five years, whichever is lower (Section 
2(1A)(b));

 (iv) Not applicable to orders relating to Public Distribution System (PDS) or Targeted Public 
Distribution System (TPDS) (Proviso to Section 2).

51. The ECA Act, 1955 empowers the central government to control the production, supply, distribution, 
trade, and commerce of any commodity deemed "essential". The underlying objective of the ECA Act 
had been to prevent hoarding and black marketing of "essential" commodities and, thereby, to secure the 
affordability and equitable distribution of these commodities to the population at large. 
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(iv) Irrespective of the output and whatever the nature of agreement or dispute, the law prohibits sponsors 
(companies, processors, wholesalers) from acquiring ownership rights, lease of farmers' land or making 
permanent modifications on farmer's land or premises (Chapter II, Section 8), thereby protecting the 
farmer's land. Section 15, further, provides that no action for recovery of any amount due in pursuance of 
an order passed under that section, shall be initiated against the agricultural land of the farmer.

(vi) Section 12 of the Act provides for that "A State Government may notify a Registration Authority to 
provide for electronic registry for that State that provides facilitative framework for registration of 
farming agreements. (2) The constitution, composition, powers and functions of the Registration 
Authority and the procedure for registration shall be such as may be prescribed by the State 
Government." Thus, the Act provides for registration of the contracts which will enable regulation of 
both the parties to the agreement.

(iii) Chapter III in the Act deals with the dispute settlement procedure with clear laid down timelines. The 
first stage is a Conciliation Board consisting of representatives of parties to the agreement. If the parties 
to the farming agreement fail to settle their dispute under that section within a period of thirty days, then, 
any such party may approach the concerned Sub-Divisional Magistrate who shall be the Sub-Divisional 
Authority for deciding the disputes under farming agreements. The Sub-Divisional Authority may, 
decide the dispute in a summary manner within thirty days from the date of receipt of such dispute. Any 
party aggrieved by the order of the Sub-Divisional Authority may prefer an appeal to the Appellate 
Authority, which shall be presided over by the Collector or Additional Collector nominated by the 
Collector, within thirty days from the date of such order. However, there are concerns that the revenue 
authorities may not give due attention to the fair resolution of the disputes due to lack of time and other 
priorities.

(v) The Act has certain safeguards for the farmers wherein it is laid down in Section 14(2)(b)(I) where the 
Sponsor fails to make payment of the amount due to the farmer, such penalty may extend to one and half 
times the amount due; (ii) where the order is against the farmer for recovery of the amount due to the 
Sponsor on account of any advance payment or cost of inputs, as per terms of farming agreement, such 
amount shall not exceed the actual cost incurred by the Sponsor; (iii) where the farming agreement in 
dispute is in contravention of the provisions of this Act, or default by the farmer is due to force majeure, 
then, no order for recovery of amount shall be passed against the farmer. There is no fine on the farmers 
as is currently laid down in many State Acts. However, Contract farming arrangements are often 
perceived as being biased in favor of firms or large farmers, while exploiting the poor bargaining power 
of small farmers.

(vii) The Act provides for clear determination of a guaranteed price and a bonus or a premium linked to a clear 
price reference - which should be laid down clearly in the farming agreement.

(viii) It is important to conceive agriculture as a complete agri-food system that incorporates farming, 
logistics, wholesaling, warehousing, processing and retailing. In this framework, contract farming can 
be perceived as an institutional arrangement that can facilitate firm-farm linkages - with adequate 
safeguards. Development of backward linkages could be instrumental in providing the farmers much 
more than assured markets and fair prices, but also support in the form of risk mitigation, access to 
information on cultivation, technology, markets, and access to credit and other inputs. The dairy sector 
in India is a classic example of how clustering of small milk producers through cooperatives brought 
about a revolution through "Operation Flood".

(ix) To make contract farming politically acceptable and socially desirable, it is important to adopt 
innovative approaches while framing contracts. This would help growers' associations, self-help 
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groups, FPOs etc., to participate in contract farming more fruitfully and to reduce their transaction costs.

(x) However, it may be noted that no contract can be perfect. A contractual relationship needs to be evolved 
between the contracting parties based on mutual trust over medium to long term. There would be 
multiple models of such a relationship - some may fail, and many others may succeed. The Act is a step in 
the right direction and facilitates optimal division of market risks.

III. ESSENTIAL COMMODITIES (AMENDMENT) ACT, 2020

50. Essential Commodities Act (ECA), 1955 was enacted under Entry 33 of Concurrent List of the 
Constitution to control the production, supply and distribution of, and trade and commerce in, certain 
goods considered as essential commodities. This was in continuation of Essential Supplies (Temporary 
Powers) Act 1946 enacted against the background of scarcity and shortages in the immediate post 
Second World War period and the Bengal Famine of 1943.

52. The threat of frequent and unpredictable imposition of stock limits under the Act, however, acts as a 
disincentive to large-scale investments in warehousing, storage, processing and distribution facilities. 
By restricting inter-state and intra-state movements, the Act also inhibits creation of a national 
competitive agricultural market of agri-products that smoothens the price fluctuations. As India attained 
self-sufficiency in most agri-food commodities, various reforms were, therefore, undertaken in the ECA 
Act (Table 3).

Purpose of the Amendment Act

49. The Amendment Act inserts a Section 3(1A), in the Essential Commodities Act (ECA), 1955. It provides 
for 

 (iii) Stock limit order under the Act would not apply to processor and value chain participants of 
agricultural product subject to ceiling of installed processing capacity in case of processor or 
export demand in case of exporter (Proviso to Section 2);

 (i) Regulation of supply of such food stuffs including cereals, pulses, potato, onions, edible oil seeds 
and oils only under extra ordinary circumstances such as war, famine, extra ordinary price rise, 
and natural calamity of grave nature (Section 2(1A)(a));

 (ii) Any action on imposing stock limits on any agricultural produce to be based on price rise - 
triggered at 100 percent increase in retail price for horticulture products or 50 percent increase in 
retail price in case of non-perishable agri products; over the price prevailing immediately 
preceding 12 months, or average retail price of last five years, whichever is lower (Section 
2(1A)(b));

 (iv) Not applicable to orders relating to Public Distribution System (PDS) or Targeted Public 
Distribution System (TPDS) (Proviso to Section 2).

51. The ECA Act, 1955 empowers the central government to control the production, supply, distribution, 
trade, and commerce of any commodity deemed "essential". The underlying objective of the ECA Act 
had been to prevent hoarding and black marketing of "essential" commodities and, thereby, to secure the 
affordability and equitable distribution of these commodities to the population at large. 
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 (ii) Analysis of recent trends in prices of onion, tomato and potato show that the price triggers, as 

envisaged in the Act, have been touched 1-3 times in the last five years. (Figure 16). The existing 

price triggers of 100 percent for perishable and 50 percent for non-perishables do not entail an 

'extraordinary price rise' as seen by the price trends in last five years. If the triggers for perishable 

commodities is increased beyond 100 percent to say 200 percent, the stock limits would have to be 

imposed only once in five years for onion and none in tomato and potato. 

Table 3: Reforms undertaken in the ECA

2002-2003 Allowed dealers to freely acquire, use or consume any quantity of 

wheat, paddy, rice coarse grains, sugar, edible oilseeds and oils without 

requiring permit or licenses.

2016 Permitted wholesaler or retailer or producer or manufacturer or 

importer or exporter to freely buy, stock, sell, transport, distribute, 

dispose, acquire, use or consume agricultural food stuffs

2006 All essential commodities removed from EC Act and brought into 

Schedule. Number of essential commodities reduced from 16 to 7.

Period Reforms

1989-2006 List of essential commodities brought down from 70 to 16

2019 Stock Limits not to apply to the quantity purchased under contract 

farming and Stocks kept in warehouses accredited by commodity 

derivatives exchanges and registered with WDRA

54. The concerns raised broadly were as follows

 (i) A large proportion of the feedback received was in favour of complete abolition of the Act to 

promote long-term investments in storage and warehousing. 

 (iii) It will lead to higher prices for consumers and higher food inflation.

Observations of the Committee

 (ii) Enable traders/corporates to purchase agri-commodities at lower prices, hoard and create of 

artificial shortages to raise prices. 

55. The Committee makes the following observations:

 (i) The Amendment attempts to balance the interests of all stakeholders – farmers, traders, food 

processors, exporters and consumers – to enable agri-produce to move up the value chain.

Concerns/Perceptions raised, if any 

53. The 2020 Amendment attempts to alleviate the fears of "excessive regulatory interference” in agri-trade 

by retaining the powers for regulation only under certain extraordinary circumstances. It lays down an 

objective criterion of price rise for imposition of stock limits. Removal of restrictive provisions on trade 

of agri-commodities would enable harnessing of economies of scale in agricultural sector and attract 

private sector/foreign direct investment in modernization of food supply chain. The effective 

participation of all stakeholders will integrate agricultural markets and drive the realization of 

remunerative prices for farmers, stable prices for consumers and value addition at all levels in the 

agricultural supply chain.

Figure 16: Price trends vis-à-vis the triggers in ECA (Amendment) Act

Source: Computed from the data available from Department of Consumer Affairs
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 (ii) Analysis of recent trends in prices of onion, tomato and potato show that the price triggers, as 

envisaged in the Act, have been touched 1-3 times in the last five years. (Figure 16). The existing 

price triggers of 100 percent for perishable and 50 percent for non-perishables do not entail an 

'extraordinary price rise' as seen by the price trends in last five years. If the triggers for perishable 

commodities is increased beyond 100 percent to say 200 percent, the stock limits would have to be 

imposed only once in five years for onion and none in tomato and potato. 

Table 3: Reforms undertaken in the ECA

2002-2003 Allowed dealers to freely acquire, use or consume any quantity of 

wheat, paddy, rice coarse grains, sugar, edible oilseeds and oils without 

requiring permit or licenses.

2016 Permitted wholesaler or retailer or producer or manufacturer or 

importer or exporter to freely buy, stock, sell, transport, distribute, 

dispose, acquire, use or consume agricultural food stuffs

2006 All essential commodities removed from EC Act and brought into 

Schedule. Number of essential commodities reduced from 16 to 7.

Period Reforms

1989-2006 List of essential commodities brought down from 70 to 16

2019 Stock Limits not to apply to the quantity purchased under contract 

farming and Stocks kept in warehouses accredited by commodity 

derivatives exchanges and registered with WDRA

54. The concerns raised broadly were as follows

 (i) A large proportion of the feedback received was in favour of complete abolition of the Act to 

promote long-term investments in storage and warehousing. 

 (iii) It will lead to higher prices for consumers and higher food inflation.

Observations of the Committee

 (ii) Enable traders/corporates to purchase agri-commodities at lower prices, hoard and create of 

artificial shortages to raise prices. 

55. The Committee makes the following observations:

 (i) The Amendment attempts to balance the interests of all stakeholders – farmers, traders, food 

processors, exporters and consumers – to enable agri-produce to move up the value chain.

Concerns/Perceptions raised, if any 

53. The 2020 Amendment attempts to alleviate the fears of "excessive regulatory interference” in agri-trade 

by retaining the powers for regulation only under certain extraordinary circumstances. It lays down an 

objective criterion of price rise for imposition of stock limits. Removal of restrictive provisions on trade 

of agri-commodities would enable harnessing of economies of scale in agricultural sector and attract 

private sector/foreign direct investment in modernization of food supply chain. The effective 

participation of all stakeholders will integrate agricultural markets and drive the realization of 

remunerative prices for farmers, stable prices for consumers and value addition at all levels in the 

agricultural supply chain.

Figure 16: Price trends vis-à-vis the triggers in ECA (Amendment) Act

Source: Computed from the data available from Department of Consumer Affairs
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 (ix) Stock limits were imposed in October, 2020 in case of price rise in onions - which signifies that the 

Act retains its regulatory powers. However, when the exports were also banned, it sent signals that 

consumers' interest overrides farmers' interest and there is an inherent bias towards consumers.  

 (vi) The perceived risk of hoarding is not well-founded as fresh produce in most perishable 

commodities comes within a quarter. The need is to ensure smoothened availability of a product to 

consumers at stable prices throughout the year - especially in the off-season. This can be achieved 

only if proper storage and processing facilities are available.

 (vii) Investment in cold storage and post-harvest facilities by private sector without fear of undue and 

discretionary controls will mitigate the farmers' risk of price crash during bumper production. This 

becomes more important in case of perishable commodities where the price risk for farmers is 

high.

 (viii) The Amendment Act, 2020 inserts only an additional provision of regulating imposition of stock 

limits and does not repeal any other clause of the original ECA, 1955. Other provisions of the Act 

such as issuance of license/ permit {Section 3(2)(a)}, controlling the price at which the commodity 

can be sold{Section 3(2)(c)}, prohibiting the withholding from sale any essential commodity 

ordinarily kept for sale{Section 3(2)(e)}, directing any person holding in stock or engaged in 

production or in the business of buying or selling of any commodity to sell the whole or a specified 

part of the commodity held in stock at present or to be received in future{Section 3(2)(f)}, 

collecting information or statistics for regulating/prohibiting any of the activities {Section 

3(2)(h)}etc., are still applicable and can be invoked for regulating agricultural trade as an when the 

situation demands. The provisions of Prevention of Black-marketing and Maintenance of Supplies 

of Essential Commodities Act, 1980 have not been amended. 

 (iv) As agriculture is a seasonal activity, prices of perishable commodities are volatile - prices rise in 

the off-season and prices fall when fresh harvest arrives in the market. It is, therefore, essential to 

store produce for the off-season to ensure smoothened availability of a product at stable prices 

throughout the year. 

 (x) The anti-hoarding provisions of ECA discouraged open reporting of stock holdings, storage 

capacities, trading and carry forward positions. The amendment would, therefore, facilitate a true 

assessment of the storage and warehousing capacity in the country and attract investments to move 

up the value chain in agri-foodstuffs.

 (iii) Studies show that the share of farmers in consumers' rupee is as low as 26.6 per cent for potatoes, 

29.1 per cent in the case of onions, and 32.4 per cent for tomatoes. With a price trigger of increase 

of 100 percent in a perishable commodity, the recovery of costs for the farmer, who stores for the 

off-season, is not possible. To increase the share of the farmer in one rupee of consumers 

expenditure, investments are needed for storage and warehousing infrastructure and marketing 

reforms are needed to reduce the intermediation costs. 

 (v) The reference period for price rise is average retail prices for last five years -a period of five years 

may see major changes in the technology used and resultant production and price trends.

(xi) Price Stabilization Fund (PSF) set up in 2014-15 provides for regulation of the price volatility of 

essential agricultural commodities. It also provides for maintaining a strategic buffer of such 

commodities for subsequent calibrated release of such stocks in the open market operations to moderate 

price volatility and discourage hoarding and unscrupulous speculation.

PART 4
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE

VI. BROAD RECOMMENDATIONS

(vii) The bilateral interactions of the Committee with the stakeholders demonstrated that only 13.3 percent of 

the stakeholders were not in favour of the three Farm Laws. Around 85.7 percent of the Farmer 

Organizations, representing more than 3.3 crore farmers, supported the Laws. The feedback received by 

the Committee through its online portal established that one-third of the respondents did not support the 

Farm Laws and around two-thirds of the respondents were in favour of the Farm Laws. The feedback 

received through e-mails also shows that a majority support the Farm Laws. In view of this feedback, the 

Committee recommends that a repeal or a long suspension of these Farm Laws would, therefore, be 

unfair to this 'silent' majority who support the Farm Laws. 

        (Reference: Part I of the Report)

56. The four-pronged strategy that the Committee adopted during its deliberations makes it evident that a 

majority of the farmers and other stakeholders support the Farm Laws. The feedback received by the 

Committee, also, brought out diverse views and suggestions for modifications in the Acts. The analysis 

of the Committee recognizes that as the nation has undergone a successful transition from food deficit to 

food surplus, the policies need to adapt to the dynamic requirements of the agricultural sector to access 

best technologies and expanding markets. The farmers can get remunerative prices for their produce 

only if agricultural markets function efficiently and the farmers are enabled to move up in the value chain 

of storage/food processing/exports/retail. The Acts intend to develop competitive agricultural markets, 

reduce transaction costs, and increase the farmer's share in the realized price of an agri-produce. 

However, a careful analysis of the Acts brings forward the need for certain modifications and supportive 

supplementary steps that need to be taken by the Government. 

(viii) Given the diversities and state-specificities in a large country like India, these Farm Laws can serve as 

the overarching architecture for agricultural marketing.  States may, therefore, be allowed some

57. The main recommendations of the Committee, keeping the interests of the farmer at the centre to realize 

a better return for his produce in a sustainable manner - both financially and environmentally - are as 

under: 

4948



R
e
p
o
rt o

f T
h
e
 S

u
p
re

m
e
 C

o
u
rt

A
p
p
o
in

te
d
 C

o
m

m
itte

e
 o

n
 F

a
rm

 La
w

s

R
e
p
o
rt

 o
f 

T
h
e
 S

u
p
re

m
e
 C

o
u
rt

A
p
p
o
in

te
d
 C

o
m

m
it
te

e
 o

n
 F

a
rm

 L
a
w

s

 (ix) Stock limits were imposed in October, 2020 in case of price rise in onions - which signifies that the 

Act retains its regulatory powers. However, when the exports were also banned, it sent signals that 

consumers' interest overrides farmers' interest and there is an inherent bias towards consumers.  

 (vi) The perceived risk of hoarding is not well-founded as fresh produce in most perishable 

commodities comes within a quarter. The need is to ensure smoothened availability of a product to 

consumers at stable prices throughout the year - especially in the off-season. This can be achieved 

only if proper storage and processing facilities are available.

 (vii) Investment in cold storage and post-harvest facilities by private sector without fear of undue and 

discretionary controls will mitigate the farmers' risk of price crash during bumper production. This 

becomes more important in case of perishable commodities where the price risk for farmers is 

high.

 (viii) The Amendment Act, 2020 inserts only an additional provision of regulating imposition of stock 

limits and does not repeal any other clause of the original ECA, 1955. Other provisions of the Act 

such as issuance of license/ permit {Section 3(2)(a)}, controlling the price at which the commodity 

can be sold{Section 3(2)(c)}, prohibiting the withholding from sale any essential commodity 

ordinarily kept for sale{Section 3(2)(e)}, directing any person holding in stock or engaged in 

production or in the business of buying or selling of any commodity to sell the whole or a specified 

part of the commodity held in stock at present or to be received in future{Section 3(2)(f)}, 

collecting information or statistics for regulating/prohibiting any of the activities {Section 

3(2)(h)}etc., are still applicable and can be invoked for regulating agricultural trade as an when the 

situation demands. The provisions of Prevention of Black-marketing and Maintenance of Supplies 

of Essential Commodities Act, 1980 have not been amended. 

 (iv) As agriculture is a seasonal activity, prices of perishable commodities are volatile - prices rise in 

the off-season and prices fall when fresh harvest arrives in the market. It is, therefore, essential to 

store produce for the off-season to ensure smoothened availability of a product at stable prices 

throughout the year. 

 (x) The anti-hoarding provisions of ECA discouraged open reporting of stock holdings, storage 

capacities, trading and carry forward positions. The amendment would, therefore, facilitate a true 

assessment of the storage and warehousing capacity in the country and attract investments to move 

up the value chain in agri-foodstuffs.

 (iii) Studies show that the share of farmers in consumers' rupee is as low as 26.6 per cent for potatoes, 

29.1 per cent in the case of onions, and 32.4 per cent for tomatoes. With a price trigger of increase 

of 100 percent in a perishable commodity, the recovery of costs for the farmer, who stores for the 

off-season, is not possible. To increase the share of the farmer in one rupee of consumers 

expenditure, investments are needed for storage and warehousing infrastructure and marketing 

reforms are needed to reduce the intermediation costs. 

 (v) The reference period for price rise is average retail prices for last five years -a period of five years 

may see major changes in the technology used and resultant production and price trends.

(xi) Price Stabilization Fund (PSF) set up in 2014-15 provides for regulation of the price volatility of 

essential agricultural commodities. It also provides for maintaining a strategic buffer of such 

commodities for subsequent calibrated release of such stocks in the open market operations to moderate 

price volatility and discourage hoarding and unscrupulous speculation.

PART 4
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMITTEE

VI. BROAD RECOMMENDATIONS

(vii) The bilateral interactions of the Committee with the stakeholders demonstrated that only 13.3 percent of 

the stakeholders were not in favour of the three Farm Laws. Around 85.7 percent of the Farmer 

Organizations, representing more than 3.3 crore farmers, supported the Laws. The feedback received by 

the Committee through its online portal established that one-third of the respondents did not support the 

Farm Laws and around two-thirds of the respondents were in favour of the Farm Laws. The feedback 

received through e-mails also shows that a majority support the Farm Laws. In view of this feedback, the 

Committee recommends that a repeal or a long suspension of these Farm Laws would, therefore, be 

unfair to this 'silent' majority who support the Farm Laws. 

        (Reference: Part I of the Report)

56. The four-pronged strategy that the Committee adopted during its deliberations makes it evident that a 

majority of the farmers and other stakeholders support the Farm Laws. The feedback received by the 

Committee, also, brought out diverse views and suggestions for modifications in the Acts. The analysis 

of the Committee recognizes that as the nation has undergone a successful transition from food deficit to 

food surplus, the policies need to adapt to the dynamic requirements of the agricultural sector to access 

best technologies and expanding markets. The farmers can get remunerative prices for their produce 

only if agricultural markets function efficiently and the farmers are enabled to move up in the value chain 

of storage/food processing/exports/retail. The Acts intend to develop competitive agricultural markets, 

reduce transaction costs, and increase the farmer's share in the realized price of an agri-produce. 

However, a careful analysis of the Acts brings forward the need for certain modifications and supportive 

supplementary steps that need to be taken by the Government. 

(viii) Given the diversities and state-specificities in a large country like India, these Farm Laws can serve as 

the overarching architecture for agricultural marketing.  States may, therefore, be allowed some

57. The main recommendations of the Committee, keeping the interests of the farmer at the centre to realize 

a better return for his produce in a sustainable manner - both financially and environmentally - are as 

under: 
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(Reference: Para 8, 48(iii))

(Reference: para 42(iii)-(iv))

(x) Besides freeing the sector from constraining regulations which these Acts endeavour to do, it is 

imperative that the Government takes urgent steps towards strengthening agricultural infrastructure, 

enabling aggregation, assaying and quality sorting of agri produce through cooperatives and Farmer 

Producer  Organ i za t ions  (FPOs)  and  c lo ser  i n t e rac t ion  be tween  fa rmers  and 

warehouses/processors/exporters/retailers/bulk buyers. 

flexibility in implementation and design of the Laws, with the prior approval of the Centre, so that the 

basic spirit of these Laws for promoting ef fective competition in agricultural markets and creation of 

'one nation, one market' is not violated. 

 (Reference: Para 8 and 42(I))

(ix) There is a perception that given the workload and priorities of the district revenue authorities, due 

attention and timely disposal may not be feasible. Alternative mechanisms for Dispute settlement, via 

Civil courts or arbitration mechanism, may, therefore, be provided to the stakeholders. The option of 

setting up 'Farmers Courts' at district level under the Commercial Courts Act, 2015 by the State 

Governments may be explored to provide an alternative mechanism for dispute settlement.  

(xi)  An Agriculture Marketing Council, under the chairpersonship of Union Minister of Agriculture, with all 

States and UTs as members may be formed on lines of the GST Council to reinforce cooperative efforts to 

monitor and streamline the implementation of these Acts. The Council can review the performance of 

these Acts periodically, assess the flexibilities needed by States and deliberate on the mechanism to 

compensate the States on loss of mandi revenues, if any.  

(xii) The feedback received by the Committee manifested that many respondents were uncertain on some 

aspects of the Acts though they supported the overall Acts. A large-scale communication exercise, 

therefore, needs to be taken up by the Government to alleviate the apprehensions, doubts and concerns 

of rest of stakeholders. 

(Reference: Para 16)

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING FARMERS PRODUCE TRADE AND 

COMMERCE (PROMOTION AND FACILITATION) ACT, 2020

58. The feedback received by the Committee shows that only 42.3 percent of farmer respondents sell their 

produce through APMC mandis. The analysis by the Committee also corroborates that the majority of 

the transactions in the agricultural sector take place outside the mandi system. Horticulture, livestock 

and fishery, currently, form 60 percent of the gross value of the Agricultural Output - these sectors are 

mostly outside the purview of transaction through mandis or procurement support via the Minimum 

Support Price (MSP). Even within the commodities covered under the MSP, only around 25-30 percent 

of the production is transacted through the APMCs/regulated mandis More importantly, transactions in 

mandis do not necessarily imply that all the transactions are at the MSP. 

(ix) It is recognised that, even with the limited transactions within the mandis, the price prevailing in APMCs 

acts as a reference price for some commodities. The Acts could, further, reduce the transactions in 

APMCs with alternative channels emerging. This could lead to 'information asymmetry' between 

farmers and traders due to lack of credible information on prevailing prices and expected remunerative 

prices. Chapter II, Section 7 of the Act recognises this and provides for development of a Price 

Information and Market Intelligence System for farmers' produce by a Central Organisation and a 

framework for dissemination of information. The Committee recommends that the development of such 

a Price Information and Market Intelligence System needs to be expedited. The system should use state-

of-the-art technology and machine intelligence tools to provide information of prevailing and expected 

prices in different parts of the country. It should be integrated with information on futures prices and 

present predictive analytics to assist farmers in their sowing decisions based on demand led futures 

prices rather than prices of previous years. Such information should be available through an easy 

interface and a mobile app in various vernacular languages accessible to every farmer. This will 

facilitate efficient 'price discovery' and strengthen the bargaining power of the farmers. 

59. The Committee, therefore, recognises that this Act tries to formalise these 'majority' transactions outside 

the APMC and facilitate creation of an ecosystem for more comprehensive and competitive markets and 

trade. It, accordingly, makes the following recommendations:

(xi) Section 6 of the Act provides for non-levy of any market fee or cess on any farmer or trader or electronic 

trading and transaction platform for trade and commerce in scheduled farmers' produce in a trade area. 

The APMCs, on the other hand, currently charge mandi fees/cess levied on every transaction. The 

Committee, therefore, recommends that to create a level-playing field to transactions in existing APMCs 

and in the 'trade area' as defined in the Act, the market fees/cess charged by APMCs, need to be 

abolished. The service charges in mandis and trade areas should be determined competitively. This will 

reduce the intermediation costs of agricultural marketing - expand the overall market for farmers and 

give them access to exporters, processors and retailers, increase the share of farmers in the retail price 

of an agri-product and further benefit consumers by reducing the pressure on prices. This will go a long 

way in creation of a competitive agricultural sector.

(xii) As per data available, the revenue from mandi fees to various States was in the range of Rs 9,000-10,000 

crore in 2019-20. Some States like Punjab, Haryana, Uttar Pradesh earned more than Rs 1,000 crore 

annually from the mandi fees. This revenue was purported to cover the operational expenditure of the 

APMCs. There are, therefore, concerns of possible losses in these mandi revenues in several States - as 

new alternative trade areas develop and provide competition to the APMC mandis. A compensation 

fund, therefore, needs to be devised by the Centre over a period of 3-5 years on the lines of compensation 

fund for loss in GST revenue. This can be dovetailed with the performance-based incentive grants of the 

(Reference: Para 42 (vii))

(x) The terms of reference of the Commission for Agricultural Costs & Prices (CACP) can be expanded to 

collate, analyze and disseminate price information - both domestic and international, with a view to 

facilitate efficient price discovery - both spot and futures. Alternatively, an independent organization 

may be created for the purpose. 
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(Reference: Para 8, 48(iii))

(Reference: para 42(iii)-(iv))

(x) Besides freeing the sector from constraining regulations which these Acts endeavour to do, it is 

imperative that the Government takes urgent steps towards strengthening agricultural infrastructure, 

enabling aggregation, assaying and quality sorting of agri produce through cooperatives and Farmer 

Producer  Organ i za t ions  (FPOs)  and  c lo ser  i n t e rac t ion  be tween  fa rmers  and 

warehouses/processors/exporters/retailers/bulk buyers. 

flexibility in implementation and design of the Laws, with the prior approval of the Centre, so that the 

basic spirit of these Laws for promoting ef fective competition in agricultural markets and creation of 

'one nation, one market' is not violated. 

 (Reference: Para 8 and 42(I))

(ix) There is a perception that given the workload and priorities of the district revenue authorities, due 

attention and timely disposal may not be feasible. Alternative mechanisms for Dispute settlement, via 

Civil courts or arbitration mechanism, may, therefore, be provided to the stakeholders. The option of 

setting up 'Farmers Courts' at district level under the Commercial Courts Act, 2015 by the State 

Governments may be explored to provide an alternative mechanism for dispute settlement.  

(xi)  An Agriculture Marketing Council, under the chairpersonship of Union Minister of Agriculture, with all 

States and UTs as members may be formed on lines of the GST Council to reinforce cooperative efforts to 

monitor and streamline the implementation of these Acts. The Council can review the performance of 

these Acts periodically, assess the flexibilities needed by States and deliberate on the mechanism to 

compensate the States on loss of mandi revenues, if any.  

(xii) The feedback received by the Committee manifested that many respondents were uncertain on some 

aspects of the Acts though they supported the overall Acts. A large-scale communication exercise, 

therefore, needs to be taken up by the Government to alleviate the apprehensions, doubts and concerns 

of rest of stakeholders. 

(Reference: Para 16)

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING FARMERS PRODUCE TRADE AND 

COMMERCE (PROMOTION AND FACILITATION) ACT, 2020

58. The feedback received by the Committee shows that only 42.3 percent of farmer respondents sell their 

produce through APMC mandis. The analysis by the Committee also corroborates that the majority of 

the transactions in the agricultural sector take place outside the mandi system. Horticulture, livestock 

and fishery, currently, form 60 percent of the gross value of the Agricultural Output - these sectors are 

mostly outside the purview of transaction through mandis or procurement support via the Minimum 

Support Price (MSP). Even within the commodities covered under the MSP, only around 25-30 percent 

of the production is transacted through the APMCs/regulated mandis More importantly, transactions in 

mandis do not necessarily imply that all the transactions are at the MSP. 

(ix) It is recognised that, even with the limited transactions within the mandis, the price prevailing in APMCs 

acts as a reference price for some commodities. The Acts could, further, reduce the transactions in 

APMCs with alternative channels emerging. This could lead to 'information asymmetry' between 

farmers and traders due to lack of credible information on prevailing prices and expected remunerative 

prices. Chapter II, Section 7 of the Act recognises this and provides for development of a Price 

Information and Market Intelligence System for farmers' produce by a Central Organisation and a 

framework for dissemination of information. The Committee recommends that the development of such 

a Price Information and Market Intelligence System needs to be expedited. The system should use state-

of-the-art technology and machine intelligence tools to provide information of prevailing and expected 

prices in different parts of the country. It should be integrated with information on futures prices and 

present predictive analytics to assist farmers in their sowing decisions based on demand led futures 

prices rather than prices of previous years. Such information should be available through an easy 

interface and a mobile app in various vernacular languages accessible to every farmer. This will 

facilitate efficient 'price discovery' and strengthen the bargaining power of the farmers. 

59. The Committee, therefore, recognises that this Act tries to formalise these 'majority' transactions outside 

the APMC and facilitate creation of an ecosystem for more comprehensive and competitive markets and 

trade. It, accordingly, makes the following recommendations:

(xi) Section 6 of the Act provides for non-levy of any market fee or cess on any farmer or trader or electronic 

trading and transaction platform for trade and commerce in scheduled farmers' produce in a trade area. 

The APMCs, on the other hand, currently charge mandi fees/cess levied on every transaction. The 

Committee, therefore, recommends that to create a level-playing field to transactions in existing APMCs 

and in the 'trade area' as defined in the Act, the market fees/cess charged by APMCs, need to be 

abolished. The service charges in mandis and trade areas should be determined competitively. This will 

reduce the intermediation costs of agricultural marketing - expand the overall market for farmers and 

give them access to exporters, processors and retailers, increase the share of farmers in the retail price 

of an agri-product and further benefit consumers by reducing the pressure on prices. This will go a long 

way in creation of a competitive agricultural sector.

(xii) As per data available, the revenue from mandi fees to various States was in the range of Rs 9,000-10,000 

crore in 2019-20. Some States like Punjab, Haryana, Uttar Pradesh earned more than Rs 1,000 crore 

annually from the mandi fees. This revenue was purported to cover the operational expenditure of the 

APMCs. There are, therefore, concerns of possible losses in these mandi revenues in several States - as 

new alternative trade areas develop and provide competition to the APMC mandis. A compensation 

fund, therefore, needs to be devised by the Centre over a period of 3-5 years on the lines of compensation 

fund for loss in GST revenue. This can be dovetailed with the performance-based incentive grants of the 

(Reference: Para 42 (vii))

(x) The terms of reference of the Commission for Agricultural Costs & Prices (CACP) can be expanded to 

collate, analyze and disseminate price information - both domestic and international, with a view to 

facilitate efficient price discovery - both spot and futures. Alternatively, an independent organization 

may be created for the purpose. 

5150



R
e
p
o
rt o

f T
h
e
 S

u
p
re

m
e
 C

o
u
rt

A
p
p
o
in

te
d
 C

o
m

m
itte

e
 o

n
 F

a
rm

 La
w

s

R
e
p
o
rt

 o
f 

T
h
e
 S

u
p
re

m
e
 C

o
u
rt

A
p
p
o
in

te
d
 C

o
m

m
it
te

e
 o

n
 F

a
rm

 L
a
w

s

(xv) Section 4(2) of the Act is an enabling provision for creating a system of electronic registration for a 

trader, modalities of trade transaction and mode of payment of the scheduled farmers' produce in a trade 

area. The Committee recommends that every trader/buyer may be required to register themselves which 

can be linked with the identity document notified by the Government (as in Proviso to Section 4(1)). An 

electronic dashboard may be developed for the purpose to enable ease of availability of information and 

strengthen the security of the transaction.

Fifteenth Finance Commission for agricultural reforms (Chapter X of the Report). The Agricultural 

Markets Council, as earlier recommended, can deliberate on the modalities for such a compensation 

fund.

(xvi) Section 4(3) of the Act provides for that 'every trader who transacts with farmers shall make payment for 

the traded scheduled farmers' produce on the same day or within the maximum three working days if 

procedurally so required subject to the condition that the receipt of delivery mentioning the due payment 

amount shall be given to the farmer on the same day'. The Committee recommends that the payment 

should preferably be made simultaneously on receipt of delivery of the agri-produce to alleviate 

concerns of non-payments. 

(xiv) The proviso to Section 4(1) of the Act lays down the requirement of a permanent account number (PAN) 

allotted under the Income-tax Act, 1961 or such other document as may be notified by the Central 

Government, for the trader. To enable ease of usage and wider compliance, a list of additional 

documents to ascertain the address of the buyer, as an alternative to PAN number, may be notified by the 

Central Government.  

(Reference: Para 42(viii))

60. The majority of the feedback received by the Committee supported the Act. The Committee recognizes 

that the Act attempts to provide a national framework for farming agreements to enable development of a 

long-term relationship between farmers and agri-business industry. The Act has attempted to provide 

various safeguards for the farmer in terms of penalties, ownership of land, payments etc. However, it 

may be noted that no contract can be perfect. A contractual relationship needs to be evolved based on 

mutual trust over medium to long term. A viable approach seems to be to form clusters of small farmers, 

(xiii) States need to develop models to convert existing APMCs to revenue generating entities by making them 

hubs of agri-business by provision of better marketing facilities for cleaning, sorting, assaying, grading, 

storage and packaging. They should be linked with various logistics players, e-NAM facilities and retail 

markets. Adequate funds may be mobilized from convergence of various Schemes of the Central 

Government such as Agri Infrastructure Fund (AIF), Operation Greens, 'One District, One Product', 

Pradhan Mantri Kisan SAMPADA Yojana, PM Formalization of Micro Food Processing Enterprises 

Scheme (PM FME Scheme), etc.

VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO FARMERS (EMPOWERMENT AND 

PROTECTION) AGREEMENT ON PRICE ASSURANCE AND FARM SERVICES 

ACT, 2020

(ix) To lend security to the contract for both the parties, the contract agreement should be signed by two 

witness from farmer's as well as contractor's side.

IX. RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO ESSENTIAL COMMODITIES 

(AMENDMENT) ACT (ECA), 2020

(vii) There are perceptions that the Act would lead to alienation of land of the farmer in favour of the 

corporates. The Committee notes that there are enough safeguards in the Act as Section 8 of the Act 

clearly prohibits acquiring ownership rights by the 'sponsor' or making permanent modifications on 

farmer's land or premises. Section 15, further, states that no action for recovery of any amount due shall 

be initiated against the agricultural land of the farmer. A major communication exercise, therefore, needs 

to be undertaken to clear the apprehension that land of farmers would be usurped under this Act.

(Reference: Para 47 (iv))

(viii) Section 12 of the Act provides for that "(1) A State Government may notify a Registration Authority to 

provide for electronic registry for that State that provides facilitative framework for registration of 

farming agreements. (2) The constitution, composition, powers and functions of the Registration 

Authority and the procedure for registration shall be such as may be prescribed by the State 

Government." The Committee, therefore, recommends that States may notify such a Registration 

Authority and provide for electronic registration for such farming agreements. 

(vi) A model contract agreement should be formulated and shared on the website and with all stakeholders to 

remove various glitches in implementation.

via, Farmer Producers Organizations/Cooperatives (FPOs/FPCs) that can create a scale effect and 

enhance the bargaining position of the farmers. There would be multiple models of such a relationship - 

some may fail and many others may succeed. Improvements in the contracts should be an ongoing 

process based on the experiences gained from the successes and failures of various contracts. The Act is 

a step in the right direction and facilitates optimal division of market risks. 

(Reference: Para 44 (vii))

61. The Committee, accordingly, makes the following recommendations

(xi) Provision should be made in case market prices increase than the contracted prices.

(x)  Alternative mechanism for dispute settlement may be provided as recommended in the Section on broad 

recommendation (iii).

62. A large proportion of the feedback received by the Committee was in favour of complete abolition of the 

Act to enable the farmers to receive better prices for their produce. The Committee has taken note of this 

and concurs with this majority view. It, accordingly makes the following recommendations:

(xi) The Committee recognizes that the ECA Act, 1955 has its origins in a period of shortages and scarcity. 

Given that Indian agriculture has traversed an impressive growth trajectory from a food scarce country 
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(xv) Section 4(2) of the Act is an enabling provision for creating a system of electronic registration for a 

trader, modalities of trade transaction and mode of payment of the scheduled farmers' produce in a trade 

area. The Committee recommends that every trader/buyer may be required to register themselves which 

can be linked with the identity document notified by the Government (as in Proviso to Section 4(1)). An 

electronic dashboard may be developed for the purpose to enable ease of availability of information and 

strengthen the security of the transaction.

Fifteenth Finance Commission for agricultural reforms (Chapter X of the Report). The Agricultural 

Markets Council, as earlier recommended, can deliberate on the modalities for such a compensation 

fund.

(xvi) Section 4(3) of the Act provides for that 'every trader who transacts with farmers shall make payment for 

the traded scheduled farmers' produce on the same day or within the maximum three working days if 

procedurally so required subject to the condition that the receipt of delivery mentioning the due payment 

amount shall be given to the farmer on the same day'. The Committee recommends that the payment 

should preferably be made simultaneously on receipt of delivery of the agri-produce to alleviate 

concerns of non-payments. 

(xiv) The proviso to Section 4(1) of the Act lays down the requirement of a permanent account number (PAN) 

allotted under the Income-tax Act, 1961 or such other document as may be notified by the Central 

Government, for the trader. To enable ease of usage and wider compliance, a list of additional 

documents to ascertain the address of the buyer, as an alternative to PAN number, may be notified by the 

Central Government.  

(Reference: Para 42(viii))

60. The majority of the feedback received by the Committee supported the Act. The Committee recognizes 

that the Act attempts to provide a national framework for farming agreements to enable development of a 

long-term relationship between farmers and agri-business industry. The Act has attempted to provide 

various safeguards for the farmer in terms of penalties, ownership of land, payments etc. However, it 

may be noted that no contract can be perfect. A contractual relationship needs to be evolved based on 

mutual trust over medium to long term. A viable approach seems to be to form clusters of small farmers, 

(xiii) States need to develop models to convert existing APMCs to revenue generating entities by making them 

hubs of agri-business by provision of better marketing facilities for cleaning, sorting, assaying, grading, 

storage and packaging. They should be linked with various logistics players, e-NAM facilities and retail 

markets. Adequate funds may be mobilized from convergence of various Schemes of the Central 

Government such as Agri Infrastructure Fund (AIF), Operation Greens, 'One District, One Product', 

Pradhan Mantri Kisan SAMPADA Yojana, PM Formalization of Micro Food Processing Enterprises 

Scheme (PM FME Scheme), etc.

VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO FARMERS (EMPOWERMENT AND 

PROTECTION) AGREEMENT ON PRICE ASSURANCE AND FARM SERVICES 

ACT, 2020

(ix) To lend security to the contract for both the parties, the contract agreement should be signed by two 

witness from farmer's as well as contractor's side.

IX. RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO ESSENTIAL COMMODITIES 

(AMENDMENT) ACT (ECA), 2020

(vii) There are perceptions that the Act would lead to alienation of land of the farmer in favour of the 

corporates. The Committee notes that there are enough safeguards in the Act as Section 8 of the Act 

clearly prohibits acquiring ownership rights by the 'sponsor' or making permanent modifications on 

farmer's land or premises. Section 15, further, states that no action for recovery of any amount due shall 

be initiated against the agricultural land of the farmer. A major communication exercise, therefore, needs 

to be undertaken to clear the apprehension that land of farmers would be usurped under this Act.

(Reference: Para 47 (iv))

(viii) Section 12 of the Act provides for that "(1) A State Government may notify a Registration Authority to 

provide for electronic registry for that State that provides facilitative framework for registration of 

farming agreements. (2) The constitution, composition, powers and functions of the Registration 

Authority and the procedure for registration shall be such as may be prescribed by the State 

Government." The Committee, therefore, recommends that States may notify such a Registration 

Authority and provide for electronic registration for such farming agreements. 

(vi) A model contract agreement should be formulated and shared on the website and with all stakeholders to 

remove various glitches in implementation.

via, Farmer Producers Organizations/Cooperatives (FPOs/FPCs) that can create a scale effect and 

enhance the bargaining position of the farmers. There would be multiple models of such a relationship - 

some may fail and many others may succeed. Improvements in the contracts should be an ongoing 

process based on the experiences gained from the successes and failures of various contracts. The Act is 

a step in the right direction and facilitates optimal division of market risks. 

(Reference: Para 44 (vii))

61. The Committee, accordingly, makes the following recommendations

(xi) Provision should be made in case market prices increase than the contracted prices.

(x)  Alternative mechanism for dispute settlement may be provided as recommended in the Section on broad 

recommendation (iii).

62. A large proportion of the feedback received by the Committee was in favour of complete abolition of the 

Act to enable the farmers to receive better prices for their produce. The Committee has taken note of this 

and concurs with this majority view. It, accordingly makes the following recommendations:

(xi) The Committee recognizes that the ECA Act, 1955 has its origins in a period of shortages and scarcity. 

Given that Indian agriculture has traversed an impressive growth trajectory from a food scarce country 
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(xx) Price Stabilization Fund (PSF) was set up in 2014-15 to help regulate the price volatility of important 

agricultural commodities like onion, potatoes and pulses. It provides for maintaining a strategic buffer of 

(xix) The above information system can be integrated to the Price information System as envisaged in the 

Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 2020 to develop effective 

forecasting mechanisms using information on expected demand and supply; and stocks-to-use ratio. 

This would enable policy makers to assess the impact of any production shocks/surpluses and prevent 

'peaks' and 'troughs' in prices.

(xii) In the same spirit, the price triggers, at present 100 percent for perishables and 50 percent for non-

perishables in the Amendment Act, may be reviewed and enhanced to 200 percent and 75 percent 

respectively. These would cover any 'extraordinary price rise' as envisaged in this Amendment Act. 

to a food sufficient and steadily to a food surplus one, the Act needs a re-look. The Government should, 

therefore, consider in favour of completely abolishing the ECA Act, 1995 or take steps to substantially 

liberalize its provisions. 

(Reference: Para 55(ii))

(xiii) When stock limits are imposed, the prices crash even below the cost of production leading to losses to 

the farmers. Quantity of stock limits should, therefore, be reasonably sufficient keeping in view of the 

trading volumes in major mandis. 

(xiv) Stock Limits, if imposed, should be reviewed on a fortnightly basis.

(xv) As agriculture is a seasonal activity, the price rise, as defined in the Amendment Act, should sustain 

itself for a month before any decision on stock limits is taken. 

(xvi) The reference period for price rise is average retail prices for last five years - this may be reduced to 

last three years as a period of five years may see major changes in the technology used and resultant 

production trends.

(xvii) A corollary of stocking limits spills over to export bans in a case of rise in prices. There was a demand 

from most farmer groups that their access to export markets should not be restricted in an 

unpredictable manner. Exports bans, therefore, need to be rationalized and should be imposed in an 

objective manner based on similar price triggers as envisaged in this Act. 

(xviii) To alleviate concerns of hoarding and artificially increasing prices for the consumer, a robust 

information system for declaration of stocks beyond a certain limit may be developed. All the 

warehouses beyond a certain capacity must be registered with Warehousing Development and 

Regulatory Authority (WDRA). They should be mandated to report on a monthly basis on the 

availability of stocks. Data of the total private and public storage capacity available and its 

utilization in the country, as reported and assessed above, need to be aggregated in a dynamic 

information system. The role of the WDRA has to be expanded to collate and analyze information on 

existing stocks in the warehouses. This will immensely help take more rational policy decisions with 

respect to imposition of stocking limits or even export bans.

aforementioned commodities for subsequent calibrated release to moderate price volatility and 

discourage hoarding and unscrupulous speculation. NAFED has been increasingly conducting 

operations under the PSF. These need to be strengthened further by replenishing the buffer stock at 

harvest time when prices are generally depressed and releasing stocks in open market operations in 

lean-season when prices tend to rise. 

63. The three Acts do not have anything that talks about discontinuation and/or implementation of the MSP 

policy. The farmers, however, have apprehensions that with implementation of these farm laws, the MSP 

regime may be phased out. Therefore, they are demanding to legalize the MSP for all the commodities. 

The demand for legalizing the MSP is not based on sound logic and is infeasible to implement. Any 

product that is produced needs to be traded at a viable price. MSP is an indicative floor price to protect the 

farmers against any undue fall in prices especially at the time of harvest. The Government does not have 

the financial coffers to buy whatever is produced of all 23 commodities that are currently under the cover 

of MSP. Traders would not buy if the produce cannot be re-sold/exported/processed at a profitable price. 

This would lead to a situation where the farmer is saddled with his crop with no buyer. This, ultimately, 

will boomerang and would do more harm to the farmer than help him.

64. This situation is mirrored in the sugarcane sector, especially in Uttar Pradesh, where annual arrears by 

mills to farmers keep mounting as the mills are mandated to buy at the mandated price. Despite the legal 

provision that the payment, in accordance with the mandated price, has to be made in 15 days, the arrears 

keep on accumulating year-on-year. The State Governments, ultimately, have to intervene with 

budgetary support to salvage the situation as if the firms are forced to pay these arrears, they will become 

sick and close leading to enormous unemployment and distress (Box VI).  If the MSP is made 

compulsory for the currently mandated 23 commodities, where millions of traders are there, the system 

will become impossible to track and enforce. The price of a traded commodity is governed by both 

demand and supply conditions - that a legal provision cannot circumvent. This malaise of unpaid dues to 

farmers would only spread if price of a traded commodity is mandated by a legal provision.

X. RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO AGRICULTURAL PRICE POLICIES

Box VI: Mounting Sugarcane Arrears due to Mandated Prices

The Government of India fixes Fair and Remunerative Price (FRP) under clause 3 of Sugarcane 

(Control) Order, 1966 issued under the Essential Commodities Act (ECA), 1955. The Sugarcane 

(Control) Order, 1966 was amended on 22.10.2009 and the concept of Statutory Minimum Price (SMP) 

of sugarcane was replaced with the 'Fair and Remunerative Price (FRP)' of sugarcane from 2009-10 

sugar season. The amended provisions of the Sugarcane (Control) Order, 1966 provide for fixation of 

FRP of sugarcane having regard to (i) cost of production of sugarcane, (ii) return to the growers from 

alternative crops and the general trend of prices of agricultural commodities, (iii) availability of sugar to 

consumers at a fair price, (iv) price at which sugar produced from sugarcane is sold by sugar producers, 

(v) recovery of sugar from sugarcane, (vi) the realization made from sale of by-products viz. molasses, 

bagasse and press mud or their imputed value (inserted vide notification dated 29.12.2008) and (vii) 
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(xx) Price Stabilization Fund (PSF) was set up in 2014-15 to help regulate the price volatility of important 

agricultural commodities like onion, potatoes and pulses. It provides for maintaining a strategic buffer of 

(xix) The above information system can be integrated to the Price information System as envisaged in the 

Farmers Produce Trade and Commerce (Promotion and Facilitation) Act, 2020 to develop effective 

forecasting mechanisms using information on expected demand and supply; and stocks-to-use ratio. 

This would enable policy makers to assess the impact of any production shocks/surpluses and prevent 

'peaks' and 'troughs' in prices.

(xii) In the same spirit, the price triggers, at present 100 percent for perishables and 50 percent for non-

perishables in the Amendment Act, may be reviewed and enhanced to 200 percent and 75 percent 

respectively. These would cover any 'extraordinary price rise' as envisaged in this Amendment Act. 

to a food sufficient and steadily to a food surplus one, the Act needs a re-look. The Government should, 

therefore, consider in favour of completely abolishing the ECA Act, 1995 or take steps to substantially 

liberalize its provisions. 

(Reference: Para 55(ii))

(xiii) When stock limits are imposed, the prices crash even below the cost of production leading to losses to 

the farmers. Quantity of stock limits should, therefore, be reasonably sufficient keeping in view of the 

trading volumes in major mandis. 

(xiv) Stock Limits, if imposed, should be reviewed on a fortnightly basis.

(xv) As agriculture is a seasonal activity, the price rise, as defined in the Amendment Act, should sustain 

itself for a month before any decision on stock limits is taken. 

(xvi) The reference period for price rise is average retail prices for last five years - this may be reduced to 

last three years as a period of five years may see major changes in the technology used and resultant 

production trends.

(xvii) A corollary of stocking limits spills over to export bans in a case of rise in prices. There was a demand 

from most farmer groups that their access to export markets should not be restricted in an 

unpredictable manner. Exports bans, therefore, need to be rationalized and should be imposed in an 

objective manner based on similar price triggers as envisaged in this Act. 

(xviii) To alleviate concerns of hoarding and artificially increasing prices for the consumer, a robust 

information system for declaration of stocks beyond a certain limit may be developed. All the 

warehouses beyond a certain capacity must be registered with Warehousing Development and 

Regulatory Authority (WDRA). They should be mandated to report on a monthly basis on the 

availability of stocks. Data of the total private and public storage capacity available and its 

utilization in the country, as reported and assessed above, need to be aggregated in a dynamic 

information system. The role of the WDRA has to be expanded to collate and analyze information on 

existing stocks in the warehouses. This will immensely help take more rational policy decisions with 

respect to imposition of stocking limits or even export bans.

aforementioned commodities for subsequent calibrated release to moderate price volatility and 

discourage hoarding and unscrupulous speculation. NAFED has been increasingly conducting 

operations under the PSF. These need to be strengthened further by replenishing the buffer stock at 

harvest time when prices are generally depressed and releasing stocks in open market operations in 

lean-season when prices tend to rise. 

63. The three Acts do not have anything that talks about discontinuation and/or implementation of the MSP 

policy. The farmers, however, have apprehensions that with implementation of these farm laws, the MSP 

regime may be phased out. Therefore, they are demanding to legalize the MSP for all the commodities. 

The demand for legalizing the MSP is not based on sound logic and is infeasible to implement. Any 

product that is produced needs to be traded at a viable price. MSP is an indicative floor price to protect the 

farmers against any undue fall in prices especially at the time of harvest. The Government does not have 

the financial coffers to buy whatever is produced of all 23 commodities that are currently under the cover 

of MSP. Traders would not buy if the produce cannot be re-sold/exported/processed at a profitable price. 

This would lead to a situation where the farmer is saddled with his crop with no buyer. This, ultimately, 

will boomerang and would do more harm to the farmer than help him.

64. This situation is mirrored in the sugarcane sector, especially in Uttar Pradesh, where annual arrears by 

mills to farmers keep mounting as the mills are mandated to buy at the mandated price. Despite the legal 

provision that the payment, in accordance with the mandated price, has to be made in 15 days, the arrears 

keep on accumulating year-on-year. The State Governments, ultimately, have to intervene with 

budgetary support to salvage the situation as if the firms are forced to pay these arrears, they will become 

sick and close leading to enormous unemployment and distress (Box VI).  If the MSP is made 

compulsory for the currently mandated 23 commodities, where millions of traders are there, the system 

will become impossible to track and enforce. The price of a traded commodity is governed by both 

demand and supply conditions - that a legal provision cannot circumvent. This malaise of unpaid dues to 

farmers would only spread if price of a traded commodity is mandated by a legal provision.

X. RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO AGRICULTURAL PRICE POLICIES

Box VI: Mounting Sugarcane Arrears due to Mandated Prices

The Government of India fixes Fair and Remunerative Price (FRP) under clause 3 of Sugarcane 

(Control) Order, 1966 issued under the Essential Commodities Act (ECA), 1955. The Sugarcane 

(Control) Order, 1966 was amended on 22.10.2009 and the concept of Statutory Minimum Price (SMP) 

of sugarcane was replaced with the 'Fair and Remunerative Price (FRP)' of sugarcane from 2009-10 

sugar season. The amended provisions of the Sugarcane (Control) Order, 1966 provide for fixation of 

FRP of sugarcane having regard to (i) cost of production of sugarcane, (ii) return to the growers from 

alternative crops and the general trend of prices of agricultural commodities, (iii) availability of sugar to 

consumers at a fair price, (iv) price at which sugar produced from sugarcane is sold by sugar producers, 

(v) recovery of sugar from sugarcane, (vi) the realization made from sale of by-products viz. molasses, 

bagasse and press mud or their imputed value (inserted vide notification dated 29.12.2008) and (vii) 
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Some State Governments, namely, Haryana, Punjab, Uttarakhand and Uttar Pradesh intervene in 

sugarcane pricing and announce their own State Advised Price (SAP), higher than the FRP.  This 

distortion results in mounting cane price arrears of farmers and weak financial position of sugar mills 

(Figure 17). CACP has been recommending that the State Governments should stop announcing SAP. A 

mandated legal price cannot be enforced with a handful of mills in these States as for the mills to pay for 

the sugarcane, the price of the end-product of sugar has to be viable. Therefore, mandating a price for a 

traded product is unviable – the market risks and revenues need to be shared optimally as per the 

evolving demand-supply situation.

reasonable margins for the growers of sugarcane on account of risk and profits (inserted vide notification 

dated 22.10.2009). In order to incentivize higher sugar recoveries, the FRP is linked to a basic recovery 

rate of sugar, with a premium payable to farmers for higher recovery of sugar from sugarcane. 

The State Governments have to ultimately salvage the sugar mills by clearing the arrears through 

budgetary support. The State Government of Uttar Pradesh claims that it has cleared cane arrears of Rs 

1.22 lakh crore arrears pertaining to the last four years. 

(Reference: Paras 33-36)

(i) The MSP and procurement support policy, as was designed for cereals during the Green Revolution 

time, needs to be revisited given that huge surpluses of wheat and rice have emerged. These are reflected in 

bulging Central Pool stocks - 2.5 times the buffer stock norms. These stocks are set to exceed 100 million 

tonnes on 1st July, 2021 - locking roughly around Rs 2 lakh crore in excessive stocks beyond the buffer norms. 

This leads to colossal wastage and leakages amounting to sheer waste of public money which can be better 

utilized to create agri-infrastructure and to expand procurement and price stabilization operations through the 

open market for other cereals, pulses and oilseeds on the pattern of what NAFED is doing.

The Committee notes these facts and, accordingly, makes the following recommendations:

(ii) For wheat and rice, there has to be a cap on procurement which is commensurate to the needs of the 

Public Distribution System (PDS). The open-ended procurement policy needs to be discontinued as it is 

distorting the composition of agricultural output in certain States with its adjunct environmental 

consequences. The savings from this capping on wheat and rice procurement may be utilized to enhance 

prize stabilization fund for other commodities such as nutri-cereals, pulses, oilseeds and even onion and 

potatoes on open market principles.

(Reference: Paras 33-36)

(iii) The Committee supports the approach of NAFED in carrying out procurement operations in pulses and 

oilseeds under the Price Support Scheme - where procurement is done at the request of the States, a cap 

of 25 percent of the production is laid down and NAFED is exempt from payment of any mandi 

fees/cess/arhtiya commission. This is in sync with APMC reforms. NAFED undertakes its purchase 

operations at harvest time to lend support to prices and unloads through Open Market Operations 

(OMOs) in the lean season - which is the right approach to price stabilization and ensuring a 

remunerative return to farmers. 

(Reference: Para 35)

(v) As the Committee recommends revisiting of the MSP policy, there could be various options how to 

proceed further looking atleast ten years ahead. One of the options that the committee deliberated upon 

is to allocate the current expenditure by the Central Government on procurement, storage and PDS of 

wheat and rice across States based on an objective formula giving due weightage to production, 

procurement and poverty. The States should be given the freedom to devise their own approaches to 

support farmers and protect poor consumers in their respective States.

(iv) Agriculture across States in India is very diversified and as per the federal constitutional distribution of 

powers, States need to have some flexibilities to fix their priorities. The Committee, therefore, 

recommends that procurement of crops at a declared MSP can be the prerogative of the States as per 

their specific agricultural policy priorities. The States can provide for a legal backing for such 

procurements at their own costs - as the recent Punjab Amendment Act does. Kerala, as an example, has 

recently announced MSP for fruits and vegetables. Some States also announce bonus on the MSP 

announced by the Centre. 

Figure 17: Mounting Sugarcane Arrears

Note: Arrears are as on 31st March of the year
Source: Indian Sugar Mills Association (ISMA)
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Some State Governments, namely, Haryana, Punjab, Uttarakhand and Uttar Pradesh intervene in 

sugarcane pricing and announce their own State Advised Price (SAP), higher than the FRP.  This 

distortion results in mounting cane price arrears of farmers and weak financial position of sugar mills 

(Figure 17). CACP has been recommending that the State Governments should stop announcing SAP. A 

mandated legal price cannot be enforced with a handful of mills in these States as for the mills to pay for 

the sugarcane, the price of the end-product of sugar has to be viable. Therefore, mandating a price for a 

traded product is unviable – the market risks and revenues need to be shared optimally as per the 

evolving demand-supply situation.

reasonable margins for the growers of sugarcane on account of risk and profits (inserted vide notification 

dated 22.10.2009). In order to incentivize higher sugar recoveries, the FRP is linked to a basic recovery 

rate of sugar, with a premium payable to farmers for higher recovery of sugar from sugarcane. 

The State Governments have to ultimately salvage the sugar mills by clearing the arrears through 

budgetary support. The State Government of Uttar Pradesh claims that it has cleared cane arrears of Rs 

1.22 lakh crore arrears pertaining to the last four years. 

(Reference: Paras 33-36)

(i) The MSP and procurement support policy, as was designed for cereals during the Green Revolution 

time, needs to be revisited given that huge surpluses of wheat and rice have emerged. These are reflected in 

bulging Central Pool stocks - 2.5 times the buffer stock norms. These stocks are set to exceed 100 million 

tonnes on 1st July, 2021 - locking roughly around Rs 2 lakh crore in excessive stocks beyond the buffer norms. 

This leads to colossal wastage and leakages amounting to sheer waste of public money which can be better 

utilized to create agri-infrastructure and to expand procurement and price stabilization operations through the 

open market for other cereals, pulses and oilseeds on the pattern of what NAFED is doing.

The Committee notes these facts and, accordingly, makes the following recommendations:

(ii) For wheat and rice, there has to be a cap on procurement which is commensurate to the needs of the 

Public Distribution System (PDS). The open-ended procurement policy needs to be discontinued as it is 

distorting the composition of agricultural output in certain States with its adjunct environmental 

consequences. The savings from this capping on wheat and rice procurement may be utilized to enhance 

prize stabilization fund for other commodities such as nutri-cereals, pulses, oilseeds and even onion and 

potatoes on open market principles.

(Reference: Paras 33-36)

(iii) The Committee supports the approach of NAFED in carrying out procurement operations in pulses and 

oilseeds under the Price Support Scheme - where procurement is done at the request of the States, a cap 

of 25 percent of the production is laid down and NAFED is exempt from payment of any mandi 

fees/cess/arhtiya commission. This is in sync with APMC reforms. NAFED undertakes its purchase 

operations at harvest time to lend support to prices and unloads through Open Market Operations 

(OMOs) in the lean season - which is the right approach to price stabilization and ensuring a 

remunerative return to farmers. 

(Reference: Para 35)

(v) As the Committee recommends revisiting of the MSP policy, there could be various options how to 

proceed further looking atleast ten years ahead. One of the options that the committee deliberated upon 

is to allocate the current expenditure by the Central Government on procurement, storage and PDS of 

wheat and rice across States based on an objective formula giving due weightage to production, 

procurement and poverty. The States should be given the freedom to devise their own approaches to 

support farmers and protect poor consumers in their respective States.

(iv) Agriculture across States in India is very diversified and as per the federal constitutional distribution of 

powers, States need to have some flexibilities to fix their priorities. The Committee, therefore, 

recommends that procurement of crops at a declared MSP can be the prerogative of the States as per 

their specific agricultural policy priorities. The States can provide for a legal backing for such 

procurements at their own costs - as the recent Punjab Amendment Act does. Kerala, as an example, has 

recently announced MSP for fruits and vegetables. Some States also announce bonus on the MSP 

announced by the Centre. 

Figure 17: Mounting Sugarcane Arrears

Note: Arrears are as on 31st March of the year
Source: Indian Sugar Mills Association (ISMA)

30

25

20

15

10

5

0

R
s 

'0
00

 c
ro

re

20

28

22

2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20

9

13

19
20

14

10



R
e
p
o
rt

 o
f 

T
h
e
 S

u
p
re

m
e
 C

o
u
rt

A
p
p
o
in

te
d
 C

o
m

m
it
te

e
 o

n
 F

a
rm

 L
a
w

s

(vi) Another option is to give freedom of choice to beneficiaries of PDS to choose cash transfers equivalent to 

MSP + 25 percent for every kg of grain entitlement or get it in kind (wheat or rice). This will lead to a 

demand for a more diversified food basket encouraging diversification in production in line with the 

emerging demand patterns. It will also help in reducing the leakages in the PDS by using the trinity of 

JAM (Jan-dhan accounts, Aadhar and Mobile). It will be, therefore, a win-win situation for both the 

farmers and the consumer beneficiaries. This will have to be done in a phased manner spread over 3-5 

years with a due communication exercise. 

(vii) A concrete road map for gradual diversification from paddy to more sustainable high-value crops, 

especially in Punjab-Haryana belt, needs to be formulated with adequate budgetary resources jointly by 

the Central Government and the respective State Governments.
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(vi) Another option is to give freedom of choice to beneficiaries of PDS to choose cash transfers equivalent to 

MSP + 25 percent for every kg of grain entitlement or get it in kind (wheat or rice). This will lead to a 

demand for a more diversified food basket encouraging diversification in production in line with the 

emerging demand patterns. It will also help in reducing the leakages in the PDS by using the trinity of 

JAM (Jan-dhan accounts, Aadhar and Mobile). It will be, therefore, a win-win situation for both the 

farmers and the consumer beneficiaries. This will have to be done in a phased manner spread over 3-5 

years with a due communication exercise. 

(vii) A concrete road map for gradual diversification from paddy to more sustainable high-value crops, 

especially in Punjab-Haryana belt, needs to be formulated with adequate budgetary resources jointly by 

the Central Government and the respective State Governments.
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31 l<d ET .<Jstqil 
~he '6at.ette df ~ta 

~.<ifr.~.tra'.-li.-27092020-222039 
cec;DL-Hr170~W.l'i0-1 2.10J!> 

~"ITT"1! 

l!XTRAOODNARV 
H-~ I 

ii'A:RT U - Scctlon J 

1llRmr ~ 
PUBLi HED BY ,t\.UTHOR.ITY 

li! "WT ,l fi.r-{ 'flli!" ~ <U oJ!ffi" f ~ J%- 'ffl' ~ ffffi 1-'i if <1:i! .;iJ lliij° I 

?9 

llliPlfa:U · 11. 

New fJe.1/1i, 1/1e: 27th S1!.pte111Jw.1: W'.10.'An•lmi 5. 194.::! ( Saka) 

TI1e lb llawm~ Acl or Piirlh rncnl rec.ci\•ed Lhe fl..5S CII I or lhe Prcsldclll [)JI th~ 
" tb cpccrnber, 2 120,md ,s h1ereb:, pubHsll~d l'or g!.1'.111.'t11I lllfomiz111011;-

HIE: FAR . R ' PR0DUCE TR DE'. ND · 0 '1MER 

AND F Cl IT. TION A T, 2020 

No. 2 l OJ· 2020 

PROMOTION 

12-lih .\ f:'pfr•m~t'1; 2H20.J 

An Act to pro ide rm the creation of.an ecosystem where die fumms and trade.rs 
wjoy die m.,.-.dom o. ch.mw oo!i.ting to sale ttnd purclli!Sc of fum1tm, ' produce 
wl:uch i'& ilira~ Mnuncratf\'\: pri :"S throu,gh wrnpdirive allcmath"C lntdin~ 
d1an11els: promoleeffiden u-an pareritandba:n 'e:r-fre inter- ·mteand 
intra-State trade and commerce of fanners' produce outside the physical 
premises of markets or deemed markets not itied llllder various tate 
11,_i::ricullw.1] 11rod1K1 mad.ct kg.u;l tions: !o provide a fr ilillni,1: fi:mnewor.k 
lo electronic tradjng and form tters connected lhere ith r incidental lhere10, 
BE i~ cm11ctcd by Pnrl11□illCJII In U,c ~evc~,y-filol Year □f du: Rcpiib!k o J □dfa s 

rouows.-

n omi,1,111: v 

·L J) Th.as Act 1my b~ i;Iu u~d 1l1e Fru:n1cr!i' P'rodnce Tr:ide a!ld C~ce (PromD11C111 Short 1ill• nnd 

.and •111ci'llr.a tloo Act, 2U20. 1M11t11"'1eornoa1.. 
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2 

[}clill1l101'.,, , 

THE AZEJTE OF INDIA EXTRAORDlNARY [PART 11-

(.:.)), H shall h~ de m~d rn have 1.'0f11e in10 for.ceon he th d!ay of June. 2020. 

2. Jn tbis Act, unless the oolltexl otherwi se requir,es,-

a "clec ronic irnding and l 1ior1 plll1form'' mcau ft pla1fon 1 1.L up 10 
fa ii lintc drrc i and onli:nc buymg and sdl in for comluc;t of 1rnde nnd commerce of 
f, rme£S' prodm::.e 1.hrough :a 11 .two.rk of elertronit:: devices. and itr11ernet aflplicatim1s, 
when: each Sl10h 1ra1:1sac['Jo11 re!iul b: rr1 ph · kal deli'1,1:zy ur farm1:rs' pro.lucc; 

(b) "farmer" mean:;; an indivjdu:tl eng goo in l.heproduclion ,0ff.t;m1ers' product= 
by d fot by hired I 1h01 Ir ot olllerwi C, 1d in ludes 'h~ fa i.!'])n)(lucer Or"Jall.i , tion; 

( t· ) ''formers' prnduc '' means,-

! r foodslu ffs !ndudi1Jg ~re [5 like wheaL rice or 01hcr {;Qlt~i; gm llic5, 
pulses, oo.1b'le oilseeds, oils, getables, (ruits,. nuts, spices, s_ugarcane :md 
p dLJC'1 of poultry, J~l~gecy, 1,-01.uc • fishery nd d iry im~1ded fo num:1 .1 

consmllpt.icm in its 11alur:il or processed rorm: 

(ii') c.,'ll!le fodder inclnding oil.cakes and othe conee:ntra1 ; and 

( fii) rnw couon whet.her gmuedi or tmginncd., orton s ds. 30d raw j ule; 

fd)" ,ierp tluc (l,rg,mi Lion' means an socfalion r_group offa_nners, b}' 
wha1cvcr name callcd.-

r regi 1cred und r a11 1. w for the time b itl!:l fr1 fo : or 

(fi'f-prnmoted tmdcr a scheme or pro ramm spousoccd by lhe C nLml or 
Ille il:!1 e Gove1,1m~111~ 

e} ·1utcr-St□l.e trade" means Lbc ad of buymg or selling of flmucr&' pmducc. 
\!.'here/11 ar 1 rnde of one Stare b 1y the fom1ers 'produce from t~ farmer or a 1rader of 
:motlier Late and 1>t1 II f.ilrmer.s • produte is mulSl)Jorted lo a I u: 1J1er than the bite 
in which the trader µun::hased such farmers• produce or wliere st1ch farmer.;;• µrodm:e 
o iginafed: 

(/) 'intra-State trade" me.ans 1.he acl of buying, or selling of funuers,' µrodocc. 
herein a 1. , der f ue late oo ·s 111 fom1 · prod11ce from a f. mer o I deroftllc 

:une S1111c hi ,,_,,hic:lt the 111'1.de:r purclwcd such fanm:rs' produce or where .s.m;h fa□ [ '.r..' 
prnducr: odginated: 

(g) "uuliflcatmu" m~m~ a JLOtifi1.111ion publislied by the Ccnlr 11 Guvcrnmcr1l or 
I.he St:ue Govemmenls in Lliie Off'rcial C:iazeite and die expressiottS "'notify" aru:l. '"natil'ied" 
, ll~ 11 be COl1Sll1!100 see rdi 1 l ; 

Ii ··person" 1nclmie 

a i :m individu..1~ 

(/J) a J.Xl mml'lip firm: 

(c noomp ny; 

(d) 11 limitcd tia'Mtily purtncrsltlp; 

e .i oo-oper,.itive society: 

r/J a society; or 

(•) any 't so iatioi1 or lmy or perr.oru; duly im:orpo too or recognised 
a:s a group 1mdcr any ongo1 I.lg prngrammi.s of 1.hc Central GovcmmC!.lt o:r the 
Str11e C.,overnmenl~ 

( ,f) "prcsc:ril:Jcdi" mr.ans pccsc:riboo by lh~ rules made by the C cntml Govenrn1cnl 
llnde-r 1lli~ Act; 
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~.l •)I 1111; I 

Sac , 1J THE GAZETTE Of' fNPl A EXIRAORD ARY 

{fr' hcdulcd J;1m1crs;· [lfOd11~o··mc:J11S01c r.gricu limal produocspccllicd lll!tlcr 
illlY Stale PMC Cl for regulatim1: 

,J kl... t.11~'" i cl11dcs 1hc Unj()TI 1crricmy; 

,([) ~swre AP i:c u" rneam rrny S1m11: legisliluon or Uuio□ territory legtslmiou 
1n arcc m lndb. by wbatl!'."C"r rum1~ rnUi::d, wh,c:h rc~11l:1tes m.:1rkels fo r lli;rlrullur,11 
prOOllC in lil~l , t;IO;;; 

, m I ""lrau.~ a.rea" 100-.1ris ,my ~rea or lo .. al1oi1., pl, Cle' ofproduc1.1on, coilt>cll(l,]11uicl 
:lggn:: •lltton llll::lmJiill!f!;-

(o furm gmes: 

(b) li1ctl)l')' pr,;:mi5.cs; 

Msi.los: 

I e cold ~omJg_es; or 

!fl ~ny oll1i:r sm.11:mres or pl~. 

from wt1c tl.ld<: orfarm,."'B· product m;1y be umlcr1atc11 l11 lhc 1crrt1oey ol1ru.lia 
but does no, include 111~ premises, eoclosurcs llild strucmres coru:Utwing---

n physmtl bo1mdiJri t~ c:ifp:n□dp:;il marlu::1 ynrd.. s.11b-1mlli;tj yiirds. 
mid 1mirt:e1 snb-)'llfd, managed and nm by 1he rn rk i c011m111tc ronrn:d 
under eadl Sta.Le APMC cl · force in India: rui.d 

ll pri~:t1t 111:1ckd :rords. priv11jc: 1n111i.i;:t 511b-y.ni;(ls, dirc:tcl 111111:k.;thi , 
collection (ell1J~, iU.ldjlm'lllC fumJe1·-co1m1uicr m,nk~I yards ma:ii.'Lg,ed b 
pmoos holdins 1 itc~ or :Jn , 11.TehOOS11:S, silos, told :.lo ges or 011ler 
itro iur~ ulll.i[1ed Ii!, inn.fl& {I ~Cil.ll.ld mntli.eLS ul!d . ~a,d, IBl!l APMC 
Ae:L m fore~ l□ l11d!i;i; 

v1) "!rnder' 111e.1ns ~ per.;on who bti_ Thrmcrs' produce ~ - l!.'a~ ofi□le.r- ta.le 
lmdc orlliiill• l9l~ ln1d~orncGinbifmlioo1l~coI, either forselforon belulfofau .or 
more per;1:m5, for tb~ pmp□~e or wholc:-si1 le 1n.1dc, n:i:ul, e,1d-11sc. VTih1~ • ddi 1 1□11, 

proc1.5sing, IIlllliu.1;1,1 uri.ii;, l;l(p OJ1. cons11mpt1on w for ~u1di IM,bc,- p•irp~ 

J. Subjeci lo Lli~ prov1sm1is o llm Act,, 1my £urmer ar lrudC'r or ek'C!ru□fo trudl□" 1t1id 
lr.t1isac Jimi plarlfom1 51l,ill l1avc Ilic frc-cdon1 10 rry- o.n the i11t-~ -St.itc or iJllra- · 1 ale tr,1dc ;111d 
COllll11crce in furmim' produce in a Jrat:le J.1'¢<1-

4, t J Any trader m11y crig11gc in tbi;: lntcr-S111te Lradc ar rntm- mt~ 1rad~ ofsc,liooulcd 
farmc:rs' prodit;;C wil.11 ;i lhrmcr or [)11 Cl111C'!' lrmkr in ;i tr.Jd~ :u,.,1; 

.Pravidoo 11i..11 no lf:1-cl~, ~-c,epl tl:i.e u111n.er prnduc~ o:rg:ml$i!.1 l(JIIS or JJ •ric11.lfm,1.l 
CO·Djll:'.llltiv i:: sociely, skill Imel~ in 11i1y sclted11k d racmcrs' prnduc::~ unless such u trmkr- bas 
11 p;:rma_1K11l ocou:nt 111□J1bcr alJoltcd mJdcr ih,.: l~ontc,- · cl, I% I ors.Och ollw'docu111~111 
a.s ma}' l:Je 1io1ifiro by Lile Cemrn.l Cioven11net1L 

(2) The · ·ca~r;il (l'.'Cfillllle□J rmy. ifil is of(he opinion llial 11 is; 1i=:;ssruy mocl ~dic11t 
i11 111c public i111ilre-sl so !O do, prescribe a S)-'.Slcm i:t,r electronic re~istmtion 1or :i lf:lda, 
11iodn Illies of Ir.Id transaction :md mooc of poyrm:nl of1l1 sc.hooulcd [acm«s' prodrn:c in 
1r-.ide area. 

.I · ('l[i 1( 1 

rnu.:Ju"• "•Llij 
;i:ruJj Cllllllll.l:!f'CI! 

in. .a. 1rndc lira.. 

Trad< .,ml 
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He ·~run" 
IJ'ed111g and 
Lr:l!t'I 1!:tmJL 

pla.Lform , 

M r~I fo~ 
1mder S1111e 
Al'MC Acc. 
o:t~, m lre<li: 
8Jli!il 

I'm;,,: 
In formiu ioa 
m:id M11rkr:l 
li1•dli 8t<1..:~ 
:Sy~l•"lJl 

n .. pule 
R.-511lulrol'I 
M.,l!'blliHM11 

for farmer . 

THEGAZE. 

(3), fa ry lro.dcr who tmn. ac1s wiLh farmers . hall make pa m1enJ ror 01 u·nded hcdl!lled 
farm • 'pmdil(:e, n ih.e ~ 1e: dny-0r wtlhit1 the m:ulmum three ,~0orking day irpmcooL!mlly 
5(111tquired :;ubjoct co Lhc condi1ion Lh~ I the receipt ofdelivc,rymentit.mil'll!l lhc due p~ymcnl 
arnoulli ha H be givc:n IO the funn~r n 1Jie ~mt day. 

Provided that the C llml Govemnm -IH may prescrib1c a di ITcrenr procedure o [payrnenl 
by former , roduce o .gm1isatio11 or agriculrure co-operal:i e SOC.tel 1, l>y wfa1tc ,er nilme c lle<l, 
link.eel Wi! h 1h re\;,eipt or llylll ·nrl from ih,c O'LI ~r5, 

:S. (/)Any person other 1h1m. iuilividu::il), '11tving jJCflll'lllilCDl 11.tcounl moobi:raUo m::d 
u11dcr the lncomc-1a;,. Ac 1, I %!or st1d1 •Olhcr documenl. s rnilly b'C notified by lbe Central -ll3 of I? 1 
Government or any former producer organisrrtioo or .i · ·icuJtural w •opcrn tivc soci.ety m~y 
,c:siab:lisn and opc:rn.tc an dee tronic; Erad ing and lrnnsaction platform for foiei li tnt i og 
im.e11..State or irirrn.-.Suu~ Lrnde aud.eo rnnerce of cheduled formers ' produce ill :i trade are.a: 

Pro11'11..1i d 1h~1 the pc n esiablishirin on.1..l \lpera1ing .all ,el Lr-011tc 1rading a-1,:I 1ran. cc i0ti 

pi111forrn sh::ill prepare and i mplcmcm 1hc guldcli.ines for fair trade ll' ctici.s suc:h as mode of 
trading, fee • k ·chni~1I p.iramcLers induding imcr-opcrnbility with c,therplatfcJTll!!, logislic~ 
ammgmcnts. quality 11sSi1r,smcriL timely payment. tliss.emiuario!I of guidel ines in local 
fang nagc of the: place of oper:.u ion of the pls,fom1 aoo such otbcr ma.tiers. 

(l) If l]-1e entrai Govemmenl is or ll:1e opinion rhat j L ·i rn.ecesSill)' and expe.(ILent in 
pu:blic in1e L do, i1 may, ro~ (:k~u-onic LmdiiiP phuforr , by ru l 

fr1 , specif ihc procedure. norms. mmlnc:r of rcgislrntioll; nnd 

(b specify IJ11C" code. of conduct, tedmtcal par.unetet>s IndudJ11g mler-operabi ll i:y 
with oilier µla!form ilnd modilliLies ofo:idc lransa.ction includmg logi~acs ammgeme.n.ts 
nnd quality [l.SS-es:! mentor scll.edu led fanner. · prod.u.ce and mode t1f p.nyment. 

fur fad lita!ing fa1ir inlc.r • 1111:c and infra. talc track .ind co.111mcrcc ol .chcdulcd farmers' 
Ilrodncc in □ lrndc area. 

6. No market ree or ces;; 0 1.· lev _ • by \ ·natever 1mmc called, ll.nder any Staie APMC Acl 
or any other State law, ~hal l be: 1 vi 011 :my farmer or t1-acleT or electronic tradins and 
lifOHSQCtion platform for Lm-d.e and commcroe [[I schc<luled f.ormer .. • prodLtCC in .o trade .irc.i:. 

7. Ul The Cen1rol Govcnu cnt may, hrO\ti h oy C'en~:rul Goverruneri10111::misatio11, 
develop a Price lr.rfom1111ioll and Markel lnidligcncc System for formers• produce and ~ 
framework fordisscminntion ofiufam1a1ion rclahng 1hcrcto. 

(]) The O::r:11ra1 GoH:rmncnt may l'C(Jt1irc my pCl:SOll owoo,g aa:d opcral.illg 11J1 :clcclrornc 
ur.idi1 g au([ tranH1ction pl!llfOrin LO pmvide nlbrmorion regarding s.i,d1i 1tan.<;ll;cdi;ms o.s may 
De prescribed.. 

E:,rpluml/1011,-Fm the t)llrpose. or!lii. sccLi.Qn, th~ cxprcssion" "cntml Gcwcmm.enl 
Organ isutiOJ:l" i:m:.:lut:k, .my suoord m1m: onmacbr::d office, Go,'Crnmr::m owned or prumo1ed 
1; ~rnpany Of [;(M.;ic'ly. 

CHAP'TERlll 

Drs!'un: Rr-..s i:. TIUN 

{ /} 111 case: o,f miy dis1)Ute arising out o.f a trans□c:tion betwe<:n Ille fiumer and a trader 
mi:dcr section •1, ihc µ.anies m.it seek a mutually .icc~ptable sollllion through oomi I iation by 
l.ilfog au applkat[on u:, the ub-Di isional Mag[~trnte ·ho shall refi r s.uch dispul.e to a 
Con ili~tion B nrd be _ppoini~"CI by him for ladiiUlr.il'lg 1he in.din~ se1tle:mc111 or I.he 
dispute. 

{]) Y~f)' Boord of u11ciiialio1111ppoinlcd by (lie Sub-Divisioool fo11is1rntc under 
St1b--section (/ , sh:il I coGSisl of a chafrpersou and suc'h memoors not less than two and not 
more than four, as the Sub-Division~! Magigtrate may doom liL 
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EC. l 1 THE GAZETTE OF l}ff)IA EXTR.A.ORDI ARY 5 

(3) l11e chairpel"9 11 shall be an ofl'k r ervlng under the . upervi ion and ~-0ntr 1 .r 
tbc Sul,-Div-isior.a Magistrale · nd the 0~1er mc1111.:,e sli!lll b persons appointc,d in equal 
numbers lo rnpr.m:n t the parties lo lhc dispute and any pe'..rson appoinled to reprcse;11l a 
p.arly shall be appointed 011 the rec:omrnC.1Jdation ofliJrnt pmrlry: 

Prov jded lhal, if :my pm1y fails to make such recommendation ,1,ritnin seven da~ Lbe 
'ub-Di isitmnl agistrate sha 11 ::tpJJoim sucli persons :lS lie ihinks [i l to rcprcse1U Ll.1.¼t party. 

( 4 Whcr,e, in respect of an , diijlute, a senlemc11 l is an·i., d Dl during !lie cour e o-r 
.concihation proceedings, a mcmorandrn11 ohclt!cmcnl shall bcdrnw:a l!lccordiagly.and signed 
by the parti 10 such dispute whi1,;h shrill be bfnding upon Lbc l)llrlks. 

t5} Jf th partici; lo Lhc 1.rmrn1ctio11 Ulldor sub,-,~ctlon (l) nc unable t.o resolve the 
dispuLC wi Lhin thirty days in lhc manners t ou l under lhis sc.-ction. they may approach the 

uh-Di isio11al Magi:strate c.onccrned wllo shall be tlie •· ub-Divis.io-ua.l Authorit}"' for 
s ttlcm llt of ~uch d[sput-c, 

(6) The Sub·Di isional uthority on its own mo1ion oron a pei.itio 1 orori lh refcl'eti e 
fJom au Govemmem a t1cy take co:;i1iz.mce of ;my coniravention of ll:tc jlrov1sions or 
section 4 or mies mack thernund.er :md rake action muter sub-S'ectioa (7). 

( 7 The Sulb-D.ivi.s io1ial Authority :sooll dccidi:t the dispute Dr conlravenlion underihi:s 
section iII ti · mamary ma1Jnc:r with in th Lrly day fi:om the date ofi LS l"iiin ~ rum nflcr gi ,,, ing the 
piu:tics an opportunily of being hc11rd, h.: may-

(a) !)<ISS an order for the roco e;iy of the amount und r dispute; or 

(b imtKI en pennlcy a.s stipuklted in . u:b• ection /) of s-cct•ion 11 ; or 

(c p.as an order fon'eSII'ahii rig the Ira r in dispute from undert.i j lilg nn;r ll'acic 
and commerre of scheduled. fanuers'prodm;:e, directly or indirect ly utldert.h.isAcl for 
sudi period as it mny deem fil. 

(~) Any party ag ie e-d b lhe o dcr of the ..,_ub-Di isional Aul hot il}' 1my prefer an 
appea.1 b for Lhe Appell ate Aulhor:ity (Col ledor or Additional Colkclor no:minittoo by the 
C'ol kclo.r) within tli irty days or sud1 order who shall di~posc: of the uµp eu I within ll1irty days 
rrom Lhcdotc rt'ilingo[~ucl appeal. 

t9'l Every ornc-r af 1.lu: :Sub-Divisionn] Aulhori ty or Appc:UnLc Auihori ly under lhis. 
e Uo shall ha cf rec oflhe decree oh civil c01.tr nnd ball enforceable as such, d 

decrctal amo1,mt sh .-JI be r~ov red as arrears of l;md re ·enuc, 

( UT} Th.e . nnni.:r Md procedure ror ri· 111g J>e!l.i lion or ~ 11 appllc,11j mi before I he 
ub-Divisional Aul.hority and appeal b fore Ille a1,pdhne au t.ho-rit shall b ucll as may be 

p,tle"scribed. 

9, lf)TI1e Agriculture · i nrl::cting d iser, D1roct-orat.e on.,1.irket,logand lnspectim1, 
Gm mm.cm orl:ndin or ;m officer oflhc Sintc GovtTI1mci11 to whom sud 1 powcrs are dclcgnted 
b-y the Cet:1Lr.al Government ·in com,ul1.atio11 wiLh tin: respective late Govemmcnt may, on iis 
own motion or on .i. ixtitio111 or on !be rclercm:c from any GoYtTITmcntAg~m:y, ll:tkc co.i;n r.zilll~c 
of at\y bteach of lhe procedures, "o,rm. , manner of regist.rolion and code or com:I uct r, ny 
bre.ach of the guide lines fol' fair 1:mde practic s; by the lectronic 1Iadi11g and t:ratl$ilCli.01i 

pl tforrn C!itablishcd under :section - -ur commvr:-n~ Lbc provision· of section 7 und. by rui 

order wflliin ix.t day from lhc date ofrc-cc,ip-1 and for the re.isoi1 10 be recorded, he may-

(a) p,.ass an order for the H!cm•ery of the a.mounl payah l.e to the fanners and 
l.fllders; 

(h) impos~ 11 pcm11Ly as stipulat.cd in S1.1b-scc.tiou (.2) or 51::ction 11; or 

(c suspend for such period :1S h decm:s 1:iL ur cancel the right 10 •operate us 1111 

dcctrnnic trading and trallWl~tio.n ph1Lform: 

, ll~p~□~IUIJ Llr 

~i.□,.: ll~l i ◊I! 
,;f rii;h1 to 

<'f'I;' jc Ill 

..::lr.;!di'Phi~ 

1tmliu11 □ el 
!~11 ;LC:ti<l lll 

vl~•fvrm. 
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;\pp;el agam,;1 
i:um;~Jlu I ion 
11J' [ I il l IC1 

OjlilTU Le 

Pe:nally for 
~onlr nmlio11 
of A,J a,rid 

rule: . 

1ih Ll'I.IC ILa11 .. .. 

i:Hrc-ctioa~. 
11JdL..-• ur 
guidc-J ;11e 

Prn!l::~•iari o 
u,;uon r k~11 
m good tititl1 , 

TIIE GAZ ITE O INDIA EXTRAORD ARY LP AJU' ll-

Pr Ylde-ddutl M Nie fi rr co r Cif.umu11t, lmpo. itiot1ofpe ol1. or mp1:n.s;i.on r 
,c-imc:elb.Lion of the ri~ht Lo opemte shall be passed without giving Lh(1 operator of such 
.c,1,cclr<mic 11radi11 and tfaf\s;act1.on pla.tfi ffl'I an opportunity of being lie,il'ci. 

2) E ,e o:rder mad umkr su~section (11 ~hall h:i force ofthe d CJJ-ee ofa d •il 
,i::ouFt and shal I be enforceable: as. such and llu:: dccrern! mmom11. shall lie r-cc:ovc:.rc:d as arrears 
L1 f land ise erm.e. 

111. ( J Any person aggric cl by an orclenmder s.ection 9 may, prder oo appeal \VLLhin 
si ty d y fmm tll d.ite t' S111c-i:l orde , to .111 omcer not below ~he nu, k orJ01111 ec:ret.i1·y t 
the Governmeul ofindfa io be nomin.rted by Lhe en.Ira! Govemrnenc fo:r 1.his purpose: 

Provided I.hat an appeo.J ma_y be ad mi ttcd t:vcu aft~r I.he c,:,;piry of tile s:a id per[od of 
s.ixty d.ays, but 11Qt be 'Qt1d a 1otal period or t1ine1y days, i flhe appellant satisfies the app<;l 41,te 
authorit_. (bat he a.w sufficient cal.llS.<: for aol preferring the appeal WLth i11 the .said perLod. 

2) Every ppe,al made under chis ection sh.all be made in such. fornurnd manner, and 
~t1all be aocompaDLOO by .a cop of the oJder appealed against and by such fires as may be 
prcs.c:ribcd. 

(3 he J)rocedure for dis~ Ing of iltu.1ppeal shnll be such as mlly bt! 1,re.!lcribcd. 

4) All t"IPIJCfll riled ·underthissectio hall be h~ru-d ani.1 d p,osed ,ofwi1.h in a pe 10.d of 
niDft da.,. s from the date of its: Ji.ling: 

PrnvitfocHlrmt bcfmcdisposi11,g ofau ppcal , the appcll:Jnl shall be given an opportunity 
of bein~ h~ard.. 

CHAPTERJ 

PE..'-' lT[ES 

11. (}) Whocvercourrnseaes I.he provisions of section or the rules made lli.:rewid~r 
shall be 1i bk LO pay a pel!I . lty which I not 1.x: less thon 1 wenty-five lho1 · all cl nipc s b111 
w.bicb ma.y extend up it five l.akh rupee:'l, :tild where the con,travem.ion i a c:o.111 t11u Ln~ one, 
!\mt.her pen.ilty not . ce~mg Ii . e thousand. nipee"$ for e<1.d1 da. aiicr the first day du:rins 
which the ronlnwentioll coutinue.s. 

2) If any persori, lio wn , cmrtr I r openue 110 electro 1ic trnc.li ng and trnn actcon 
pl.affom1. contr-avenes lb~ prov-ls.ions of s,ec lions 5 and 7 or Ule rules made there.under s_hall 
be liab le l pay p-cnrilty wh i ih 1111II not be res Hum fifty LhOlil!lmtd rupees bul which may 
•~ tend up lO I.Co lakb rup s, nd where 1he cOLltravc lLOl1 i • caminuUlJ!. om:. [ul"lhcr 
perm.I , not exc.eeclini;i Leu Lhour.aud rup _ s for each da ;1fl:e:r th first dtl during ·~ l1kh 1.he 
,c:onlravcntion conl.inucs_ 

tAP'fER.\I 

12. The Cca[nl.l Govi;mm ·m:m.t1y. for carrying out the provisious;ofi.hisAct, g.i csuch 
instructions, d!ir ctions.. orders or is.sue guid lines as it may deem necessary lo ,my authority 
or officer subordinate to the ntral Governmcnl, o.ny ' ta.tc ovcrnmcut or ao~ m.1thorii or 
off1ie .r subordinate to a tale Governnum l, an electronic trading. and tr.ms.action µ11111:fonn or 
10 an, , l)erson or pe ons ownhi.g or operati 11.g a11 electronic lmdi 11,g and trnnsnc-tion plutfo m. 
or n trader or dass or traders. 

lJ. No sui l. prosc-c111 lion or otbi;;r lc!,!11.I procc ·dingS shall lie ag11io.st the Ccnlral 
Government or I.he Slate Govem.me.ul, or any officer of the Centra l Go•vemme.nI or 1.b.c t.iU~ 

vcmmenl or a111y olher per.son in 't'I.: :peel of a11 hlng which i ~ood fa.ith do:ncc r 
intended lo lie done lUldc:r thi.5 Act or o.f any rules or orders ma.de tilcrcundcr. 
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-12, r 1956. 

fir,;! . W of 
:2020 

Si:; • I] THE GAZETTE OF INDIA EXTRA OR DINA R'Y 7 

14. The provisions ofthis Act shall haw ~erect, notwithstanding anytbing incrnu;isLcnL 
Lb.er 1lhconk"Liru.:cl in any St i.e APMC A Lor m1y other law for time bcm}J in rorc-c or in any 
i, trurncnt ila ing. effect by i tue ofan lnw for 1he time being in force. 

15 .. Noc iv:i] comt shall h.av · · urisdici.ion tu e:alerl.ai n an1• ~i l or procecdiJ.1g.s i11 n:spt1t l. 
of 11ny maue1·, lihe c:ogni:1.ance Clf which c.m be iake:11 and di posc,d or by any au1hi0rily 
einpowered by or und · r Ibis A.cl or the rules m.adc thereunder. 

1.6. Nothing onl.ained i11 this c shall be .ipplicable to the lO k Ei,;changes and 
!caring Corporations rcoogaisoo umkr the Securities Conlrncts (Regulation) Ac!., 1956 and 

th tmusa I ions made Lot."!' under, 

Ac! i.o h1n'C 
11var1di11 
c(l1: ·1 

B,ir uf 
j t1risdi~Ul>JI Ir 

11,,11 .:oun. 

A1;i llt:11 llJ 

pply Id 

1;,;TIILin 

lnms;a: l1m1.~. 

n. ,( n The Central Government ma , b ootilkaLion. make rules fo:rcanyi1:1g out the POW\!] of 
pro .. •is ' OllS or thi Act. Ce□trnl 

Gm• ~rm11~111 

_) l.n p11ri:Jcnlar and wii.hout prejudice io the gc:acrulity of Lhc forgol.ng powcr, such to mate: rules. 

ru I.cs may pro \'ide for a 11 o . any -0 f lhe fo ll.ow f ng mane s. mu11.el . :-

(a lhc s stem of eloclroni rc.!!,iSlrat ion for 21 tracl ·r and modalilies of lmde 
tmn action of scheduled fanners' produce m der sllh-seclion (2) of section 4; 

b) the prm:e:dutt ofp.a mt:>nt t11nder pmvi.s.o Lo sub-section (3) of sc:c1io11 4; 

c} lh rnanr1er nd procedure for liliog a petitiot1 or an a.pp ic.ation before Lfle 
Sub-Di isiunal uthority and appeal b for· Lhc npp llalc- a.uLhorily under 
ub- ect io (10) of ection ~; 

rl') th ·, information regarding trnmiaulions Ullllit:r sub-:stttion. ) ofstt:tion 9; 

c) lhe form and manuer aod the fee payable for filing an .appeal under 
s-ub-sec!ion (2 of sc tion W; 

f) the procedure for disposing ofa:n appeal under sub-section 1} ofsocti.on IO; 

tg rut oth r matter which is to be or ina be p sc-r1bed 

18, Every lill.te made b)• the C.entral Go ernmenl 1[111ckr LhisAcl slial I be &aid. as soon as 
n-m he ruler his made. before c.id1 House of P.ru.-llm.mcnt, \ hllc it is in session. for ill LOI.al 
period of thirty days whid1 may b<c comprised in 0111e session or in tv o or rnorc succ ssive 
sess1om; irnd ifT before the expiry of lhe ~ .io11 nmnedi.ildy follow:l.ng the SC:SSIOll or Lhe 
Sl.Jc.c~ssi e sessions afore-said. both Houses agrc io making any Tl odificm.im1 h1 the rule or 
both Houses agree lhal Uie rule slmutd not he .nnade, lhe ml :sh:;iU the:rL?.a lier have efft:cl only 
in :uch modi.fled fonn o be of110 effect as uie case may be~ so. howev r, 11 at any uch 
modification ,□:r m111ulrnen.t sh.all bf!. ithout pn:judice to lhe v11lidity ofanylbing p~viously 
done rn:1dcr lhnt rul · . 

19 {l , fai1y difficulty arise in gi,..ing effectlo the provisions ofthi Act.. the Cemral 
GowllIBlClllt may, by order published in the Official Gazeltt:', ma.kt:' su ~ provisions nol 
inr:on iste11l ith the proy isions ofthi Act as may appear to, it to be ne,cessary for r-emoving 
the difficulty. 

Pro ided 1hnt no o:rder hall he 1ade under this. section afle r d~e ei,;piry of the period or 
three ycm::s. from the dale ofc011.]mci1ccmC'.nl oflhis Act 

.?) very order made under ili. ec ti-m1 slml I, as ooon as may be aficr jL j made. be laid 
before ea h House of Pa:rl iarnenl. 

L,,yinii, ..,:r 
mks. 

ft'owl"r to 
rt!ITIIOV~ 

?O. (/) Tbe Fam1c:rs' P:!'oduce Trade and Cmm.-1.crce (Prrnnotion and Facililut ion) Rep-<.'31 :rnd 

Ordinance, 2020 is hcrcbyrcpcaloct -.1 i:□ g:-s 
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TH GAZ.EIT OF IN DIA .EXTRA RDINARY 

(2) ot.~~thstandiillg sucli repeal, anything dooe or any ac1Jo11 under the said Ordmauce 
shall be deemed to ha\'C been done or taken uudcr the corresponding provisi.ons of 1.his Act 

DR. G NARA. ANA RAJU, 
• 'tr.•tf/lm:1· lo (he Gm,t. If fi1diri . 

Ui'I.OADIED BY nm M . ER., ,OVER.NM • r or IND!,\ PRE. s. M [NTO ROAD, NEW DELHI L 10002 
1\}W Pl lfll I' ·rlJ,'l l W 1111· <.:nt,.ITkOI I.Ill , Pl ITII IC 110, , , } ·I I 1-1 JIKl54 
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l1> ~SI 
j ti. 4!if 

lft.;;;fi. -~ .~ .-M. -27092020-222040 
G.DL~ 2709200:0-2W)4O 

~ 

~ORDJNAR 

'ij]T[ Jil -"§q" 1 
PAR · ll 1::'ttim1 1 
~11~ 

PUBLISHED B HORJTY 

,rtft«it, ~ .. ~ 21. :roiot~ ·s. 1942 ( ~ ) 

1'1~flfli::;'1fl3traER~-::;rmt·fftl:ml·fif;' •'.q(~~'lt;.,;:!f 1!f -mJ .!!l ~l 
ep;n·J1ti p::iging i gi,..en ro trn~ r~1r1 i11 011der th:it it m111 · h likd illi· .i s11~1.iti ~11mi,:i!iui i• . 

MIN I TRYOFLAW ANDiJ [CE 
Lcgi L:1. h·i: D ·11urtn 1:.n ) 

!few D lllf, th 27r/J S pfemhe,; 2020iA~-virra 5, 19 2 , (]'fol 

TI1e. foUowing ct of Pal'li. rmmt received 1he qs,s,eut of the Preiident 011 tile 
2 Ul Septer 1bcr, 2 '2•0 ilncl i hereby publ:l hcd for J,;cneml infom1a1io1 ·-

THEFARM:ER 
O' PR.I 

E PO\VERMENT AND PROTECTION)AGREEMENT 
ssu~ N D RMS • . l C . 2020 

0. 20 JI 2020 
[2 Jh September, 202 ,J 

n cuo provide for a miti onal framework on fmming agreements tlm protects 
11nd empower farmer to ,wase with a•rri-bu ine finns, prncesso , 
wholesaJ export,et · or lar<~e retailers for farm 5ervices mid le of foture 
tannin.n pt ·•. duce at a mutually agreed remum:rative pric fram1:wmk in a fair 
and tratlsparent ma.tmer and for matie:rs oonnectod I.here ith o inctdi;;-nlfil 
thereto. 

Br-: ii e-11acted . Parli:ime111 in 1he Se enl - lirsE Ye::i 1: of 1he Republic of l11di:a as 
follows,:-

CHAPTER I 

l'RELrMINAR \' 

L. U} TilisAcl m□ ' be called lhe Fanncrs {En1powennenl and Protection) greeiue£Jl :li ar1 1111~ 

on Price ssunmce md Furm Scwju:s c L. 202 . Bnd 

21 lt shall he deemed lo b:ave c:orne into force 011 the 1h June, 2:020. 
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2 THE GAZETrE OF I.NOIA EXTRAORDl ARY IP.-..RT JI-

2. lu this Acl., unless lhe col'I[ I othenvise requires..,-

(r1) "APM y~rd" me~u 111c physical p nises cov ·11_g Agriculn Produce 
Markel Commince Yi d, tiy wh 1cvct name called, cstabli 1100 for rcgul· Li1Jg1rurkc1_ 
and Im.de in fam1i11 produoe 11nder any tale Act 

vI1) "c:o1 1p:my" rnemu; :1 company acs. ddined ln cl:.i usc ]ff) of 1icction 2 of11u.: 
, om1xu1,ie!; Act, 2013, 111 .. r im ~ 

(c) ''clcdro1ric 1mding and tra111sacliou pla1form' means a platfonn sci up Lo 
facHitalc direct and onl ine tmying and sernn~ ror CO'Jld11ct of l de :,i d commerce · r 
lannh[!l. prudui:;c 1l1rough a ne1work ofelc,1ro 1ic. devices a11d imerne1 ::ipp1 ic::11io11s; 

(d ~fonu s..:rvic.cs' includes .wppl)' of seed. f~. fodder. agro-1:hcmical.s. 
m;ichinery and technology, advice. non...chemkaJ .igro-inputs and .such other inputs 
lorfrarmill'•; 

(i.') ~farmer'' tnea:ns, n individual eug: g cl iu t lie prnd1.1cri11n of fanning pmdit1oe 
b. elf orb ll i:l'C!d t111brmr or otli.erv{ c, :;uid irlclude~ fl1e F::inner P dnces Org1m1s.ition; 

(j} ''Famie,r ProdiLc--er J"j•miL_ ai lon" mean~ an 11ssoci11tion or gl'QIIJ) of f1 rn:1>Crs. by 
wbale1.:crm11uc tlled.-

0 n:j!!.i:stcrcd under :in}' l:1w for Ilic lime bci11g in fon--c: or 

un promoted under a scheme or proi;r..1mme spoa.iso:rcd, by Lhc Celllrnl 
Govenumml or U, tare Go\ rnment: 

(g) "fimning a,gracm 11t" means a writlim at,"l'eemenl entered inlo lle:tween a 
farmer and a Spons.or. ma famJer. a Sp,ousor and any tlii!fd p:ut . !}rim to the proou Lion 
or rcrirLng of t1ny farming p, :oduce of a prcdetcrmillcd. ,qu.alit • i.n whi'ch U1e pon or 
agrees to purcnasc such, famnng produce from the r: rmcI md l.o provide :mn scn1~'CS. 

Eq;kmal/rm.- for the purpose,;; of lh.i.s ·clause, lllL' term "farming agt'Cemenl' 
n1a , iriclu 

(i ''trade and commerce agreem 111", \ l1ere the ownership of conmrndicy 
remain wi1h 1lle rarmer during produe1io11 ,ind he tiet 11i price fproclu e 01 
its d ·livtzy i i s per tile 111c:recd K-nns witJ1 1llc Spo11 o : 

tiil "prnduct"ou ••rcemc t•. where tbc PO: or grec to pro,•'<le f; rm 
si::rvki::s, citl1cr fully or panfally and to bc.1r Hie mk of 01.1lput. b.11t agrees lO 
make paym m l 1h12 fam r lor lhe ,rvfces rendered by sud1 farrne ~ and 

ih 11cl1 olli.e.r agreements or a combi11ia1irn1 of :1gree:men1:s s.µecifi.ed 
nbovc: 

th) "f;1rmi1,., pr-0duc¢'' inc li,rdles-

(i) foe.id. rnff~. inc!ud lng edible oi I seeds · nd iL , al I k i nit, of cereal~ Ji k.,e 
wheat rice or other coarse gr,1111s. pulse!>. '>'eget:.,bl~. frni ts, nuls, 1>piccs; 
sugarc.meand products ofpoultty, pi 1!1"eJY. g.o.-itcry. fish ry and d11iry. imended 
for Imm an co.i:1.Sump1 ion in tis L,,11ura t o proce!;. ed for~ 

tj) canlr.: rodikr, i11dLLding oil ill'.c and 01hcr coneeni • ; 

iii) ra,., cottolil, whether giru1ed or ungf i-med; 

I~•} CD1lOll seeds aml [;[\\' .i ute.;. 

11} "(irm" n, , a fi1111 d ·li11cd i11 ectio114 orth h,di.an P.armcr hip Act, 1932; 9 of nm . 

V "force ui.·feuD "means rm llllfm seen e temal eve-111, inch.cling lloocldroug.ln;, 
bad wallhct, c<im.hquake. epidemic ouLb-rc::ik ,of dj Ci!SC, iilsCCt-pi;: I and such other 
,cvcnls. whtc.h is unavoidable: m.ui bcyol!ld 1hc co111rol ol' p:ntks entering 11110 :i farmmg 
ng~cemem; 
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E. ,_ i l THE GAZETTE OF l:NDIA EXTRAORDJ ARY 3 

(kl "rt0lilic-a1ion" means II notHicl'!tion p.11b1ished lhe Cet11ral Govcr11mc111 or 
1hc Sllit.e GQ,vermlLj;;IJ I, :ts LI.Jc t:fl!i-c 11mv Ilic, [r1 the Official G:tzetlc 1md tb-.: ~ JM~ss10 1 

"notified'" i.h::i.11 be cmslnu::d according ly; 

(/ "pcrsm," it clud -

(1 an inruvidual; 

II) ii pan nersbip 1:i1·m; 

iii a company; 

t 1•} a lin1itcd liability panne· !ii 

v a co-ope-ra1.ive societ ~ 

. 1'i) a o.•icLy; r 

di" any a&rocialim1 o body of pers.cm~ dul~ iuoorpor.ued or reco ,11ised 
m; a group m1der ~ ily ong ill,£ progrnmmes of lite Cet1Lral Govemme11 L or Lhe 

L Lie GovCT111mcnL; 

( 111 "prescribed'' meam; prescribed b r rules made under lhis Acl : 

(ri) "R.cyistratmn Authori1y'' Lnem.1~ an authority notified as s.uch by lhc Stale 
ove:rnrnem 1mder .section 12; 

tv) " pommr'' means n pCTSon who has entered irito a farming agreement wnh 
U1 . fanner ro purchase a f::mning produce: 

(pl ''Smte" i.ocfodcs 11 ion lerritory, 

04APTERII 

3. I A fanner Ill.I ' el.lter irnlo a ~ ri1tc11 fanrniug ;igreement i11 rei;pecl of m11y fBrmin" 
produce a1Hj sucb agreetnc-m may provide ror-

(a) llie team; :md c:andiricm5,. fur supply of such produce ind udirlg Lhe time of 
~uppl, , quality. grade, surndards. price and such other 111aners; and. 

{b) the Hmns rcl,ued lo supply o funn services: 

Pro ided ilml the respons [biJ it for oomplian a f any legal rccruirement for 
providing such farm services shall be: wi1h. the Sp,onsor or tine farm sc ice provider, as 
Ui case maybe_ 

2 No fil r 1 · g agree, cllt sh; 1 be 0011:red into b)' a fom1.e uuder this scc1io i 
derogation or any .rights or a share cropper. 

F.xplcmm1'on.-for 1he purpose:. ofll1i ~lib- ec!i I\, lhc •enn ~:.h~re er pperm lllC.lll a 
1.mcr or accupi er or a film1 I.and who fonrn1 lty or i11formall 11 •rces 10 give flx.i::d share of 

rop o 10 p fu,::oo Jm1mm1 to lh land o ne for gro ing o r remin of llinning produce. 

3) he rn inimum period of1 hi:: funni~ Eigr<:cmc1;11 shal I be for one crop sca:;on or one 
production i::.ydc of ltvestock, :is ll1e case m::i be, ,and 11,e max.imum p lliorl shall be five 
rears: 

Provided thtlt where the production cyC'lc ofaEIJ lam1iug produce 1s lon •er and may 
go b . ond fl e years, i 11 sue-Ii case. I.he maximum pe,-l-od of :Ii nnfog agre~m m tn:;iy be 
111u111ally d~cidcd by tic farmer and 1hc SJ)vnoor :md i::;,;:pl icitl me11H ned in 1h1.: filttni ,J:l. 
agreement. 

4) Forthc purp ses or fHcililalin filnncrs 10 en1cr in lo WliiHcn fiitnni nb agrecme11 ts, 
Ill:.: Cculni I Govem11:tc:lll may issrn:: necc:Ssal)' guidcl111c5 aton,g wilh 111'.lodd fam:rill,li; .t},,'fCCrnems, 
to s.uch DllUlller, , ~ R dc,e1ns l'i ,. 

FIITllli1111 
3gT'CelllC'.llt allid 
il'> 1:>efiud. 
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Q~i,lity. .11LlJ! 

m:id ~1.111:idard..-i 

offnmting 
pi:ndu · , 

!':nrnl.l( ur 
f:lflll it1i;i 

rmdu~ 

_ ah:: or 
purchase t.-f 
fanning 
pr~1JLH:~, 

4 IlIE AZEITE Of' INDIA EXTRAORDINARY 

4. (J) The part ies e:tl leri.ng: into a farming agreem nl 111:i idmlify and requir.c ~ a 
condition for the perfornrancc ofsudt, erecment comp! lance with m111u:1J ly acccptalil.e quality. 
gr.ide a,11d tandmd of a farm ing produ c. 

(Z) Fo.r the purpo!.cs of sub-5Cc:tion ( I). 1h · p~i1 it:6 R ay dopt I.he qu LIJty, gr:11dc mid 
smndair-ds-

[a) which are oompatihl e with agronomic practices., 11gro-clim:lte and such DIiler 
[m::tors: or 

hl formulated by any agcrn:y ofll1c C'cntml Government or Ilic Ea«: GovCIDmc11t, 
or :11'fly ;,iser1C)' au lhori cd by 1.1ch Govc-mmcm for 1h is purpose, 

a11d explicitly 111c11iicm su II quali1y, ,grade arul t:md,mts i1 Ille fHnning ~ c ·meru. 

(3) The quality. grade and siand. ds for pestici e residue, food sa fel}' slnnd .rds, 
gooo n,rming pnicti s and la hour and sodal d · elopment si,mdards mil}' a!so 1,e , dop1ed in 
Lhc furming agri;cm n:t. 

(4) Tl, ]}ilr1i.cs et1iterit1g i,110 ll f.arinrng sgrec,n<:lll may ri:t1uire as II co11dition tlnat sm:h 
r;1 um. lly ac,ccpi bh~ qu:;i I.ii , • , de and rnudard sh!l ll be monitored and c1:: rtifi,ed dli~in 1be 
process or cultivation. or rearing. or at the lime of d.eli very, hy third party qn::i lined il.~s:a ers 
lo c11S11rc imprniality aad fairness. 

S. Tl1e price to be pll id for the pnrch e of a fllrming produce may h de1ermi ncd i-1.nd 
mcalicmcd in lhc :farming agrcc-:rne:n.L (1J;clf. and in 1:ib'Sc, suc.h pdcc is. subject lo ari11t.ion. 
th n, 5llCI a~rc~1nc11 l sha!I e;,;p Hcitl p ro~·idc for-

") a gllmuUt:ed pri cc: to bt ]J(lid for such produce; 

b) ;i clear price rtfcrcttc~ for rrny add1 l:.ional ;mmunt over aucl alio c the 
gua mmecl price, iu.clmlitlg bo.ims or prcmi~ 10 ensure be t ~·a.luc lo lhe fll er and 
1Jci'I price refi rem;e ma b Ii 11ked to the pre\ , il Ing l}rii; s iJ1 spacc'ifiecl A PM · 'arcl or 

electrn1111c trillrling and trnasac-1.i.QD plai'forrn m any otlwr suit.ab] bem:-hmark. pricc5; 

Pm,..;ded that the method of dmermilling s.11ch price or guaranteed price o,r 

additiot,ul :imouu l , lmll be 11m1excd to the fi:ln:tl.lng ag~111eu1. 

6. {J Where, lmdt:r a arming :igrccli.JCil!l. ihc ddivcry or ~ny f:'mn1ng produce is lo 
be--

a) cakcu by L11c Sponsor :n 11tc fam1 @ilC, l.tc h 11 tak sm;h deliver)' ~ ilhin the 
agreed imc: 

h) effecu:d by lilie fanncr, ic s an be ti1e rcspo iblll1y ofchc Sp u r 1oensurc 
that all prep.ir~1iorn; for 1he li1nety ~cce-p1;a11ce ofsud1 delive r ha1;e lxleu m:,de, 

( l) Tile Sponsor muy, b fore accepting U1c ddi \•CJ)' of tmy fanniug produce, 11 tspei:i 
1lle qua l ily or 11 t11cr fc ,turc r ·l1ch p duce a specified in I.he fanni11g, agroemen1, 
othcrw i.sc. he s lull be deemed to lill.,'c inspected I.hi.:: produce :nuf sludl Im 1;,c no right to 
retract ft.o,rnaocep1.a.J1cc: ofsu 11 produce ;:u allc time of its dc]jvery m there fler 

{ .n The pon.sor sliaLL-

(a) where 1.he farming agreement rcla1es to seed production. make payment of 
no, lt:;S:s 1ba11 wo-1hlrd of agr ,t.:d <1111utml .11i lltc time of ddivi;ry filld the JCJ 1<1i11it1~ 
amoulll , rter due cc rti llcsHon, but not 1 iucr 11!, ri thi rcy d.iy of deli \1cry; 

h} i 1 ihcr ca • make p11ymc111 of a~rc im1oltn1 ru tlte lill1 of ccep• ing tli 
d'el ivc or farm:lng pmduoe · nd isoo . a r~eipl s.lip whh dcrnils ol'tl!e sale proceeds;, 

(41 Tiic Sf:-l1e Go,,.e-r1111flet11 m y pr C'ribe 1hein de ·1nd rnann ill which pa •tneni hall 
be made to Ilic fimucr under .suh-sec,1ion (3). 
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SE.c. ] ] 

7. (i \Vlum:: a f311Iling 1,1n:cm(:;Dl has been c:ull::,cd inlo ia respect of llllY farming 
produce u___ndcr 1his .ct, sud1 produce hal l be e;,,;,eit1pt from the appl icatioo ofany Sui1c c1, 

· t'i hsl'.lteveF nmne called, es1ahhshe.([ for 1.h.e J)Urpose of regulation of sale and [>Uld iase or 
su 11 farming produce. 

HI .. r t9S:!> 2} Notwithstauding anyiliingcontained in the E_,;:set111fal Cmnmoditie-sAcl, 1955 odn 
any conLrol ord'cr i.ssucd tbcn:11oder er in rn_ other law for the ti.me bc-i.ug in forct:, any 
obhl!!:lltioo relaled lo sto1,;k litrul:shall not be applicahk LO :sm:h quamii.ie offaaningprodm::e 
as arc pu rchased uncleJ' a fa1ming agreement entered into in acctJrdarice ~ irh the provi ion~ 
oflhisAcL 

8. () ib.rming ilgteeit1e11~. nil.11 be en$C~ into for die PWJIQSC or-
(11). ny trno rer, including al , lea e and morlgogc fthc !(11td orpremi es r 

the fanner; or 

fb) Lsmg any permMe-r1l lrlrcMc or m.aking, ny modilicntlon on ihe land or 
premises of the film1er, un!es.-.. the pon.sQr l\gree 10 rernove such s1rucu,1rn nr to rest0r 
Lhe land to iis original con<li!lion, at his cost. 011 the com::lusim1 of the agreement or 
expiry of lftc imrr;cmcnl period, as the ~ may be: 

Provided i.hat where such slruclurc is nal rcmoYcd .is agreed by the Sponsor. Lhe 
ownership of ·uchl structure slla.ll vest wilh Lhe funn~ 11li.er conclusion of lhc: :,1gn.."tmC1H 
or expi • ofthe agrocn\Cot pertod. a the case ma be . 

Ex,,, 1nplrnns 
I ill1 ni•J:ie<:i 1(> 
fa,1T11i11 

pt Liu • 

l:!p11n:.i,r 
pmh,lli1~tl f11 >t11 

ill'glli I i ll~ 

1lWt1i!l'Sllip ri]!!]IIS 

ormakmg 
p~rrmn!tcm! 
m,;Klifirn1i11n, ,,n 
f;u-11l<!r\ b,1n1I <ti 

prrnlisl!!l. 

9. A farming ilgre(:mcm ma.y be lin1;~d will! i11suram;i; or t:redi1 i1 trnmcm Lmd ·r uuy Lmbgc or 
scheme ofthe Clllral Govemme11tor the State Governmento:r llll1 linC1.ncial c:rvice prov ider lil.11J1mg 

11\:fl..><!nwnr ,•,1hh to ensure ri_~k rnitigatim1 and now of cred il m farmer or Sponsor or both. 

o. ·• ve as olhcrwi e pro .. -idecl ln thi Al:. • n aggn..-gal.o or rum er·..- icce p:rovider ntoy 
bec-O'me a pil-lty to 1.he forming ll:grcement alld i Ll such case, the role and se:rvk.es of u.ch 
aggregntar or farm service pro 'der shall be expliciLI. mentioned in such farming agreement, 

fa;pla1N.1lion.-FQ1· the pu111os _ of ~is sectiou,-

(1 "a,!!,gre£alQ1" means any person, .including a fo1me-r Produ er Orsanisation, 
who act<;as an mtermedia:ry h ll\'een a ffil'.me-r om "rouµ of£:mners aud a pcmsorand 
provides ag_gregal'ion n:1111.ed services. to ilolh farmtm and SpDosor: 

til) "fum1 service provider" mea'lls any parson \\110 provides fonn sen,•ices . 

J 1. A t -.my ti1ne after e111.ering into a farming agr; e'l.neriL, Lhe- parties to such agreement 
may, 'Nith mutual oonscm, alter or tcm1im11~ su h ag,rccmi::11L for any rcasom1b k I: use. 

n . 1 A Si.ue Go cmmenunay notify ti Regist11uion Aul11.0rity ro provide for electl'on ic 
regi.sliy for that State that provides facilitnth Irameworlc for rcgi5 trnt.ion of fam1i11g 
agn:1:mcnls . 

_ Thecomtitllitim1, composition. powers and functions of(h.i RegistrntionAllilioriLy 
and Lhc proi:ctlmc for ri:gis,u-alion sb.aU be such as may be prescribed by llu: STalC Govcrnmt:nL 

CHAPTER .III 

Dis - rri:; EHUMENT 

13, (11 E cry l'anncns agreem n!. ·hall exp'lidlly provide for a co:nd lfation. process and 
forma Lion or a com:.iliatimt boani colilsi:sli.ng of rcprcs.en.laU\'CS of parties lo th.e agreement: 

'rovid'ed that retnesentatfon of parries iu such cm1ci lia1ion boaxd shall be fa ir and 
lmlalilci;;d. 

11- TIC~ 11r 

crt!rliL 

thi:r Il ilrli.i:s 
l!'I f1mmr1~ 

11gri;i:ru~n1 

Altj:ri'llllm Dr 
l{\ffil[f lr;ll □ (Hl or 
fn:nnmg 
1,gre1:m~1H 

f.slab. lisilm~l'lt 
,,r lwl!if"<lrlLion 

utl11 1y 

CLJ□~iliiiiicu1 

boi11,"d for 
□ l'>7Ju'lt, 

lll.lttleincmL. 
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Mech ni IR 

for di5Jl'Ul 
r=1fa11~1!1 

(i 

(]), di!qmle 1nif.inr.g lrom an. fimning <lt!ffifilDent shall be lir.!lt referred to Lire cancil iJJ! ion 
bo.ud formed as per tt i,; provisions of Lile fan.Hing ;_igreeruem ::ind cvcf)' ei.1de11 v0l1r sha II lJi.:: 
m.-de by such board to br111g bmn selllement of sud1 dt~p111e, 

(3) 'Where, iri rre 11ect of any di pute, ll settlement is Bt,iVed dor-i ng the cou ·e of 
ooncilialion procee:ding, a 1nemorand1:1m of ,s.eti L menl shall b drawn :iccordinglj• aoo s.i6'Ded 
by lilC parties 10 ·ucll d.t ;put~ 1 d S.tlch seHk:tuC'JU stiaJ I be binditlg OU the parties. 

14. U) here, t.h f.muin agreemem does not provide for roncHi:11110:n prm ss as 
[C(]Uircd under ulMCClton (/) of:scclJon 1 ,, or Lile parties lo Lhi:: furmin1,1 f\grccincnl foll ra 
settle tl1eir dispu1e m1der 1hm ecH n .•,iltlin a period oftl1 ir1y days. ,1 eu, any sucl'i part~· 11uiy 
approach 1.h.e cancemod Suh-Di is.ioual Magistmi who shall be I.he Sub-D,visiomt.l · uLhmity 
for dt.,;;iding 1li.c disputes 111ndcr Hmning ag;rccmculs. 

(1) ,0[1 rcoci:pt ofo dispute 1m.dcr sub-section 1 }, Liu: Sub-Divis:irnml Autlmrlt. tru1y. 
if-

{a tbi:: farmin~ agrcclllct:11 did not prov1dc for ~<mcilmlion pr,occ.ss. i;oustilu tr:: a 
concilialion boar-d ror bringing al:iom ~e11lement ofsudi dis.pu1e; or 

{b the pari i fA i le-(! t s.eu le Uae:i r dis.pule throttgr~ ondl tat ion process, decide 
the dispute in a summ:ny manner ,,,i1hi[I l.luny d:iy:s from Lhe dale ofn.-:>:eeipl of sucl1 
diSp11lC, aft r giviug 1J1c pttrties a rc:.1somtt:dc opportt.mit_ of being heard :md ;p:iss al'.I 
ord r for reco,..e:ry of the ammml 1rnder dispule, \ il II sucll penally and illler s.t .is it 
deems fi1, &llhject to the fo.llowin:g conditions. namely:-

( j) ~ here Lhe ' ponsor lhlh. to make payment of the amQlml due to- the 
famlff, sue ll penally may exLCTJd to -0m: mid half limes the amount due:; 

m where 1he order is against 1.bc far.mer forreooVl."1)' of the amount d11e I.Cl 

t1i Spo 1 or Oll ccomu . r a y ad nee rayn1e111 or cost o f"it1pu1 , asl}er tcm 
off;uw.icig ag~ment, r. uch amo1ml" r.b.lll noLc:,,:c ed the ac,ual cost iucurrc-0 by 
the: IJOf or: 

iii1 wh('TC lhc f: u:t11111g agrcctllcnl in tlisplrte is tn i:.ontru cn1Lion of {he 
pro isicms or th is Ac or def:. ull by 1hc Ian 1er ir. due LO force 11 ajeure. ueu. no 
order ror recovery or arno1mt shat I be passed aga inst 1he famter, 

(. ) Every order passed by U1c ub-Divisiom.11 AuLltmity w1di::r this section slmll lmvi:: 
same force as a docree of a ch 'I couli ~lld. be enforc~ lll.e 111 nhe same rnann r ,ts 111,rt of a 
decree under the Cock of Civ~1 Procedure, J 908. unless ari appeal ls pn;ferrcd under 5 or 19 . 
sub-sedio (4) , 

(4) ny p 1rty aggrieved by the order of the Sub-Divisional Authority llllly prefer all 
appe1d to tl1e .4.1,pella1eAuthorit , wh1d1Sltall be pres ided over by ll1 oltector orAd.di1ioual 
Collector nmnin:n d by tbe Collectoo-. \ 'thin thirty days fmm thil date ofsm,h ordc£. 

(5) The Appell::1tt1 Authorily shall di~p,o.se oftlie appeal witl1in 11:iirt_ days. 

( 6) Evet 1 ,mi r passed by 1he ppell.int Autho.rily under 1.his seeiio111 sliall lmve s::ime 
fai; e :is a decree of a c.i . ii coun aml b.i enforce-able i11 tb same mannN ali that of a di cree 
under the , ode of Civ i I Procedure. I 90R ~ of I wa. 

( 7) TIie urnom t pay11ble un er any ordc pa scd by H c Sttb-Di visiomd ull1ority o 
1l1e Appel!an1 Aut llQrHy, ~ the ~e may be, may be t C('lvered as arrears of land reve nue. 

(8) Tile S 1bcP-vl jonal u ~ority or tlie Appellate AU1hority l!all, while deciding 
disputes under thi$ ~L:tiQn, bu e :ii.I the po\ e~ o a i i.l court for 1h p1,l1Jlos.es a taking 
rnde11cc on. ath, ehforcirtg l.11 :iucndat ce of wil 11: sc • com:pclling 1l1e discovery alld 
p d11clio11 of ocrnne:nt • nd 1n:11erit1 I obj cis ~nd for &l1ch otl1e l)Hl'.P SC'!i as .m, y · e 
pms.cribed by the CenIIa! Oovernm nl. 
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,t'i of 1 ~l'I I 

4. ,.,L' l !.I 6 

SF. . 1] THE AZETTE OF INDIA EXTRAORD . RY 

(9) n~ m oner aud pr edure i.:o fi ling a petition or an • pp licaLiou before tie 
Sub-Division 1 Allllloril 1md i).1111ppea 11.Jef:ore n1e App,e 11 ate Authority shall •· c 1ch a& mi•y 
be: prc.sHiood by the CCJ)trnl Govern.mC[ll 

l •• Not, ithst,u1ding .111) ru11gconta(nedin secHon 14, rio ;1.1;;fom for ~ccoi,·ery of any 11 ~l.'.r<.>11 for 

111t1ow11 due in pur.;uan co fan order passed undc. lirat SIXlhm. shaJ l bi:: initiated aa:niusl lhc rt.'\.>o~cy af 
amrj cultunil l:ind oHh<: [; r111er. due!! 9.ll;lillSl 

"" lnnn.:r ·s lnnll. 

CHAiPTER rv 
.l:>( 1:lli\i."ti.1) • 

I 6. h~ CcnlraJ Gowrnmcm may. ft-om lime to li:mr, gi vc sue b dire~tious, as it nm. 
consider 11 ·ccss:ary. 10 the 1atcGovcrnm.e.11l fur cJfccl:h irnpk-mcntutio11 oft.he provislmls 
oftlllSA I ii!ld lhc 1atcGovcn1nL-en lssllall co111plywi1h di tlir,t:cl.ions. 

n. All authoriue-s . tncludi111g Re is1rn1lo11 Autl10rity. ub-Dwi:sfonaJ Authority and 
Appellate A111i10rily. 001!1slitutcd o:r prcs.cr[bcd under tbi:s Act shall b,c deemed to be publlc 
serv,ults wilhin 1lie mef!ni ng ofsec1 ion 21 ort11e lndL111 Pc1111l Code. 

l 8. o soil.. prose 11lion or olhi.r lc~al pmi:cc,hug sl:Lall J ic: again 1 lhc Cc11trn I 
ovemmeni, Hie St.1le · ovemment, the Regi~cnn icm Au11iodty, the ub-Dh · skm:li A uthmi1y. 

the A.ppe-llale Authority or anry other p rson or anytL'liug which is iu good faith doue or 
intended lo be done under the provis i.om; oflhis Act or any mlc made Lhereuradcr. 

19. No d vil oun !lb.all h::i.vc j rnisdic1ion 10 entertain any suit or p:r,oc dings in respect 
of ail~ disp.u lc wlli .ha ub-Divir;.ion I AL1cl10fly or 11',e pp,cllni; Aulhoriy i5 en p wi;red 
l>y lmder 111° Act to decide and 11 lnjunclion lmll be grwued by imy c urt o_ 1ller 
amimrhy in res:pect of r:iy ac1fon t.Jkcn or lo be taken 1n pursu nc.e of any l)O'» r i;:onfe1fl'ed 
b or under 1h1s Acl or :m mles m:1de !hereunder. 

'IJIDJl!n l 1a 

giv~ directiDJis.. 

Aulh• r,n ·~ 
11!111!:r r'\,T 111 I ' 
p~hlic- sc-r\•acits. 

P'l-111 i:1;:lt1111 i;1 f 
ctfol.l r:ak.!11 i11 

~'1li1JL 

Bar or 
juris~li<:ii< 11t 
Ci\/ I L"Oiltl 

20. The pr,ovision~ ofl.his: ct shalJ have -effect 11101'! iihst.·mding anything inconsistent Act 10 J1<11ve nn 

tbcrcwil11 c011tai nc-d. in illlY State bt for lhe ti r:ne being in force or 111 any i nsrrumcm h::iv-ing ~ -mdi□g 
cifec1 b}' virlue of:my such law otl er ll :m Ill.is A.c1: ..,rr .. ~. 

F'rn,idcrl tllo L a frumi11g ag,a::mcnl or su Ii co11lnlcl e-1m:red i uro tmdtr any &Lau:: l11w 
for 1he til c biiog · fore-. or y mies made tb.crcun er. lx:D Llile d cc of c-0mln.g into 
force of d1is Ac sh1,1ll ronLi nuc to be val t:d r, r the period of u.ch a.grccrncrif o oonu-. ct. 

21. Nmhh:i,g (;ontair,ed, in tb is Ac1 h~ H b applicable iO The s10 cxch 1ges and clc ini; Ac:i 11.,, M 

corpomtians recognised under tl-le e-curities Coninc!s Regulation Acl, 1 56 and lhe apply co stu~t 

tram;ac tionci; undertakc-n 1hcrci1L 1:xL'lia11g;: scd 
d ~ ring 

,;(l[Jlt)r;lflOO 

22. 11 The Central Govc:numml may. by notification in the Official Gazette. make Pow -r of 
rules for canyi11g 011[ I.he provi.smns af 1.tus Ac.l. Ci,,n1n,l 

ltlvi:mm.."JJt 1n 

(}) ]n pruticu.Lar. and wiLhoul prejudke to 1h gemmi lit~ of the foregoing power such 1ru:h! rut<!,. 
rules mo.y provide for all or :.Uiy of the followit1g mailers, mmu::Ly:-

a j olhcr purpos(:;§ fur which the .ubsDivisio.11:31 Authority or 1he Appellate 
1.1thorit shall have 111 J)O""'t of ci 'ii court under sitb· ec1ion of ection 14: 

(b I.he mar1m:r and! proecdun: or fili11g petition or application before;: the 
S11b·Divisio11al Au hori1y, am:J ai ,ippe I b-eforc Cl1e Appellar1e AtJtboril , und r 
sub-s;ectim1 ◄ 9} or sec1 ion l 4; 

,(c) any oilier mallt wlilich is [0 e, orm.1 he. prescribed, ol'in re pect ofwhicl1 
provision is lo he m •. de. hy mlcs.. by the Centr-al Govemmem. 

l]) Every rule m deb. du: emral Oovermne11t 11nder this Aci sl:uilt IJe laid.as somrns. 
may be a Iler u is made. before each House of P:nli:iment, while n is in session for a I.Otal 
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period oflbirt d, · s hicl~ ma be comp-:risoo in 011c session or· ill lwo or more ~ucce si 
SCliSIOJB, and if. before tl1c c:,;:piry oflhc scs:skm immedlillc:ly f0Jlowi1 l!!- the :.cs.;slon or the 
.suocessive- sess ions afores,aid, boih Hottses agree in making any modific,nion in the rul or 
bocl1 R 01.1s.e1. trg,rce H1111 chc rnk ho Id 11 1 be n\llcie, rhc ruk I II tncreafler ha ~ elrecl · nJ 
in sm:.h modified form or be ofno dfcct as IBic c.as-c m:.iy be; so however, IIJ!il any such 
m.odiflefftion or llilllL11meJJt sh 111 be wHI ou! prcj 1idice to Ille • lid.lly of ny tlliog: prcvion,sl 
done und(?r Llml rule. 

Pow~ of s1111,:- 2J, ( / l TI c suue Go m 111 may, by no1i.ltca1ioo in th O rncial GIVi.:lle, 111ake n1k: ro. 
<i>l~L-mJillt!nL Lo carryi.11g out the :prm~~ions oflhis AcL 
111111~ rule!, . 

f1'u\it~r l.11 

~111.(M; ~ 

di ll,cith,,,._ 

Rqi~~I .t11il 
1·iog,._ 

( .:') In ptu"I ic lnr, tind \ ithool prcj,tu;lic-e o 1 Ile ,gcnc-rality of U1c foregoing power. s1ic-l'I 
mks lllilY pro,·ltic fur ~UI or auy of1hc following 1ualteJs. llilillcly:-

fo) the mode ;md 11i.1inner r pa nenl to 1h.c- farmer under i;1it,--~ec1ion (4 of 
scclion6; 

{b) [Ile con~tinrLiou. oompos.i1ion. powees ,md fimctiolls of the Regislrat:ion 
A..ul11orit}'. a1Jd l11c pnx:CTfure foF reghtralion under sub-sedion (- of section l 2; 

1£')a11 the n ~ti , whichi t bc,ornia . be, _pre ribe<1, r inrespect fwhic'h 
provision is io be made. b_ rules, by the S.tatc Govc;nrnmit 

(J) E ry n1le made h tt1e s.t.'lie G emmeut under this Act s!latl be laid. Cl soo11 as 
[lut}' bi;;· after it is 1lli1dc, ocfori;: c.ich Ho11;5c oflbc Smtc LcgkSlature where it ~oru;i:slli of two 
Houses, or wher such Legislamre ooL.sists.orone Hous.e, before 11.JaL House. 

?4. J l lr;my diffic.ully 11ris~s Jr1 i,;ivi.t1g dfec1 Lo U1c provisio11s ofHu!.Act, Ilic Cccntrlll 
Govemme.nt may. by cmi'er publhhed in Ille Official Gazette. 1nak(l sui::h provisim1~- not 
inw11SislCl'.ll with the pm-.i1;ions oflb:ls cl, lli> umy appcur io, .I l to be u-ece5sary for removi og 
the difficult;·-

(1) cry order m 1d:e lllider i hi s.ecfo,1 hall b..: J.aid, a l JOll n: 111tty b • after it is 
mmfo. before e:i.cb House of Parliamenl 

2-5. t J) llie farmers (Emp wcnDenl and Protection A.greemcni oo Pric.e surnnce 
and Fann c:rvices Ordinance.,. 020 i~ b1m:byre.:pea!edl. ro l'I nl'" :w-w 

2) olw111lsLa11cling m:h repeal. ny1•1tingd0-1.1cor ,my lion t;ik,111111der Lhc F,11 . crs 
{ EmpowCIIJ11C.at and Pro1.ecr.ioo · Agn:cmtnt oi:1 PtlccAssma:ooc rn1d ann Sci:v:ic:c:s Ordinam;.c, 
_ o_,o shall be d~emed 10 h~ve bee.JI done o:r ta.tell under the corresponding 11mvi!iions of I.his rd, u or 2020 

~'-

DR.G.. lAY. ARAJU. 
,S(l([l'fttary 1u th , Ciovt qf' Jiidta_ 

MGIPMRND--85761---27-0!3-202.0. 
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'& 47] 
:,{u, 471 

. ' )-041 (1(17/l 03-2~ 

~.'3ft.~fr.~.-M.•27092020c-222038 
CG-D -27092 I ·-22203111 

~ 

IX11RAORIU !AR\' 

'lifliT 11-~1 
P: -RT[ - ~1i1m l 
~-$!~· 

PUBLL HED BY AUTHORITY 

, 1942 {~) 
tr,;'A S. l9<12 ~ KA 

1ffi "!1'iT f\:l=I "'f'8' "Rm '!ft "\'ll'Rft t ~ ffi ~ 3fflTI ~ '!fl"~ 'i1i TIii ':!IT ff l 
11 !iA!l111t11t.: clllllpil:iliolil. 

RYOFL \ ANDJU TICE 
(Le •bliith'cD·1>artru •ilt) 

Ne1 · lJ,dM. lhe 27th September, 2Q2fJ/ S1•11w 5, 1942 { Im 

The foll wi · g Ac1 of P trl iamenl .re eived 1h • a.· cut of 1hi;: Prer.idcm on ll1c 
26th ·eplcmber. 2ll20aml 1.s l1erct:iypubli-shc.d for general i.11formation:-

THE ES ENTlAL COMMODITrES (AME DMENT)ACT, 2020 

0.22 F _020 

[1 6(11 SeplP-mher, 1020. J 

Au Act :further Lo amend the Essential CommoditiesAct, 1955. 

B~ i1 cnamil by Ptltliamem in lhc e.., rny-:fl I Year of ihe Rept1blic of fodia as 
follows:-

1, U T hi A I omy be ca llerl tla:e e111ial Conmwditie ( A mendmcnt) Ac1 20..: . 

(l lL simll bc deemed Lo lllive come iL1lo for eta: 011 ll1-c 5th d'a)' of J'1me. 1020. 

horl li11~ gml 
!..'1N1J 1.tte-:il1o."l."'11iJi.:uL 

2. 1n section.3 ofthc Esse111 ial ooml.OditicsAci, l955, afler u~e.clion(lj, the following Am,;;,d ,nen1 
ob-section .shall be inserted, namely:- ,i i' s,:etmn .'I. 

' J ) Notwithsl ru:fing an thing conlainedl in _ 1b-s.ecl i,011 I),-

(a J 1hc supp,ly of !>ti.Ch foodstuffr.. U[lcluding cereals. PlJ]scs, pO!alo, 
cmim1s, cdibl e oihecds. and O"i I!>, as 11:!e · cnlral o!femmeut ma · . by o.oli fie.a ti on 
in the Offici I Gfl:t•cnc, sp ify, 1uay IJ reg, l:1t!;d Mly m1der c>.miordinary 
circuim1111i.ccs wlli h may include w;u-~ furnioc. t~t[aon:liu3I)· p:ricc rise aud natural 
c:1lam.i ty or grn,,.e n:.illtm; 
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1) any aclion on imp,os i L1g , tock !lmit shall be based on price ri~e 11nd an 
order for ~u.lali l[S 5-l ck liml t of any agrii;ul lurnl produce may be b:mcd midcr 
lhfr,Act only iflher 1s-

(i) lmntlroo p,i:r cent fim:rcasc (11 the rct11.il p.rkc of hortirnlrurnl 
prncl11ce: m 

{ii flfly per i.::cnl. mcrca.sc 111 lhc rclail pdcc of r~,m-pcri5hab!c 
:1griculluml foodstuffs, 

vcr Llle pri ce pre hiliu! ianuetl iate:Jy preccdiny twelve m · mhs, or :iver.~• • rcta il 
pri~ oflasl five years. whidicver is lo\ er: 

Pr-ov1dc:-d !hat ~uch ordcr for rcgulatlng stock lim.i l sh:t:l I 11oi. :ipply lo a p.rocessor 
or \'lllue cbaln pan id panl of any a ricu lturnl prod1 e, if I.be s;tock limil. or 5lJ h person 
do 11 1 c: ce-ed cllc ovc ll ccilinll. rill r lloo apacit_ ofproces:slng, r lbe clcn ncl 
o:r expo.rt i:c1 case o w1 ,c portcL 

Pt10vide-d fort.her thm nonhing eo111aincd ,in 1hi ._nh-secrion shall pply co 01 v 
order, relating Lo th.c Public Di-&tl'ibution System or the Targclcd Pi.tblic Distribution 

ystem, made lby th~ GovemmeUL 11ncler ihi:s Act m uncl r any other law for lbe tim 
bcin~ in forte. 

E:rplww1lWL- The expression "Vlllue ch1:rin particJpaut" . in r-el(l lio:n 10 .m, 
~q,;rit:.ulcrn:::1 I prnJm:1, 1tlcil11S <1ttd lncludr.:s II set or partkipm1ts. fr mprotlLl"C•101J of 1111y 

agricuhurnl prodm::1?in the field la final cansumpt.icm, invahing prm:esSciJ1g, packaging. 
10 ~-1',e, fram,po11 find d . 1 rill1 ii on, where 11c eacti suigc v,1111~ i · ~ddoo 10 th product' . 

• { J) Tiic scnli.al Comrnod1ti-cs (A.1u.:mlrncal) Ord lrran c, 202 · [:s hereby repealed. Lhl ~ oJ :ruw. 

(]) 01wilh1>l11Jlding such ri;pcal. a 1yl.li1i1111 dot c onmy tt.;1im1 blk.c:it mtdcr lhc ·sicotilll 
Commodities Act 1955, as amea.<led by 1.he .said Ordinan , ~ball be deern~d lo ha bet111 10 nf 195a 
done 11.1l::en an-cler lhe co _spondin~ provision 1ilf1he r1 id c• o~ 11m nded b thi. Act. 

DR. G. NARA Y NA JU, 
Se.('1"1?/ary 10 the vm'f. of hidia. 

ANll ~•Ll fJI. IS l-1 

- = === MGIPMIRND---B5-9G-l---27-09-2D20. 
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1 

ITEM N0.19r 20, 21, 22 & 23 Court No.1 (Video Conferencing) 
SECTI ON X & PIL-W 

S U P R E ~ E C O U R T O F I N D I A 
RECORD OF PROCEEDINIGS 

Writ Pet i tion(s)(Civil) No(s).1118/2020 

RAl(ESH VAISHNAV & ORS. Pet i t i oner(s} 

VERSUS 

UNION OF INDIA & ORS. Respondent(s} 

(With IA NO. 98868/2026 - EX - PAR.TE AD - INTERIM RELIEF a nd IA NO. 
136682/2820 - l!NTERVENTION/HIPLEADMENT and IA NO . 136677 /2020 -
INTERVENTION/IMPLEADMENT a111d l!A NO. 136367 / 2626 
INTERVENTION/IMPLEADMENT} 

w·nH 
W.P.(C) NO. 1152/2028 (PIL -W) 

W.P . (C) NO. 1168/2820 {PIL -W) 

W.P.(C) NO. 1165/2028 (PIL -W) 
(FOR ADMISSION) 

W.P- (C) No_ 1174/2828 (PIL-W) 
(With IA NO . 136492/2020 DELETING liHE NAME OF 
PETITIONER/RESPONDENT and IA No . 103591/2828 - EX-PARTE STAY and IA 
No. 133328/2828 - INTERVENTION AP PLI CATION and IA No . 136927/2El20 -
INTERVENTION/IMPLEADMENT and IA No _ 167119/2828 • PE~MISSION TO 
FILE ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS/FACTS/ ANNEXURES) 

W.P.(C) No.1139/2828 
([TO BE TAKEN UP ALONGWIT H ~p (c) NO. 1118/2828 ETC] 
(With I A No. 498/2021 - EX-PARTE STAY} 

W.P .( C) No(s}, 1240/2020 
{FOR ADMISSION,,, .. [TO BE TAKEN UP ALONG WITH ITEM NO. 14 I.E. W.P. 
{C} No. 1118/2020] ) 

W.P.(C) No.1404/2020 
([TO BE TAKEN UP ALONGWITH ~ . P.{C) NO, 1118/2020] 
(With IA No. 133590/2820 - INTERVENTION/IMPLEA[»l!EfllT) 

:=ti:, • I • •• •J, ,1 ~\ ■ ~ I 

rdf.£); ( C) No. 1406/2020 ( PIL -W) 
r,~~~~ 

W.P.(C) No. 1421/2020 {PIL-W) 
( FOR ADMISSION a111d IA No . 136697 / 2 6 2 0 -PERMISSION TO APPEAR AND AR.GUE 
IN PERSON) 
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W.P.(C} NO. 1441/2828 (PJ:L-W} 
(FOR ADM~S5~0N and l:A NI0.132471/2828-PERMJ:SSION TO FJ:LE ADDJ:T~ONAL 
DOCUMENTS/FACTS/ANNEXURES AND Wl:TH APPLN.(S} BEING I.A. 
NQ_i.35784/2020 - l=OR IMPLEADMENT AND I_A_ NIOS-3334/2821.. & 3324/202-:1 
- FOR INTERVENT~ONI) 

W.P.(C} No(s).23/2821 
( FOR ADMISSJ:ON and IA NO. 3852/2821-EXEMPTJ:ON FROM FILJ:NG AFFIDAVIT 
and IA Nlo . 3851./2021- PERMISS:ION TO APPEAR AND ARGUE IN PERSON .... 
[ TO BE TAKEN UP ALONG WITH ITEM NO. 14 I.E. W.P.(C) NO. 
1118/2828] ) 

Date 1.2-81-2821. These matters were c .a.lle,d on for or-der-s/heari.ng 
today. 

CORAM : 
HON'BLE THE CHIE~ JUSTICE 
HON'BLE MR JUST7CE A . S . BOPANNA 
HON'BLE MR . JUSTICE V. RAMASUBRAMIAN:IAN 

For Pet1t1oner(S) Mr. K. Parameshwarr AOR 
Mr . V . Mukunda, Adv . 
Ms . A . Sregurupri.ya, Adv . 

Mr. Sukumar Pattjosh1, Sr.Adv. 
Mr. K.K . L.Gautam, Adv. 
Mr . V~jcndra Kasana 1 Adv . 
Mr . A . K. Suman , Adv 
Mr. Manoj Sharma, Adv. 
Mr. Sandeep Kumar Singh, Adv. 
Mr. Sanjeev Mal.hotra, AOR 

Mr. Vivek K. Tankha, Sr . Adv. 
Mr. varun Tankha, Adv. 
Mr. Sumeer Sodhi., AOR 
Mr. Prashant S1varajan, Adv. 
Mr. Ujjawal Anand Sharmar Adv. 
MS. Jhanv.i Dubey, Adv. 
Ms. sud1ti Batra, Adv. 
Mr. Hussa1n Al1r Adv . 

Mr . P . Wi1son, Sr . Adv . 
Mr. D. Kumananr AOR 
Mr. Richardson Wilson, Adv . 

Mr. M. Shoeb Al.am, Adv. 
Ms. Fauz1a Shaki.l, AOR 

Mr. Manohar Lal Sharma, Pet~t~oner-In-Person 

Mr. Har1sh N Saivar Sr. Adv. 
Mr . Deepak Goel, AOR 
Mr. Kamal Kumar Pandey, Adv. 
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Mr. V1p1n Kumar, Adv. 
Ms. Madhuri Gupta, Adv. 

Petit i oner-In-Person 

Mr. Vikas Singh, Sr. Adv. 
t-llr . Re4;pak Ka11sal, Adv . 
Ms. Deepieka Kalia, Adv. 
Mr. Arun Ad l akha, Adv . 
Mr. Kuldeep Roy, Adv. 
Mr.IMS. Harisha S.R., AOR 

Mr . Omprakash Ajitsingh Parihar, Aor 
Mr. Dushyant Ti war i , Adv. 
Mr . Yudhvir Dalal , Adv . 

Mr. S .Muthukrishnan, Adv . 
Mr . s. Ma hend r an , AOR 

Petitioner- In - Person 

For Respondent{S)/ Mr. K. K V•enugopal, Ld AG 
Applicant{$) Mr . Tushar Mehta , Ld SG 

Mr.KM Nataraj, Ld ASG 
Mr. Kanu Agrawal, Adv. 
Ms. Suhasini Sen, Adv. 
Mr. Chinmayee Chandra, Adv. 
Mr. Ankur Talwar, Adv. 
Ms. vanshaja Shukla, Adv. 
Mr. Shyam Gopal, Adv. 
Mr. Raj 1B,ahadur Yadav, AOR 

Ms . Archana Pathak Dav•er AOR 

Mr. Ajay Choudhary, AOR 

Mr . Chirag M. Shr off, AOR 

Mr . Tushar Mehta, Ld. SG 
MS. Gar i ma Prasha d, AOR 
Mr. Subodh Kumar Pathak, Adv . 

Mr. P . Chid ambara ITT, Sr . Adv . 
Mr. Atul Nanda, Ag Punjab 
MS. Utta r a Babbar , AOR 
Ms . Bhavana Duhoon, Adv . 
Mr . Manan Bansal, Adv. 

Mr . B. V. Balaram Das, AOR 

Mr. Prashant Bhushan, AOR {Not Joined VC) 
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~T. ~.P. DevTiath, AOR 
~r. Vivek Sharma, Adv . 
~r. Abhishek Anand, Adv. 
"1r . Abi r Roy, Adv . 
~r. Ishaan Saran, Adv . 
~r. Vivek Pandey, Adv. 

~r . P . s. Narsimha , Sr. Adv . 
~T. Ekansh Mishra, AOR 

"1s . Swati Vaibhav, AOR 

Mr. V. Ch i tambaresh, Sr. Adv. 
~r. Ravindra Sadanand Chingale, AOR 
~r. Ashish Sonawane, Adv. 

~T. Rahul Mehra, Adv. 
Mr. Chirag M. Shroff, AOR 
~s. Abhilasha Bharti, Adv. 
~r. Sushant Dogra, Adv. 

~r. AP Singh, A:dv . 
Mr. VP Singh, A:dv . 
~s. Gee ta Singh, Adv. 
~s. Richa Singh, Adv. 
Mr. Sharwan Kuinar Goyal, Adv . 
Mr. Sadashiv, AOR 

~rs . Revathy Raghavan, AOR 

"1r. Ajay Bansal Adv AAG, Haryana 
Mr. Gaurav Yadava, Adv. 
Mr. San j ay Kuinar Visen, AOR 

Mr. Tushar Mehta, Ld. se 
"1r. An i l Grover ,Sr. AA~ 
Ms . Noopur Singhal, Adv . 
Mr. Rahul Khuraria, Adv. 
"1r . Satish Kumar, Adv . 
Mr. San j ay Kumar Visen, AOR 

Mr . V Shekhar , Sr . Adv . 
Mr. Rajeev Kuinar Dubey, Adv. 
"1s. Sheetal Raj put, Adv , 
Mr. Ashiwan Mishra, Adv. 
Mr. Kamlendra Mishra, AOR 

~r. Sri dhar Potaraj u, Adv . 
Mr. Gai changpou Gang1nei, Adv. 
Mr . Mu kunda Rao , Adv . 
Ms.Shiwani Tushir, Adv. 
"1s. Ushasri1 Adv. 
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Mr.Vishnu Tulashi Menon, Adv. 

UPON hearing the counsel the Court made the following 
0 R D E. R 

1. Appli cat i ons for impleadment and intervention are allowed . 

2. We have before us, three categories of petitions, all 

revolving around the validity or otherwise of three laws namely: 

(1) Farmers' Produce Trade and COITllll@rc@ {Promotion and 

Facilitation) Act, 2fl2fl; ( 2) Essential Commodities (Amendment) Act, 

2828; and (3) Farmers (Emp,owerment and Protection} Agreement on 

Price Assu rance and Farm Services Act, 2020, {hereinafter referred 

to as the 'farm laws' ) , and the protest by farmers agai nst these 

laws. 

3. One category of petitions challenge the constitutional 

validity of the farm laws. Included within this category of 

petitions, i s a petition under Article 32 cltallenging the validity 

of the Constitution (Third Amendment) Act, 1954, by which Entry 33 

was subs ti tu ted in List III ( concurrent list) in th•e Seventh 

schedule of the constitution, enabling the central Government also 

to legislate on a subject wh i ch was otherwise in the State List. 

4. Another category of petitions are those which support the farm 

laws on the ground that they are constitutionally valid and also 

beneficial to the farmers. The third category of ~etitions are 

those filed by indivi duals who are residents of th,e National 

Capital Territory of Delhi as well as the neighbouring States, 

claiming that the agitation by farmers in the ~eripheries of Delhi 

and the consequent blockade of ro~ds/highways leading to Delhi, 

infringes the fundamental rights of other citizens to move freely 
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throughout the territories of India and their right to carry on 

trade and business . 

5. Though several rounds of negotiations have taken place between 

the Government of India and the farmers' bodies, no solution seems 

to be in si ght . The situation on ground is: (i) that senior 

citi2ens, wotnen and children are at site, exposing themselves to 

serious health hazards posed by cold and covid; (ii} that a few 

deaths have taken place, though not out of any violence, but either 

out of i l lness or by way of suicide. 

6. Laudably, the farmers have so far carried on the agitation 

p•eacefull y and without any untowar-d incident. But it was pointed 

out in the course of hear-ing that a few persons who ar-e not farmer-s 

have also joined, with a view to show solidarity with the farmers. 

An apprehension was expressed that the possibility of some persons 

er-eating troubl e cannot be entir-ely r-uled out . In fact, a specific 

averment is made in an intervention application filed by one Indian 

Kisan union, in I.~. No.3324/2021 in w.P . (C) No .1441/2828 that an 

organisation by name "Sikhs for Justice'', which is banned for anti

India secessionist movement is financing the agitation. This 

averment is supported by the learned Attorney General also. 

7. A few farmers' bodies wlho are now protesting, have engaged a 

team of lawyers comprising of Shri oushyant Dave, Shri Colin 

Gonsalves, shri H.s . Phoolka and shri Prashant Bhushan to represent 

their cause . When Shri K. K. Venugopal, learned Attorney General 

submitted that there are reports that the farmers bodies may take 

out a t~actor rally on January 26, 2021, disrupting the Republic 

Day Parade and celebrations, the same was stoutl y denied by Shri 
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Dushyant Dave, l earned seni or counsel appearing for a few of the 

farmers' bodies on the ground that at least one me111ber of the 

family of each of the farmers from Punjab is in the Army and that 

they would not di srupt the Republic Day celebrations . 

today this team of lawyers is absent. 

However, 

8. Be that as it may, t he negotiations het~een the farmers' 

bodi,es and the Government have not yielded any result so far-. 

Therefore, we are of the vi ew t hat the constitut i on of a Committee 

of experts in t he field of agriculture to negotiate between the 

farmers' bodi es and t he G,overnment of India may ere.ate a congenial 

atmosphere and improve t he trust and confidence of the farmers. We 

are also of the v i ew that a stay of impl ementat i on of all the three 

farm laws for the pres,en t, may assuage the hurt feel ings of the 

farmers and encourage them to come to the negotiating tab l e with 

confidence and good faith . 

9. When we put across the above suggestions, the learned Attorney 

General, even while agreeing fo r t he consti tut i on of a Commi t tee, 

opposed vehemently, the gran t of .any interim stay of the 

impl·ementation of the far lll laws. Drawing our attent i on to the l aw 

laid down by this Court i n (1) Bhavesh D. Parish & Ors. VS. UOI 

& Anr . 1 ; (2) Health For Millions vs UOI & Ors . 2 ; (3} State of UP 

& Ors . vs . Hirendra Pal Si ngh & Ors. 1 ; (4) Siliguri Municipality & 

Ors. vs. Arnal endu Das & Ors . \ the learned Attorney General 

con~ended that the Court shoul d not stay the impl ementat i on of the 

:wru; ,~; J sec ~ 7 1 
1 20 ,1 ( l •I) SC:C ,1 f-lfi 

:: :;im 1 (.-c;1 sec :10.1 

~ l U64 ('Jl :sec 4-:.lti 
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laws . He argu,ed that none of the petitioners who hav,e attacked the 

tarn laws have poi nted out any single provision which is 

detrimental to the farmers and that the laws enacted by Parliament 

cannot be stayed by this Court, especially when there is a 

presumption in favour of the constituti onali ty of legi slati on. 

10. Though w•e app,reciate the afores.aid submission of the lea.med 

Attorney General, this Court cannot be said to be completel y 

powerless to grant stay of any executive action under a statutory 

enactment . Even very recently this Court passed an interi n1 Order in 

Dr. Jaishri Laxrnanrao Pat i l Vs. The Chief Min i ster & Anr. (Civil 

Appeal No. 3123 of 2020) directing that admissions to educational 

institutions for th,e Academic Y,ear 2El20-21 and appointments to 

public services and posts under the Government shall be made 

without reference to the reservation provided under t he impugned 

legislation. 

11. As a matter of fact, some of the farmers' bodies who are 

opposing the Fam Laws and who are represented before us through 

counsel, have agreed to go before the co1111t1ittee. Hr . P Wi l son, 

learned seni or counsel representing one section of farmers from 

Tamil Nadu welco111ed the proposal to stay the impelementation of the 

Laws and the constitution of the Committee and stated that his 

client would go before the Committee. Similarly, Mr. A. P. Singh, 

learned counsel appearing for Bhartiya Kisan Union [ BHANU ] also 

submitted that the representatives of the Union wil l participate i n 

the negotiations . He even went to the extent of saying that 

elders, lrlomen and chi ldren will be di ssuaded from being there at 

the site of protest. Mr . Ajay Choudhary, learned counsel for Kisan 
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Maha Panchayat, submitted that t he farITTers from Rajasthan, who are 

protesting at the border of Rajasthan, are willing to appear before 

the Committee and air their g1r ievances. 

12. tilr. V. Chitambaresh, learned senior coui11sel, appearing for 

Bhartiya k'.isan Sangh, the applicant in IA No . 136682/20·20 in WP[C] 

No. 1118/2020 submitted that the Union which he represents is not 

aggrieved by the Farm Laws. Mr. Sridhar Potaraj u, learned counsel 

appearing for t lhe the Consortium of Indian Farmers Association 

(CIFA) submits that his client represents 15 farmers' unions 

across 15 States and that they will be badly affected if a stay of 

the implementatoin of the Farm IL aws is ordered. This is for the 

reason that the farmers who111 he represents I cultivate fruits and 

vegetables and that about 21 million tonnes of fruits and 

vegetables will rot , if anything is done at this stage . 

13. I nsofar as the apprehension regarding MSP [Minimum Support 

Price] being done away with, it is submitted across the Bar that 

the same may not be dismantled. The learned Solicitor General also 

confirmed that there are inherent safgeguards, in-built in the Farm 

Laws, for the protection of the land of the fariners and that it 

will be ensured t hat no farmer will lose his land. 

14. Having heard different perspectives, we deem it fit to pass 

the following interim Order, with the hope and expectation that 

both parties will take this in the right spirit and attempt to 

arrive at a fair, equitable and just solution ta the problems: 

(i) The implementation of the three farm laws 1) Farrner-s • 

Produce Trade and Commerce {Promotion and Facilitation} Act, 

2828; (2) Essential Commodities (Amendment) Act, 2828; and (3) 
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1.5. Whi le we may not stifle a peaceful protest, we thi nk that this 

extraordinary order of stay of implementat i on of the farm laws will 

be percei ved as an achi evement of t he purpose of such p,rotest at 

least tor the present .and wi l l encourage the farmers bodies to 

convince thei r rne111be•rs to get back to their l i veli lllood 1 both in 

order to protect their own l i ves and health and i n o~der to protect 

the lives and properties of others 

16. List the matters after eight weeks . 

I . A. No . 4714/2021 in WP(C), No.1441/2828 AND I.A. N0.4719/2021 I N 
WP{C} N0 . 1118/2828 

Taken on Board 

Issue notice returnable on 18.01.2021 . 

(SANJAY KUMAR- I I} 
ASTT. REGISTRAR-cum -PS 

(INDU KU~ARI POKHRIYAL) 
ASSISTANT REGISTRAR 
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Farmers {Empowerment and Protection) Agreement on Price 

Assurance and Farm Services Act, 2020, shall stand stayed 

until further orders; 

{ii) As a consequence 1 the Minimum support Price system in 

exister1ce bef,ore the er1actment of the Farm Laws shall Ile 

maintained until further orders . In addition, the farmers' 

land holdings shall be protected, i. e., no farmer shall be 

dispossessed or deprived of his title as a result of any 

action take1n under the Farm Laws. 

(iii) A Committee comprising of (1) Shri Bhu?inder Singh Mann, 

National Preside1nt, Bha rtiya Kisan Union and All India Kisan 

Coordinatio~ Committee; (2) Dr. Parmod Kumar Joshi, 

A!lricultural Economist, Director for South Asia, International 

Food Policy Research Institute; (3) Shri Ashok GulatiT 

Aijricultural Economist and F,or mer Chairman of the Commission 

for Agricultural Costs and Prices; and {4) Shri Anil Ghanwat, 

President, Shetkari San{lhatana, is constituted for the purpose 

of listening to the grievances of the farmers relating to the 

farm laws a.nd the views of the Government and to make 

r ecommendations. This committee shall be provi ded a place as 

well as Secretar ial assistance at Delhi by the Gover nm en t. 

All expenses for the Committee to hold sittings at Delhi or 

a1nywhere else shall be borne by the Central Government. The 

r epresentatives of all the farmers' bodies, whe t her they are 

holding a pr otest or not and whether they support or oppose 

the laws shall participat e in the delioerations of the 

Committee and put forth their view points. The Committee 

shall, upon hearing the Government as well as the 

r epresentatives of the farmers' bodies 1 and other 

stakeholders 1 submit a Re?ort before this Court containin{l its 

r ecommendations. This shall be done within two months from the 

date of its first sitting. The first sitting shall be held 

within ten days from today. 
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Meetings held by the Committee

90

7. 12/02/2021 10:30 AM Farmers Group 12 8

5. 09/02/2021 10:30 AM Industry Bodies 18 Amul, ITC, FCI, Sugna 
    Foods, Horticulture Produce
    Exporters Association,
    Venkateshwara Hatcheries,
    CII, FICCI, APEDA, Seafood
    Exporters Association, All
    India Rice Miller Association,
    All India Rice Exporters
    Association, Tractor
    Manufacture Association,
    Cotton Association of India,
    Fertilizer Association of India,
    India Pulses and Grain
    Association, All India Poultry
    Feed Manufacturer
    Association, MPEDA

 04/02/2021 11:00 AM FPOs 

4. 05/02/2021 11:00 AM Private Markets and State 10 Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh,  
  Agriculture Marketing   Maharashtra, Uttar Pradesh,
  Board   Kerala, Jammu & Kashmir,
    Rajasthan, Gujarat, Haryana,
    Tripura

6. 11/02/2021 10:30 AM State Governments 18 Karnataka, Maharashtra,
    Tamil Nadu, Kerala,
        Uttarakhand, Andhra Pradesh,
    Jammu & Kashmir,
    Meghalaya, Arunachal
    Pradesh, Assam, Andaman &
    Nicobar Islands, Dadar and
    Nagar Haveli and Daman &
    Diu, Goa, Himachal Pradesh,
    Nagaland, NCT of Delhi,
    Punjab, Sikkim

8. 15/02/2021 10:30 AM Professionals and  7
  Academicians  

S.No Date Meeting With Participants States Represented

1. 21/01/2021 11:00 AM Farmers' Unions 10 8

2. 29/01/2021 11:00 AM Farmers' Unions 17 11

3. 03/02/2021 11:00 AM Farmers Organization 32 9

Anncxurc-lll 

No. of .Farmers ll nions (.lt'll) nod 1·ar01er l 1roduce-r Organizations (FJl)Os}invited for 
interac.tion-s with the Committee 

s. Date l\umber or Farmer Unions F1J!FPO Protesting 
No. and f POs invited Farmer 

l lnions 
·1 21 .0 1 _'20 21 42 1-'U 4 
'°) 2(}_01.2021 :n FU H 

( I I . OOA Tvl) 
29.01.2021 34 
(2.JO PM ) 

3 .. 03.02.2021 61 .FU and 1•POs 4 
4 . 04.ff2. '2021 18 FPO -
5 , 12.,02,2021 54 J-IPO and ~l.1 25 

6. 23.02.2021 110 ( l .W Pl\)lcSLing lfn ion's) n r 
Total 306 41 

Total!'\umbcr of Farmrr Unions aod FPOs in'"-ited for ml~l~ting .. 106-41+1-2-66 

Th csc f anncr l In ions and FPOs IJ cl ong lO ro Ho w1ng S uncs/l:-Ts :-

I. Telangana 
2. Tamil ~adu 
3~ Udisha 
4 .. Rajasthan 
5 . TJLtar::ik hand 
6 .. 1JLl::i r Prndc~h 
'1 Andhrn Pradesh ' . 
8. Karn 11talrn 
9 .. Kernfu 
1 0. 1'-·falh arashtra 
1 1 . M ttd 1h y ,J l'radtl~h 
12. Put1jnb 
13. Gujarat 
14. fammu & Kashmir 
I S. ChattL:s garh 

16. Manipur 
17. Delhi 
18 .. A::.sam 
l 9 .. .lvtegbafaya 
20. Tfaryana 
21 .. M i.:nn:im 
22. Bihar 
23 . .. lkkim 
24.. Wesc Bengal 
25 . Him a.cha I Pradc sh 
'2.6 , Jh tt1-I< lfiurn.1 
27 .. Tripurn 
2 8. Nagahrnd 
2 9. Aruna chal Pm d t'Sb 
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  TOTAL 142 

9. 18/02/2021 11:00 AM With Government Officials  11 Secretary (Agri), Chairman 
  and Procurement Agencies  (CACP), Addl. Secretary & 
    Joint Secretary (Deptt. of
    Consumer Affairs), Managing
    Director (NAFED)
    participated in person and
    Chairman & Deputy
    Managing Director
    (NABARD), Managing
    Director (SFAC), Adviser
    (FCI), Secretary (Food
    Processing Industries) &
    Managing Director (National
    Horticulture Board)

10. 23/02/2021 10:30 AM With Office bearers of 7 
  All India Kisan 
  Coordination 
  Committee (AIKCC)  
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