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The 11th Ministerial Conference of 

WTO is being held amidst the roar of 

deglobalisation triggered by Brexit 

and  followed by US President 

Trump by withdrawing from Trans- 

Pacific Partnership Agreement 

(TPP), Transatlantic Trade and        

Investment Partnership (TTIP) and 

from Paris Agreement on Climate 

Change for his high pitch nationalist 

agenda as America First Policy    

coupled with downsizing the          

effectiveness of NAFTA. In Europe 

and elsewhere too The nationalist 

forces are re-emerging and there is a    

gradual reversal of the open market 

economy and g loba l iza t ion .         

Swadeshi economics always spoke 

and  advocated for a free and fair 

trading system whereas the Western 

model of globalization had a bias for       

exploitation of market and resources 

of the developing countries and the 

Least Developed Countries (LDCs) 

since the days of imperialism and           

colonialism followed by globalization 

after the Second World War through 

the architecture of Bretton Woods 

Institutions, namely World Bank, IMF 

and WTO. WTO to some extent is 

emerging as a balancing mechanism 

where decisions are arrived at  on           

consensus basis and not through 

any veto power or disproportionate 

voting as in the case of IMF and 

World Bank. 

However, the problem which is     

faced by the developing countries in 

the decision making process of WTO 

is that the legal framework    pre-

pared through Uruguay Round under 

the Dunkel Proposals, which  provid-

ed all benefits to the            devel-

oped countries with the very for-

mation of the WTO by bringing       

Agriculture and Trade Related         

Aspects of IPR (TRIPS) under the 

ambit  of  WTO but  wi thout              

implementation of the existing    

agenda which were imbibed in the 

decisions      forming part of the WTO 

legal text. These have been avoided 

from the very first  Ministerial       

Conference of the WTO in  1996 in 

Singapore and new Agenda have 

been loaded for implementation 

which not only deprives developing 

countries from the benefit of market 

access and most favoured nation 

along with the Special and Different 

Treatment but rather have to follow 

the regressive and baised rules of 

trade which     unduly affect the      

livelihood of their farmers and create 

balance of payment problems forcing 

them to  face prob lems o f                

unemployment, food security and 

market access in the areas of their 

competitive strength. 

The partial success achieved by   

developing countries through Doha 

Development Agenda in 2001 and by 

dropping of the Singapore Issues in 

the 5th Cancun Ministerial Confer-

ence in 2003 and through the July, 

2004 Package has been largely van-

ished in the previous two Ministerial      

Conferences at Bali (2013) and    

Nairobi (2015). This is particularly so 

when the Doha Development       

Agenda has been almost put to rest 

in Nairobi package. 

It is a matter of great pain that      

desp i te  there  be ing  i l l ega l             

agr icu l tura l  subs id ies  be ing           

provided by the developed/OECD   

Countries,the counter charge is 

placed on the developing countries to 

bring down their subsidies by        

restructuring the stock holding of 

food grains and attacking the food 

security to the poor and rural people.  

It may be worthwhile to note that the 

countries have increased their Agri-

culture Subsidies OECD in the last 

20 years since the creation of WTO 

to the extend of nearly more than US 

$ 400 as against their commitment to 

reduce it. It is unfortunate that the 

base price formula of 1986-1988 for 

calculation of the value of agricultural 

output for the subsidy purposes is 

still maintained. The developing         
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countries have been brought to the 

back foot from offensive to defensive 

position in their negotiation on      

agricultural issues. It is high time that 

the developing   countries 

should be assertive in their 

demand in one voice for 

c o m p l e t e  a b o l i t i o n                

of  agricultural subsidies   

provided by the developed 

countries and bring them 

under the common fold of 

aggregate measure of      

support (AMS) by striking off 

the  commercial  diplomacy 

of green box subsidies. 

Major  Areas  o f  Cha l lenge for 

N e g o t i a t i o n  a t  t h e  1 1 t h       

M i n i s t e r i a l  C o n f e r e n c e  a t 

Buenos  A ires,  Argent ina  

The most difficult task and the      

challenges before the trade ministers  

of the      developing countries will be 

in the following major areas: 

I. Food Security and Stockholding        

 vis a vis agricultural subsidy 

II. E-Commerce and Digital Trade 

III. Non-Violation Clause in the 

TRIPS Agreement 

IV. Geograph ical  Ind icat ions -

Darjeeling Tea 

V. Review of Chinese Accession 

after 15 years of its membership 

to WTO 

VI. Revival of Doha Round 

VII. Protection for proposal to reduce 

subsidies on fisheries  by devel-

oping countries 

VIII.  Protect ion for  tradit ional 

Knowledge and    Folklore 

IX. Review of Article 6 of TRIPS on 

International Exhaustion of      

Patent Rights and the principles 

of Parallel Trade .  

 

We shall deal with some of  the 

above issues in brief in the context of 

the Work Programme mentioned in 

the 10th conference at Nairobi along 

with the implication of the I.T     

Agreement signed in the Second 

Ministerial   Conference at Geneva in 

1998. 

Food secur i ty  

According to WTO people are       

considered “food secure” when they 

have access to sufficient,safe,       

nutritious food to maintain a  healthy 

and active life. Work on food security 

at the WTO takes place in the      

Agriculture      Committee. 

Pub l ic  s tockho ld ing  fo r  food 

secur i ty  purposes :  

According to WTO literature public 

stockholding programmes are used 

by some governments to purchase, 

stockpile and distribute food to     

people in need. While food security is 

a legitimate policy objective, some 

stockholding programmes are       

considered to distort trade when they 

involve purchases from farmers at 

prices fixed by the governments, 

k n o w n  a s  “ s u p p o r t e d ”  o r 

“administered” prices. 

The developed countries played a 

high level diplomacy to twist the    

negotiation on reduction/abolition of 

domestic support of agriculture at the 

9th Ministerial Conference, at Bali and 

called the developing countries to 

stop their public stock 

holding       programee 

through domestic sup-

port within a period of 

four years which is going 

to be over at the 11th           

Ministerial Conference at 

B u e n o s  A i r e s ,             

Argentina. In brief the 

Bali Ministerial Decision 

on public stock holding 

is as below: 

“Members agree to put in place an 

interim mechanism as set out below, 

and to negotiate on an   agreement 

for a permanent solution, for the is-

sue of public stockholding for food 

security purposes for     adoption by 

the 11th Ministerial Conference. 

In the interim, until a     permanent 

solution is found, and provided that 

the        conditions set out below are 

met,   Members shall refrain from   

challenging through the WTO        

Dispute Settlement Mechanism, 

compliance of a developing Member 

with its obligations under Articles 6.3 

and 7.2 (b) of the    Agreement on 

Agriculture (AoA) in relation to sup-

port provided for       traditional staple 

food crops in       pursuance of public 

stockholding programmes for food 

security       purposes existing as of 

the date of this Decision. The ‘Peace 

Clause’  of 4 years will expire as the 

period of negotiation comes to close 

at the 11th ministerial conference.” 

The above situation is likely to put 

developing countries under great 

strain as it keeps the developed 

countries open to provide domestic 

support in    disguise of Green Box 

which is outside the ambit of         

domestic  support subsidies. 
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The G-33 group of developing     

countries on 16 July 2014 and also 

subsequently has essential ly        

reintroduced the group’s 2012       

pre-Bali proposal to move the       

support provided under these       

programmes into the “Green Box” 

(covering domestic support for      

agriculture that is allowed without 

limits because it does not distort 

trade, or at most causes     minimal 

distortion). In November 2015, the 

group submitted another proposal, 

which simply asks for public       

stockholding programmes of a     

certain kind not to be included in a 

country’s calculation of AMS. This 

stand needs to be adopted jointly by 

all the developing countries including 

India. 

Similarly there is an effort to restrict 

the special safeguard Mechanism 

(SSM) for restricting surge in imports 

and here also the developing       

countries need to draw strategy for 

effective negotiation and thereby not 

to come under pressure of the       

developed countries.  

E-Commerce 

Electronic commerce, commonly 

known as e-commerce, involves the 

digital transfer of  goods and         

services across borders. Broadly 

speaking, e-commerce is the sale or 

purchase of goods or services      

conducted over the internet or other 

computer networks. An e‑commerce 

transact ion can be between           

enterprises,  households, individuals, 

governments and other public or   

private organizations. 

The Declaration on Global Electronic 

Commerce adopted by the WTO’s 

Second Ministerial Conference in 

May 1998 urged the WTO General 

C o u n c i l  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a                   

comprehensive work programme to 

examine all trade-related issues  

arising from global e-commerce 

(contained in document WT/L/274). 

Ministers also agreed to continue 

their practice of not imposing        

customs duties on electronic         

transmissions until their next         

session. This is known as the         

moratorium on e-commerce. The 

moratorium has been extended at 

subsequent ministerial conferences. 

It is to be noted that a work           

programme on E-Commerce was 

dec ided a t  10 t h  M in is te r ia l              

Conference at    Nairobi, 15-18th Dec 

2015 on the   basis 

of the earlier    de-

cision arrived at the 

second       Ministe-

rial         Confer-

ence at    Geneva 

on 25th Sep 1998 

as      reproduced 

below: 

1. To continue the 

work under the 

Work Programme 

o n  E le c t r o n ic   

Commerce since 

our last session, 

based on the      

existing mandate 

and guidelines and 

on the basis of       

proposals    submitted by Members 

in the relevant WTO bodies as set 

out in paragraphs 2 to 5 of the Work      

Programme,   

2. To instruct the General Council to 

hold periodic reviews in its sessions 

of July and December 2016 and July 

2017 based on the reports that may 

be submitted by the WTO bodies 

entrusted with the implementation of 

the Work Programme and    report to 

the next session of the Ministerial              

Conference, 

3. That  Members will maintain the 

current practice of not imposing    

customs duties on electronic        

transmissions until our next session 

which we have decided to hold in 

2017.  

In other words the current              

moratorium on E-Commerce which is 

renewed by WTO every 2 years is 

likely to be made permanent.        

According to WTO , in 2015, global         

e-commerce in goods and services 

was worth about $2 trillion and has 

grown very fast in emerging         

economies.  

It may be noted that abolition of    

import duty or adoption of zero duty 

on imports of all electronic goods    

pursuant to Information Technology 

Agreement in 1998 has adversely 

affected India’s domestic industry 

and the demand is  largely             

dependent on imports and therefore 

further liberalization of e commerce 

with zero import duty will substantialy  

reduce the policy space with the   

Indian Parliament and may cause 

tremendous harm to the domestic 

industry in various  commodities as   

E-commerce is not limited to        

electronic/computer hardware alone. 

TRIPS NON-VIOLATION CLAUSE 

AND MINISTERIAL DECISION OF 

19   DECEMBER 2015  

The Ministerial Conference decides 

https://www.wto.org/english/news_e/news14_e/agng_23jul14_e.htm
https://www.wto.org/english/news_e/news14_e/agng_23jul14_e.htm
javascript:linkdoldoc('wt/min(15)/w22.pdf',%20'')
javascript:linkdoldoc('WT/L/274.pdf',%20'')
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as follows:  

We take note of the work done by the 

Council for Trade-Related Aspects of 

Intellectual Property Rights pursuant 

to our Decision of 7 December 2013 

on "TRIPS Non-Violation and Situa-

tion Complaints" (WT/L/906), and 

direct it to continue its examination of 

the scope and modalities for  com-

plaints of the types provided for un-

der               subparagraphs 1(b) and 

1(c) of     Article XXIII of GATT 1994 

and make recommendations to our 

next Session, which we have decided 

to hold in 2017. It is agreed that, in 

the meantime,    Members will not 

initiate such complaints     under the 

TRIPS     Agreement. 

It is worthwhile to note that India has 

complied with the TRIPS Agreement 

by adopting all changes in its patent 

and other IPR laws within the given 

time frame of 1-1-2005.However the 

developed countries, especially  Unit-

ed States has some trouble for its 

pharmaceutical industries which sell 

its so called innovative drugs in the 

Indian market at a very exorbitant 

price by obtaining patents in           

India .The U.S. Pharma companies 

sometimes have a tendency to ever 

greening of its    patented drug       

beyond 20 years of the original patent 

right with minor modifications without 

increasing the efficacy of the 

drugs .The Indian patent Act does not 

allow patent for such ever-greening 

practice through strict provision of 

Section 3d of the Act. Similarly the 

provisions of granting compulsory 

license for certain drugs which are 

expected by the MNC’S at a very 

high price and the Indian domestic 

industries are denied license to pro-

duce the same at lesser price even 

by paying royalty to the MNC’S, the 

same is not acceptable to the US                   

Government .Therefore there is a 

tactical move to bring Indian        

Government before The Dispute    

Settlement Body of WTO on the   

context that even if there is no      

violation of the TRIPS Agreement , if  

the MNCs, commercial interest is suf-

fered because of the provisions of the   

Indian Patent Act, which are in the 

national interest and in the public in-

terest of our country. India therefore 

must oppose to accept this   decision 

at the 11th MC at any cost. It is a well 

known fact that the Indian patent of-

fice had denied grant of   patent to 

Novartis Switzerland for its pharma 

compound imatinib mesylate used in 

used in drug marketed as "GLIVEC" 

and the Supreme court of India    up-

held the validity of Section 3d of Indi-

an Patent Act ,1970 saying that it is in 

full compliance with the TRIPS 

Agreement which allows certain   

flexibility for the national patent laws. 

In another different instance the Con-

troller General of Patent issued a 

compulsory license to Natco Pharma 

of India for a cancer drug “Nexavar” 

which was patented by Bayer       

Corporation of Germany. Natco is a 

reputed Indian drug    manufacturing    

company and was denied a license 

by Bayer corporation and as a result 

the Controller General of India grant-

ed compulsory license to Natco to   

manufacture Nexavar in pursuance of 

section 84(1) (a), (b) and (c) of the 

Indian Patent Act.     Today Natco is 

supplying the drug to cancer patients 

at a cost of below Rs. 10,000 per 

month as against the exorbitant cost 

of approximately Rs. 3,00,000 per 

month charged by Bayer corporation 

and this has brought substantial     

relief to Indian cancer patients. 

The above two provisions in the    

Indian Patent Act regarding Novelty 

under  sect ion 3(d) and for             

compulsory licensing under section 

8 4  h a s  b o u g h t  u n d e s i r e d               

controversies by the big Pharma 

companies in the    developed       

countries. The USA has published 

the Special 301 Report for the year 

2014 on 30th April, 2014 which       

classifies India as a “Priority Watch 

List Country” mainly on the ground of 

provision of section 3(d) and for issue 

of compulsory licenses under section 

84 of the Indian Patent Act. The     

Special 301 process is a unilateral 

measure taken by USA   under The 

Trade Act 1974, to create pressure 

on countries like India to provide IPR 

protection beyond TRIPS agreement. 

It is an extra territorial law of the USA 

and is not tenable under the overall 

WTO regime. It is also a matter of 

fact that no WTO member countries 

have so far brought any dispute for 

any alleged violation of the TRIPS 

agreement by India. In such a situa-

tion the extra territorial pressure from 

USA is undesired and has been ob-

jected by the Government of India.  

It is a matter of utmost surprise that in 

a meeting held by the TRIPS Council 

in the first week of June 2015 at      

Geneva,  Un i ted  Sta tes and            

Switzerland had tried to invoke the 

prov is ions of ‘Non Vio lat ion          

Complains’ stipulated under article 

XXIII (1b) and (1c) of GATT 1994 

read with Article 64.2 of TRIPS 

agreement. The said proposal had 

been strongly opposed by India,     

Brazil and other 17 countries on the 

ground that the said Non Violation 

Complain is neither relevant nor     

legit imate in case of TRIPS        

agreement for which a moratorium is 

in force. The said Non Violation    

Complain is applicable only in a     

limited manner to movement of goods 

and services alone and does not    

apply to issues relating to Intellectual 

Property Rights under the TRIPS 

agreement. The illicit proposal of 

United States and Switzerland was 

very much visible at the 10th         

Ministerial Conference in Nairobi on 

15-18 December 2015, which has 

adopted a working programmed on 

“Non-Violence Complain” which is 

likely to be incorporated as part of the 

Draft 11th Ministerial Conference in 

2017. 

We should strongly protest the same 

with advance preparation and 

through awareness program. It may 

be noted that the Indian Patent Act is 

in due compliance of Article 27 for 

grant of Patents and Article 31 for 

grant of Compulsory License as con-

tained in the TRIPs Agreement of the 

WTO and by using the flexibilities 

allowed as per the spirits of Article 30 

of the TRIPS.  
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November 8, 2016 wi l l  be              

remembered in the monetary history 

of India as an important event when  

Prime Minister Shri Narandra Modi 

made the announcement that from 

the midnight ,the high value           

denomina t ion  bankno tes  o f 

Rs.1,000/- and Rs.500/- will cease to 

be legal tender saying it was part of 

excavation of rampant corruption. 

The total money in circulation in   

these high denomination notes was 

Rs .15.44 lakh c rore  wh ich              

constituted 86 per cent of the total 

money in circulation of Rs.17 lakh 

crore as per the Reserve Bank of 

India estimate. 

Demonetisation action was not     

unprecedented in its own economic 

history; there were two previous   

instances of demonetisation, in 1946 

and 1978, the latter not having and 

significant effect on cash. In 1970, a 

Committee headed by former Chief 

Justice K.N. Wanchoo, in its interim 

report, recommended demonetisa-

tion of the 10,100 and higher        

denomination notes to combat the 

scourge of black money. These    

denominations accounted for 86.6 

percent of the then money stock. 

The Government kept the window 

open for deposit of old currency note 

by public till 30th December 2016. 

The objectives set  by Government of 

India was four fold: To curb               

(i) corruption; (ii) counterfeiting; (iii) 

the use of high denomination notes 

fo r  ter ror is t  ac t iv i t ies ;  and               

(iv) especially the accumulation of 

“black money”, generated by income 

that has not been declared to the tax 

authorities. The objectives also      

included creating higher tax base 

and minimizing cash transactions in 

the economy along with promoting 

digitalization. 

Government of India has stated in its 

Economic Survey , Vol II, Chapter 

III , that it It followed a series of     

earlier efforts  to curb such illicit    

activities, including the creation of 

Spacial Investigation Team (SIT) in 

the 2014 budget; the Black Money 

and Imposition of Tax Act. 2015;   

Benami Transaction Act 2016; the 

information exchange agreement 

with Switzerland; change in the tax 

treaties with Maurities, Cyprus and 

Singapore; and Income Disclosure 

Scheme. Demonetisation was aimed 

at signalling a regime change,       

emphasizing the government’s       

Year of Implementation of Demonetisation by Various Countries.    

Source:https://testbook.com/- 
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determination to penalise illicit       

activities and the associated wealth. 

In effect, the tax on all illicit activities, 

as legal activities that were not      

disclosed to the tax authorities, was 

sought to be permanently and       

punitively increased. 

However the subject matter became 

very controversial especially after 

publication of the Annual Report by 

Reserve Bank of India on 30th August 

2017, which revealed that the total 

depos i t  o f  t he  h igh  va lue                

demonetised notes was Rs.15.28 

lakh crore, constituting almost 99 per 

cent of the high value notes  of Rs 

15.44 lakh Crore in circulation before 

announcement of the scheme   

whereas the Central Government 

init ially estimated and made        

statement that an amount of Rs.3 

lakh crore approximately held as 

black money by unscrupulous people 

will not be deposited. In other words, 

the cash money exchanged in the 

new currency notes of Rs.2000 and 

Rs.500 and in other form of currency 

was in lieu of both, the black money 

and the white money.  

The opposition parties and some   

experts have questioned the very  

legitimacy of demonetisation and has 

blamed the Central Government for 

the hasty decision which caused   

disruption of the economic activities 

and the hardships caused to        

common man for standing in long 

queues for exchange of the currency 

including death of few persons in the 

whole process and has called the 

scheme a ‘Conspiracy and Scam’, 

causing slow down and decline of the 

economic growth in the Country. 

The counter argument from the    

Government side is that it was a    

historic event and has resulted into 

unearthing of several tangible links of 

black money in the country, not only 

in the form of deposit of old currency 

notes in banks but also in the form of 

jewelleries and investments in real 

etatte/properties in Benami names. 

Therefore it is not fully correct to say 

that mere deposit of the 99% of the 

money in circulation is ipso facto, a 

clean chit to black money. According 

to Income Tax Law, the depositor is 

liable to explain the nature and 

source of the bank deposit and the 

prima facie linkage with the bank   

deposits made by certain individuals 

and companies pending through   

investigation , reveal that a           

substantial amount of black money 

has been deposited in the bank     

accounts which are under scrutiny by 

the Income Tax Department.        

Secondly the counterfeited money 

which was in circulation has just    

become useless and its misuse by 

the anti-national and anti-social     

elements have eroded. The          

government of India has been largely 

successfully in unearthing black 

money and to tighten the source of 

funding in illegal and illegitimate 

manner in the hands of the terrorist 

and the Naxalites as per several   

corroborative evidences in circulation 

of terrorists activities in Kashmir and 

in other border districts across   

Bangladesh and other Vulnerable 

places. 

The ministry of Corporate Affairs in a 

release said , “Preliminary enquiry on 

Source: Annual Report of RBI published on 30-08-2017 
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the basis of information received 

from 56 banks in respect of 35,000 

companies invo lv ing  58,000           

accounts has revealed that an 

amount of over Rs 17,000 crore was 

deposited and withdrawn post        

demonetisation .On the eve of first 

anniversary of demonetisation,       

celebrated as  Anti Black Money 

day  ,the National Investigation 

Agency (NIA) announced on        

Tuesday a seizure of Rs 36.34 Crore 

in demonetised currency  in Delhi in 

its on-going probe into cross-border 

funding of terror activities in Jammu 

and Kashmir. 

It is understood from various 

official sources that the Income 

Tax        Department is set to 

issue notices to about one lakh 

entities and           individuals, 

who have deposited huge 

amounts of cash in bank post de-

monetisation and whose tax returns 

have been picked for detailed probe 

into suspected discrepancies. The 

Income Tax department has also 

launched “Operation Clean Money 

“ in January this year to check black 

money generation post the note ban. 

According to  official data , accessed 

by PTI ,17.73 lakh suspicious cases 

involving Rs 3.68lakh crore have 

been identified by the taxman in 

23.22 lakh bank accounts post     

demonetisation. 

The government claims that there 

has been unprecedented increase in 

tax compliance after demonetisation 

i.e.,: 

 New tax payers    increased by 

26.6% from 66.53 lakh in 2015-

16 to 84.21 Lakh in 2016-17 

 No of e-returns filed increased by 

27.95% from 2.53 in 2016-17 

crore to 3.01 crore in 2017-18. 

In a meeting at Kolkata on Economic 

Impact on Demonetisaion , Mr Jayant 

Sinha Hon’ble Union Minister of 

State for Civil Aviation, Government 

of India has called the demonetisa-

tion as a Miracle for the long term 

benefits to the country to eliminate 

black money and bring good         

governance and  sustainable        

economic development. 

Black Money is a menace and is a 

big hurdle in the inclusive growth of 

the country .Various estimates have 

been made about  the nature and 

quantity of black money within and 

outside the country in the form of 

bank deposits, illicit investments in 

bullion or jewelries , foreign bank 

accounts , investment in land or 

property either in own name or in the 

name of some other person or in   

benami hands. 

WHITE PAPER, BLACK MONEY 

A white paper on black money was 

tabled in the Lok Sabha by the      

former finance minister, Pranab 

Mukherjee, on May 21, 2012. The 

paper highlights the complexity of the 

problem and tries to define black 

money. It notes that “money that is 

not fully legitimate in the hands of the 

owner” may be so owing to two     

reasons: “The first is that the money 

may have been generated through 

illegitimate activities not permissible 

under the law, like crime, drug trade, 

terrorism, and corruption, all of which 

are punishable under the legal 

framework of the state. The second 

and perhaps more likely reason is 

that the wealth may have been    

generated and accumulated by     

failing to pay the dues to the public 

exchequer in one form or other. 

The paper, when looked at closely, 

appears to recognize that black   

money comes from crime or          

corruption. “The ‘criminal’ component 

of black money,” it goes on to      

elaborate, “may include proceeds 

from a range of activities including 

racketeering, trafficking in counterfeit 

and contraband goods, smuggling, 

production and trade of narcotics, 

forgery, illegal mining,   illegal felling 

of forests, illicit liquor trade,   

robbery, kidnapping, human       

trafficking, sexual exploitation 

and prostitution, cheating and 

financial fraud, embezzlement, 

drug money, bank frauds, and 

illegal trade in arms. Some of 

these offences are included in 

the schedule of the Prevention of 

Money Laundering Act 2002. The 

‘corrupt’ component of such money 

could stem from bribery and theft by 

those holding public office. 

Use of Tax Havens and investment 

in  C ap i t a l  Mark e t  t h r ou gh              

Participatory notes (PN) Was a     

common practice for recycling of 

black money which have been      

curtailed to a large extent by         

cancellation of Double Taxation 

Treaty with Mauritius and Singapore 

but the government is still trying to 

unearth the black money stashed in 

Swiss Bank and other Foreign Bank 

accounts through several diplomatic 

efforts including G20. The G20      

summit in London in April 2009 

proved to be an important milestone 

when just before the summit,      

co un t r i es  l i ke  Sw i t ze r l a nd ,          

Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, and 

Monaco announced their prepared-

ness to accept OECD standards of 

transparency and exchange of infor-

mation.  
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Group photograph taken during the Seminar  on “Economic Impact of Demonetisation” held on 8th Nov, 2017 with Shri Jayant Sinha, Hon'ble Union Minister 

of State for Civil Aviation, Govt. of India. 
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