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1. Context (GS-3: Industrial Development & Infrastructure)
I. BHAVYA (Bharat Audyogik Vikas Yojana Rasayan) is a Scheme to establish 3 integrated Chemical 
Parks with world-class common infrastructure for the chemical industry.
II. Aims to boost chemical manufacturing, exports, Global Value Chain (GVC) integration, import 
substitution and employment.

2. BHAVYA Scheme
I. Ministry: Chemicals & Fertilizers.
II. Duration: FY 2026–27 to FY 2030–31.
III. Outlay: ₹3,030 crore (₹3,000 crore infrastructure + ₹30 crore administration).
IV. Funding: Centre—up to ₹1,000 crore/park; State—minimum ₹500 crore.
V. Selection: States selected competitively (Challenge Route) based on project readiness.
VI. Eligibility: 8 sq. km. (2,000 acres) of contiguous, encumbrance-free land.
VII. Infrastructure: Plug-and-play facilities—Common Effluent Treatment Plant (CETP), Treatment, 
Storage & Disposal Facility (TSDF), water, steam, solvent recovery, pipeline, logistics & 
warehousing.
VIII. Outcomes: Lower logistics cost, higher competitiveness, sustainable manufacturing, exports, 
employment, Atmanirbhar Bharat & Viksit Bharat 2047.





1. Context (GS-2: India–US Relations | GS-3: International Trade)
The United States (US) has introduced a new tariff regime under Section 301 of the US Trade Act, 1974, restructuring 
import tariffs on nearly 60 countries. The revised framework places India in a relatively favourable tariff category than key 
competitors such as China and Vietnam, improving the competitiveness of Indian exports in the US market.

2. Key Points
I. The new tariff regime replaces the earlier tariffs imposed under the International Emergency Economic Powers Act 
(IEEPA) after they were invalidated by the US Supreme Court.

II. Although officially intended to curb imports linked to forced labour, the policy also reflects the US strategy of de-
risking supply chains from China, promoting domestic manufacturing and diversifying sourcing towards trusted partners.

III. Countries have been classified into four tariff categories, with India attracting lower additional tariffs than major 
competitors such as China and Vietnam, thereby creating a relative—not absolute—trade advantage for Indian exports.

IV. The tariff differential provides India an opportunity to expand its market share in the US, attract supply-chain 
relocation and strengthen its role in Global Value Chains (GVCs).

V. However, realizing these gains will depend on India’s ability to improve manufacturing competitiveness, logistics 
efficiency, infrastructure and ease of doing business, as tariff advantage alone cannot ensure higher exports.





1. Context (GS-2: International Relations | GS-3: Maritime Security)
India’s maritime diplomacy should extend beyond securing sea lanes to protecting Indian seafarers, who often work on foreign-flagged 
vessels and remain vulnerable to conflicts, piracy and jurisdictional uncertainties.

2. Key Points
I. Challenges
i. Indian seafarers serve on foreign-flagged vessels, creating uncertainty over legal jurisdiction, consular protection and repatriation 
during crises.
ii. Recent conflicts in West Asia, the Red Sea, Black Sea, and piracy around the Gulf of Aden have exposed gaps in India’s institutional 
response.
iii. Maritime agreements largely facilitate recognition of certificates and employment, but provide limited safeguards for legal assistance, 
detention, evacuation and repatriation.
iv. Although ships are governed by Flag State jurisdiction and protected under the Maritime Labour Convention (MLC), 2006, enforcement 
remains uneven, often leaving seafarers vulnerable.
v. Seafarers frequently lack information regarding vessel ownership, insurance, sanctions, voyage routes and conflict-zone risks, limiting 
informed decision-making.

II. Way Forward
i. Institutionalise the Seafarer First initiative through a permanent maritime consular mechanism with dedicated liaison officers and real-
time coordination during emergencies.
ii. Establish clear protocols among Indian Missions, shipowners, insurers, recruitment agencies and port authorities for rescue, legal aid 
and repatriation.
iii. Strengthen international cooperation through the International Maritime Organization (IMO) and the International Labour Organization 
(ILO) to develop common standards on detention, deployment in conflict zones and crew repatriation.
iv. Guarantee the right to know (ownership, insurance, sanctions and route risks) and the right to refuse deployment in designated high-
risk zones without penalty.









1. Context (GS-2: Education | Governance | Federalism | GS-3: Human Capital Development)
India’s spending on education has declined at both the Union and State levels over the past decade, raising concerns about the effective implementation of the 
National Education Policy (NEP), 2020, quality of education and human capital development.

2. Key Points
I. Declining Public Investment
i. The Union Government’s expenditure on education has declined from 4.6% of the Union Budget (2013-14) to 2.5% in the 2025-26 Budget Estimates.
ii. The average share of education expenditure by States and Union Territories has also declined from nearly 17% (2013-14) to 13% (2025-26), indicating that the 
decline is not limited to the Centre.
iii. Since Education is a Concurrent List subject (Seventh Schedule), reduced budgetary priority by both levels of government weakens overall investment in the 
sector.

II. Key Findings
i. Significant interstate disparities persist. Bihar allocates the highest share of its expenditure to education (20%), yet records a Secondary Gross Enrolment Ratio 
(GER) of only 45. In contrast, Kerala (GER: 94) and Tamil Nadu (GER: 89) achieve much better educational outcomes despite allocating around 12% of their 
expenditure to education.
ii. Delhi remains a notable exception, where education expenditure increased substantially between 2014-15 and 2024-25, demonstrating the impact of sustained 
policy prioritisation.
iii. The findings indicate that higher expenditure alone does not guarantee better educational outcomes; efficient utilisation of funds, institutional capacity and long-
term policy continuity are equally important.

III. Implications
i. Declining public investment could slow the implementation of NEP 2020, adversely affecting school education, skill development and learning outcomes.
ii. Persistent regional disparities in educational outcomes may widen inequalities in human capital, labour productivity and economic growth.
iii. Sustained investment in education remains essential for leveraging India’s demographic dividend and achieving the vision of Viksit Bharat@2047.

IV. Way Forward
i. Progressively increase public investment towards the 6% of GDP target envisaged under NEP 2020.
ii. Improve the efficiency and outcome-orientation of education spending through better governance, teacher capacity, digital infrastructure and accountability.
iii. Strengthen Centre-State fiscal coordination to reduce interstate disparities and improve equitable access to quality education.


