Differences remain amid

NewDelhIBMarch ke

Y otwithstanding: intense nego
tions lastmg :

What India wanted i
India, along with other devel-" -
oping countnes, sought a ‘per-
manent solution’ to the public
stockholding issue — a policy -
tool used by governments for
procuring, stockpiling, and dis-
tributing food for domestic
food security. This was India’s
foremost priority in agriculture.

Outcome. s

No agreement was reached on
-agriculture due o differences among
countries. Developed nations, such as the
European Union, argued that public stock-
holding progtammes, if implemented as
support to producers’ prices, could impact
the food security of other countries.

Whatitmeans for India -

India faces no immediate threat due tothe
‘peace clause’, offermg a shield to devel-
oping countries from legal challenges over
subsidies or free distribution of grains to
the poor. Jonas Jaccard, policy officer of
- “the Belgian  norFgovernmental organisa-
tion ‘Humundji, noted that the WTO’s

inability to add;essfannerdemangg,frﬂm,,,,
" The Global South is concerning for food

»-security. *“This is dramatic because it
leaves millions of farmers without the
prospeets of improvirg their livelihood,”

Commeree and Industry Mmlster Piyush Goya!_

pﬁas'ésed thafi dia hé

retameﬂ full policy space forthe heneﬁt

€ egative impact
des sector, empha-

Lin distant water fish-

) 'h payouts are crucial for
developing Coutritties and simall econernies
to safeguard the food security and liveli-

“hoods of fishermen, particularly those

fishing up to 200 nautical miles
beyond territorial waters.

_ Outcome

. -Member nations failed to pro-
duce an outcome document
and the ministerial declaration
did not mention ﬁshenes sub-
-mdles Gt g gt

Whatitmeansforjnd;a ;
India retains-full policy space
for the benefit of its farmers, ‘with no
immediate threat. Olencio Simoés; Bener-
al-secretary of the National Fishworkers’
Forum India, highlighted that these nego-
tiations consistently pose a threat to the
livelihoods of small-scale ﬁshers :
“While there had been some imiprove-
ments to protect artisanal fishers from the

prohibitions in this text, they weren’t:

enough to justify a deal,” Simoes said.
E-COMMERCE

Whatindia wanted

‘India ~opposed the continued exemption -
1stoms tuties on e-commereeorelec:

c transmission, arguing that the
moratonum adversely affected reventie

collecuons India also wanted an assess-.
° its‘

ment of the' moratonums scope ar

ton other countries. ,

WTO nations agreed to maintain the cur-
rent practice of not imposing Customs

duties on electronic transmissions until-

the next ministerial conference or March
31 2026, whicheveris earlier.

Whatltmeansforlndla
Parmmder Jeet Singh, coord.mator, Just

Net Coalition, Global/India, expressed dis-

appomtment, stating that the extension of

taxbreaks for Big Tech denies much-need- *

ed tax revenue for developing countries.
“This not only denies the much-need-

ed tax fevenue for developing countries

but also curtails their policy space for

- undertaking theirurgently required digital

industrialisation, if they are to escape dig-
ital colomsamon, Singh said.
OTHER ISSUES

MCI13 also.addressed various plirilateral
agreement pacts, such:as.comesti¢-serv-,

ices regulation, and non-trade issues suchv ;

as investment facilitation. .~ .
Anvagréement on services domesnc

regulation, supported:hy.72 WTO, “mem?,

bers, wasadopted, However, a smnlar pact

led by China — Investment Promotion for .

Development — was blocked by Iridia an
South Africa, despite having the backing

-of more than 120 countries, India, inprin- - ’

ciple, has been against plurilateral pacts’
on platforms like the WTO, fearing a dilu- "
tion of its multilateral trade framework,
Ajay Srivastava, former trade ministry offi-
cial and founder of the Delhi-based think
tank Global Trade Research Inmatlve
‘raised-cancerns. about new jssues like e-
commerce, investment, and micro, small
4and medium enterprises quiétly entering
Jthe WTOagenda through joint statement

2 muauves by some oountnes :




