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RAJYA SABHA 

Friday, the Sth October,  1982/16 Asvina, 
1904   (Saka) 

The  House  met  at  eleven  of the  clock, 

Mr.    Deputy    Chairman    in the    Chair 

ORAL  ANSWERS TO  QUESTIONS 

*81. [The questioner (Shri Bhagatram 
Manhar) was absent for answer vide Col, 30-
31  infra] 

Supply of Nuclear fuel for the    Tarapur 
Atomic Power Plant 

*82. SHRI SHIVA CHANDRA JHA:f 
SHRI  SURENDRA  MOHANTY: 

Will the Minister of EXTERNAL 
AFFAIRS be  pleased to  state: 

1 1) whether it is a fact that during the 
iecent visit of the Prime Minister to the U.S. 
the question of supply of nuclear fuel for the 
Tarapur Atomic Power Plant was discussed 
with the U.S. authorities and it was decided 
that France would supply the nuclear fuel  in 
place of U.S.; 

(b) whether it is also a fact that France'has 
put new conditions, other than the agreement 
reached between U.S. and India in 1963 for 
the supply of nuclear fuel   for   the  Tarapur  
Plant; 
* (c) if so, what are Ihe details of new 
conditions put forward by France for supply 
of the nuclear fuel and what is Government's 
reaction in this regard; 

(d) whether the issue has been sorted out 
after the recent visit of the French delegation  
to  India;   and 

(e) if so, what are the details in this 
regard and by when supply of nuclear fuel  is 
likely to commence? 

†The question was actually asked on the 
floor of the House by Shri Shiva Chandra Jha. 
1288—1. 

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL 
AFFAIRS (SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO): 
(a) Discussions had been going on between 
Indian and US officials to resolve the problem 
arising out of the inability of the US 
Government to supply enriched uranium for the 
Tarapur Atomic Power Station (TAPS), in 
terms of the 1963 Agreement. Subsequently, in 
July, 1982, the US Government proposed l that 
if India agreed France could take over (as a 
substitute for USA) the responsibility of 
supplying enriched uranium for the TAPS in 
the framework of the 1963 Co-operation 
Agreement and the safeguards Agreement of 
1971 which flows therefrom. The 1963 Co-
operation Agreement would remain intact in 
every other respect. India agreed to this 
arrangement after it was confirmed both by the 
USA and France that the latter would make 
supplies of enriched uranium in the framework 
of the 1963 Agreement and the Safeguards 
Agreement of 1971. 

(b) to (e) As a follow up, a delegation of 
French officials visited India for discussion 
which have not yet concluded. In view of this, 
it would not be possible to give any further 
details nor to set a definite date for the 
supplies to commence. 

Sir, this is the answer as of today becau-e 
the discussions are still going on. So, we 
could not say anything more definite than this 
at this moment. 
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SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY: Sir, the 
position is rather intriguing, from the answers 
of the hon. Minister. Now, he says that the 
U.S. has declined and has suggested another 
country, namely, France, to supply enriched 
uranium, within the parameters of the earlier 
framework. May I know, what are the specific 
reasons for the refusal of the U.S. to supply 
and why, in view of its refusal, it has suggest-
ed another country to suply enriched uranium 
under the same conditions? Part (b) of my 
question is this. Now, the hon. Minister is 
self-complacent. He says, do not worry. May 
I know, how long the present stock of 
enriched uranium is going to lost, in Tarapur, 
and what is the time bound programme for its 
replacement? Then, lastly, I would like to 
know. .. 

MR.    DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:     You 
have asked so many questions. 

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY: Sir, I am 
concluding. As you can see from the question 
list, the question is longer than my 
supplementary. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, you may interrupt the 
Members only to the same extent as you 
interrupt the Minister. When the Minister is 
speaking, you stop others from interrupting. 
Now, when the hon. Member is asking 
questions, you go on interrupting  him. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He cannot   
ask  so  many   questions. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: Who says he 
cannot? % | ] 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: He cannot.    
He can put only one question. 

SHRI PILOO MODY:     No. 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:     No. It 
is not for you to say like that. 

SHRl PILOO MODY:    This has never been   
ihe   precedent.      Nobody  has  ever . asked 
only one question. 

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY:     Sir, 
let me conclude my question. 

(Interruptions) 

MR.     DEPUTY     CHAIRMAN:      Hi? 
cannot be  allowed to put so many questions, 

SHRI PILOO MODY: He can. Mr. 
Mohanty, you ask as many question! as you  
like. 

MR.     DEPUTY    CHAIRMAN:     You 
are   not   in  fhe   Chair. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: I would not sit in 
that    Chair    for    all    the    tea   ill 
China. . . . 

ilnterruptions) 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: You cannot  
dictate  like  that. 

ilnterruptions) 

SHRI SURENDRA MOHANTY: Don't be 
arbitrary to me. Let me conclude   my  
question. 

MR.  DEPUTY  CHAIRMAN:     If you 
take half-an-hour and ask so many questions . 

SHRI  SURENDRA     MOHANTY:     I 
have  not  taken  half-an-hour.     All right, I  
do  not   ask. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: Mr. Minister, he 
has not asked any question. Do not answer.    
Why you are answering? 

SHRl SITA RAM KESRI: Because you 
ask. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: If you want to be a 
Minister, chup baitto. 
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SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: Sir, to the 
extent the hon. Member has asked the question, 
ij is my duty to answer it. It is common 
knowledge that the U.S. expressed their 
inability to supply fuel to Tarapur as a result of 
their domestic legislation. We have very clearly 
told them that their domestic legislation cannot 
be retroactive. We said, a legislation which was 
passed in 1978 cannot have any effect on an 
agreement which was entered into in 1963; 
therefore, until 1993, no domestic legislation 
can have any adverse effect on the supplies. 
They said, they could not agree to this, 
because, their Congress would not agree to 
this. As a result, we reached a kind of 
stalemate. JWe stuck to our guns. They went on 
expressing their inability. So, it is during thi9 
discussion of how to get over this difficulty and 
save the Tarapur Agreement. I may in this 
connection remind the House that our stand has 
never been to break it unilaterally. Our stand 
has always been to keep it going because the 
Tarapur Agreement has certain elements which 
are advantageous to us and we would like to 
retain them right up to 1993 if we' can. Since 
this was not found possible from the other side, 
they said, can you accept a substitute supplier 
subject to the same conditions and terms as 
1963 Agreement? Now there was nothing on 
the face of this proposal to reject .it. We 
wanted the supplies, we wanted no change in 
the terms and conditions. Both these aspects 
were being met by thig new proposal. 
Therefore, we said, we are prepared to consider 
that. But. we also took care to see that we did 
not talk only to the U.S. We also started talking 
to the French because we wanted to know 
whether the French are really in a position to 
step into the shoes of the U.S. as substitute 
suppliers subject to the same terms and 
conditions in the Agreement. We wanted to 
make it doubly sure. Now it js in this process 
that certain difficulties have come up. We hope 
that these difficulties will be got over. 

SHRI       SURENDRA       MOHANTY: 
What  are  those  difficulties? 

SHRI  P.  V.  NARASIMHA  RAO:   The 
difficulties  are that now the French seem 

to think that they will not bs able to supply 
according to the 1963 framework. They are 
trying to impose a condition which was not 
there, according to the original understanding, 
that is the condi-iton of post 1993 position. 
We have told them that this is not a condition 
which is acceptable to us. We are not going to 
accept it. We stick to the 1963 framework as 
it is. Either it goes through or it does not go 
through. Either way we are not going to 
change our stand. This  is  the  position. 

With regard to actual supplies, I would like 
to say that that aspect has nothing to do with 
the Agreement because we want the 
Agreement, we want supplies as soon as 
possible, because we do want the fuel in order 
to keep the Tarapur plant going. That is why 
we have entered into all these new 
discussions in order to see whether supplies 
could be resumed as quickly as possilbe. I 
could not say how long the Tarapur plant 
would last on the existing amount of fuel. That 
detail is not with me. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: If that detail is not 
available with you, what is the time span of 
your agreements? Can you have the  
agreements for  ever? 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI; 
Sir, the hon. Minister has explained in detail 
both the questions and the supplementaries 
and I only want to know from him on specific 
issues. 

Now yon yourself are giving a con-
tradictory statement. At the outset you said 
that the Government gained one point in 
finding France ready to step into the shoes of 
the USA in view of the 1963 Agreement, and 
in the 1963 Agreement along with other 
safeguards the reprocessing right was there, 
as per the Indian Government's contention 
which is given in the Washington papers. 
When the Prime Minister " visited the USA, 
that was the attitude of the Senators in the 
USA but we thought that when the Prime 
Minister herself has declared it. the view of 
the Government must be clear that they have 
every right of reprocessing. But  again   in   
the   same   breath  you   say 
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that France has objected to the reprocessing 
right, whether it is with the Indian 
Government or post 1993 or whatever it is. 
So, I want a categorical answer whether the 
reprocessing right has been accepted by the 
USA and also by France. That is my first 
point. Along with that I wanted to "know, as 
has been pointed ont that the entire Tarapur 
plant is working at a capacity of 40 to 50 per 
cent, whether the statement of the Prime 
Minister that it will last up to 1984 is on the 
basis of the present capacity utilisation, or any 
increased capacity utilisation is envisaged. In 
this connection, I would like to know whether 
reprocessing wili also be the right of the 
Government. 

And the last point, Mr. Minister.. . 
(Interruptions) 

MR.  DEPUTY     CHAIRMAN:      How 
many points you want to put? This is a 
different question you are putting. If I say 
that, you will get agitated. 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI:    
Why noi, sir? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Mr. 
Minister,  please. 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KUL 
KARNI: Whether for the Tarapur the 
USSR is going to supply. .. (Interrup 
tions) 

SHRI  P.  V.  NARASIMHA   RAO:     I 
Jiave   not heard   the  third  question. 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI: I 
want to know. . .(Interruptions) Madam, why 
are you shouting unnecessarily. The Minister 
has asked me. 

SHRI PILOO MODY: Tarapur is tickling  
her. 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI: 
Whelher i,n the recent discussions with the 
USSR, the USSR js going to supply enriched 
uranium for the Tarapur plant, I would like to 
know whether  it   is  a  fact. 

SHRI  P. V. NARASIMHA RAO:    Let 
.me   take      the   third   question  flrst.    The 

answer is in the negative. That is simple. 
Then, this js also well known and this has 

been stated several times in both the Houses 
that in regard to the interpretation of the 1963 
Agreement, in two respects there was a 
difference of opinion between us and the USA. 
Number 1, in regard to re-processing; number 
2, in regard to what is to happen after 1993. 
When the switching over from the USA to the 
French was proposed and we discussed it with 
the French, the French toid us that they had no 
difficulty in our reprocessing the fuel. That is 
why I said, one of the difficulties has been 
removed; one of the difficulties is out of the 
way. The other is still there. That is being 
discussed,-* and we hope that we will find a 
satisfactory solution to this also. I will not say 
what will happen if this does not happen. If 
this does not happen, it is clear that the French 
participation is completely out  of question. 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI: 
So it is clear that we were taken   for   a   ride. 

SHRI     P.   V.   NARASIMHA     RAO: 
There is no question of taking us for a ride. 
We have to go into all aspects and all 
alternatives. If we are going Io get fuel for 
Tarapur without changing our terms and 
conditions, this House will agree tbat it will 
be a very good solution, and if that solution 
comes, all of us will be happy. If that solution 
does not come, we have not lost anything; we 
would be where we had been and all our 
options will be open. All this has been 
explained to the Houses several times befoie 
and I ani only repeating what has been   
explained  already. 

SHRT NIRMAL CHATTERJEE:     The 
hon. Mmister has stated that in the 
negotiations the USA told us or our 
Government that there would be only a 
change of supplier and no change in 
conditions. Now Jie says that the French are 
insisting on new conditions. Does it not 
imply that [he USA is preva and   ihat  Ihey  
have  taken  tis  for a  ride? 

SHRl P. V. NARASIMHA RAO:    The 
French are not imposing any new conditions.    
What   they  are  in  fact  saying is, 
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if I may %ay so—it is very difficult to say 
every thing at one breath—thai after 1993 
.jOine kind of safeguards will have io apply. 
We have told them that this is not our case. 
We do not agree with aay such condition. 
This condition was sought to be imposed by 
the USA. Therefore we do not agree. We are 
not going to agree with the French either. This 
is the position, rt is not a new condition. It 
was the same difference of opinion which we 
had with the USA, which, in the case of 
France, was first r.aid that it would not be 
there; later on they seem to have had some 
kind of a second thought although we cannot 
say that they have finally decided to impose it 
irrevocably, or consist on it. All this has not 
happened. It is only at the «age of discussion. 
As I said, we still dope   that  this  can  be  got   
over. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH; Mr. Deputy 
Chairman, Sir, I need just a simple clari-
fication, ls it the Go«ei nment of India's stand 
that the 1963 agreement from which the 
Government of United States has almost 
resiled is the agreement on which the 
Government of India stands? There is no 
legality left in thai agreement of 1963. 
Despite that is it the Government's stand that 
we will stick to 1963? Just one more question. 
Is it also not a fact that we are already seeking 
puckai fuel supplies from the French 
Government for the Kalpakkam fast breeder 
reactor—and we fiave been seeking it for the 
past six to eight years—and we haven't yet 
got ihe fuel? If, despite that, we move from 
the United States to France. I would like to 
understand from the Government why so, 
given  the  history of French  non-supply? 

SHRl P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: There is 
an agreement entered into in 1963. It has not 
been abrogated, it has not been varied, it has 
.not been rescinded. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: Are you 
standing by it—because you yourself said 
that it is as good as dead? It only 'remains  to 
be  buried'. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO: Our 
stand is that the agreement continues. That 5s 
a very clear stand. 

SHRI  JASWANT  SINGH;   Now   it  is 
clear. 

SHRI P. V. NARASIMHA RAO; Now the 
only point to be considered was whe ther in 
view of the difficulties that v/e were, 
experiencing in getti.ng fuel for Tarapur 
according to tlie agreement in performance of 
that agreement, we should agree to a via 
media which was suggested by the United 
States, namely, that other supplier who is not 
shackled with any local legislation of the kind 
which exists in the United States comes to our 
rescue and Supplies fuel for Tarapur with all 
the other things remaining where t'iey are. 
what they are. Naturally, if the Franch 
tomorrow clinch a deal with us.. 

SHRI JASWANT SINGH: With our ex-
perience of French non-supply, if the United 
States says "Go to France," are you deciding 
for France? 

SHRI P V. NARASIMHA RAO: The 
question is not of comparative history. The 
history with the United States also is very 
clear. The question is how to get over a 
particular difficulty with the United Slates. 
Now. we don't go into the question of 
Kalpakkam because 'hat would need another 
question. I am not competent to say what 
happened tn Kalpakkam. It is a question of 
the United States bringing in France and 
putting France in its own place. It is not a 
ques, tion of an independent agreement bet-
ween India and France. Therefore, these are 
two different matters because the United 
States has agreed that France should come 
into the picture and France had agreed that is 
wouM come into the picture. Then it becomes 
an agreement between three Countiies and not 
two. Therefore, this is a different matter al-
together. This has nothing to do with 
Kalpakkam or our experience with Kal-
pakkam about which, in any case, I am not 
able to give any details. 
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SHRI J. K. JAIN: Sir, have you 
given permanent licence to Mr, Piloo 
Mody to speak? Please put a check on 
him. He is trying to be more in-
discplined. 
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SHRI PILOO MODY: While ihe Mi 
nister's concern may be fcr sophisticated 
diplomacy, my concern is that Tarapur should 
be supplied wi:h luel. First ol all, to accept at 
face value that a talk between lndia and the 
United States, between our Prime Minister 
and the American President, cm commit the 
French to a particular line of action, is, 1 
think, somewhat presumptuous. And if you 
were persuaded to believe that the French had 
agreed undei' the persuasion of the United 
States to reader supplies to us under the terms 
of our original agreement, thei! I trunk you 
were perhaps persuaded out of a sense of 
anxiety to arrive at something. And for you to 
declare it prior to having it checked with the 
French was, I think, stopping a little out of 
line. This is my attitude to it. The more 
important thing, therefore, is the supply of 
fuel to Tarapur. I think-by now you are 
aware, because you have said it so many 
limes in so many words, that the Americans 
ars not going to perform their part of the 
agreement. It has been made amply clear to 
vou. They had made it amply clear to the 
ptevious Gov ernment, and they have made it 
amply clear to you, Therefore, to go on main-
taining that we would like <o see that this 
agreement continues, ihat we would like to 
see that il is enforced, is. in my opinion, 
somewhat childish.' Childish in tbe sense thai 
it is to say "No, I want it; we are right; we 
must get it," when the other fellow says "No 
way; you are not going to get it". The fact still 
remains ihat you have   not   got   an   endless  
time-frame     to 

ensure supplies to Tarapur. 1 think by now 
you have become aware of ihe tact that under 
the terms of rhe 1963 agreement, there is 
almost no place in the world where you wili 
he able io gel this fuel; in my opinion, not 
even from Ihe Soviet Union. That in an 
opinion. You know much more about it. 
Therefaie, in consistence with our own stand, 
to which I have no grurtge 'hat you have taken 
a stand like that. >ou should take adequate 
steps now, here and now, to arrange for 
supplies indigenously by doing whatever is 
necessaiy—I do not want to go into it—
instead of going on delaying it and harping on 
the agreement and lulling tis all into a sense of 
false security that  Supplies  will  be  effected. 

Therefore, I want to know from the 
Government, not necessary from only the 
Minister of Externa! Afff.irs, I wan* to know 
from the Govei nment whether they are 
seriously applying their mind to effect 
supplies for Tarapur cither indjge-neously or 
have they made other arrangements or have 
they very good reasons to believe that 
somebody will effect supplies to them, or 
whether 'hey are going on negotiating from 
country to country in an endless  time-frame? 

SHRl   P.   V.     NARASIMHA   RAO: lt 
may be recalled Ihat in enJ-1980 while we 
were told by the United States that they have 
domestic difficulties, even while they were 
telling us so, they had released two 
shipments out of which one had come. Three 
months pi ior to that, in this very Parliament, 
there was a lot of pressure brought to bear on 
the Government to say that since they are not 
going to supply any fuel, ycu have !o abrogate 
the agreement. Durir.g that period 1 had 
occasion to te!! Parliament that the lime has 
not yet come to abro gate the agreement 
unilaterally. After that, within three months, 
we got one shipment. The other shipment did 
not come. And we got inte some difficulties. 
We anticipated that these difficulties would 
recur. There was no way out of these 
difficulties so long as the American side said 
that they are hound by their subsequent 
legislation with which we do not agree. We d° 
not agree that the legislaiion shou!d be 
retroactive.    So, that   was 
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the difference of opinion. And we toid them 
that we will have no other option hut to 
abrogate it unless you find a way of saving it. 
This is what we' have been telling them. 
There is an implication in a unilateral 
abrogation of an agreement by one side. We 
do no: wish to get into the consequences of a 
unilateral abrogation without exhausting the 
possibilities of saving the agreement. It was 
in that connection that this new proposal 
came. Now, this new proposal is not going to 
end in an endless search for suppliers one. 
country after another. This has come now. It 
appears that France first agreed to supply 
fuel, maybe, at the instance of ihe United 
States, subject to the same conditions and 
terms as in 196^ agreement. If they have an 
after thought and if they go back on it, as I 
have just said, all our options would be open 
and I would like to assure the honourable that 
this is not going to be a wild-goose chase, tbis 
is not going to be an endless search for 
alternative suppliers. 

SHRI ARVIND GANESH KULKARNI: 
Do you think that France is such a country 
which will understand and appreciate  
everything? 

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: That is 
enough.  Let us go to the next question. 

Capacity of Major Ports for Handling 
Traffic 

*83. SHRI SUKOMAL SEN; Will tbe 
Minister of SHIPPING AND TRANSPORT 
be peased  to state: 

(a) what is the capacity of each major 
port for handling traffic port wise; 

(b) what steps have been taken to en-
hance  the capacity, port-wise; 

(c) what is the Sixih Plan outlay for the 
ports, port-wise; and 

(d) what is the expenditure incurred 
during the first two years—port wise, of the 
Sixth Five Year Pian period? 

THE MINISTER OF SHIPPING AND 
TRANSPORT (SHRl C. M. STEPHEN); (a) 
and (b) A statement marked Statement-I 
containing the information port-wise is laid 
on the Table of the Sabha. [See Apendix 
CXXIV, Annexure No. 22]. 

(c) and (d) A statement marked Sta-
tement—II containing the information 
portwise is laid on the Table of the Sabha.     
(See  below) 

  

 


