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Title: Discussion regarding Indo-US Nuclear Agreement (Discussion concluded)
MR. SPEAKER: We will, of course, continue the discussion on the Supplementary Demands for Grants (General) tomorrow.

We will now take up the discussion under Rule 193 on the Indo-US Nuclear Agreement. Hon. Members, it is a very
important matter and I am sure the debate will be of a very high order. I would request all the hon. Members and the
Leaders to see to it that this is discussed with proper importance and dignity. I would request that Heads of foreign
friendly Governments should not be referred to in the discussion.

Hon. Members, the discussion on the Indo-US Nuclear Agreement has been admitted in the names of Shri P.
Karunakaran and Shri Rupchand Pal. Shri P Karunakaran has since requested me to allow Shri Rupchand Pal to raise the
discussion on his behalf. I have acceded to his request.

Now, Shri Rupchand Pal.

Q. fasrr par acaigr (o Recht): siuot 5t @al, a6 fcga da 8, 1R 3mual ®al & waffdic g3n e & aaf Brer 193 & seasta &1 oy
&t sf6313dar e o5 a1 184 3t aat Aot aifde, Hrewt d@ifdsr A...(waemer) It is for you to decide on the issue. I thought that I can
just tell this point.

MR. SPEAKER: I have already given my ruling and it was accepted by the hon. Leader of the Opposition.
SHRI MOHAN RAWALE (MUMBAI SOUTH CENTRAL): Sir, I have a point of order.

MR. SPEAKER: What is your point of order?

off #got 2rac : 3ol el 253 W el I urge sifw sif$2 aren arsan & [ am not going to challenge you, Sir.
e ARG : AR, 3UDT TR UISe 3ifw 3iigs 37

oft Agot zraet & 3nfl AP IR ot cfferer diaett <t 9 &8 &, apft Ao ar ol off SRl ordl &S oft, zHer ©F Soli B mer o) sl A A
fArerg1 @3at S 38 A, IR BRI & 1w o 328 A, W3 smA [erdt &, I am not going to challenge you, Sir. 531 13 v cfiorer siftfermer aft
dt = &, ot oft db.dl. wda or <t &) "The Union Executive has no authority to enter into a bilateral treaty unless it is ratified by
the Parliament."

MR. SPEAKER: I am sorry. This is not a matter for a point of order. When you would be speaking, you may make the
statement and speak on it.

a€| (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: You know that it is not a point of order.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL (HOOGLY): Sir, at long last, this august House has got an opportunity to discuss a very very important
deal, the Indo-US Civil Nuclear Cooperation Deal. It has a serious bearing on the future of this country, its economy, its
relationship with other countries, its nuclear programme and its energy security. It is good that we are discussing it today and
we are thankful to you, Sir, the Leaders of the Government and all the concerned that this opportunity at last is given to us.

In the last Session, we have been insisting on such a discussion on this important deal but we had been denied of it
because of interruptions by the main Opposition. We could well understand the reason as they continued to be confused
about their stand vis-A -vis the Nuclear Deal. Firstly, it is they who had initiated it and the hon. Prime Minister had very
rightly mentioned, when the delegation of the BJP met him, that it is your baby. But they want to put the ownership of the
baby in a different language. What is the language going to be? We will come to know of it because different voices are
being heard on it. One is by Shri L.K. Advani, the hon .Leader of the Opposition who, at a point, said, "No, no. We are in
full agreement with the deal."

ql. fasSRI PaR ACEI : 30U 3ol IS foerr 3. (aue)

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : Now some Opposition Leaders are writing articles and making speeches. They are speaking in
different voices. According to the BIP, they have no objection to the strategic alliance with the US and 14 rounds of secret
discussio[MSOffice38]ns have taken place.



Fourteen rounds of discussions have taken place between Shri Jaswant Singh and Mr. Strobe Talbott. Of course,
they took place in different places and most of them were secret discussions. I demand from the Government what have
been the issues that have come out in the latest book "Engaging India" by Mr. Strobe Talbott who tells us a lot of things
that without the concurrence of the Government, without taking into account the national consensus about our foreign
policy, without taking into account our national interests, certain commitments have been made. As it happened for their
wrong economic policies, the claim for India shining when India was suffering, the people had put them in right place. So,
also when people come to know about their position vis- a- vistheir surrender to the US pressures people will react
similarly. But we expected something different from the UPA.. When the Common Minimum Programme was being framed,
at that point of time, might be that some suggestion had come about —the strategic relations with the United States and
the Left had categorically stated "no'. The Left cannot be a party to it. So, there was a demarcation of the UPA vis-a-vis
its independent foreign policy and the policy of the previous NDA Government which had a definite tilt towards US for a
strategic alliance which by now is revealed in more than one document.

Now, when the Government, the hon. Prime Minister, had come out with a joint statement on 18t" of July, 2005,
even at the very beginning, the Left had expressed certain apprehensions. It is not that overnight the Left woke up and
said, "no', we cannot agree to it. If you go without our consultation, and as we are a supporting partner, we cannot be a
party to it. We say that we cannot be a party to it. We have serious reservations in respect of various provisions in the
123 Agreement itself. Then, on the basis of that there have been certain discussions. We have raised nine points relating
to the Deal where we differ and we have serious reservations vis-4 -vis the Draft. The hon. Prime Minister in August gave
some assurances. Then in 2006, December came the Henry Hyde Act which was reconciliation between the two earlier
drafts. What came out, how to give the exemption, what sort of waiver should be given in the US Atomic Energy Act, 1954
etc.

Sir, under the leadership of Henry Hyde, a Draft was prepared and after the Left came to know of the provisions in
the Draft, they made it clear to the Government that there were the nine areas where the Left had objection and the nation
need to be reassured by the Government on these. In August, the hon. Prime Minister came out with assurances on all
those points. But to our dismay, we found that in the Hyde Act of December, 2006, most of the important assurances
given by the hon. Prime Minister on the floor of the House were trampled and ignored. This was in relation to technology
transfer, in relation to fuel supply, in relation to congruence of Indian foreign policy with the US foreign policy, specific
reference to Iran, un-interrupted fuel supply and on very many other issues. We shall come to that one by one.

The hon. Prime Minister had categorically stated one thing - the nuclear cycle inits entirety, This is very
important.[a39]

But we found that it was selective. It was selective even in respect of lifting of the sanctions. Transfer of sensitive
technology as well as transfer of dual use technology was denied. The Government claims that from a regime of technology
denial, we are entering into the mainstream global nuclear arena; we are a recognised nuclear power also. But that was
not so. It is not only in respect of the technology transfer but also in the case of fuel supply, the assurance given was very
vague. We have the experience of Tarapur. We found that there was no assurance regarding uninterrupted fuel supply. This
was taken up again and again. The Government is trying to say:- "No. There is an assurance." Even in the case of
termination, what will happen? There is a termination clause. What is the termination clause? In case the Government of
India goes in for a nuclear explosion, then the termination can take place. The termination can take place for various other
reasons and extraneous reasons directly unrelated to the civilian nuclear energy also. In the case of a termination of the
agreement, the fuel supply, the reactors, equipment and everything will have to be returned. Although there is a clause on
which the Government is trying to argue by saying: " No. In that case, the US is saying that it will help us to take corrective
measures", yet you if relate the 123 Agreement to the Hyde Act. It is something else.

The relationship between these two is important. Would we find that only the US Congress can grant the permanent
waiver and just condone you. The Hyde Act specifically mentions that the US will stop any other country from providing the
fuel supply in such a scenario termination of the agreement. That means, you are nowhere. That is the issue that we have
been making. Canards have been spread saying that we are doing it at the behest of China; we are doing it for that and we
are doing it for this. So, canards have been spread. Is it not wise to ask whether our nuclear reactors will have
uninterrupted fuel supply? What is the guarantee? You are going for the agreement with the International Atomic Energy
Agency in perpetuity. But nuclear fuel supply is not going to be in perpetuity. It is conditional. Is it not wise to ask this
question? The whole gamut of the fuel issue, these extraneous issues are there. Our patriotism is being questioned. We
have the past experience also.

Several times, the Communists have been charged saying that they are unpatriotic. But history says something else.



In the party there are some best men and women of the country who sacrificed most for the freedom of this land, who
suffered most for 30-40 years in jail, some of whom have been Members of this House. We have made suggestions about
settlement Indo-China border. We had said that it should not be resolved by an armed conflict but by dialogue. The
Government is now doing it. Many others believe that this is the right way. For making our suggestion, we are accused.
Today also when we are saying the right thing, we are being abused like anything. But we are not going to take it lying
down. We are asking: "What about your uninterrupted fuel supply?"

Now, I am coming to all the nine points given by the hon. Prime Minister What will happen to our strategic
autonomy?[R40]

If we look into the speeches prior to this agreement, we do find that it had started long back during the talks
between Shri Jaswant Singh and Mr. Strobe Talbott. They talked about military exchange, strategic alliance and to have a
new regional architecture in Asia to contain China and very categorically in a writing very recently published it is being said
by no less a person than the Chief Interlocutor Mr. Nicolas Burns that it is an age of anti-Americanism. Yes, throughout
Latin America, countries like Brazil, Argentina, Mexico, Ecuador and Bolivia, Venezuela are opposing the United States of
America. Look at the world, Russia is standing up against any threat which it could not do a few years back. It is a changed
world. Even inside America, - I am not naming — the present President is the most hated person amongst Americans.

MR. SPEAKER: It need not be said like that.
SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : Sir, I have not named anybody.
MR. SPEAKER: All right, but let us discuss with dignity.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : Sir, India under NDA cooperated with them in Iraq. Some others have also done in other parts of
the world. In the United Kingdom, those who have supported America have gone out of power, in Australia also they have
gone out of power and in Japan also they have gone. So, this is the age of anti-Americanism. This is the admission made by
Mr. Nicolas Burns and in this age, what is required? What is required, according to that article of Nicholas Burns, is that in
Asia, US must have a new regional architecture, new military status, naval exercises, new friends and it is being said in the
same article that "US is only just beginning to realize the benefits of this relationship for its interests in South and East
Asia". So, you can well understand the situation.

Sir, why are the 'Henrys' of America losing their sleep? I am not naming anyone. Mr. Henry Hyde has done the job
elsewhere and some other 'Henrys' are coming here, meeting the people in the Government, meeting the Opposition
leaders and all that. Once in a millennium one benefactor has come, losing his sleep. We are questioning the Agreement
and saying that we are not going to be benefited by it. They say, 'No, it is in your benefit', although we know it is in their
benefit. Repeatedly it is being said that it is in their benefit for creating a new regional architecture in Asia. For a new
Asian NATO, they need India. Once they wanted to balance Pakistan and India, there was talk of composite dialogue and
all that, I am not going into that here. But now they want India. What do they say? The July statement says that the Indo-
US Nuclear Deal is one part of it. They say there will be collaboration in the fields of agriculture, education, economy,
politics, military and it is a total package and in the midst of the total package, there is one deal. In the language of Mr.
Nicolas Burns, it is the centerpiece. That is not all. So, they want us to ignore our independent foreign policy. They are
openly saying that non-alignment is an old thing and telling us to leave it. Again and again they are telling us not to go in
support of Iran. They want us to ignore Iran and unfortunately we have been doing it. Twice India voted against Iran in the
International Atomic Energy Agency.[R41]

[r42]0ur Indian delegation was amazed by the directive that had come from the top quarters. How is it? Our friend
is Iran. Civilisational contacts are there. On the Republic day in recent past, we had an honoured guest from Iran. We
have our relationship. We depend so much on our oil supply from Iran. Why should we ignore them? But we did. In nine
references, Hyde Act says, 'India, you are going to be rewarded and Iran is not behaving properly, they are going to be
punished. Help us to punish Iran'. Is it the way, Indian should pursue its independent foreign policy?

Was it the legacy we had from our Freedom Struggle — a well tested Non-aligned Policy on the basis of a national
consensus? It is a new multi-polar world, unilateralism is not working anymore. It has been admitted by Nicholas Burns
day by day that they are getting isolated. At such a time, India should stand by America and isolate themselves, at their
dictate. We should refrain from undertaking the Iran-Pakistan-India Gas project on their instance India had voted against
Iran as asked by us. It is very unfortunate.

This is not simply a vision of an independent foreign policy, it affects our strategic programme also. The hon. Prime
Minister's argument is that Indian economy is growing like anything, nine per cent or nine-and-a-half per cent. They can go



on saying any figure because it has nothing to do with the livelihood common people. Even his Cabinet Minister has
admitted that this growth, this percentage is not reflected amongst the people. As per their own report more than 70 per
cent of the people of India are living on Rs.20 a day.

In the perspective for growth, we need more energy. Who can deny it? The Left is not denying it. Have they any
policy? The only policy document they have got is the Eleventh Plan Mr. Parikh Document on Integrated Energy Policy.
There what they have said. Have they got any vision? They have said Nuclear Power Projections by 2020, 2030 and so
many things. Have they got any national policy on the energy mix? How do you calculate this? What is the study? What is
the analysis? What is the cost of imported reactor? Nothing has been done and suddenly comes the nuclear renaissance.
We cannot miss the bus. Bus to which end, to what goal, whose goal?

Nuclear renaissance is a hype. In America itself, no nuclear plant has been set up for 30 years since Three Mile
Island disaster. They are depending, Westinghouse GE, etc. and all other nuclear companies, on outside sales only. Even
the international document says that Nuclear Power is now 16 per cent of global electricity consumption. It is an
international body. If you want, I can read it. In this our Rev. Pachauri Saheb swanfora udldt smaq, Sit fs oider dif¥oe &, ot
e 3, 2e<t opu &t dré 2 that it is only 16 per cent and with the best endeavour you can reach at 18 per cent. aeisde dst &
3MTER U3, Goroff BraeNfyd ¥ smens uz aAy Ut o= oidf 3

The people have been telling — the MP from Arunachal Pradesh is here, he has written to me and spoken to me —
that there is 60,000 MW potential in hydro electricity in N.E. alone. What is the difficulty? There is no money. Only in the
North-East, this potential is there, the study says that and we have not exploited it. Have you no coal reserves? Is it
exhausted? Is there no clean technology available in India today? Is there no Coal Bed Methane (CBM) or no liquefied coal
technology available? I would like to know whether you have any national coal use and national coal policy. There is
nothing like that. In such a scenario, you are opting for the nuclear energy which is costly. According to a draft calculation
in Kudankulam, it was calculated that it would be — even after Russian concessional help, and the nuclear cost would be
around Rs. 4 to Rs. 5.50. It is not cheap. Now the question is that if it is not cheap, why are you going for that? If you
have so much to pay — our independent foreign policy, our strategic programme, our own domestic nuclear programme, we
have to go at their instance, they may use nuclear blackmail in various situations which they have done — why should you
go for it? Is it to benefit them? Their ailing nuclear industry will be rejuvenated and more jobs will be created there. It is
the admission of Condoleezza Rice. But it will be done at the cost of India. We have so much of unemployment. We will
have no jobs. There, we will have jobs because there nuclear reactors will come to India.

We have a self-reliant domestic nuclear programme. We are not against nuclear energy. We want an appropriate,
judicious, nuclear energy mix. We are being told that there is no money; resources are not available. Suddenly, we are
opting for the most expensive nuclear energy at their instance. Is it going to help us? No. What I want to say is that if
you go for the cost benefit, India is not benefited. It is being said that 123 Agreement is different from the Hyde Act, why
we are worried about the Hyde Act. Who says this? Sir, 123 Agreement is in conformity with the Hyde Act. Wherever
there is no dispute, it is okay. If there is any dispute, their national law will prevail. It is very specific. The Left had put its
viewpoint on the relationship between the 123 Agreement and the Hyde Act very categorically as to what is the
international position, what is the Vienna Convention about international treaties and all these things. They are saying
China has done it. 3 arar, arson vas sufdererz duar 22 3; China is a party to NPT. Why are you comparing India with China?
The contract between China and the United States is being guided by international law. Ours is guided by US national law.
This has happened in such case, say, about the fast breeder reactor in Japan and all these things and in all such areas.
What has happened in the case of Japan? By arbitration-But Indo-US nuclear deal is put on a level which is detrimental to
India. They say, no, the present President has assured us in writing. What is the use of this writing? The future President
will go by the American law only. In such a situation, what we have been saying is why are you so eager that we should
not miss the bus, which bus I do not know, for which goal, that also I do not know. We have the experience of ENRON.
Have you forgotten that? It is not only about the price; we have said so many things about it. We have said: "Do not do
it." They say: "No, it is a different world." In a different world, you have gone for ENRON and Maharashtra people will tell
us better as to what is the situation.

I would just like to take this opportunity to tell the Government that ultimately — the Left has told you — you can go
to the international atomic energy. But, what for? We want a concrete assurance about the uninterrupted supply. That
you have not done for the Russian Programme; you have not signed it. It is a different issue, I am not going into that
Kudankulam issue.[r43]

The re-assurance from IAEA has to be according to India's specific requirement because it will be India specific
safeguard. I would like to know from the hon. Prime Minister as to what the India specific safeguard is? What is the



guarantee?

You are saying that our fast breeder reactors will also be under the supervision of the international agency in
perpetuity. Our nuclear scientists have said that our fast breeder reactors are superior to others in certain areas. We work
on a particular nuclear cycle by which you can use the spent fuel, enrich it and go on.

Now, nuclear waste management is a big problem to the Western world. In such a situation we have certain
advantages. But putting the fast breeder reactors under the supervision and under the safeguard, will it be helpful to us?

Now, I come to re-processing. It is very vague. It is notional only. Whatever assurance has been given is only
notional. They say that under a dedicated arrangement, we should have this use of spent fuel and all these. What is the
cost? So, it is not a simple question of a strategic alliance. It is surrendering to their pressure. As they are getting
isolated, they want to get India also to be isolated. It will harm us immensely at the WTO level in our negotiations. Our
friends are in G70, G77, and G90. Against whom are we fighting? China, India and Brazil are fighting against the American
agricultural subsidy. They are our friends. In so many international bodies and also in the emerging bodies, we are all
friends. What message will it go now? After 60 years of India's Independence, India did what India has never done. They
mentioned this in their speeches.

The Congress Party people can read these aspersions about how they had been dealing with Soviet Russia and
others during the time of Pandit Nehru. They had the audacity to mention that the Soviet weapons were flooding in the
Indian military. We have 126, Multi Role Combat Aircraft &€} (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Now, please conclude.
SHRI RUPCHAND PAL (HOOGHLY): Please give me one minute.

Apart from that, they are saying that India should simultaneously open up banking, India should open up insurance
and India should open up foreign retail. In such a scenario, we think that this Government is not applying its mind to the
dangers in the Deal itself.

It is said that 90 per cent of the Indian civilian nuclear reactors would be under the supervision of IAEA. How do they
calculate? That is the question I am asking. Nicholas Burns, who is the Chief Interlocutor, himself is writing that 90 per
cent of the Indian civilian nuclear reactors will be under the supervision of IAEA in perpetuity. That also is in perpetuity.
Then, we know their concept of democracy. They are saying that with India, they will just stabilize democracy in so many
countries. What will happen to our relations with so many other countries? We know as to what sort of democracy they
have. We know what happened in Iraq and what happened in Afghanistan. Now, strangely we find the change in
Government voice in terms of its support to Palestine and in relation to various other Middle-East issues. It is toned down
so substantially. We apprehend that the pressure has started to work on them.[h44] [h45]

Sir, I am concluding now.

He further says that 'the military co-operation is impeded by the fact that much of the Indian Military still uses a
considerable amount of Soviet Union equipment. A significant Indian Defence purchase from the United States, for example,
of the new Advanced Multi-role Combat Aircraft that the Indian Air Force take, would be a great leap forward.' So, 123 is
not 123; 123 is also 126, that is, their aircraft.

He says about the Indian Arms Bazar, Indian Insurance Market, Indian Banking, Indian Retail and India as an ally to
guard the seas and the Navy. And, they are insisting on PSI, Proliferation Security Initiatives. They are insisting on many
other such Agreements, which we did not agree earlier.

We know, very recently the nuclear materials equipped ship had come. There have been Australia, Singapore, the
US, Japan and India joint exercises. What signal had it sent? What was the reaction to our neighbours? What happens? It
is the logistic agreement that the fuel services would be allowed and they would take the fuel here, and they would just
wait in the Indian Ocean or the Bay of Bengal. They are waiting. Will not our neighbours be suspicious about us? For the
fault of America, we will have to suffer, we will be punished. It had happened long back. When these people were
agreeing to send the Indian troops to Iraq, the whole august House woke up and said: "No." But still they were hesitant.
There was no condemnation. They used the only word 'deplorable’.

Sir, I am just concluding.

MR. SPEAKER: It should be actual concluding.



SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : T am concluding.

About the timetable, they are hurrying up and saying: "By January, you must have to do this; this has to go to the US
Congress" as if their Parliament, their US Congress is superior to the Indian Parliament. The Indian Parliament must discuss
it. Let there be a sense of this House. We know that in our Constitution, there is no provision of ratification of any
International Treaty. We shall discuss it later on when the time comes.

But it is our earnest appeal. We have submitted our viewpoints. On the PM's assurances with regard to all the
reservations we had made regarding the Draft Bill, most of them have been trampled down by the Hyde Act. Qur apprehensions
have been proved true repeatedly. Please take the sense of the House. Do not proceed further because the majority of this
sovereign House is against this very, very important Deal, which has a serious bearing on the future of this country, on the
future economy of this country, on our nuclear programme, on our self-reliance and on our relations with other countries in an
emerging multi-polar world.

SHRI L.K. ADVANI (GANDHINAGAR): Mr. Speaker, Sir, though it is not the first time that we are discussing this particular
matter, but I still believe that at this point of time, this has become a very important debate in the history of Parliament.

Just now, Shri Rupchand Pal, while concluding his speech, said that he would like a sense of the House to be taken
so far as this issue is concerned. I for one see no reason why the Government should not have agreed to have this
discussion under Rule 184 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business. [r46]

I can understand that irrespective of what the vote is, the Government may say that the Constitution does not
obligate us to seek ratification for any international treaty. Therefore, you have expressed an opinion. There are occasions
when the House expressed its opinion.

MR. SPEAKER: May I interrupt you for a second? When I had given my ruling on the notice under rule 184 in the last
Session, I had not consulted the Government. Therefore, Government's willingness has no relevance for me. It is because
you said why did the Government involve.

SHRI LK. ADVANI : I accept it. But I think that so far as the sense of the House is concerned, it has already been
expressed on several occasions. Once when we staged the walk-out against something that had been said on this
particular issue from the Government side, almost all sections of the House walked out. In fact, from even the UPA, the Left
Parties also walked out with us. There have been other occasions also. I am not going to go into that.

Today, the Prime Minister is here and I would like to recall that when first he met President Bush way back in the
year 2005 when exactly this debate started in the country among political parties, among thinking sections of the people, a
question was posed to him two days after his Joint Statement with President Bush had been issued on Nuclear

Cooperation. The question posed to him at a Press Conference held in Washington on 20th July 2005 was this. "Mr. Prime
Minister, do you see any resistance coming forward from your Allies--obviously, they had an inkling of what is likely to
happen--and the Opposition?" So, despite what my friend Mr. Rupchand Pal may say about Strobe Talbot and all that, they
knew that on this particular issue, we had certain very strong reservations. So, the question posed was: "Do you see any
resistance coming forward from your Allies and the Opposition in putting the new India-US Policy to practice, and will you
seek a Parliamentary consensus or approval to the new direction you seem to be taking in Foreign Policy?" So, they take it
for granted that it is a new direction in Foreign Policy that this Government is taking.

The Prime Minister Dr. Manmohan Singh replied: "Well, the Parliament in our country is sovereign. It is my intention
to make a Statement in Parliament when I go back home, and it goes without saying that we can move forward only on the
basis of a broad national consensus." Now, my first poser to the Prime Minister is this. Do you see this broad national
consensus before which you have used the word, "only if there is a broad national consensus"? In this country, we do not
have any provision in the Constitution for a referendum as is there in some other countries.

But so far as Parliament is concerned, I am sure that you are aware, everyone is aware that there is no consensus
on this particular deal. So, when it is obvious that there is no broad consensus on this deal, why are you so rushing into this
deal? Why? I cannot understand this. Why can you not think in terms of what we have suggested all along? Think of ways
of re-negotiating the deal.

Their objection is not to the deal so much. You could see it even in the first sentence itself. It is either anti-
Americanism or anti-BJPism which becomes the guideline for all of them. So their very first sentence is that they are



against any kind of strategic partnership with the United States. We are not. We are not. So, when people quote me, Strobe
Talbot or Jaswant Singh's book or my statement which I made, I simply emphasized this. While in the discussions in the
other House, many times it may seem that the CPI(M)'s opposition and the BJP's opposition is identical. No, it is not
identical.[m47]

The difference I wanted to stress in that particular statement which was supposed to be a shift in my stand. No,
there has been no shift all along. I would like to tell you one thing. It is true that in the last Session, this issue could not be
discussed as it ought to have been. Why? It was because after all, we said why we cannot have a Joint Parliamentary
Committee on this. The Government did not agree and instead first said what has been done is signed and sealed and it is
not negotiable and therefore, we cannot have a Joint Parliamentary Committee going into it. But it was a surprise for the
country to find that instead of a Joint Parliamentary Committee in which all could have participated including the Left, you
formed a Committee of the UPA and the Left. How do you explain it?

Today, my second poser to the Prime Minister and the Government is this. What has been accomplished by this joint
committee of the UPA and the Left till now? From the Press all that we see is that the Committee met and decided to meet
on this day again. Very often these days it appears that while the Congress is particular about the deal and says 'bachao
the deal' the Left, especially the CPI(M) suddenly says 'bachaoBengal'. Not only that, but the kind of flip flop that you are
making makes me feel that you are no longer concerned with the deal; you are more concerned with the timing of
elections. You do not want an election now and therefore, you say, 'All right, you go ahead with IAEA, talk to them and we
will see later'. We have a veto with us. Do not deceive yourself and do not deceive the country. a€| (Interruptions)

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL: We are not deceiving. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI L.K. ADVANI : You are where you are, but it is certainly expected of a party which is part of a coalition, which is part
of an alliance not to behave in this manner. I will see their outlook later. I will come to the deal itself.

I was surprised to find that in one of his earlier statements made in Parliament, the Prime Minister said on 13.8.07 :

"As I have said, this is an agreement for cooperation between India and the US on peaceful uses of nuclear
energy. Its genesis is the shared perception between the India and the US that both our countries need to
address their energy challenges ..."

I can understand that we are looking at it from the energy point of view, but I do not see how America also is looking at
this deal from the point of view of energy. What is mentioned in this statement is 'its genesis is shared perception'. The US
is certainly not looking for nuclear energy as a major option, leave alone the most important option to meet its energy
challenges; we may be. I can say that we have our energy concern which I share, though I do not agree that this is going
to be a solution to that, but the US is certainly looking at this from a strategic angle. This is the difference. They are not
looking at it from the energy angle.

THE MINISTER OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS (SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE): Would you just concede for a second?

If you just go to the second sentence of the 123 Agreement, which is an agreement between the India and the USA,
it says:

"Recognizing the significance of civilian nuclear energy for meeting growing global energy demands in a
cleaner and more efficient manner... "

This is the agreed text of an agreement. The agreement is yet to be finalised.[s48] Therefore, both USA and India
recognise the need of sharing the common perceptions of energy.

SHRI L.K. ADVANI : Thank you, Shri Pranab Mukherjee. I can only endorse what my friend Shri Rupchand Pal just now said,
namely, that there has been no nuclear reactor that has come up in America for many many years. Therefore,
...(Interruptions)

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE : You just see what you said a few seconds ago, and what was my contention.

SHRI LK. ADVANI : No, I can understand that you can have it in a format, but so far as reality is concerned, the reality
comes out very clearly in other statements that they have made. I will quote them later on. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE : You can give your own argument, and I have no problem with it.

SHRI L.K. ADVANI : It is my conviction that while our concern is energy, their concern has been all along strategic. The



strategic approach adopted by Shrimati Indira Gandhi in 1974 and pursued further by Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee in 1998 is to
see that it is contained. This is their principal objective, which I will prove just now.

They are not concerned too much with this as for them it is only Russia and China who have the right to build-up
nuclear arsenal. So far as India is concerned, they are opposed to it irrespective of which Government is in power whether
it is the Congress Government or the NDA Government. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : We are advocating universal disarmament.

SHRI L.K. ADVANI : I can quote even a recent statement that : "Our approach on the nuclear weapons is clear from the
very beginning. India must not go in for weaponization in the nuclear field." This is your statement, and I can understand it.
...(Interruptions)

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : We are supporting universal disarmament.

SHRI L.K. ADVANI : Sir, Dr. Manmohan Singh in the famous statement made at the Tarapur Atomic Power Plant on August
31 said that : "India cannot afford to miss the nuclear bus." He said that : "There is today talk the world over of a nuclear
renaissance, and we cannot afford to miss the bus or lag behind these global developments."

The UPA Chairperson, Shrimati Sonia Gandhi, went a step further while speaking at Jhajjar in Haryana when she said
that : "Those who are opposed to the deal are not only enemies of the Congress, but also of India's development.” I do not
know why people should use words like enemy in this context meaning both the Left Party, who are allies to the
Government, and the NDA, which is certainly opposed to the Government. We are political adversaries, and none of us are
enemies of any other Party. But this statement mentioning 'enemies of development' is difficult to believe.

I have with me the Integrated Energy Policy Report of the Expert Committee set up by the Planning Commission. It
was released in August 2006. It has taken into account all the promises made in respect of energy in the nuclear deal. The
Committee was headed by Dr. Kirit S. Parikh, and Dr. Anil Kakodkar, Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC)
was also a Member on the Committee. I would like to quote just one portion of it. The Report says that : "Even if a 20-fold
increase takes place in India's nuclear power capacity by 2031-2032, the contribution of nuclear energy to India's energy
mix is also, at best, expected to be 4.0-6.4 per cent." This is the total. It further says that this is an optimistic scenario,
and possibilities of imports of nuclear fuel would be made possible if the Indo-US Agreement is not impaired.[r49] Only
then, will there be this scenario — 4 to 6.5 per cent. Now, how can this be called a Deal to ensure energy security for the
country? Certainly not; it is so obvious. Let us not delude ourselves.

It is true that my Party, the BJP, earlier the Jan Sangh, has been the only Party — in 1964, China had its nuclear blast
at Lop Nor -- which in 1964 itself moved a Motion in the Lok Sabha, but in 1966, we formally adopted a Resolution in our
Party's National Council at Varanasi that India must build up a nuclear deterrent of its own. I can tell you that in those days
all other political parties criticized us, scoffed at us, and the argument was that we could not afford it; India just could not
afford it because our resources were very limited. But we drew strength from the Principal Architect of India's Nuclear
Programme, Dr. Homi Bhaba. He was among those who favoured India becoming a nuclear weapon State, and he said it

very clearly. So much so that in one of his very significant speeches made on All India Radio on 24th October, 1964, the
same year as China had its nuclear blast at Lop Nor, he said: "Atomic weapons give a State possessing them in adequate
numbers a deterrent power against attack from a much stronger State." This was the statement that he made in 1964 just
a few days after the Lop Nor blast, though at that time the Government's policy, the Government was headed by Pandit
Nehru, was that we would develop our nuclear programme, that our nuclear energy would be used only for peaceful
purposes, and that it would not be used for weaponizing the country.

Our Party became the sole Party to be an advocate of this and it is going on since then till today. So, when in 1998
Vajpayee ji became the Prime Minister, he was able to make all the other parties in the Coalition agree to this that we
must develop a nuclear deterrent of our own. On the 19th of March, the NDA Government took office, and on the 11th of
May, we had these Pokhran-II blasts. I can say, at that time, we were criticized within the country not only by the Left
Parties, but even by the Congress Party. The present Prime Minister was Leader of the House in the other House and he
criticized us. His criticism was that the consequences for our economy would not be good; it would damage our economy;
economic sanctions would be imposed on us, and the consequences would be these.

Sir, I think Mrs. Gandhi did the right thing when she departed from the policy laid down by Pandit Nehru, and in 1974,
shortly after the Indo-Pak War in which War, America had sent its nuclear-armed Seventh Fleet to the Bay of Bengal.

SHRI N.N. KRISHNADAS (PALGHAT): At that time, the Soviet Union protected us.



SHRI L.K. ADVANI : Therefore, if Soviet Union protects us or helps us, my Party has always been grateful to it. We were in
favour of the Indo-Soviet Defence Agreement that we signed shortly after the War. We are not like you in which you have a
closed mind in respect of America. You would not talk about America. So far as we are concerned, even at that time, we
had favoured...(Interruptions)

SHRI N.N. KRISHNADAS : We are against American imperialism.

MR. SPEAKER: Advani ji, do not reply to it.

SHRI L.K. ADVANI : They are not worthy of reply.

MR. SPEAKER: But you have replied to that.

SHRI L.K. ADVANI : I concede to the Speaker's advice. He thinks that you should not be replied.

MR. SPEAKER: I said that you should not get diverted because your speech is a very important speech.

SHRI N.N. KRISHNADAS : You always take advice from the hon. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: It is better to take advice from me than anybody else, so far as the issue of running the House is concerned.
SHRI N.N. KRISHNADAS : It should always be like that.[r50]

15.00 hrs.

SHRI L.K. ADVANI : Therefore, my first point to the Government is, do not try to mislead the people by telling them that
this is for energy purposes only and anyone who is opposing this is in a way standing in the way of India's development. I
think that we need energy.

I may even mention something that relates to our period in Government. Recently, many negotiators came from
America to persuade us to support this Deal. It made me feel that even more than the Government of India, it is America
which is interested in this particular Deal. One of the people who met me and who has been involved in this nuclear
programme of America, he originally happens to be an Indian who has lived in Mumbai, belongs originally to Goa, and has
written an excellent, a very comprehensive book on India's nuclear policy and nuclear doctrine. His name is Ashley Tellis. I
am not going to mention anything that he spoke to me personally. I would not mention it; it is not proper. But I have seen
one of his interviews on Rediff. Com in which the question was that why no Deal was struck with the Vajpayee Government
of this kind. His answer was that the Deal could not be reached because the Vajpayee Government did not offer much to
the US in exchange for the Agreement. We got more from the Government of Dr. Manmohan Singh. The next question was:
"What is it that you wanted from the Vajpayee Government but could not get?" The answer was: "I am afraid, I cannot
answer this question." Now, this made me make some enquiries into those who were in the matter at that time. I am told
that so far as negotiations with our Government are concerned, at that time, there was never even a suggestion that there
would be a ban or a curb on our right to test. Secondly, we were willing to open only two reactors for inspection — two out
of sixteen — by the IAEA and no more. There were other matters also on which we could not agree, but the sum and
substance is that this particular statement, "that we could not get from the NDA Government what we were able to get
from Dr. Manmohan Singh's", I do not know how to see it.

But what I do see is that Mrs. Gandhi went in for Pokhran-I. The other day the name that was mentioned, Mr. Paul, Henry
— one Henry came to see me also (Henry Kissinger) — and I casually happened to tell him that my Party has always been in
favour of India becoming a nuclear weapon State, which Pandit Nehru and subsequent Governments up to Mrs. Gandhi's,
were not in favour. I even mentioned that Shri Morarji Desai was also not in favour of it, and we were in that Government.
But Mrs. Gandhi, after US sent that nuclear-armed Seventh Fleet, was prompted to go in this direction. When I said to him,
"Your Government", I meant the Government at that time, he smiled and his reaction was, "Well, I have been personally
blamed for that." [r51]

Whatever that was I cannot say. But this much I can say that Mrs. Gandhi took a step in the right direction when she
thought in terms of building India as a nuclear weapon State. In between there were several Governments, in one of which
Shri Venkataraman was Defence Minister. He is publicly on record having complimented Vajpayeeji when a book by
Vajpayeeji was being released, and saying, "While I was Defence Minister, all the things in Pokhran were ready. Everything
was ready. I also went and inspected it at the last moment and I found everything in order. The scientists were there and
everything was there. But we somehow failed to do it because we came under pressure. I compliment you for disregarding



all kinds of pressures and going in for Pokhran II". Shrimati Gandhi did India proud when in 1974 she conducted Pokhran 1.
Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee did India more proud by completing the process - that was the first step really — and conducting
Pokhran II.

Mr. Prime Minister, are you determined to ensure through this deal that there will be no Pokhran III? Is that your
desire? Our objection to this particular deal is principally because this deal prohibits India from making another test. Our
feeling is that today India is at a stage where it is in a position to gradually build up an effective nuclear deterrent against
all our hostile neighbours. T am told that we are going in for it. Well, very good. But this is also true that the 123 Agreement
says that national laws will prevail. American national law will prevail on this insofar as our strategic partnership is
concerned. Section 106 of the Hyde Act bans Indian testing. It also specifies the consequent punitive actions that might
follow including America's right of return of nuclear reactors and other materials sold to India. The 123 Agreement upholds
applicability of national laws to govern its implementation. Hence, the 123 Agreement cannot override the Hyde Act. This
has to be understood.

This was very clearly explained by Nicholas Burns himself when a reporter asked him in a Press Conference. "In the
Hyde Act US Congress made it quite clear that if India were to test a nuclear weapon, American cooperation with India
would cease. If you are giving India assurances that there will be no interruption in its fuel supplies regardless of what
happens, how does that comply with the law?" This is a very pertinent question posed by a journalist. Look at the answer
that Mr. Burns has given. He states, "First of all, we were quite careful when we began this latest phase of negotiations
and we reminded the Indian Government that since the President and the Prime Minister had their two agreements of July,
2005 and March, 2006, something else has happened. The United States Congress had debated over six, seven months
those agreements and the Congress has now passed the Hyde Act. So, we had to make sure that everything in this US-
India Civil Nuclear Agreement, the 123 Agreement was completely consistent with the Hyde Act and well within the bounds
of the Hyde Act itself".

So, this kind of trying to tell us that the 123 agreement does not mention Hyde Act, the 123 agreement does not
mention all these restrictions, this is misleading us. No, it is not true.[KMR52] The two essential parts of the clarification
given by Burns are - firstly, he invited the Indian negotiating team that in terms of sequence of events, the Hyde Act
comes after the two agreements between Dr. Manmohan Singh and President Bush; and secondly, we had to make sure
that anything in this US-India Civil Nuclear Agreement, the 123 Agreement was completely consistent with the Hyde Act
and well within the bounds of the Hyde Act itself.

Sir, in its present form, in the final form, the US legislation adopted the NSG guidelines, imposed extraneous
conditions on India, this is what Dr. Manmohan Singhji said in Rajya Sabha on August 17 — if in the final form, the US
legislation be adopted the NSG guidelines, impose extraneous conditions on India, the Government of India will draw the
necessary conclusions consistent with the commitments 1 have made to Parliament." This is your own statement. Are
these consistent with the assurances given in both Houses that under no circumstances, would we accept the kind of
restriction on our right to - you have said in this House also - test? Though it is said that provisions have been made which
call for discussion and we have to convince the American sidea€|

MR. SPEAKER: If you yield?

THE PRIME MINISTER (DR. MANMOHAN SINGH): Since you have quoted me on India's right to test- what our Government
has committed on this issue of testing is no more than what your Government had done, that we are committed only to a
unilateral moratorium and that if in our wisdom, if the necessity arises that this country has to have a test, there is nothing
in this agreement which prevents the exercise of that sovereignty.

SHRI L.K. ADVANI : Correct. I had anticipated this comment of yours that after all, we had unilaterally decided to impose
the moratorium but a country which unilaterally decides to have a moratorium on the point which we have reached, can
unilaterally decided to disregard that. On both occasions — whether it was in the case of Mrs. Gandhi in 1974 or in 1998, in
the case of Shri Vajpayee, America did try to penalize us. Though in 1974, the sanctions imposed on us were far severe;
and secondly by 1998, India had arrived at a stage where even the severe constraints could not do us much harm so that
practically they had to withdraw them. But on both occasions, the consequences followed.

Here, we are inviting consequences by signing for them this agreement that if we test, the consequences, the right
on return of America. This would be something which we never agreed to. You imagine something like that happens and
sometime later, some other Prime Minister has to reply in this House. What will happen? How can he defend that we have
agreed to it? We have agreed that if we test, then, you have the right to take back our nuclear reactors and you have the
right to take back other related necessary materials. We would have never done it.



Unilaterally, they are doing it and trying to penalize us is one thing, and by virtue of a pact, we do it and we agreed to it.
We are opposed to this kind of infringement. I regard it as an infringement of India's sovereignty. That we will explain why
a test became necessary? China did this; Pakistan did this; so and so country did this. They say, no, we are not satisfied.
It is for them to be satisfied that the argument that we have for going in for a test is justifying. This is the Pact and we
have agreed to. We said that if you are not satisfied, you can take back all this.

Mr. Prime Minister, the whole thing is so apparent that no self-respecting country should agree to it. I am sure that if
Mrs. Gandhi were there; if Shri Vajpayee were there, they would not have agreed to this kind of encroachment of our
sovereignty.

Sir, I had mentioned about Dr. Bhaba being an advocate of India becoming a nuclear weapon State. These days,
while studying the whole thing, I was surprised at least I did not recall it that way but a small thing that I had thought
might be worth mentioning on this occasion. [r53]

On 11th January 1966, just hours after he had signed the Tashkent Declaration, formalizing the end of hostilities in
the war with Pakistan, the Prime Minister Shastri died of a heart attack. This is a casual mention of a fact.

Just two weeks later, on January 24, on the very day Shastri's successor Indira Gandhi was sworn in as the Prime
Minister, Dr. Homi Bhabha was killed while on a trip to Europe, when the plane in which he was flying collided with Mont
Blanc in France. India's impressively large nuclear establishment was suddenly left without any official plan or policy to give
a direction.

Now, it makes me wonder — was it just an accident? I do not know. I have no further information than what I have
come across in this. To me, it seems a mischief, that a person who was the head of our nuclear establishment and who
had not kept it secret to himself and who had publicly said that India should have a nuclear weapon, died like this. And he
had publicly said, in reply to a question during a Press Conference, which I had participated in, as a Journalist in those days,
that if the Government of India were to give me clearance, our own atom bomb would be ready within 18 months to two
years. Such a person suddenly being killed in an accident of this kind, it does make me wonder. Maybe, you have more facts
about those days, but I do not have. I thought, I might put it on record, that it is, to me, an enigma and a mischief.

In the same context, I would say that today we are outside the Nuclear Weapons' Club. Why? It is only because of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty. The NPT Act passed in 1967 and implemented in 1970 said that only those countries which
have developed a nuclear weapon of their own before 1970, would be deemed as nuclear weapon States. I today wonder if
we had not committed that mistake, in those days, in the 1960s and had gone by Dr. Homi Bhabha's advice, we would have
been a part of that club.

He even requested Pandit Nehru that we should have it. But Pandit Nehru said, '‘No. Not so long as I am there and I
would not favour it'. If we had done it at that time, we would have been a part of this Nuclear Weapons' Club, before 1970
and all the debate that is now taking place, would not have been needed. We would not have been in this situation. We are
now being pushed into the non-proliferation regime in this manner because we need nuclear energy; and therefore, they
are taking advantage of it, by pushing us into the non-proliferation regime.

I must compliment Mr. Nicolas Burns, the US Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs, who was one of the main
negotiators and the Principal Spokesman for all that had happened. He said that this deal brings India back into the Non-
Proliferation mainstream in a way, it was never before. It is true. Never before had any Prime Minister agreed to this. But
we agreed to this.

He went on to say that — he did not talk about 'energy’ — this deal is the centrepiece of Indo-US strategic
relationship. I am not against strategic relationship; I am not against strategic partnership. But this strategic relationship
and partnership is in the nature of a junior or of an unequal partner; India cannot be an unequal and a junior partner of
America or of Russia or of any other country. India, this one billion strong Indians, is a proud nation, which cannot be
subservient or junior to any other country.

My objection to this particular deal is principally because firstly it bars our right to test.[MSOffice54]
Secondly, it makes us a junior partner in this partnership with America.

Thirdly, whatever we may say, they have also said that it is not merely IAEA but even American inspectors can come
and see the nuclear reactors that are opened. You assured us the other day that under no circumstances will you allow
Americans to come here and see, yet it is there.



I would say that if in the sixties we had done what Dr. Homi Bhabha advised us to do, we would not have missed the
nuclear weapon club or the nuclear weapon bus. We missed it. Now, let us not commit ourselves to that situation in
perpetuation. This particular 123 deal says that it will last for 40 years.

One of the leading papers of Delhi, one of the leading editors who had been a Member of the Congress Party at one
time, Shri M.J. Akbar wrote on that day that it is a day of dependence. After sixty years of Independence are we going to
sign a deal which make us dependent for 40 years? 123 deal itself says that this will last for 40 years.

Only recently the Prime Minister went to Moscow, Russia. Among the journalists who accompanied him, one was a
well known editor of The Hindu, Shri N. Ram. I saw an editorial in The Hindu after the Prime Minister's return. The
editorial says: "According to Russian official sources an inter-governmental agreement, presumably on par with India's 123
Agreement with the United States, was fully prepared for signatures during the Summit but the Indian side backed out at
the last moment." I do not know why. I do not know what the proposed agreement was. Why the Indian side backed
out? The Hindu itself says that it was according to the Russian official sources. This is what he gathered. Shri N. Ram is
a very responsible editor.

I would urge the Government to come to Parliament clean on this matter  What exactly happened? What was the
proposal? What transpired? Why did you back out if you had agreed to it earlier? All these things must be known,
otherwise, some of the complaints people have about how independent is our direction of Foreign Policy would certainly
come under question mark.

I shall conclude my remarks by saying that 123 Agreement, as it stands, is unacceptable to the nation because it is
deeply detrimental to India's vital and long-term interest. Let me say that hereafter if NDA gets a mandate, we will re-
negotiate this deal to see that all the adverse provisions in it are either deleted or this treaty is rejected completely.

SHRI JYOTIRADITYA M. SCINDIA (GUNA): Mr. Speaker, Sir, I rise today in support of Indo-US nuclear deal signed by this
Government. Of the numerous initiatives taken by our Government to ensure that India retains its rightful place in the
global arena, none compare with the 123 Agreement signed by the US. This is a path breaking Agreement. Rupchand Palji
also said that this is a historic Agreement. In one stroke, it induces the global community to accept India's nuclear
weapons and strategic deterrent. With the signing of this 123 Agreement, the UPA Government has for once and for all
eliminated the nuclear apartheid that had been created against India.

The 123 Deal is very clear. It keeps our military reactors outside the purview of the safeguards to be signed with
the IAEA. We now have the freedom to build our nuclear deterrent without the fear of inviting sanctions and without
undertaking the obligations of the NPT. India being granted a single-nation exemption to the international regime is
unprecedented in the history of global diplomacy.

Members here would recall that our civilian nuclear programmes have been severely constrained due to the shortage
of fuel. Our reactors today are operating at roughly 70 per cent Plant Load Factor thereby nuclear energy in our midst is
only at 4000 megawatt contributing only about three and a half to four per cent of power generation capacity in our
country. If India has to grow at 9 to 10 per cent and I think there is unanimity on that cause, and if that growth has to go
to grass root level, we cannot ignore the civilian nuclear option. This Agreement opens the doors for that. By 2020, we
should have in place close to 30,000 to 40,000 megawatt of nuclear energy in our midst. But far more important than this,
the Deal also raised the stature of India. Mr. Nicholas Burns, Under Secretary of Political Affairs of US Government, in his
official statement said on July 25, 2007:

"T can assure you that the United States is not going to suggest a similar deal with any other country in the
world. We have always felt of India as an exception."

We have been recognized as a responsible nuclear nation that can be trusted not to proliferate weapons technology
and not to illegally export any fissile material. Our record and behaviour have been praised and unlike some of our
neighbours, we have been found today a responsible global player and trustworthy global player. Arguably, this definitely
clears the decks for India's greater involvement in global affairs. Therefore, we must all join hands today and congratulate
our Prime Minister, Dr. Manmohan Singhji and his team for achieving an outstanding accomplishment in foreign policy.

As1 see it, this is a one sided balance sheet. There are only gains and no losses. Yet, we find a disturbing
crescendo of criticism in our midst. Our Government is charged with bartering our sovereignty, surrendering our strategic



programme and our right to test. We are accused of becoming unquestionable camp follower of the US. It is being said
that our foreign policy will now be dictated from Washington. I have great respect for our democratic traditions but we
must not respect dissent when it seeks to perpetrate falsehood. We must not respect dissent when it seeks to vitiate the
atmosphere by fear mongering. But before I deal with what our friends in the Opposition have said, let me, at least, re-
count to this House what some of our rivals in the Asian nuclear balance are saying. An official statement issued by the
National Command Authority of Pakistan after assessing Indo-US deal said :

"This Agreement would enable India to produce significant quantities of fissile material and nuclear weapons
from unsafeguarded nuclear reactors."

Pakistan has urged that a similar deal should be offered to them. Why would Pakistan want a deal that would barter
their sovereignty; that would kill their weapons programme and take away their right to test? The truth is that it does
none of that. All that it does is that it gives them the same right that it has given to India which is to continue its strategic
programme.[R55]

The NCA of Pakistan has only reiterated the same concern with the Chinese last year. The official paper of the
Chinese CCP has said:

"The Bush Administration has made a generous gift, granted India the status of a de facto nuclear power."
This, Mr. Speaker, Sir, is why Pakistan wants the deal.

Let me first deal with the first allegation. I will come to each of the allegations. The first allegation is that our foreign
policy would now be dictated by Washington. I would like to quote the hon. Prime Minister here.

"India is too large and too important a country to have the independence of its foreign policy taken away by
any power. There is independence in our thoughts and independence in our actions."

There are many areas of dissonance where we do not agree with the United States. Take the example of the WTO. Shri
Rupchand Pal talked about it. We have opposed their stand tooth and nail. We have never surrendered the interest of our
farmers or fsarell @ a® & el ga wafl sft Iwsian aidl oy We stand by our democratic responsibility. We are answerable to
our people. We have opposed the US on UN reforms; on the composition of the Security Council. Based on our interest in
enlarging our oil security we are continuing to negotiate on the Indo-Iran gas pipeline contrary to the wishes of the US. In
order to diversify our risk we are negotiating with China; we are negotiating with France; we are negotiating with Russia on
nuclear power. In fact, during the last visit of the Chinese Prime Minister to India we actually talked about nuclear co-
operation and they greatly evinced interest in our market, as has Australia. The hon. Prime Minister said:

"I urge those who question our commitment to an independent foreign policy to display the same degree of
confidence in India as those from outside do. Thereis no question that we will ever compromise in any
manner our independent foreign policy."

The second allegation that we are bartering our sovereignty, our right to test and what happens when the US
decides to terminate. I would like to follow on what Shri Pranab Mukherjee said, the Preamble to the Agreement:

"This agreement is based on mutual respect for sovereignty, non-interference in each other's internal affairs,
equality, mutual benefit and reciprocity and with due respect for each other's nuclear programmes."

It is clear that India is entering into this agreement as a sovereign nation, as an equal and not as subordinate. This
agreement makes no mention whatsoever, I beg to differ with Shri Advaniji, limiting our right to test. The hon. Prime
Minister said:

"A decision to undertake a future nuclear test would be our sovereign decision one that rests solely with the
Government."

Standard 123 with a non-nuclear weapon States does provide that in the event of a nuclear test there will be
automatic termination if there is any clause of the agreement that is violated. But this is the first time in the history of
global diplomacy that this 123 agreement with India obliges the US to understand the context in which India has tested
resulting from a changed security environment. In place of the earlier proposal that would have converted a unilateral
moratorium into a legal obligation, this time around the 123 agreement commits the two sides to a process of consultation
to take into account India's strategic compulsions.

To me it is all the more surprising to see that our principal Opposition Party, the BIB is criticizing us on this. When



they were on this side of the Bench they nearly went ahead and signed the CTBT and I would like to quote our former

Prime Minister Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee when he addressed the UN General Assembly on the 24th of September, 1998. He
said:

"India announced a voluntary moratorium on further underground nuclear test explosions. We conveyed our
willingness to move towards a ge jure formalization of this obligation. In announcing the moratorium India has
already accepted the basic obligations of the CTBT."[R56]

"India is now engaged in discussions with key interlocutors on a range of issues, including the CTBT. We are
prepared to bring these discussions to a successful conclusion, so that the entry into force of the CTBT is not
delayed."

The former Prime Minister, Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee echoed the same sentiment in his address to Parliament on 15t
December, 1998 and the former Minister for External Affairs, Shri Jaswant Singh, expressed and echoed the same
sentiments in his article in Foreign Affairs. We had opposed the CTBT then. We have not allowed it in the 123 Agreement.
We are consistent. The BJP wanted the CTBT then. It is now worried that we will not be allowed to test. The BIP has
always been inconsistent, hypocritical driven by their greed for momentary gain and not for national interests.

The third allegation is levelled against us all the time - The towering scepter of the Hyde Act: The Opposition's
scarecrow! The Left's scarecrow! Every time the issue of the Hyde Act is raised. Let me be very clear, Sir, that India as a
sovereign nation is only committed to what it has appended its signature to, which is the 123 Agreement. There is no
question of us being bound by any law passed by a foreign legislature. Nowhere in the 123 Agreement does it talk about US
cooperation with India being subject to an annual certification process.

President Bush, ruling on the so-called contentious clauses, while signing the Hyde Act very clearly said and I would
like to quote him.

"Section 103 of the Act purports to establish US policy with respect to various international affairs matters.
My approval of the Act does not constitute my adoption of the statements of policy as US foreign policy. Given
the Constitution's commitment to the presidency of the authority to conduct the nation's foreign affairs, the
Executive Branch shall construe such policy statements as advisory. Also, if section 104(d)(2) of the Act were
construed to prohibit the Executive Branch from transferring or approving the transfer of an item to India
contrary to Nuclear Suppliers Group transfer guidelines that may be in effect at the time of such future
transfer, a serious question would exist as to whether the provision unconstitutionally delegated legislative
power to an international body. In order to avoid this constitutional question, the Executive Branch shall also
construe section 104(d)(2) as advisory."

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, Sir, the Glib readers of the Hyde Act, unfortunately, has lost over these very important
clarifications. Clearly then these clauses are non-binding. The Hyde Act in Sections 102, 103 and 104 are not enforceable
and cannot be acted upon. The Hyde Act does not have the power to determine US foreign policy.

The fourth allegation that is made about consistently is American intervention and surrendering our strategic
programme. It is very clear, Sir and I would beg to differ again with Shri Advani that we would accept only IAEA
safeguards on our civilian nuclear facilities and that too post our separation plan being in place and first lifting of all
international restrictions on nuclear trade. Here, I would like to quote Shri Anil Kakodkar, Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission. He said:

"Even if it comes to a situation where the IAEA determines that the application of safeguards is not possible,
which is almost an impossibility, there will be consultation between the supplier and the recipient on
verification measures. Verification measures are not the same as safeguards. Verification means you
basically verify that the material that is supposed to be there is there."
Sir, this Agreement does not affect our unsafeguarded strategic nuclear facilities and our indigenous technology
programme. Nicholas Burns said in his briefing on 27t July, 2007 as:

"We work with India on the civil side; that is safeguarded. What India does on the strategic side is India's
business. This Agreement does not aid that programme and it does not have an effect."

Many times, Mr. Speaker Sir, parallels are consistently drawn with China-US Bilateral Agreement signed in 1985 and
comparisons are consistently made with the 123 [MSOffice57]Agreement.

I would like to point out five important points here.



Firstly, Upfront rights to reprocess spent fuel was not granted to China. They must seek permission for that and
while that permission is being given, they cannot act. In all the other 123 agreements the standard language is that no
material can be reprocessed unless the US agrees. India has been given those upfront rights to reprocess.

Secondly, China's relations with Pakistan, China's non-proliferation record and China's progress on Tibet are all linked
to their China-US Bilateral of 1985. There are no such linkages in India's case.

China has given Australia a role in its separation plan. India has the sole decision making authority with regard to
our separation plan.

China has accepted bilateral inspections by US and Australian inspectors. Sir, I again differ with Shri L.K. Advani that
India has not accepted US inspectors to be part of this transaction.

India's agreement assures uninterrupted fuel supplies and China's does not.

Therefore, Sir, clearly India though a non-NPT signatory, has achieved major distinct advantages over the China-US
bilateral.

Sir, every country wants this deal. There is a dominant voice in the US that is even saying that this deal is completely
in India's favour. The New York Times editorial dated 5th August, 2007 said:

"Bringing India in from the cold is not a bad idea. The problem is that the US got very little back. No promise
to stop producing bomb-making material. No promise not to expand its arsenal. And no promise not to
resume nuclear testing."

Yes, Sir, to our utter dismay, there are some of us in this House who are raising a din against this agreement. Those of us
who are doing so are not only doing a disservice to the nation but also a disservice to the generations to come.

The hon. Prime Minister has upheld the commitments he made to Parliamentin his last address. The coming
generations will own him a debt of gratitude and he will be remembered for posterity as the visionary and enabler that
ushered India to its rightful place as a global power. We must have courage and the conviction in our actions and in our
dealings to stand up and be counted amongst the tallest nations in the world and this agreement will do just that!

Q). 1 snurel Arca (dsren): ofiro], Bt #3 U2 As A Agal ATl a8 ©2 8l &, 3A U2 fusdl Pv #Adlell A Jor D 3ig2 Sladd aal 8
@ 3 9 s § sA woffdic W Bieft a2 ¢ 8, Jemar ud) i srowr AreE 3 Rron férar srn 3, Ieeft g el 78 w2 aat ol ¥ s
ugt 3h2 fauer 3 aga adbderd a3 A Gor B Sol-drol 3 b fadusil 32 siow cilell of art &l &) & swuofl @ G 82l 9 MU ArTor
%o UG J9T B AW St uRfelfer 3, b2 ot B wefidic 3, 33 Aalde P il B @ik i st s g [R58]

ABIGRI, SIal M SHIY S9T DI PPol 3, $3 axb 2 ARl 2w ot oft ustzh or &, 3013t san Yot dias ardl &) 3P &a1 w8 o8 & Sargae
sl 391 s eersd 3, Al AN DS AfTIRIRD ordl Aol sidRitc s A o S AW fRraseitr e MR Aforer en, as
forEfsomt & ag 3wl Jawe 3 B srN, a8 Rl o1 siese e oidl 8 wwdar &) ad 1971 3 uaclt ar 3 & st 3 dga Aacayul Jifer
go1-afaei Wsfou ¢t g off, ot oftercl sfeéar Sht o1 &bt efl, 331 arg aivenger @1 361 gan e 3@ Sit &1 @St oiftpan gforn 4 wxdt & as & -
3RT3IeDT 3l T USIat 3 arsol

15.46 hrs.
(Dr. Laxminarayan Pandey in the Chair)

ol Gl &b &2 e DA Rod 38 8, & 1 @2 3 oft Soten uSen Sa AP die & Amer aga st Pigan off, s vasliea & Rigia or
yferarcor gam, o sa " fEdt-clioft oo " ¥ oY crom R A, aa RBgecrror uT AR Py 21eg o saren fven 3fiv el aof et waftor st oft 3
oot 3 3 3nft NS ol uacl 8t diar o @ar en b srevract ygor oft dior @1 & & &) we 2@l & b sElar & o uftbedme & e aga
e 38 §) &N UlSa olgs B SEIel 3 JcforRuel AT B else @) wERiel ulbIaner A Jgel it plonsslgel, APY S vigRm it
3efotTssioret o Sifee [Biferdt & ameret 3 SisT gan & 3k Sta Jwe 3 msft as et 3R, HRT i 3 divcnSol A ¢TSS B givlel ol 3fiv sERi®r
Gloll T TPREI UM G120 34 sART 2w o Jder udclie e s ogfderr duar HRer ufde dere & wrst & mew dae 81 o1, aq i of
wreuforas Mg fEgarer ux epiRn o s Egaarer o dier ¥ sigy gw difdsa gor <t 8, 368 24 6 3 R¥dicer @3 spwen ufdvmer sprrer B e
deR 28| GYell ol v St ¥den Bgrmel & yfer e arciifds Rerfer it aoft b Sor 331 o1 A 3912 A6 3R 3R BARI P of [PIS ADT
I Yool A8 & P aRI &9 asAIeIgrel ol fFeifer 3 38 afiz apR ga1 st 31 Roa qont dl [Pl dou? ardia $31 ard 1 316 & @ diel of &e
$WR 3T fpen 3iiR et @ skt & @6 Sit 31T a3t ast frg e, 320t & U 33l snawvr v Egearer w2 smagron fépar siiv fRerTormer



Uz 32 for smrpgrvr fopenm s/ oy facer dicf, off srcar e aeiRl arsen, difsier 3 €& sor uf¥fFerferil i sERIDI 3 v wafidic &I ara o
3M$) BAY el el of sl el oft fem S Saze wafidic @i &, Scdic d S & Iucred g3 B, 3 ®E VA g &, Bror w2 aadr s &
gieome & 3l anciiaons 2 28 3)[R59]

&l flsedl arct safere @wdl s s AR Aforer Star 3 Sor gamr ol ordl &) uska 3 A3 SlFesa adlst &) & A6 i ordf
26 Jepal 32 o ofdl 36 Aaxdt Al faveft 3 Jde otrol Bldt Afdvor oit 3@if¥oT A Rifder syfdrcrRE Wiamuzel @ vsfidic 8l 381 8 , 336 @d VAt ard
& fSrot Uz 9idI8 & 301z 333 BT cfoll & b Bt Dl 3Ayyy fAGen ofifer 3z o arvtcil uz #ff 312 Us Addr &) A 3ol P& fAogall @I Ixgor i
argen 5 aerofter yeet #icft Sft Sta Srara &, A ofwT @I forImvT S @2 Qi Sl ofw1o &llsli & 16l 3 &, 3PR 3oldI forIaur 8l Sies dl
g 91 b gc¥e A off Bon 3 aga sradyd fdare ur R ot Jwdr 2

Sl o3l a1ss vae 3, 3 sAad JAagel 102, ra Aavior 6 B A3w MU =16t it ol drgen 336 férxa 2 b -

"It is in the interest of United States to enter into agreement for nuclear cooperation arranged pursuant to
Section 123 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 with a country that has never been a State party to the Non-
Proliferation Treatya€}"

5AM 3P! feraan 3 b -

"The country has a functioning and uninterrupted democratic system of Government, has a foreign policy that
is congruent to that of the United States and is working with the United States in key foreign policy initiatives
related to non-proliferationa€;"

3@t &I fager offfer & Tcter ar 33D Al Disfcic sAR! fader ofifer 81, a6 vw fog 21 wfidic 3 &) w1 3l a8 gan fib spR
&1 3uityant 6t fger ofifer o mrer ordl aer s &, at 531 vsfidic 3 Sada dar 8 It 3

33ft &5 3@rct Jaorer ¥ 8 b -

"With respect to South Asia, to secure India's full and active participation in United States' efforts to dissuade,
isolate and, if necessary, sanction and contain Iran for its efforts to acquire weapons of mass destruction
including a nuclear weapons capabilitya€;}"

@RIl 5 Uofldie & | A1 50 Uoffdic A BH 5 aid b 10 ared 2 7op B ag A i@ 316t 1 de @2 a1 8, 3A s A & ol ifdmr
&P 121 Bl 3 3 el @2 B b $2101 216 a1dl B2 ADl, $26l Bed @9 oIl doll Ahdl, a8 AucA 3iw IR SIcaemel ordl golr I PR &
DA w3, A a=l s sATdl $f3USe fAger sfifer Bef? gadt @z snoiw et

diarar, avrer 104 31 31 @ret @1 3ccia & o -

"The President shall submit to the appropriate Congressional Committees a report including all sorts of
information of nuclear activities in India, the amount of uranium mined and milled in India during the previous
year."

3 A3forer 3 A Rpdon Ayforw weifdtm dusa B Yzl 9 A g3l a6 62 Al ifm! or ascufer aWifar & Adftia is)grerer mact
@1 3ADI oIl G31| UH A3 &H Dad & As bdcl Rifdel fferi PIsiiuolel 8, = s3®l 31 a6 gan b st Kidel off eféefadtsr 2,
ucifdrep dueA ol dotrol P fere Sl Ruacst & & ogfderr vfirefadter &, o fiiferdt a1 o oxfrerz aifeifafiri 8, sprR Jor ©R @I DRl &
28 & 3Abl Jyaon @yt @ Soft el siie s@f¥mT o1 Iecufer A3 SereEt sEifydel BIBRT B Son? PR s sl & A AW adl Fama as
g v ¥eo1 Ol apar arcft 3 @eilife ool 3 aEfecy o @3 @ &, ot il R a4 Arwa 2, Bl e sz wdform @t
Wforwi-233 & Fu d BfSact aca & Fu A geiel o S Aden, e A AR Aol AT ot Joft usell s sEif¥mr 33 ald o1 s
@l [ [Egare 3 531 clact & ufdefadtsr acr & &, al s a15s wace a1 wsfidic & dad PIf¥ael BB Al [¥DT B AUl IGIAISST &,
IReRIR ©P waffdic o) aca oft w2 A &) 21w swer & i 1 o1 fEgarer s Rerfer 3 & Sesn o elif¥erer @1 vt Fforer-233 w1 yeher
@0l ceP 1 8 g3l A selfcs Pforw-235 bt snavaamdr oidl usslly spicll Jiwe Pforw-235 2, Bradl s vea @ 32 ogfacrR
dueat gorral & fere usdl 8, Rradfl safdrerr swend wodlsr 8, 301 anearar A sadbt smufet doft &) g1 Jor I Mforemn shiz Af¥ewr @1 sevor s
8, PR &S Asmcl bl AR s AEfese @2 bl 3 KB ot fdgearl sucafeniz 81 smeen aa A oflad ofdl i Amdt 6 a1 s d28 A
SI%3 US| Asl P 9IDIU & b 331 3RR aARl Bivel safdtise diferRil uz ot us Jwar &, zaiy AEise off B3 a1 a8, w=iifs 308 A
PN & 5 3w St aprlt RRIftsr w2 38 & 3ora1 =i den, odf o1 Uz urEdl! of o9 sy

agiee, il disr St aga xarT & sz RRY dw: aal aa 3@ & [ s vt 3 srcaforiz g & e A @ @2 32 &) swft 5t Sa &
fFerfer & 301 aerel uia el 3 2012 ao Fenfia epia iz asd swErar 2,10,000 demare 2pf 3@ aa ao Pac ocifde vorsll gerdr, Sit
4200 Fomare B smur 3, As 3pIcl uia 2Aret 3 3300 domare siiz @ Swostl s3 as A ot vorstl, St sA Ast sRIYact 3, as dlor wde B, St
&1 Qiserel dAd &, 3AD verfdra worsff dior & ar wRie &) 3pR sat 2020 awm 40,000 derare sft f[sich Go1 DT A 33 acb BIsSCr AT et A
ta1 dlo1 arefl fastelt aga sener 2 sliz 31 uid, @: A1 A ude A SAST velfden vorsll o1dl 81 Aasedl) s aufer 3 oo IwR of Id o &
fep &0 GufdrerRR Ruacs! ol ape ot vorsil go Aber sii saR! eFfe sk arssa &t HAIRK aa ao = el ? [r60]
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g8t W 31 @i b} aga aat 2 3l qamer as b RAigrell of ferar-udt #ft &t 3, uar ol A sicrer A forxa 32 & an s31 ara @1 wel Bord
3 R ot v woroll woill, 32RBY Blarr enfer A cowET Aol Al N2 St GYRICRI Rude? 3IRPI, a8 syfierR Peacs Bl Rsicl dar
B3I, 33 DURIET @I &3 Asi Sl Wiel U wiloe 8N, 33 Budes & dlora diel spen sarar aefl; 531 asg A et Prenass bl 3
sorac]fSel fyuace Us sorofl alS ceRPI ©: afol ®I Wb 3| 3PR U6 fAeiclt ©: Il AEel At aY 31 Sor 6t sBla Sorar @ o1 323 HA & AD| A6
ar g3 o1 A Werd o1 3, @crd o) 8, a3 Roaofl Jcardn 8, ag I oft Sieron argon ... (euatmor) A geurel s} Sft aerisY, dl A et cjon - A &
sAfere s a1 g o A dicrol & fere xst g3, dor asfl war 5 Bion farg, Rielt frr-udt sie Rrel snféawear s woffdioe & ugr iz
faugt 3 319, sc1ol SeneT el dtil 2Mcll 9 dor waft fvt sfiz g2re 743 u2 odl &,

anft srer @t 3 fégaaror & J8m A 93 gu, el sorofl A S gu, wivel Afdar 3 IS gu cilell @I UD IFYH a0l i &, fSrmt
fBogadrel & 91Tyd v i anolet, wivel Adpedtal, eI, vl soroll waftorel & Aazdol 3nfe 303 cilor nfdiet &) sof Jd ellsil of dal fb
g g 3ol Wfidioc &) wa 8 Egzamel cse 3 3 v Rerrs Aded, Aiforr s of férar fip s Egeam & fée aga xrE §) 5/a s
a2e Ol @erotarst 2xdl 2 A gare AA el A Aol &, & DI s ordl g, D1 vaud oidl g, D1 Ao A=t ordl &) cIfdvor /@ s34 @6 B
ardt At & it el I to1 3 v DwIor UaT BT 3 3 3A DRI B G2 oI, el B ol A IA MADT B G2 Woll, As BEacr Aoroflr
yerol dic} 3iiz Sorchl AR A IS BE cllall Bl &) DIS Yerrel Ficfi Sft D orfep uz, 3orchl figar uz, Jorchl forest uz Fes o1l @2 Adar| Ioaiol
303G 31 Sl @=mel f&=n e, ag dga &l faearer & e feRm en i &1 Uen oI wefldloc oIdl ®39), PIE VI DI old! B, Sl GO B ICIIC D
Raete 8Y) a1 ciell @Y & s fpeft @ oft a6 sigrar ordl e fop 21 waffdioe U= 3Pl acrm? saon fars 8T s FRBR B SIrer-316t 3iie gorra
&lol {1 &l oflaa 3 SIRpl yreesr i &l 3PR $1 g &1 Aaideft & &t 318 &l dl & Awdr & [ 31l of ael S 8 d @l e gaforehys
targe 3ifw o] A s a1 g, ors urdt 3l dferfeast @ dra 3 ol o 2a1 g dfts Al wdl sa v weffdioe wIW 31 SN 3R IAD WG A el S
b 3@ 3mu @16 FeTsiHan oidl w2 AWM, Al Sl AASHAT D el RARD 3, IAH AW aga TSl &El Ade Blar 3 326 BSfAferdt @1 zrarer dar
alar & 3z apr fapeft gener i} 1 HfSfaferdt a1 3 ewrdl 2 a1 ag dact yurer i} 61 Bfsfaferdt @1 ameren oidl diar, ag U3 dor @1 AT
8 &) aiol afey g aret et 3 Y wer @ B g 91 As we Awar & [ BEgzarer w1 aun fwren 3, airst A aer Asi we Sme s we agt
¢llol g0l U3 gard sicl, b7 2@l cllor @z & @ ordl, s VAT o1dl BIPN - A 138 I 3l aral &ail 3 siieder Israifer 3 gt o ara oft ol
Folom) 3 AersiT g b Wit Rreifer sft dat 81 wwedl 3) safer o waon argon & Arotofter yemor sicf} Sft <ol b o101 3 St 9fpI¢ &, 31U Io8 G2 DY
3itz & 9tz 8 fop yemet it Sit 3ot ofmIall @1 forarur w3t iz Afe as Jol 9idIsl ®I forarur wEs! dl =1 3vdfle & b a1 et oft ki @2 38 &,
391 & f&c 3 3R AG B Aol 3T AR I3l B forarur a3al 3l sart Fadd, 3 Iy facer ofifer uz @IE wasr ol dtem,[b61]

Sial d oAfFeI3R &3¢ I Adlel 8, eI d¥c Pl Aol 9, aiifes Sil B ATEAT 8, 33 DI oldl AP Abdl 3 AMUDI AG o b
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&INSIR 8U, Al gaieiz &l =mdl Ja ot ordl wrd eff [ ot o sruell eeif¥ia vaitcilsor @2 @) $AD arg ot ©¢ L2l aconm g8 2 svaitglr
R W, ad ag AAdA & arr 81, waft B B art g, B of B Jor 3D e RAFwIe w a1 3 - it RFwle ool a13| P! PR S91 &
&1 3t glon At fBogacror off Va1 w¥en iz as St Ste1 & @ wafidic 8, 48 $3 oidl A ADAI 8| UG dId G231 8 b 3PR 3 Siet 3 oI Vit waodt
& [ oyfaresr Rudes & surdlo! did 3xSd2 o Susl, 3PR 3Uel B3l ®2 [, safere B3 & @1 gaazad #ia o2 difSr el syfacisr
fYeaes sxarsal & art sme) A a@ argen b smu A3 szl B g2 @3, BRI g 3l clell o relel smuam! BIfdieT 33

oft 230g Yarre arca (isIeuR) @ AMUfT AAkG, 3ITST HIA-3@eT WA Jarsia w2 aaf A 2 2 SN of dac Il afew seaied AEca
o1 fawer &) e fwer o1 uer «ar fAuet o1 fawer ordl 8, @6 Sor & wmuw f&a 3 ST gan aAeren &) Sl MRA-3EEeT WA Adrsiar 8, St amwft
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cnues f&a 3 B 20fer w2 sier aat 81 2 2, awiifes st anorofter yemor aicft Sft 6t Sor & yfer gt yferagean 2, sefifere genor icft Sft &t offerT w2
Jarcl ofél 3oToll AIfdw; Hdrel AR ®I 8l ADI 8 Al AR DI 8l ADI 3, SHRI eftcdIul Alde! DI 3iclol 8l ADI & clfdbol UIAN] DA DIl
bt ot ofler 3, seEt D1 <t 21 il & Awdt &) Su b wnues Ba @ et sft aes 3 Rrdt adf 23w on I @Ry Sor b At wE uact s
3| Ig I Dol 4 DI iR ordf Aleft 15, @16 uach sifer & Bt uz saeft cnmud aat 8 & &) st am et oft Jifer w3 saofl e Tat
ofdl &g &) sl 2ifer uz seon 33 @1 fArart A6l 32 Uy Sor @I frart &6l &1 wifdrer &I o1 &) Sienrs 9 $31 U3 I[P aebel g3l &l Al $AD IS
PR 3 Glall AGell I AR-AR $A A D) Aol Arorofler awrdeft frgl den sew aell grR1 ot b 3o1s a1 off, Ja1 g3l @ forfer @l @1
912> YRITA fopenr orem) VAT QI §31 Af w2 PR diodife adis o "vsice” fven sk 3, s oo sft & AR ©F toudig Joir Atadr &
3MUel U 3l oA fdpen 8 ariifds amuor ursafdtar @) Juse fipen &, smuor 331 o1 3 MU U 3 adl acis 8 3z 3ad ag afs o oimr &
aifen femteft et Gor &l AR wst snaeaddr 8 aifes T afsrind snemrud siar fsicll uz & forale war g

Foll AR glorIct MR ae 3R 9 b [Awrr & fom Sedl 8 sl Sor & ARee siagermarn smer Rerelt 8) s Rereft &F
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Solt disiifea anfae 8 Jwdl & cfdber &9 a8 el drad & 5 331 dor 31 Sl Jaret 3ol & 5 ot wR &, A 123 sit swrsila o1 ailer & ar s
&15s Bac 3, @ I3l 3 et 9ipt 36 2 2 b arn sAD! B Anfeum wazen 2 o ordl 37 SNt asR-sdficw da1 e &t @i 3, aEg Ui
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dofeum wazen O aiy 3 g1, 219 siure Sft of aaf & 8, sor J1a JFeIdena B R FR®IR PRI @3 dmfeud famrT 81 = of 8 cfdser
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&, cftper 32 ufdumEdl w2 9wt &1 &t &) fRerell crazen 3 AM-3A @1 Feren iR ASPIR BT AP ST g3 &) A uRvmer 3, afe et &t
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& o ordf - S asq scifdcm urR 3| alsscl uraR 6 A 9 et df agepn Sft grRT qa Yool 91 @l Sieel| s @ s 6l sisdor ik
widolrsai &) ol widoirsedl @ €26l A 3 ge, A A & [ St uzam] Sere B AQRARILT @I siftior 2, as il Femedll »u A gl 238, 51 w2 aft
&a1o1 ol bl S &) URHIV] IR A ST UAIY] IR DY WINPT GRI Aere W] $tio bI 3mufef st 2xal Bt aneet 8l s21 w2 oft aoroiir
yenol il off Sl arber & A Berfer Fute ©3) 3 &A A clloll Bl 9iebT BT AATENST 8l SIUsl| &H ARDI 51 AR S91 & ARIA 3olh
e f&a & fre ordt shaY sar Gt area & Afdpoer fopaft oft srera 3 oIl FdieR S1d @2 @, A FARI Jweu &) Awdif® aAD A
forr a2s 3 Forailr yemer didl Sit of 521 w2 aR-ar aat w2xer &t @ifdrer &t 3, Ak cimaifw sferart 3 wft 521 a3 A ekt off aes B
sicriecter 3ifer uz aat s1dl 8¢ ol 218 ves st YRt 2, st adtar 3 Si qdle AR & JEie v 3 53 1w aretofter yenst #id} Sit o s
al sroft anfae;

A A1 Dol aAladl & [ sarY A8l Sl Holl @1 a2 Aoy 8l, Jorhl Asiraonall @1 #ff Feol I HADG GRI bIoll anfedey) d muy
®goll atadl & b afe s arc oft iy apdelt Bl &t i1 o1 e odl 8l 2 3ie acflol fGreft, Yacs g 3curcor w2l @1 i T
Izdl &, dl 3 Aarsian g o adlu siis a@ar ool & dow & o Aawdt &) sary aedf sreist el Sft oft 333 g &) sra Adiv sz awrgedl &t
Jaafer & dom Adt &, 330 e AsAfer woelt AswAfr Gonm? & A BR W Fe2 cepl dow frar ad @ g, RBaRcar dodb a @
3 AR Rogail w2, Aol el w2 3z o1 b wnum Bdl w fRxga aal & 2@ 3 33 AR gr1 Jeafy  arg & a8 R don, sAke
i1 bt DI stz ordl &) ualarvr w1 aieren sft aga acran 3 sAfee acfler [orcll & oft w2 3) so 2@ @Al w2 w61 Got Bi SR 3
saafere Yers Afdrier Sit gdie it awr Geil & 8, 3291 Agfer d aig 8l 531 2 R dlem 3 MUY waell aredr § fob vorofl Riafyd & f&a 3 as
@22 Gid 3| A sia 3 v Broie @1 i A cion 5 arer St uf¥fafer Sor 3 @oft 3, 3P Jdw F A Baon arsar §| ...(aurer) APyGHA
Goll 21 GIIRT OIS AASIAT ofdl Bl Ahl) G clloll of dl clid ¢ Ygolol Dol T DI el o SId $20e5 T AdIct 301 oI & 3ol JAYYIar ot
fop2it off aes A ofdl T A sH ARGTarct So1 b Raenw &, Afdsel &l il w1 Jaret 2 3ii2 vorstl R @1 aeren ) Rib v szer &t
K 3) 31l Sit acdarror Rerfer 3, 9 3Bt aat won arean & ...(caaer) snsanft Aea &t eiwr 2 5 90 yferora udter R¥ace &t sia 3o
ater 3t oot . (waerer) @18 A9 a9 3 S91 B MU faa B mer At oft s A Fwsian ot & Jrwan 3| Jor B fv2rer 3iie srdldl @Y 3ot gD
srwa 3 [h63] st So1 B carues &t 1 e2mrer 231 S0, 33 DI Sl AFrsract o1 A ol & v st ot Befer 8, 33 e
3 elfs1 dlietoll a1aI g 3ISl Yds Sfd U] U2 adi 2l 28t oft, aY dlol vep 81t M wfdar sers, 331 3 uson arsdr g -

" 3111 81 2a1 & w1 iR ¥ B dia uey o,

§3 UIHAIV] DR o JoI DI @2 [ & A2,

ute e yferusrt 3 oft us 2@ & sler-2n o,

Afg Pog R 21 3prd, 2007 aren Jwey @,

3ie Faee fer ofifer, adeiifdrpar a uze] wlsr ®r AEYPST 3G GHRT SRDIR,
dl 81 SIesN YA G312, ad ofal 25en fep=ft et ot giap1 3ii @IS Fretet,

391 I o f&a 3 81 s ¥E @R, a9 ue smeefl Jdie 3iiz yferaer Hi ot o,



AFQUT GoT BT 81 SN $A WA DRI A G MRIDR,

Grclt ageft aEifymr 3, ordl den ®1F gl iz ardar 3 WDR,
ferstctt gt a1dt 21, s2r ue oft wen & faar,

fep=ft arcre 3 o1 ©1 =D & 3@ IR,

9 & urwen #slgcl 3 A6 wAw] w2, At & R far;”

off gater uroes (Ioolia) : orofler 9mmufer Elce], amst A aga Ascayul fawer e om-3MfYeT Iy IETsia U agsier WISt Uit @1 st
%101 B fére X1 831 &) 9MRA-3@ ¥ Wy Aarsiar, BRY 123 & et 3 #ft Siwon s 3, A6 v Ascayvf a1 3, a=iifD A6 AdTsiar ed Yo
31 91 & arfareRr 3 ST B3 B

ANl #ASlGa, S Aae 3 agsfol AaIsl Ul @i Alololl 8 b sciol Aacayul a gemdft yaia arcl Jesid @l 3isia ol 3 Usdl Slolcl &
f&arrer 31 3812 &l aiferell W Pog ARDR GRI 39 G2 e Sirer aifde) g diw 2 [ ol sardl w2 smagemdars 3 2 aifds R b gidpen
@I Y ToIrRn S AP, cifdbol HIZA-3FIIDT UIA] Hesic b Jder 3 Asft Wil B ora o Rear 3 T a1 AR Toll DI DIHA DI Tl
3IcTel B1oT? 3P J[CTal M-3RI U] Iarsiiad b yfer sroran 3t A sfiferan et 32 2 s amea aeft af3aran, Jadq for oftfer aem sifdreer 3t
URAIV] Al O 3ol SUDIR DI 3WIFDT D el @D Foll D2 AT Gl SlolclI i Weft sor afiferll ©I s/avar g2 fpen Siron aifae, awiifs sart
urdf @1 #Aretell 3 5 DA wracauul a JAgsiolier amaretl Uz Jo1 @) v gl aifde; e, &Y ufarar a e A Fdféa ArEl U J91 Bl vsie
el P smagerdr 8 Sk A Brderl #xe: Pog RoOR Bl gordl 3) s3> Arer-3er sAR wenv] [AYlasil B R - e
FHsiA B yfer Fune @l uz a=u 8, sHwmr ot A~ e e e arfde; Jer g @yl sfeRl a st ot @ wso b #rd B AT
AfIDT DI WA Aersiar I @er & a3 & 9 8, woq aRa-3Eifd®r wan] Jwsid o ARd! sfter cenar e & e St
ursUcIsal 3 off 5lis 28 &, RrRIhl dew hog MR @I 8t 39 &rol Gol bl 3IA9IDAT &)

Jafel A8Ge, Pog MREOR @I Alfde b ag Ef¥® @1 veArRl e @5 33 sea & e Sl @1 i asrgcdt 3 arer freen & den
33 3R ASIGT Dol ) 3AD 3062 scioll scorefts [ dag MR @I aRdAd i 3ol A&l I A DIl Al 8, Al a8 M DI AYTD AT,
el uldyg 3 usdl ik Tarl e o1 guil f[en @2 suefl staveflerdt w1 aaa & sfie 51 Yoo #Ra & sioran ol sft #1213 A

Fmafer AEle, 3id 3 agsiol Gl U Bbog AP Bl A FId Sl & [ Aa-3@ifer uwsam] Jusid w2 oI ot soa aglol 3 usdl
a9ft wféit & aiesil @t feara 3 ot & fere ve Adaefta dom gome aifde ft ool @ as acE & AD > sA syfderR Sa B dd Pog
FROR G 3r1ct A offerd ar 2 32 531 A B owI-ofebAlol B [Abctol gomefl ufdumer 81 A & e $A A B MEN U2 HIRA DT A
aifarer aemr 37 @RIl el Jor b el fseft oft Blorea uz uzam Fadder e ordl arsa 3 2w & fpeft A srodee @ &2 woret B wemy
Facd yferen a fager ofifer uz acten wios w2 &, sl i ol glérar I A6l 3ol 3 I vw firire &t as orRw ool aE 8

AUfer 8IS, $ol A dlcl DI Aol X U dgslol Adllel U] @l Iuee a1 & b afe @is & dleea arcft g, dh.e. &t wor
dt.oardt. & ot Jsudl @Y ot Aeredl 2 At st Wit s IFAT e Foror @1 Afdpre IR IwCt 2 [repb4] e, ubsBuferi &
3ol 13 oft forvlwr clot @1 siffiorz, A agstol wTel UICT of, agstel Adrel U] bl Accler sregn @ 32 ygor &b e dicfl, asol padt
Armad! Sft @Y § 3z 3 3pR Safad b Racw, uamy oftfer & Jide 3 oIS forvfer fern suar 8, A dgor ardt wRmad! Sft, 31 Jide 9, @it oft
s forofar o a1t &) sodl oreal & A1, JGal 3iiR 3MUD YRT MR &RP DT g8, 3 oll ar AATH DI §|

THE MINISTER OF STATE IN THE MINISTRY OF LAW AND JUSTICE (SHRI K. VENKATAPATHY): Mr. Chairman, Sir,
thank you very much for allowing me to speak on behalf of the Dravida Munnetra Kazhagam (DMK), and my hon. Leader Dr.
Kalaignar on the issue of nuclear deal signed between India and the United States of America.

India is witnessing an unprecedented all-round progress over the past few years. Our economy is growing at a rate
of between 8 per cent and 9 per cent per annum; our foreign exchange reserves are rising; our stock market is booming;
and our export growth is experiencing a growth of 20 per cent per annum. Therefore, the world is looking at India as a
favourable investment destination.

Millions of people, who have been suffering a lot, are watching with new hope and optimism. I feel that this is largely
because of the macro-economic management of the UPA Government. However, not everyone is rejoicing at what we have



attained or what we have achieved so far. I need not adduce statistics, evidence or give material particulars to establish
the fact that millions of our brothers and sisters are still starving; millions are still sleeping on the pavements without any
shelter; millions of children are severely malnourished and remain illiterate; and millions of people are yet to get the basic
amenities like drinking water, health facilities, or electricity. Therefore, this generation has to get energy at any cost.

We should maintain the growth momentum in order to give specific relief to the people, and we require among other
things a conducive policy environment; infrastructural facilities and quality inputs in order to sustain the growth momentum.
Uninterrupted energy supply is vital to all our economic activities, and it will be more helpful towards the development of
the nation.

The per capita consumption of energy is very much necessary as it is the indicator of the level of economic

development of a country. On an average, our energy consumption is only 1/20th of energy consumed by a person living in a
developed nation. Despite the critical linkage between energy and development, access to energy for the poor has not
received sufficient attention. Our economic development is dependent on energy because the economic development is
energy intensive.

Our domestic reserves of fossil fuels are rather limited. Therefore, we have to import major proportion of gas, crude
oil and petroleum products. This import incurs heavy expenditure, and that cost is putting severe strain on our economy.
Therefore, augmenting and diversifying our energy resources is essential for our nation. This is important not only from the
economic point of view, but also on strategic considerations.[r65]

We must explore all the sources of energy — whether hydel, thermal, non-conventional or nuclear. Nuclear power
generating capacity should be improved because that is the only avenue available now. To meet the demands of expanding
economy, this Deal is very, very important. This Deal frees our country from 33 years of unfair restrictions imposed on us
following the peaceful nuclear test conducted by hon. Indira Gandhi in 1974.

I congratulate our Prime Minister and the team of negotiators for having negotiated this Deal. Our Prime Minister is a
man of honesty, integrity and uprightness, and nobody can question his bona fides. Without compromising on India's key
positions, he has clinched this Deal. It enables India to acquire civilian nuclear technology. At the same time, we are able
to have access to the dual-use technologies.

This Agreement with India is unique, singular and exceptional in view of the fact that we are the only country who is
a non-NPT member. Therefore, they have entered into an Agreement with a non-NPT member. It recognizes India as a
responsible country with advanced nuclear technology. Therefore, this Deal is in favour of India which nobody can question.
Other countries who are our neighbours are very particular to have this type of pact with the US with the same terms and
conditions that have been extended to India. That itself is a proof that our Deal is in our favour.

Concerns have been expressed about the right to conduct further nuclear tests and whether we have been curbed
from conducting nuclear tests in the future. So far as this issue is concerned, our concerns are misplaced. A mere reading
of the text will clearly go to show that if at all there is a test, we have to explain the circumstances under which we carried
out the tests. That point should be taken into account. Also, it provides for a process of consultation before terminating it.

We have got a provision for compensation also. Suppose, America decides to take back all the materials that have
been furnished, we have got a provision for compensation. These things are provided for in the Deal. So far as the nuclear
stockpiles are concerned, it is not good for India. We are not after waging any wars. India is a country which does not
believe in wars. The military strategic argument for stockpiling arms is detrimental to the interest of any nation. We stand
for peace and tranquillity. We have been fighting for that. We do not have intransigent attitude or uncompromising attitude.
We have been preaching Panchasheel Policy and, therefore, India must focus on faster economic development and
equitable distribution of opportunities, wealth and resources to every one of its citizens.

Certain genuine concerns have been expressed by our Left allies. They stem not only from the Agreement per se but
also from the general direction of our foreign policy initiatives. Therefore, not only from the text, but also from the context,
they are raising certain questions. Our Prime Minister has taken effective steps by issuing statements twice with regard to
them. He has allayed their fears and he has also clarified the apprehensions. A mere reading of those two statements
clearly establish that there is no point in having those apprehensions and that we can get on with the Deal.

Some other parties are opposing it and I do not know why they are opposing it. Without showing any reason or
without knowing the reasons, they are opposing it tooth and nail. Had they continued in power, they would have clinched



this Deal and they would have claimed that they had done a wonderful job. But quite unfortunately or fortunately, they
were sent out of power, and now they are opposing this Deal. Like a Chameleon, they are changing their colours. After
crossing the fence, they have changed their colours. [r66] [KMR67]When they were in power they were of one opinion and
they are airing a different opinion now when they are in the Opposition. They are taking a different stance now. They are
famous for their doublespeak. They are determined to oppose whatever the Government does. They are ready to oppose
the Government view either in the name of Ram or in the name of bomb. They are all men of diction but they tell untruth.
We are fighting for power for the betterment of the public. They are fighting for power, the political power. They are men of
diction but have now become men of addiction to power.

Renowned Tamil poet Thiru Valluvar said,

"Gunam Naadi Kuttramum Naadi Avattrul
Migai Naadi Mikka Kollal'

That means, "Weigh good and evil well. Weigh merits and demerits. Judge by virtues that prevail". Whenever we look into
this agreement, there are merits and there is good. Therefore, it is the virtues that prevail. Therefore, we have to support
the agreement. I welcome this agreement because it is not entered at the cost of the three important aspirations of our
country — (1) autonomy of our strategic nuclear programme, (2) indigenous three-stage nuclear programme, (3) India's
research and developmental activities.

I consider this agreement to be a unique and historical agreement by which India will become the only country in the world
to pursue a a nuclear development programme even without signing the NPT and still being allowed to conduct nuclear trade
with the NSG member-countries. What else do we want? This is a win-win situation for us. I would request all our friends to have
oneness of opinion, modicum of thought and perfect symphony in supporting this agreement. I hope that all of us would support
this agreement. I on behalf of my DMK Party and my beloved leader Kalaignar support this agreement.

off azat vract (Iead slr-aiear): widicw, it spfl wiidic gam ar ¢t g=il, o s @it 3 waon arsm &) 3ot Jas A s Adl S 2ar e, e
fOerester gragelt Sft @i ofdl &, 3oelal v arpel e 31 aber 3 3oglal wal [ Il [$ymar gl 33! At ofdl 2, sPR dics didl, ar
HIGIAT alefl| 3MUeY ATGAAr clot I @R eRrst 37 uaelt arR g i Wit At g, Rt b 3 dgaedl s=ft 3 sad @ 9 A st DI
@D adlell asar & b e dI¢ B v Sia 3, 3oaial wal, "Legal experts on the nuclear deal questioned the claim that the 123
agreement does not require ratification by the Indian Parliament. The Union Executive has no authority to enter into any
binding treaty unless it is agreed to by the Parliament. In support of this assertion, articles 53, 73 and 253 of Indian
Constitution were cited. " He further said, "The nuclear deal without ratification by Parliament is not only undemocratic but
is also unconstitutional. The national laws of US are already embedded in the 123 agreement. The Government cannot deny
that Hyde Act will apply to the deal." ewar & 2mer St adf 2005 3 yenoricft o yfepen 9% 6 gerowicft iz gor & dfa @R & a2 i
arcta gt arg 3 swif¥at o 3ftele 3 @2 & uer 3 85/12 aifdsr wfl) asi Afsr A Al &, A s Asi Afdar @il o1l A At 3?7 A
geficiezer & This is not bilateral. # smuast axen arear &, & e @won asar g Article 253 reads, "Notwithstanding anything in
the foregoing provisions of this Chapter, Parliament has power to make any law for the whole or any part of the territory of
India for implementing any treaty, agreement or convention with any other country or countries or any decision made at
any international conference, association or other body". s @&i @& Rt a=if aidf & Awar? usch a2 saoft deradl st 3 san
QX T Y AWE Riggr waar ardt A g A Vot &, St f¥garr @Y o] wort Jofty [p68) w1 Doft At &) F aeAron araar § R oftor or 1985

U b e vafidic fopem e

The China-US Agreement of 1985 states that both States would observe the principal of the international law under
which neither party could invoke the domestic law to justify failure to perform the treaty. dler &3 J@ear 2, afdser dior o sdidR
ofdl fopem 3361 SRI3TE AM5el oldl fében, ag Io1db PGl o1dl FDI, 36l UG FAMNIIGT TR FHRT IRPR 6Tl FAfdEIel a=ll o1l aan &t &7
&3 AIDR 3PS b AP a2l gfb Siredt 37

Joetor 3pft dior & 2mer scotgrorer woflde fopem we woftdic spdlol 3 f3en & dsa gan 3| @l o saal war 123 woffdic dls e, A
&1 cotrolel BIE 3 ordl G A, Afdvor o s Awwar 3, dfes dier @1 Sevdtorerer vofldic B dsa warsiar gan &) A ordt uar b 368 awil
scofl Sical el dier of @bl et fére sfiR Siurer of &: e e 4, smuret ik spRtor & wsiidc 3 @) Arer oEl #= P 8 [ A Peflcede
waffdic & dfercicer wfidic ordl 2

3 cafdrerRz DIiuglel I ar 3 Ferell AT &) BII2 USIA 3 uildsdrel, i1, srerdla, offciom & siiz I8 212 gar2 3Neet A B gu &) sof
4 Seiel W dier & aleftef¥sr et &) off gor of war [ smu YfererR S odl B2 @ Al pEl®T &9 e U &dr 3@l &, Al UIcorR ®I
¥ @l ofdl & 281 &) &l urdorz @l ¥ Bicton aifae; &di #f sufdrerz Sxe wol @l dlwl Picron aifde

3ft gty fagrer orr off cirer aovur snsawfl o sft Akl A aarm 3o8lol sI. M B @ F adrl &8 cufderery dust B A A AL B
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e M 3z vordidt 3 Exe dor It iz syfdrer oifor Qiferwevrel &t @1 Reloied! ofdl 2| 91 DR o Al 3¢S feran o b sor
aloil 3 a11lS @1 Breoied! odl golen; dRvr-2 b @16 vordle MR o uid sdfderR ¥ pe; 3AP @G sodial Acw srlst ARARRD vodA
fopen e 3fiz wal e b feraret R @IS sfdcrR 2¥e ofdl WIsl| SADI Hcleld A ofdl gail b sz IS 3¢ o1dl Wil 3oglol b rel @l
sgferrt &t g€ 3, dftor ot Jgheri & ¢ 3) afy A woft sufdrcrr S3c WP Al T BH ol HE SHIA 281? A FALE AST W BISA I Al A B
I 3917 AIDIR DT TAT $2AST &2 DI DI $AGT JULC Bloll AMSE,

urftpedrol GART USIA 391 &) Do el usal uRldol JDR o f3ackR fépen en 5 uifépamer 9 TR forfer & fere it e f&=n S 8,
a8 ARI [ogdiol & Racw siddardt eadifadist & fére sadare ebar S Ja1 ) 36l spElal of 33 &: g6l [Aférel s &t Ags &t &) 3t
03 [@ogadrel i @i we 2@ 8, a18 #vas 81, el &, A 8 A oI ol Seis &, st Seis-sele ulfdbrel & amgesng eokdl & grI @it oI oI
22 2 3l wiftpdret 331 A0IE @52 33l 3

& adren argar g fp $r61 @ oYfderR dusA edalldisl ecla anfdbe 3 PBrefl 3 ufbedmer @1 it sufderr E¥e eaaildfsh ot o,
uifésacrer ot 3A cftféren @t dt 3, $arer Y &t 3, omet DIy B & 2 3l ot o Io1d ferw AR~ arOr-Yichworer wormsdar 3 fover 3)[N69]

aonufer #AGG, A N3 B @ A P adlell argdl g 3Gvir el dicfl Sft @t Aol $31 Jider 3 v ez férzar o sy sasia
9191, St S| AsferT A, Ioaiol war o b eNf¥wrT @1 sedwe dlon aifge; smen St of St @ar e, 3A UL &Il IR o eenol oidl f=m 3PR
IRDR IA W eAlel Sefl, Al st &9 if¥em & oo gform 3z widlforaar &l amavardmdr ofdl aldl) 3 aga 3 Asfeacar 3 frer gt g elfsem
¥ fore widlfsrer &l smaverdr adl 8 arst &Y Rt wiclore bl wa &) a1 IADI el G1 Alel 8l SIAAICT DI ADA 3|

16.46 hrs.
(Mr. Speaker in the Chair)

ABIGe, 3PR A wloreer AR A HolY, Y 3Gl s wiclfore, 2ifyes B ¥ AferREr Slar Adi¥erer gorr 3w 8) st Jgal i &1
fo1 st Sta Isiol Arga of eNf¥err A @i A aAot Ypl, Al Alerolter gediarst dlaror ot siara e @A oy ura elf¥enr Abidic 3| s sl elf¥erer
@1 QoJieT acl &l 3| clfdbol $ADT s3I Bloll arfge; st &2 url 2 enx1, 90 &sie <ol ef¥mr 3) o U acs @ e & awa & off aeft
SII9TT of $A W2 3 Pal o cifdbor 1966 3t off Aft smem b a1y A1 sRft) AP @16 41 et I W &) Bl SADI CISA ASS Y TRl ol
fepan? 3 3nude #AeeEr 3 ywon Aredl & [ ARDR B Ul $A @2 3 g IS WSS YopH &7 ... (@)

3rEgl ABIG, U Ppuan #I dictel lfde India has developed nuclear weapons, but it is not recognized as a nuclear
weapons state by the five official Nuclear Weapons States — US, Russia, Britain, France and China, which had all tested
their nuclear devices prior to the existence of the NPT. cdfdsar & &#f 2o oidl & &) The Hyde Act calls for achieving a
moratorium on the production of fissile material for explosive purposes by India, Pakistan and the People's Republic of
China. It may be recalled that China has been producing fissile material for weapons purposes for a long time, while India
was not allowed to do, by the NWS. The Hyde Act that President Bush signed categorically demands that India should ban
all nuclear tests. s garer 3icft st 21 Smoton @i 2 6 den a8 AR YoIfer ®l Adall aiad &7 3 adrel aigdl § [ garat il off an-ar @
dlet 22 3 fop 5213 &t Fat Bt sk, wroft a3t 20 aom2 demare sadiBicdt frer smsh & smumt adron arsar & & sdt 20 some demarce fsicht
wd fIrcwel, as af 2020 3 20 sonz denare fmrclt s Prclefl st 2igor i s uraz dicft off Ashier parz 91 St o war en b &3 &1 ara
Femare uraz bl e 2 el 86 aonz demare f[Rercht 6t zare gt wal &) 331 86 gome demare fasrclt 6t & ad 2013 aw anaveraar 3 areft
aHRI ssiceet sjer 11.5 wdic & wdla ool arcr 8 D3I AP BT Daoll 3) 5 e A & ad 2020 aw 4 cra denare et & se 3
3@ 3y aarsd b 20 e demare ot wai gt Aef? 3 cer Brb 20 seiR denare & ae A adien asd 8, aren ared 3, ot A& ol 3 a8
Foil b 3¢ B ferw oft udt ordl Al &3t dacr 20 somrz Asware Hoit Prckell, B fore sa saoft dMder w2 33 3| st smor 2arf¥iror @ Bradt
%1 38 3| 32 ur dictol b fere aga wrse 3

MR. SPEAKER: You can lay your speech.
oft Azor Il & 3MERIST ABIGRI, 31U &4 dictol &I féw ool & |
3iezmel ABIGA + B el 3| UDT Ui fHoelc eT1sd e Afdpor as froic 8 oFY &)

oft #lGor Irac : $AD 10 IMUMBT TGA-AGA LoeIG| 3MUol G2 HUL da a2l H)...(xaemer) 3weeel ddice, s Prdon urd & dew X
®eoll alsd & [ [Eogadiel @ U] dollol arcil 3ual it wafidic fben &, ag sfeiavizdlcygiolel &) U ufcindle &l aAoadr cid oidl &) s @R i
maforec cibll of uscl dl feRle [pan ey 3o8io! derrel 3 Siape Yenrel il Sft o ererdir emy d sR=N &l 3K &) 3ogiel a8l el I b Ul St
@l &, a8 B2 ciifom) A s yreforr & o5 331 f&de & el st foieT Sloft anfay)

31e18l ABIGA + 31U U allsal I dlel aiforg; You can say that you reject this.

SHRI MOHAN RAWALE : Let the Government come forward. [MSOffice70] Star 5 Jas gl St of war oo aaf ar & 2, ar
$ADT AT B ofdl 3 5 33 ft B Froeren frer srft 3



ABIGA, 313 URI ol B fére dge 3 WISl &, PR bl SSirsid &l <l 91 sl dla JAcoel B Ucel U e oIl Aladl &)
MR. SPEAKER: Yes, you can lay it. I hope it deals with the Nuclear Deal.
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In India, the opposition to the bill is based on an entirely different perspective. India has remained a non-signatory of
the Nuclear-Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) since the Treaty entered into force in 1970, following U.S. ratification. Staying
outside of the NPT-regime, India has tested its nuclear devices on three occasionsa€”once in 1974 and twice in 1998. In
other words, India has developed nuclear weapons, but it is not recognized as a nuclear weapons state by the five official
Nuclear Weapons States-(NWS)a€” United States, Russia, Britain, France, and Chinad€"which had all tested their nuclear
devices prior to the existence of the NPT.

The issue of future nuclear tests is important to the opponents of the bill in India, because they consider that such
tests are necessary in order to upgrade India's nuclear weapons to match nuclear developments elsewhere, and provide
security to the nation. The Hyde Act that President Bush signed categorically demands that India ban all nuclear explosive
tests in the future. It, however, does not address the 'fact that the United States itself is working on the design of a
"Reliable Replacement Weapon" (RRW) to modernize its nuclear arsenal, and may indeed carry out a test in the future!

Moreover, in the "Definitions" section of the contested 11, it is clearly stated that the "Additional Protocol" is to be
based on the Model Additional protocol of the IAEA applicable to non-nuclear-weapon states, which is highly intrusive. It is
maybe pointed out that the Hyde Act makes it clear that the U.S. President has to satisfy himself that India is working
actively on an early conclusion of the Fissile Material Control " regime (FMCT); that India is supporting the United States in
preventing the spread of enrichment and reprocessing technologies; and that India adheres to the Misssile Test Control
Regime (MTCR) and NSG guidelines (without actually being invited to be a member of these bodies). These actions which
India is obliged to take are not consistent with what "a strategic partner" (which Washington wishes Indi3 to be) should be
taking. Neither arethey consistent with what Indiad€"described as a "responsible state with advanced
technology"a€”should be mandated to take.

What also concerns India's planners about the bill is the way it has been formulated. The Hyde Act calls for achieving
a moratorium on the production of fissile material for explosive purposes by India, Pakistan, and the People's Republic of
China. It may be recalled that China has been producing fissile material for weapons purposes for a long time, while India
was not allowed to by the NWS. Therefore, stopping production of fissile material at the same point of time would lead to a
serious imbalance. The statement of policy goes on to say that the United States shall "seek to halt the increase of nuclear
weapon arsenals in South Asia and to promote their reduction and eventual elimination."

Indian scientists have made their views known about the inadequacy of the Hyde Act, citing two specific areas.
First-, the bill says categorically that India cannot reprocess spent fuel from its reactors. it demands this because the
United States claims that the "no reprocessing” clause would-prevent from getting plutonium, which could be used later for
making nuclear weapons. However, there is more to the clause than meets the eye, India atomic scientists point out.

India decided on a three-stage nuclear program back in the 1950s, when India's nuclear power generation program
was set up. In the first stage, natural uranium (U-238) was used in pressurized heavy water reactors (PHWRSs). In the
second stage, the plutonium extracted through reprocessing from the used fuel of the PHWRs was scheduled to be used to
run fast-breeder reactors (FBRs). The plutonium was used in the FBRs in 70% mixed oxide (MOX)-fuel, to breed uranium-
233 in a thorium-232 blanket around the core. In the final stage, the FBRs use thorium-232 and produce uranium-233 for
use in the third stage reactors.

To a certain extent, India has completed the first stage, although it has realized a dozen nuclear power plants so far.
The second stage is only realized by a small experimental fast breeder reactor (13 MW), at Kalpakkam. Meanwhile, the
Indian authorities have cleared the Department of Atomic Energy's proposal to set up a 500 MW prototype of the next-
generation fast-breeder nuclear power, reactor at Kalpakkam, thereby setting the stage for the commercial exploitation of
thorium as a fuel source.

One reason for India's commitment to switch over to thorium is its large indigenous supply. With estimated thorium
reserves of some 290,000 tons, it ranks second only to Australia. Further, the nation's pursuit of thorium helps to bring
independence from overseas uranium sources. Since India is a non-signatory of the NPT, its leaders foresaw that its civil
nuclear-energy-generation program would be constrained in the long term by the provisions laid down by the commercial
uranium suppliers. The 45-member Nuclear Suppliers Group demand that purchasers sign the NPT and thereby allow
enough oversight to ensure that the fuel (or the plutonium spawned from it) is not used for making nuclear weapons. A
non-signatory of the NPT is prevented from receiving any nuclear-related technology and nuclear fuel.



India already began the construction of the Advanced Heavy Water Reactor (AHWB) in 2005. The AHWR will use
thorium, the "fuel of the future," to generate 300 MW of electricitya€”up from its original design output of 235 MW. The fuel
for the AHWR will be a hybrid core, partly thorium-uranium 233 and partly thorium-plutonium.

In other words, if India cannot reprocess the spent fuel to secure plutonium for the sake of converting thorium into
fuel, the thorium reactors will never take off. Separation of plutonium is essential for the eventual use of thorium as a
nuclear fuel. India therefore expects that reprocessing will be an important activity of its nuclear energy program This is
what has put the Indian atomic scientists on a warpath against the Singh government's willingness to accept the bill.

Natural uranium contains about 99.3% of the isotope uranium-238 and 0.7% of the fissionable isotope uranium-235.

Although uranium-235 is the rarer of the uranium isotopes, it is the one that most readily undergoes nuclear fission, and is
thus the most useful for common nuclear applications. Therefore, to use uranium, the proportion of the uranium-235
isotope found in natural uranium must be increased. This process of increasing the fraction of uranium-235 in natural
uranium is called enrichment. At the same time, one must note that while uranium-235 is present in natural uranium in
small amounts, uranium-233 does not exist in nature. Therefore, thorium-232 must be converted to uranium-233 in order to
generate nuclear power.

The second concern of the Indian scientists is the scope of "full civilian nuclear energy cooperation" (Section 123 of
the U.S. Atomic Energy Act) that was promised to India in July 2005. India had assumed that this term encompassed the
fuel cycle, namely enrichment of uranium and reprocessing of spent fuel. In the "discussions leading to the adoption of the
Hyde Act, U.S. legislators argued that the U.S. Atomic Energy Act Of .1954 specifically forbids export of these technologies,
as also heavy water production technology, to other countries. India has developed its own technologies in these three
important areas.

India's top atomic scientists have spelled out some of the key points to be incorporated in the 123 agreement are:

a€¢ India should not be asked to participate in international non-  proliferation efforts with a policy congruent to
that of the United States.

a€¢ There should be full-scale civilian nuclear cooperation, with an assurance of constant fuel supply.
&€¢ India should be free to carry out more nuclear weapons tests.

There are four main areas of interest for the US to enter into the nuclear cooperation agreement with India. Firstly,
this will generate over $150 billion worth of business opportunities to companies producing nuclear reactors, which would
in turn be financed by US based transnational banks. Secondly, the Defence Cooperation Agreement, which preceded the
nuclear cooperation agreement, would pave the way for the sale of sophisticated weaponry to India creating a huge
market for the military industrial complex of the US. Thirdly, this would enable the US to draw India into the National
Missile Defence System, which symbolizes the hegemonic design of the US to dominate the entire world. Fourthly, the US
wants India to become its strategic ally in Asia, especially in the backdrop of the ASEAN taking a position against the Iraq
War and the strengthening of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization comprising of Russia, China and other Central Asian
republics. The provisions in the Hyde Act clearly point towards these strategic goals of the US. Nuclear cooperation would
provide the leverage to the US to make India fall in line.

Our main weakness regarding nuclear energy is a limited supply of uranium which can be expanded by more
mining or going for the thorium cycle. The government without doing any of this has suddenly pushed 123 Agreement
with the US, when India today is on the threshold of completing the Thorium cycle. Contrary to the assurance made by
the prime minister, the nuclear deal has not assured "full" nuclear cooperation. Technology would continue to be denied
to India in crucial areas.

The legal aspects of the nuclear deal question the claim that the 123 Agreement does not require ratification by the
Indian Parliament. The union Executive has no authority to enter into any binding treaty unless it is ratified by parliament.
In support of this assertion, three articles from the Indian constitution are sighted: Articles 53, 73 and 253 along with entry
numbers 6 and 30 from the union list. On the basis of these- to go ahead with the nuclear deal without ratification of
parliament is not only undemocratic but also unconstitutional. The national laws of the US are already embedded in the 123

Agreement and the government cannot deny that Hyde Act will apply to the deal.
What are India's problems that force us into needing this agreement?

First off, we need energy to sustain our growing economy. We can't depend too much on the middle-east to supply



fossil fuel for two reasons:
1) They are getting costlier

2) That region is constantly volatile. Also, we don't have quality coal available freely in India anymore. Some are
hidden underneath our rainforests and we will have to destroy a bit of our ecology to plough them out.

We have very minimal uranium. We need nuclear fuel badly.

In the last 40 years, we have been zealously developing this technology all by our own, though the advanced
technology that this agreement is going to bring will help.

What are we losing in this bargain?

We have to agree not to develop nuclear weapons using the fuel and the technology that the US is going to provide
us. In order to do this, we have to identify a set of reactors that will use the fuel and the techie stuff comes from them.
And understandably, there will be audits to ensure that we are not "sneaking' out any stuff outside to the reactors used for
military purposes. These audits will be carried out by IAEA, International Atomic Energy Agency. India has identified 14 out
of 22 reactors as 'civilian' and hence these will come under the IAEA surveillance.

We will also have to work with US in terms of combating other countries that are aspiring for nuclear weapons,
namely Iran.

The third most important aspect is about our right to conduct further tests. Interestingly, India has voluntarily
capped a moratorium on further tests but we still have the right to test a nuke or two in case the situation demands. Going
back a couple of decades, all the signatories of NPT have tested nukes after that. Considering the prevailing situation, India
will not want to conduct another test, unless or otherwise it sees a threat.

The legal aspects of the nuclear deal question the claim that the 123 Agreement does not require ratification by the
Indian parliament. The union Executive has no authority to enter into any binding treaty unless it is ratified by parliament.
In support of this assertion, three articles from the Indian constitution are sighted: Articles 53, 73 and 253 along with entry
numbers 6 and 30 from the union list. On the basis of these - to go ahead with the nuclear deal without ratification of
parliament is not only undemocratic but also unconstitutional. The national laws of the US are already embedded in the 123
Agreement and the government cannot deny that Hyde Act will apply to the deal.

What are India's problems that force us into needing this agreement?

First off, we need energy to sustain our growing economy. We can't depend too much on the middle-east to supply
fossil fuel for two reasons*

MR. SPEAKER: Next speaker is Shri B. Mahtab. You will speak for only five minutes. I know you are very articulate.

SHRI B. MAHTAB (CUTTACK): Respected Speaker, Sir, the discussion taking place today when the Government is taken as
a hostage. It is not only peculiar but also very interesting. Objections to the Agreement are basically two. One, this 123
Agreement will adversely affect India's weapons programme and India's ability to test in the future. The second objection
is opposition to the Agreement because it is with the United States of America.

The debate on the Nuclear Deal in the country throws light on how poorly certain sections of our society have
developed a sense of national sovereignty during the last 60 years of our Independence. Jawaharlal Nehru was criticized in
harsh words when India joined Commonwealth as a Republic. His decision was denounced even in this House. When he
appealed for arms aid following the Chinese aggression, he was derided. Indo-Soviet Treaty of Peace and Friendship in
1971 was severely criticized and there were predictions that India was now being made a Soviet Satellite. India
recognizing the Heng Samrin regime in Cambodia was attributed wrongly. Indian stand on Soviet entry into Afghanistan
was also denounced as siding with the Soviets. Such criticisms were voiced at the time of the happenings, yet critics talk
nostalgically about traditional independent Foreign Policy during the last 60 years and fear that it will be compromised if the
proposed Indo-US Deal goes through.

What do they worry? What they seem to worry about is that future Indian Governments would not be as strong as



the past Indian Governments in asserting Indian sovereignty. But one knows that a sovereign nation when faced with a
conflict between its perceived national interests and its contractual obligation or pledged word, exercises its sovereignty to
sustain its national security interests and accepts its consequences in the international system. This is what India did
during the Bangladesh war. When it ignored the UN Resolution passed by 110 nations mostly our non-aligned friends
asking India to stop war. India defied the entire international community when it stood alone in the United Nation General
Assembly and declared that it would not sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. That was done while the United Front
Coalition Government under Shri I.K. Gujral was in Office.

The nuclear tests of May 11, 1998 were exercises in assertion of our sovereignty when India defied almost the entire
international community and conducted the nuclear tests. We have a record of safeguarding our national interests at a
time when the United States was the dominant super power leading Western Europe, Japan and China. At that time India
was weak economically, politically and militarily.[R71]

Today, India's strategic partnership is sought not only by the United States but also by the European Union, Japan,
and China. India today — a nuclear power State, a missile and space power and IT power — is growing at nine per cent
GDP. Therefore, I am puzzled why some sections are terrified of India's sovereignty being compromised by the Indo-US
nuclear deal. That shows lack of adequate understanding of the current international realities and an obsession with
images not the reality. This indicates a total lack of self-confidence.

MR. SPEAKER: You can lay it, if you want.

SHRI B. MAHTAB : I have certain amendments also relating to it. I would say that a debate on the Indo-US Nuclear
Agreement cannot be conducted in a vacuum. This Indo-US Agreement on Civilian Nuclear Cooperation is a complex accord
having few parallels in international Treaties and Agreements. It has both bilateral and international dimensions. The
Agreement is on civilian nuclear cooperation but its military dimension is in a sense even more important. I believe the
accord straightaway confers de facto nuclear weapon power status on India by-passing NPT. Encased in the 123
Agreement, this status is to be sealed by the IAEA, an institution under United Nations within the terms of India specific
"safeguards” agreement that the IAEA is to work out with the Indian nuclear establishments. What are the major issues of
concern? Can a strategic programme continue for a credible minimum deterrent? Are we prepared for the possible
consequences should India find it necessary to test again? I am of the opinion that the Hyde Act enables the US
Administration to enter into civilian nuclear cooperation agreements with India. This was earlier prohibited by US law.
This law does not impact on our strategic programme nor on our vital interests or the independence of our decision
making.

MR. SPEAKER: I am sorry your time is long exhausted.

SHRI B. MAHTAB : In article 2, paragraph 4 of 123 Agreement, it is stated that the implementation of the Agreement would
neither hinder nor interfere with the military programme of either country. It is not unknown that the United States does
not approve of our weapons programme and we do not approve of theirs either. India's nuclear weapon programme was
the cause of 30 years embargo on dual-use high technology flows to India. The US is now bound not to hinder or interfere
with our weapons programme while promoting civilian nuclear cooperation with India and this commitment will -- if this
Agreement gets through -- become part of the United States law.

MR. SPEAKER: I am sorry to interrupt you but I cannot otherwise finish this. Please cooperate. I am very sorry to do this.
SHRI B. MAHTAB : Sir, there is no point in laying it down.

MR. SPEAKER: Why not? It will be recorded fully. It is very painful for me to do that. You always make good points but
you can summarize in another one minute. The Chair does not feel happy at all to interrupt Members.

SHRI B. MAHTAB : These are certain issues which I did not speak earlier on two other occasions.[R72]

The issue of testing is more complex. After 1998, the then Government declared that we did not need any more
explosive tests. A voluntary moratorium on testing was announced. In article V part (vi) and article 14 part (2) and (5) of
the agreement it clearly states. When one reads together, these clauses have been so drafted that without mentioning the
issue of testing sufficient safeguards have been put in place to protect India's interest in the event it did, for whatever
reasons. What did it say? "To create the necessary conditions for India to obtain fuel access to the international fuel
market including reliable and uninterrupted and continual fuel supply from firms in several nations, and towards the end in
part Ao it says that in the light of the above and the rest". Without stating in so many words the US has agreed to treat
India, as it would, a nuclear weapon State conducting tests even with additional concessionsa€| (Interruptions)



MR. SPEAKER: You may please conclude now.

SHRI B. MAHTAB: Sir, I need go to the fissile material. But I have a query to ask. The topic is on the moratorium on

production of fissile material. The hon. Prime Minister on the 17t of August, 2006, in his statement in Parliament had said
that we are not willing to accept moratorium on the production of fissile material. We are only committed to negotiating.

That was his statement on the 17t of August, 2006. In the Hyde Act, which came later, in section 104 A© (2) (d) it is
mentioned that the President must submit to Congress a description of the steps that India is taking...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: You should be aware of our numbers and the time allotted. What can we do? I have already allowed you
almost 150 per cent more than your allotted time.

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY (PURI): Sir, there is no time limit for this.

MR. SPEAKER: There is time limit and there has to be a time limit. There is time limit even for the Members of the Ruling
Party and the Opposition. Even then I have allowed you more than double the time allotted to you.

SHRI BRAJA KISHORE TRIPATHY : Sir, I am not challenging your decision.

MR. SPEAKER: I know the ability of Shri Mahtab. He can speak for two hours on this topic. But it cannot be helped. You can
think when Shri Gurudas Dasgupta takes over. What will you do? So, please co-operate with the Chair. I am sorry about it,
but please co-operate with the Chair.

a€| (Interruptions)
SHRI B. MAHTAB : Sir, give me another three to four minutes, I would conclude.

In the agreed text, "the quantity agreed in special reasonable material that may be separated may only be utilized in

national facility under IAEA." On 13t of August, 2007 the hon. Prime Minister had stated that "any special reasonable
material that may be separated may be utilized in national facilities under IAEA safeguards. Thus the interests of our three-
stage nuclear programme have been protected." We would like from the hon. Prime Minister to understand the statement

which he had made on the 17th of August, 2006 and the statement he made on the 13th of August, 2007. There is a little
bit of difference and there is a little bit of confusion in this. To a great extent the nuclear deal is becoming, to many minds,
very unclear also. There are other issues and there are certain amendments about which it is being discussed outside. A
suggestion has been made that it is the domestic law of the US which is causing all problems and we should examine
whether we can alter our law such as the Atomic Energy Act of 1962 in such a way so as to insulate...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: I have got a list another 21 Members. If I have to give 15 minutes to each one of them, then the discussion
would extend up to tomorrow. I am sorry it cannot be done. [R73] We have agreed that we will complete it today. I have
given you triple the time allotted to you.

SHRI B. MAHTAB : We should examine whether we can alter our law, that is, the Atomic Energy Act, 1962 in such a way
as to insulate our strategic objectives. If that can be done, we would be strengthening our law and on the basis of those
altered laws renegotiate the 123 Agreement. Though article 14 of the 123 Agreement provides effective protection for
India, the Government should consider the merit of adding a further layer of insurance under our domestic statute. Let us
be doubly sure of it. Specially Parliament could enact an amendment to the Atomic Energy Act of 1962 as well as a change
in the Special Chemicals, Organisms, Materials, Equipments and Technology Guidelines making it illegal for nuclear
materials or equipments to be transferred outside the country.

Before I conclude, I am reminded of what Jane Wells had said. She said:
"Learn the wisdom of compromise, for it is better to bend a little than to break."

Perhaps the Prime Minister was reminded of this in this autumn but at the cost of the prestige of this Cabinet. We have a
super Cabinet now. That is accountable neither to the Legislature nor to the nation. This is a disquieting precedent. It may
be used by future Governments and future coalitions.

MR. SPEAKER: Well, I did not expect this from you.

SHRI B. MAHTAB : It can reduce almost any Treaty, any Agreement and any policy matter to a private enterprise pushing
both the Executive and the Legislature to the margins of policy-making. A far better option would have been to set up a
Joint Parliamentary Committee to study thedeal. At least, the prestige of the Cabinet could have been



retained.

off a1fver urrere (Siar) @ 3reer AEGR, SIUDT GG HodIG) 3isT T ol aga scayyl 3 Jiie sufere Ascagyf 3 fas M Sg-diar of 2 3
&o1 A W] anR b A A St ullefr Gt & o, 31161 IAWT WA 3icd: Bl Sl 81 3 36T UIT 391, W Acol, S B HASIAT Silol It
fép Jrcarg @@ &, ger w1 gu iz uroft w1 uroft & Smesn sefdrcR vorsfl & @y A Y urd ag e &) Hs1 A usAl ABIBN o MUD) agd
Sieip! &l &) oefdrere worsfl Stef9rel &b @r2 31 3l age A 3iiws U9t fve &) & aga #Ale dlr w ol Bigia sl [§Bua &, Bior 78] @t dw:? a6
ferarg 3cuool 331 &, garfeayur wu 3t dar feban orn &, 3 Sof U3 aal dell AI&dI &

Sir, resurgence of nuclear energy is now a world-wide phenomenon. Japan, for example, in the early 1970s and
1980s, had 90 per cent of their energy imported and India today imports 76 per cent of all its energy and by 2015, the
percentage will go upto 90 per cent. So, the need of diversifying our energy basket is very well known. The nuclear deal
with the US is one step in adding a resource to our energy basket. I think, the larger issue is why are we succumbing to
the US.

A3 53 ard ol aga goft & b et st fwer w2 aaf 81 28 & sfiz ftor el o1, o1 el of GlgAuel eIk, Sdcl Fid fpen, 3imel a6
Juee 21 Sirest 3t aol awruelt ) & aga seoia @3l §) 8l el & &b i gorhl snsfEsiiciisil 31 gt avs 3 Aaard of g Afdbor 721 31 ard bl
Wolt 2 v ammelt ansell 3k fiigl @1 v @ifsaaser 8, v Rua & The Left Parties are not in favour of developing
nuclear[MSOffice74] weapons. That is their ideology. That is their mind set. I respect that. I may not agree with it. ar-
e ret U sirsrur A fdarg ganr en b sirsiar w1 v AsA Hdler 2 sl gRr Ay swich Az B, a9z Rarg st FDA Aerst A ren B Ry s
el 3 sircfier sroren urdt e 3 & U Brol #E] & @2 3 art ol eft, A Regper sicr 3 32 o fAuer 3 At 2 aa Aegyer aa sicwer ol 3

The next step of strategic partnership with the United States was started by the NDA Government. What we have
done is merely secure our right to participate in global nuclear trade. The crux of this deal is that the Americans are only
helping us to facilitate the talks in the NSG because it is a 45 member group.

Sir I might remind the House that the NSG was itself created to keep India out of the nuclear trade after the 1974
test explosions. smgvfter snsanft Sft, Sit 531 acb Jcor A AHlsie oidl 3, A2 @t welt 3 5 352kl st Jaeffr s sl Sft B aga asE B
Sir, just because we conducted those nuclear tests, we were excluded from the global trade of nuclear technologies,
nuclear knowledge and nuclear know how. But now the time has come where the world, Europe, United States and Asia
have recognised the global prominence and the geo-political role that India is going to play and is playing in world affairs.
PR DI$ 391 &1 JWSIAl DI & dl a8 &9 U DI 3Gl oldl ©2 281 &) 46 Rigia & ara & v g awmel g communism is one
school of thought. It is receding. I grant that. s Brb dier 3iie aerer & 3z srn 8 Communism is a school of thought. It is one
school of thought. But in our country, we are so democratic that even that school of thought has five different sections.
The Americans have not done us a favour. This is a deal on parity, on equity and solely to ensure that India is able to
develop its nuclear assets. Nuclear energy is important to us and we will develop it and that is our right.

Sir, the NPT which India has not signed is a flawed Treaty. This is the Government's stand from day one. How can

four or five countries in the world decide that 15t January, 1967 is the cut off date and beyond that no other country can
have the right to possess nuclear weapons? This is precisely the reason that we did not sign the NPT and we still have not
signed it. On the contrary, after the 1998 test, when respected Shri Atal BihariVajpayee was the Prime Minister, the
Government went to the United Nations and accepted the fact that we are ready to concede this self<imposed moratorium
and give it a legal framework. That would have stopped the Indian nuclear strategic programme. I am happy to report that
today the agreement with the United States is only for civilian and nuclear energy. Of the 14 installations that we have
opened up for India-specific safeguards in the IAEA will remain just that.

Sir, L.K. Advani was speaking before us. He said that his Government was only offering two sides. First, the IAEA
safeguards to be implemented and to open up for inspections. He failed to mention that his Government had agreed to cap
and not build any more nuclear reactors which are of strategic purposes.

Sir, I, on behalf of the Congress Party, am proud to say that whatever nuclear facilities we have today for our
strategic programme, it is our decision — how many we have today and how many we have tomorrow. Today, we have six
and tomorrow we need to make 60. We deserve and we deserve the right to make those 60 strategic nuclear installations
in our country,

Sir, it is our sovereign right and I think we have not compromised. The problem is that there is so much confusion
created around the nuclear deal that today it is coming in the eye of the people. @ga anféme férd s, @ga Sft of war s
anféeser a0 g, d-dir @fear v 3, sraart, ecfifdsror s Aosflell 3 aal 21 3@ 8, 2cfifdsror 3 3Ae a1 3t 3) Afvor it e a1 8 37 W
311 @t dlctol @I aitant farem 3)[r75]

The NPT has been defined by an Argentinean President as a Treaty of disarming the disarmed. We have been



against that Treaty. Till date, our conviction and our principled stand is what it was before.

One of the things that makes me very proud as an Indian citizen is the fact that when an individual becomes a Prime
Minister of this country, he could be from my party or from any other party. I have full faith in that Prime Minister. No
Indian Prime Minister, who represents the 100 crore Indians, can ever take a decision which will be harming India's
interests in the present or in the future. I am proud to say that. Whether it is Shri Vajpayee ji or Shri Devegowda ji or Shri
Gujral ji or Dr. Manmohan Singh ji, our Indian Prime Minister, whoever he or she may be, will always take a decision in the
best interests of India. wiver wiferft uz aga cer aler 33 &, g2 apdelt 3 dier 23 & "you have sold out to the Americans."

g sacl Ul da ad acen| ggod a1 98l U2 . 3118, seideciioe B 3, PRI 821 Siar & At 13 famd orél 3| et i aner & at s
f&aea ordl 8 st w2 aErifesal @1 Gon g1 otdl 2 3l & ol of fpelt @Y P ordl dar 2 iDL 3l IR a1 @3 38 & Al sAfern &2 32 8,
@lifs g# MU B urdel? golol off 3G 3) &l §1 @l W wlot dlenm aifde we have arrived on the global stage where we will decide
what is in the best interests of India.

Now I come to the imperialist policy of the United States. ar-arz 521 st @t a1 foven srn 3 I beg to differ and I want to
state clearly in this august House that the Indian foreign policy is mandated only after looking at what is in India's best
interest. It has no influence from any country whether big or small. @1z fdogzare 3o 8, seht il @2s 6t snardt 8, @6 D Bler-
aiter e1g ordl 3, forT w2 @I @d 3ol Y STt &t bl srivagrer 3 s Jrasar 3, That is why, I think it is ironical to teach a
party or a Government. It is also ironical to give dictation on foreign policy to this Government.

In 1971 when Shrimati Indira Gandhi not only changed history but the geography, when India was a very vulnerable
country, when we were not as economically strong as we are today, we created Bangladesh. serdtar @t sraai dsrt & siiw deiret
3t a1 oM ey Afdpol &aral fpdt &t uvarg ot 6t i @1E PR widt &t acieaa &) 3 va aa i Acton arear g s 1998 3 it sufererRR @or @1
BaRAtellstol fapen SRIN eI, 331 UA S9T AT &I, g fcedl ald &) clftpol arsur B ol @Y slctawadt of 3 b safrerr an dL.ondt. & orferr
&l 230 3 golren sRN o AR 3% dw $3A gl AUl B & ReRl of dl off ug dctol [ garol e 3 D2 oYfATRR T I BaAElSTol
fopann) & sol1 arsd g b As So1 @1 vaatellsior 3, @9 Rpaft urdf w1 ordl 8 3) it widl oot Qisyar ol gier 8 2reft armon ol widt B sucat
ordl & B So1 b1 v tRIEe 3, v 3Ric 3 We must treat it like that. It goes to the credit of the Indian scientists, researchers
and nuclear physicists who have developed this programme for us. It is not a question of which party is in power.

stal o amea & ara 8 We have outrightly opposed the invasion of Iraq. India has been in the forefront of taking
leadership of not just the Third-World countries or the developing countries but also, even today, be it the fight against
apartheid, be it taking our own stand vis-a-vis many countries where perhaps the American interests are not in
consonance with our interests. I want to assure this House that whatever may happen in terms of foreign policy, this
House must be assured that it will be done only after look at what suits India's interest best.

9119 ATEd Dl dgd a1k Dl fpar sk iz 3 fopft dewfler, fbeft otar afiz fRp2fl wsfese o @ie odl w2 a1 §| clfdver SI. I of TD
arT aga o3t dieft efty He said: "No power is more expensive than — no power." So, Sir, I think what we have achieved with
the Indo-US Nuclear Agreement on Civil Cooperation will open up the doors for India to trade with every single country
which has nuclear technology — of all the 45 nations including China and Russia. siai @ ver.dt.dl. &t ard &, Some countries
have signed the NPT and are not abiding by the rules of international relations. @ ag et 21 s/ diar of uIfdbzarer @ Saaiclsit
¢aw2 ot oY fapeft o 73 Az aidl den fob &g arerr & 2a1 3] When a country like Iran, which is a signatory to NPT, does not abide
by the rules and regulations of international agreement, that is when India took a principled stand and said: "No. The
Iranian Government and the Iranian establishment has done a wrong thing." The Indian people have thousands of years of
association with the Iranian people. [R76]

The Indian people will stand by the Iranian people in good times and bad, but if the Government does something
wrong, we must have the courage of conviction to get up and say, 'this is wrong and it must be corrected'. We are a larger
country. Let us not reduce ourselves to feel that we can be overpowered by one country or another country. If we can have
strategic partnership with the European Union, with the Russians, with the Chinese, with the Japanese, why can we not
have a strategic partnership with the Americans and only when it suits our commercial and strategic interests?

So, I am very glad and I am very thankful to the hon. Prime Minister that he has taken this step and he has got out
of these negotiations which no previous Government was able to get out. It is not a question of debating as to whether
how many megawatts of electricity we would have made by hydro or by other means. Our fossil fuels are limited. India has
a very concentrated programme of developing hydro energy, thermal energy, solar energy and wind energy, but nuclear
energy is also an area where we have to invest. There are some technologies which are dual use technologies which are
under the restrictive list of the NSG and unless the NSG in all its entirety, all 45 members, agree to trade with India, we will



never have access to those dual use technologies and those technologies are important not just for generation of nuclear
power, but also for other uses like for making a super computer, for developing space technologies which we do not have
and which we are deprived of. So, this nuclear apartheid has to end. I think our neighbours are very worried about India
getting this deal from America. I think time will tell, our future generations will look back and history will decide whether
this deal with the United States of America is something that is beneficial for our generation and the coming generations.

Sir, Shri Mohan Rawale has left the House. He also gave a very passionate speech as to why he is opposed to this
deal. His party supported the Congress candidate Shrimati Pratibha Singh Patil for the post of the President in the
Presidential Election in the interest of Maharashtra. Similarly, may be in the interest of India, he can speak to Bala Saheb
and his party could also support what we are saying today. I do not know if it will happen.

Sir, in 1954, when the country was very weak, feeble and vulnerable, Nehruji led the entire world. He was a known
statesman for the entire Asia and the Third World. He was respected for what he said because foreign policy was the forte
of the Congress Party and I am very proud to report that it continues to be so. It was Shri Rajiv Gandhi, while speaking
about nuclear disarmament, who told the world at the United Nations in 1987 that India will readily sign the CTBT and
FMCT if all the five nuclear powers disarm and destroy all their nuclear weapons. So, this has been the ideology and the
thought of the Congress Party. I think this Government has done a great service by engaging the Americans and getting
what is needed for developing our nuclear energy and for our strategic purposes.

I would like to say a few words about the very important aspect of testing. As far as testing is concerned, no matter
which country at any time will conduct a nuclear test, there will be repercussions for it. In 1974, when the Buddha smiled
for the first time, Shrimati Indira Gandhi knew what is going to happen. She had the courage because our farmers were
working hard, our scientists were working hard and our young people were working hard to manage those circumstances.
In 1998, when we tested again, we had sanctions and our country was strong enough, we endured the pains and we came
out on top.

Today, India is the fifth largest producer of electricity in the world, we are the world's largest producer of milk and
milk products, we are the second largest in the production of fresh fruits and vegetables and we are the third largest
producer of food grains in the world. We are a country on the move. Today, I think, no amount of animosity by any other
country will derail our progress and our GDP growth.

Sir, there were some comments made about our GDP growth being 6 per cent or 8 per cent or 10 per cent. These
are not mere numbers, they are important because this growth will percolate down to those 6,40,000 villages where India
lives. How will they get re-employment? How will they move from agriculture to tertiary services? This growth rate will
improve their lot and not let these people to lag behind.

Sir, in conclusion, I hope better sense will prevail on our Opposition parties and I think they will look at India's
national interest much more magnanimously and leave their narrow political self-interest, stop doing flip-flop on the nuclear
testing issue and the nuclear negotiations with the Americans and finally come out of their hoodwinked foreign policy and
support the Government when it does best because, I think, this Government has done a landmark deal and I think the hon.
Prime Minister must be congratulated for this.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN (TRICHUR): Sir, the Left Parties made their position very clear that we are opposed to this
Treaty, the Indo-US Civil Nuclear Agreement, because it is an unequal treaty. Secondly, it has been told that it opens up a
renaissance and it will meet our energy needs.

A lot of things have been told here, but what is the fact about it. I think, the hon. Prime Minister, in his previous
statement, has said that at present India's nuclear share in India's energy generation is three per cent. In 2020, with Indo-
US Nuclear Agreement, it would become seven per cent. I do not think, it is going to make a very substantial difference by
jumping from three per cent to seven per cent. At that time, our requirement will be much more.

Sir, then comes the price at which we are getting it. It has not been officially calculated. It has not been told what
is the calculation about it. But it has been calculated by various experts and in any case, it will be more than ten trillion
rupees that we will have to spend for producing these nuclear plants and nuclear energy.

It is also said that when we produce energy, it would be so costly that it would not help the common people or even
our industries to utilize it in an economic manner. When we say renaissance, we use all kinds of words, but the fact of the



matter is that for too little advantage that we are getting, we are paying too much in terms of money, in terms of political
concessions. These are some of the disagreements that we have.

Another thing is that the hon. Prime Minister said that it will be our own decision that we will do the nuclear test or
not. It is good. But after making that statement in the Parliament last time, the US Ambassador to India came public and
said that if you do the nuclear test, that is the end of it. They take a different perception about it. We have said that we
can take our own decision at the time which is suitable to us.

Now, to spend these huge resources for producing a small percentage of increase in nuclear energy, whether we are
going to abandon our programmes of economic development? When you talk in Parliament about the Government's
flagship programmes being implemented, whether it is a question of Employment Guarantee Scheme or for bringing a
legislation for unorganized workers, it is always said that there are serious economic constraints. [(77] When there are
economic constraints to bring about the programmes which will affect the large masses of Indian people, who are common
people, here we are spending enormous money to produce a little bit of energy.

MR. SPEAKER: You can speak for one more minute. Every Party cannot have 15-20 minutes. It is not possible. Then you
would have agreed for two days' discussion. Nobody suggested that there should be two days' discussion.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : Mr. Speaker, Sir, you should treat our Party in the same manner as you are treating the other
Parties.

MR. SPEAKER: If somebody is not listening to the Chair, if everybody defies the Chair, that cannot be an ideal situation.
Now you may kindly speak. I have given you one minute. Another one minute will be the final one. That is what I expect
from you as a disciplined Party.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : I do not know what I would say in one minute. As a disciplined soldier of the Party, I may have
to forgo.

MR. SPEAKER: Good.
SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : I will not take much of the time.

MR. SPEAKER: I know that you will not take much time. You are very articulate; I know that. Please understand that the
Chair is very unhappy to ring the bell; but I — whoever sits here — have a duty to perform.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : Sir, I have also a duty to perform.
MR. SPEAKER: I know that. I wish I had your ability to perform the duty!

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : I will not take much of the time; I will obey the Chair. I will speak one or two things and then
conclude.

MR. SPEAKER: Thank you.

SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : I have a feeling that in the course of doing this, we will do away with our self-reliant policy.
We have various other sources of energy. I would not like to go into the details. It has been pointed out that there is
tremendous capacity; there is hydro-electric power generation possibility. We have hydel power; we have wind energy and
all kinds of things. We have also huge deposits, perhaps world's biggest deposits, of thorium. We were tying to utilize all
these. In the name of this Indo-US nuclear energy deal, I have my own doubts whether we are we going to abandon all
these or whether we are giving less priority to all these.

Sir, due to time constraint, I may not be able to say anything more.
MR. SPEAKER: If you have some more points, you can lay it.
SHRI C.K. CHANDRAPPAN : I have no points to lay.
MR. SPEAKER: Thank you very much; I am very sorry.

Shri Uday Singh, I would like to make one thing clear. Your Party has another 12 minutes left. I will give five
minutes to each Member; three Members' names are there.

SHRI UDAY SINGH (PURNEA): I would try to finish it within the allotted time.



MR. SPEAKER: Thank you. I deeply appreciate your kind cooperation.

SHRI UDAY SINGH : Thank you, Mr. Speaker, Sir, for giving me time to speak on this important matter.

It is really unfortunate that an Agreement so important that will have an impact on the country for a long number of
decades has got caught up in unfortunate controversies. We have heard and read more about this Agreement than we
have about any other Agreement in the recent memory.

Before I speak of the deal itself, I would like to draw the attention of this House to something as important as, or
perhaps more important than, the deal itself. During the last Session, a lot of heat was generated on whether this debate
should be held under Rule 184 which entails voting or Rule 193 which does not require voting. I think that you were
absolutely correct in ruling that under the present laws, international treaties do not require Parliamentary sanction. The
Government of the day has the sole prerogative to enter into such agreements. Therefore, voting was neither required not
was it necessary. It brings me to the point that I want to emphasise on. Look at the absurdity of the situation. The
change in retirement age of a Director in a medical institute requires Parliamentary sanction; disinvestment of Tyre
Corporation requires Parliamentary approval; but an international treaty whereby territory can be ceded to another country
does not require Parliamentary involvement. I think that we are making Parliament more and more irrelevant. [r78]

Therefore, 1 earnestly urge all the Members and especially to the Government that the laws must be changed.

When our Constitution was written, a political milieu like this was probably unforeseen. India has changed. Indian politics
has changed. Indeed, the world has changed. Therefore, there is an urgent need for the Government to give a serious
consideration to the aspect that the laws must be amended. In fact, this whole controversy of a deal for an agreement
which even we in the BIP agree is required, maybe not an agreement which is a fait accompli, which we believe is an
unequal deal where India is at a disadvantage but we do recognise the fact that an agreement with the United States is
required, it has got caught up in all kinds of controversies for the simple reason that the Government did not require
Parliamentary sanction, did not require Parliament's approval, did not require Parliamentary involvement, and went ahead
and did things where we have serious objections to various things that were done. So, my request to you, Sir, is that you
must use your influence to see that these laws which need to be changed are changed.

Sir, coming back to the debate, as I said, the BJP indeed feels that there is a need for an agreement but the
agreement is structured differently. Giving due respect and considerations to the sensitivities of the various political Parties
present here, we do not deny that there is a need. Therefore, Mr. Prime Minister, Sir, since you are here, what you needed
today and perhaps what you missed today is a political consensus. That is what is lacking.

I will refrain from going into the specifics of the deal firstly because the time is short and secondly because the other
eminent Members have already done so and I am sure the other Members to follow would also go into the merits of the
deal. But what I would like to say is, what you miss today is the political consensus, and the responsibility for getting that
political consensus was yours. It was not the BJP's. Granted that you have the legal sanction to go into this deal on your
own but it is also of the moral and political sanction. You did not. Your Government should have tried to build that political
consensus.

Mr. Speaker, Sir, if a bi-partisan support in the Indian context was ever required, it was required for a deal such as
this because I cannot overemphasize that this agreement is an important agreement. We are in complete agreement of
the need for an agreement and, therefore, there must have been a greater effort on the part of the Government to have
built that political consensus, which the Government failed to do unfortunately. Mr. Prime Minister, your Ministers and
sometimes you yourself €| (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Please conclude.
SHRI UDAY SINGH : Sir, I will take just two or three minutes more.

Your condescending attitude towards the BIP does not help in building the political consensus. The language used
by your Party spokespersons, whom I am convinced — have red chillies for breakfast — does not open the way for any
meaningful political dialogue to take place.

There is a demand in my constituency and I am sure there is a similar demand in other places that the two national
parties must come together on national issues. But clearly it is for you to realize that the BJP Members are here because
they were elected and sent here by the same people who elected your Members. We did not break open the doors of the



Lok Sabha and came and occupied the benches here. I do not know whether I should be saying this here. In the last
Session, I almost staked my personal reputation to see that the logjam gets broken and I was in touch with the senior
members of your Cabinet to try and work out a system whereby the two parties would come into a dialogue. I was given
to understand that it was acceptable to you and then I was suddenly told that it was not. When things like this happen, it
makes life very difficult.

Now, let me make the BIP's stand on the nuclear agreement clear. We have been told that we do 'double-speak’,
'treble-speak’ or whatever. We do not suffer from the Left's encumbrances of not doing business with the United States.
[h79] For us, agreement with the US is as welcome as agreements with other countries just as long as those agreements
are good for India. My young friend, Mr. Sachin Pilot was referring to the NSSP and we have no hesitation in saying that the
genesisa€|

MR. SPEAKER: If you are taking the time of the other speaker in your party, I cannot help it. You can go on for another five
minutes, which your party has.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): Sir, if you feel that nobody needs to listen to our views, it is all right, we need not
speak!

MR. SPEAKER: Why are you saying all those things? Do not impute anything to the Chair. Mr. Swain, I will call you to speak
depending on the availability of the time.

a€| (Interruptions)

SHRIKHARABELA SWAIN : Yesterday, right up to 6.30 p.m., the Government wanted the debate to
continue...(Interruptions) You may ask the Minister of Parliamentary Affairs...(Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Mr. Uday Singh, you please continue.
a€| (Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Whatever names are given, I would continue to do it. T am not going to be guided by you.
a€! (Interruptions)
SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : If you do not want this debate to take place, we are agreed for that...(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: You are always lecturing to the Chair.
Mr. Udai Singh, please continue.
SHRI UDAY SINGH : Sir, I would try and get out of this. I am trying to finish my speech in just another minute.

After Pokhran-II, which itself was an act of great political courage, there were sanctions. The NDA Government
showed tremendous diplomatic and political finesse. It not only got out of the sanctions, it actually improved our relations
globally, and we took our understanding with the United States and many other countries to a higher level, which
culminated probably in the NSSP, which was being referred to just now. The NSSP would have formed a tremendous
foundation for an honourable Deal, had this Deal not been done in such great hurry and bolstered in the manner that it
has.

So, where do we go from here now, Mr. Prime Minister? We are unable to appreciate the argument that this is a
'now or never Deal'. This is a Deal between India and the United States. We appreciate your efforts that have gone into
it. But we cannot appreciate the fact that this is a Deal between Dr. Manmohan Singh and Mr. George Bush only. It is not
a Deal between two individuals. If it is, then I am sorry to say that one of you is trying to hoodwink the other; and India
does not hoodwink other countries into signing agreements. Now, if it is a deal between the two countries -- India and
the United States -- whether we sign the Deal in a hurry now or we sign the Deal after due deliberations with all political
parties, build a consensus and then sign it, it does not make a difference.

Therefore, Mr. Prime Minister, my request to you would be to take Parliamentary sanction, to be candid with the US
Administration; they should go to the US Congress, say that this is the request that has come from one democracy to
another, make necessary changes, if required, and then go ahead with the Deal. We will applaud for you, we will applaud
for India. We have no hesitation whatsoever in supporting you just as long as India's strategic interests, India's Foreign



Policy interests are safeguarded.
Thank you very much Adhyakshji.

MR. SPEAKER: Now, Shri Rajiv Ranjan Singh. Your party's time is three minutes. However, I would allow you five
minutes. If you have anything, in writing, you may lay it also.

SHRI RAJIV RANJAN SINGH 'LALAN' (BEGUSARAI): No, Sir, I have nothing to lay, in writing.

3RSl ABIG, IWISIDT B ATl BAR S DI S WA AASHAl &30, IS <l 190 B [l auq awefl sdforyer Aoer A @ Ao @1
SIGGIfeTd @6l Ml e fpen &) 82 o1 3R &2 1R 3 ¥ aal ugdl 3 & 3nRaR 531 Awsia A ol Sor B AYerr w2 A wer ot 3?7 s Jor B
U, SIAIE2 €l olgs b PRI A 36T b it dc RAgor oftfer acft am 228 8, ag figar ofifer o oot gonfarer ot & 3 &, oot &1 591 o= &
a1 A 3PEIDT B Uecrsa] dl ofdl 8l 3@ &, axiifey a1 sferert 87 smpenfordrel 3iie 3@ @1 o9l §311| a6 14 3ERiaT B pur A g3 3R 3@
@&l [Bogadrol oft, 320t a3 Uz 36T A oldl @ 281 87 A AR J9I B Aol I DI &3

HElGa, fUsel 2] & Slvrel S/ A adl JAcol 3 g, ol As Jarel 3ien b Sit fager & 2mer Jarsian 8 3, 33 U2 Jadtr Jsafa &t
ARl oidl Al 8 s dio @i 8 [ [idell &b e gu Jersial w ek et & smagamar ol aidl 2, aifdper S seon asT Jersilar
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MR. SPEAKER: Thank you very much. Prof. M. Ramadass. Your party has got three minutes, but you may speak for
five minutes.

PROF. M. RAMADASS (PONDICHERRY): Sir, I am the only speaker from my party.

MR. SPEAKER: Therefore, you will get five minutes instead of three minutes.

PROF. M. RAMADASS : Sir, I am very happy that the Indian Parliament today is discussing a very significant deal which will
have far-reaching implications on the Indian economy and the Indian country. We are grateful to the hon. Prime Minister for



enabling a discussion in this House. Sir, T would like to remind the hon. Members of the House that this is not the first time
that the Prime Minister has come to this House to explain the intricacies of this Agreement; this is the third time. We have
never seen a Prime Minister who is so transparent in his approach towards Parliament. An hon. Member said that
Parliament has become irrelevant as far as this Agreement is concerned. We are discussing this Agreement for the third
time. He is not shying away from the Parliament in explaining the rationale of this Agreement. Therefore, at the outset, I
should compliment and congratulate the hon. Prime Minister for effecting this deal.

On behalf of our party, PMK, we deem it a pleasure to extend full and wholehearted support to this Agreement which
contemplates a cordial cooperation between India and US on the use of nuclear energy for civil purposes or peaceful
purposes. We consider this Agreement as one more innovative initiative of the UPA Government towards faster, quicker
and stable economic growth of this country.

We know that in the last three and a half years, the UPA Government under the leadership of Dr. Manmohan Singh
and Madam Sonia Gandhi has implemented a large number of programmes designed to promote growth and social justice
in this country. A mention may be made to NREGP and Bharat Nirman while several other monumental schemes have also
been implemented. In our view, this Indo-US nuclear deal is also a part of the larger programme of the Government of
India to develop India's progress.

I thought that the Members who are discussing this deal must have read this deal line by line and article by article,
but unfortunately most of the people who have levelled allegations seem to have not read the Agreement in full and that is
why, they have said that India has become an unequal partner, India has surrendered its sovereignty, India has different
perceptions with regard to use of nuclear energy and the Hyde Act will override 123 Agreement. All these statements at
best are hypothetical statements or statements which are in the form of guess work as well as hunches, which cannot be
substantiated from the text of the Agreement. At least I have gone through this Agreement. There is a preamble to the
text and it is spread in 22 pages and 17 articles.

A careful perusal of this document would make any objective reader realise that this Agreement or deal is in tune
with our contemporary needs of energy requirement, which is sine qua non for India's development. Therefore, today even
the Leader of the Opposition said that energy is important and without energy, progress of Indian economy either at 8 per
cent or 9 per cent growth rate is not possible. All macro economic models worked out at the Indian universities have
revealed that the energy is the most significant factor among all the factors which are contributing to the growth of the
economy. Therefore, this deal will add to the growth of this economy by contributing to the supply of energy. A speaker
said that this deal would help us to get only four per cent of energy requirement of India, but I would feel that something is
better than nothing.

Not only that, after this deal, we will be able to import nuclear fuel supply from 45 countries and all the sanctions will be
removed. Therefore, we can expect a quantum jump in the supply of nuclear fuel. USA has pledged support and help to
India in the matter of revising the rules of Nuclear Suppliers Group to favour India. Once the NSG amends its guidelines,
India becomes open for nuclear commerce for rest of the world. At that time, what happens in Washington should not
really matter as we will be free to source our fuel from other countries. If the American Congress shoots down the 123
Agreement, the biggest losers would be American companies. In the above context, trade with Russia will be especially
important. Russia has already expressed interest in this regard. Importantly, unlike the US, they do not have laws which
make it mandatory for them to stop supplying nuclear fuel to the country in case of a nuclear test.[s81] On the contrary,
they view India as having a history of responsible behaviour in terms of non-proliferation.

Australia -- with its rich Uranium reserves -- too has already expressed willingness to cooperate with Indian needs in
the NSG, so that its guidelines can be amended for the supply of knowhow and equipment to India in the civil atomic energy
sector.

The deal does not cap India's nuclear weapons programme in any way, and if it comes through, then India can use
its scarce indigenous Uranium exclusively for weapons while importing Uranium for power reactors.a€| (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: If the Congress Party wants, then I can give him time from the Congress Party's time. There is some time
left of the Congress Party.

a€| (Interruptions)

PROF. M. RAMADASS : This provides for exchange of information on research in controlled thermonuclear explosives, and
the International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor Project, in which India recently became a participant.



India is working on new ways to use Thorium as a nuclear fuel. Therefore, India's dependence on imported Uranium
is for a comparatively short-term, and the Agreement could ensure this supply.

MR. SPEAKER: You can also lay it on the Table of the House.

PROF. M. RAMADASS : No, Sir. On the positive side, the Agreement has tremendous advantages for India's development.
It is not only from the energy's point of view, but in terms of other inputs that we require. Therefore, we support this deal
wholeheartedly.

On behalf of our Party, we once again congratulate and compliment the hon. Prime Minister who is bent upon taking
India on the higher growth trajectory path.

MR. SPEAKER: Shri L. Ganesan, I am allowing you to speak on this issue for four minutes. You had two minutes with you,
and [ am giving you double the time to speak on this issue.

SHRI L. GANESAN (TIRUCHIRAPPALLI): Mr. Speaker, Sir, I thank you very much for having given me this opportunity to
participate in this discussion on the Indo-US Agreement.

At the very outset, I want to congratulate our beloved Prime Minister wholeheartedly, and also commend him
profusely for having clinched this Agreement and for having concluded this Agreement. There were several hurdles, several
obstacles, and several barriers in it, but our hon. Prime Minister deftly, skilfully and in his own style has surmounted all the
obstacles and concluded this Agreement. It is a splendid achievement by which our beloved Prime Minister has added a
golden chapter to the history of our glorious nation. a€} (Interruptions)

MR. SPEAKER: Mr. Ganesan, why do not you lay it on the Table of the House, and every sentence will be recorded.
SHRI L. GANESAN : Sir, I am not going through it.
MR. SPEAKER: All right, then you can have the entire statement recorded.

SHRI L. GANESAN : T strongly support this Agreement because this is an historical achievement; I strongly support this
Agreement because India gets due recognition as a nuclear club member; I strongly support this Agreement because this
Agreement takes our nation one step forward in our endeavour to become a world power; I strongly support this
Agreement because we do not surrender our sovereign right to conduct nuclear test; and I strongly support this Agreement
because we have not surrendered our sovereignty in our foreign policy.

I do not claim that I know all the intricacies and certainties of the Agreement. Therefore, it would be better if I
quote the opinion of eminent persons and scientists instead of waxing eloquent on the merits of this Agreement. I am
saying this because that will be more appropriate on this occasion. Shri R. Chidambaram, the Principal Scientific Advisor to
the Government of India and the former Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission from 1993 to 2000 has said that : "For
nuclear renaissance the world needs India." He has also said that : "From the outset a€| there are three boundary
conditions. There will be no effect on the strategic programme."

Many other experts have given their views, but since time is very short I wish to take up the objection raised by the
Opposition Parties. First of all I wish to dismiss the shrill cry of somebody who does not even have a single Member in the
Lok Sabha describing this Agreement as a Master-Slave charter. I simply ignored this because I thought that it might have
reminded that somebody's earlier stages in an earlier life. Therefore, I do not want to reply to it.[r82]

18.00 hrs.

As far as BJP is concerned, I have great respect for Vajpayee ji, the former Prime Minister. They have already stated
that a Joint Parliamentary Committee should be appointed, which should give its own report and on which Parliamentary
approval should be given. The Constitution is the bedrock of our political set up, and all that is required is the Cabinet's
approval. What were they doing while they were in power?

Lastly, I wish to inform the hon. Prime Minister that the nation as a whole is with you; the UPA is with you; the
Chairperson of the UPA is with you; above all, the Democratic Progressive Alliance is with you; and Dr. Kalaignar, rank one
strategist, rank one diplomat and a statesman is with you. Everybody is with you. Therefore, please go ahead undaunted
and bring greater glory to this glorious nation.



With these words and because of the intervention of the Speaker, Sir, I lay rest of my speech.

*Sir, I don't want to dismiss the criticism of the Left parties so lightly. I share with them their concerns and
apprehensions. We cannot take US at its face value. We cannot and we should not ignore the foul play of the US in
international politics. We cannot easily forget its foul play in Vietnam, in Cuba, in Iran and in Irag. No doubt, we should
be vigilant and watchful as far as the US is concerned.

Mr. R. Chidambaram the Principal Scientific Advisor to the Government of India and the former Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission from 1993 to 2000 has said, "there will be no deceleration in our three-stage Nuclear Power
Programme which has been the foundation on which we have built our entire Programme (Agreement) and there will be no
effect on our Advanced R&D Programme. These boundary conditions have always been with us as we have gone through
this. So, there will be no effect on our Strategic Programme".

"But as far as 123 agreement goes, there is nothing in the Agreement which prevents us from testing if the
government decides to test for whatever reason". This is quoted from his exclusive interview he had given to The

Hindu dated 10t" August 2007.

Let me quote 'Indian Express' dated 25-7-07. Former Chairman of the Indian Space Research Organisation (ISRO)
K.Kasturirangan says, "If for some naive and sentimental reasons, Indian decision makers say 'no' to the Agreement,
then they must also decide how they will produce 20,000 MW of nuclear power by the year 2020 as envisaged by the
current plans of the Department of Atomic Energy. With the 123 Agreement, however, it is possible

*3€|* This part of the speech was laid on the Table.

that the share of nuclear power in the energy mix can comfortably reach 20,000 MW by 2020. With wise planning and
enabling legislation this target can also be easily exceeded. There is no doubt that saying 'yes' to the deal is important for
the future of the Indian Nuclear Power Industry".

No doubt this Agreement is not without inadequacies, shortcomings and pitfalls. But they could be set right and
corrected when we work at it and implement it.

"It is a sound and honourable Agreement and the assurances provided to Parliament by Prime Minister Manmohan Singh in 2006
have been fulfilled in their entirety".*

MR. SPEAKER: 1t is always the fate of the Speaker. zaiy urr at dsact @t dicrar @r ailest 2 fas please sit down. &t a o sft dicar
b1 Hiepl otdl firetdr,

3€ ) (caaure)

MR. SPEAKER: The time of the House may be extended till 7 p.m. Notices given today on matters of urgent public
importance shall be valid for tomorrow, except matters which would come as Calling Attention will be taken up on Monday.

18.03 hrs.
MR. SPEAKER: Mr. Swain, your Party has got two minutes, but I will give you five minutes to speak.
SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : Sir, give those five minutes time to any other speaker, thank you very much.

MR. SPEAKER: Very well, I will give you six minutes time. Please start your speech now. You are a senior Member. Please
start your speech, and the very important points will be noted by them. What can I do? Your hon. Leader spoke for 46
minutes.

a€| (Interruptions)

3ezrgt ddtea: Stev 3, 3mu uid frote 3 3ol @ waat &t @Mfdrar Hifsre; Do not deny the Parliament of your wisdom.



SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : I am not that wise enough, Sir.
MR. SPEAKER: Please go ahead.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN (BALASORE): Sir, I repeat what has already been told by the hon. Leader of the Opposition that
like the Left, we are not paranoid and we do not suffer from any American phobia. Our only objection to this nuclear Treaty
is that this Treaty is going to prevent us from conducting any future nuclear tests and it is preventing us from developing
our nuclear deterrent against our hostile neighbours. That is the only point on which we have just got the objection.

Sir, a very pertinent point was raised when the hon. Prime Minister made an intervention. The hon. Leader of the
Opposition made a point, and the point was that if we defy the 123 Treaty and go for a nuclear test, we will invite
sanctions. Okay, we will invite sanctions from the West -- from America and its allies. Now, the hon. Prime Minister said
that there is nothing in this Treaty which prevents us from conducting any test. I also agree with him. But I will like to
know, as the hon. Leader of the Opposition said, that getting a sanction from them on their own and inviting it through a
pact, whether there is no distinction between these two. Two of the hon. Members from the Congress Party came
prepared, but they did not listen to what the hon. Leader of Opposition said and they did not give any answer. I will ask the
hon. External Affairs Minister or the hon. Prime Minister that if they at all answer, then they will have to answer the
question: "Is there any distinction between America imposing sanctions on us on its own and we inviting it ourselves?" Is
there any distinction between these two or not?[r83]

The second point is, when the hon. Leader of Opposition said that we would be allowing the American inspectors to
roam around in our nuclear facilities, it was said by the Ruling Party, the Congress Party, that there was no provision like
that in the Agreement. I am just coming to that provision in the 123 agreement. Yet the Government has accepted US end
use monitoring in the 123 agreement. This is reflected in Article 12(3) which reads, "When execution of an agreement or a
contract pursuant to this agreement between India and the United States and organisations require exchange of experts,
the parties shall facilitate entry of the experts to their territories and their stay therein consistent with national laws,
regulation and practices." What is this? If it is not allowing the American inspectors into our nuclear facilities, then what is
this? Let the hon. Prime Minister or the hon. External Affairs Minister, during their reply, say that this is wrong and what we
said is wrong.

The momentum that India has gathered with regard to getting approval fromthe NSG has slowed down
considerably. The European Union now is a divided house on supporting exemptions for India. Australia was a good friend
of ours. After the change of its Prime Minister, now Australia is probably going for a course correction. Countries like
Ireland, Sweden and New Zealand criticised it earlier Other countries like Belgium, Netherlands, Denmark, Finland and
Austria are very strong proponents of the non-proliferation regime. China is making supporting noises. Only the small
countries are going to oppose it.

The moot point is all of them have now the gravest doubt as to whether New Delhi will be able to take the next step
towards the deal. They do not believe us now. Sir, through you I ask the hon. Prime Minister who is present here, Mr. Prime
Minister, Sir, why did you not build a consensus among your own supporting parties when you tried to enter into this type of
an agreement? Do you feel that your allies and your supporting parties are supporting you? Did you see when your
members were speaking only your Congress party people were thumping the desks and all others were sitting quietly? You
just see now also as to what is their attitude towards this treaty. So, it is only the Congress party which is supporting this
deal and almost all other parties are opposing it.a€| (Interruptions)

SHRI RAM KRIPAL YADAV (PATNA): All parties in the UPA coalition are supporting it. 4€! (Interruptions)
arezrer sigrea = dlas &) Please conclude now.
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SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : Mr. Prime Minister, Sir, if you ultimately fail to operationalise the deal, will you not bring ridicule
to this country? Is India not going to lose its credibility in the comity of nations? Why did you do this? If you did not have
the capacity, why did you try to enter into this type of activity? Mr. Prime Minister, Sir, by acting in this fashion you have
painted the character of the country as a country confused, irresponsible and doubtful.

Let me tell you lastly, Mr. Prime Minister, if we come to power in future ...(Interryptions)



SHRI RAM KRIPAL YADAYV : No chance. You can only dream of it. ...(Interruptions)
MR. SPEAKER: Why not? He has a right to express his hope.

SHRI KHARABELA SWAIN : When we come to power in future, in the firmest possible way we will try to bring back the lost
credibility of this country by renegotiating the deal and getting it operationalised after removing the clauses which go
against the interest of the nation.

SHRI D.K. AUDIKESAVULU (CHITTOOR) : Sir, I would like to draw the attention of the House towards the utmost issue of
signing the Indo-US nuclear deal on July 18, 2005, Hon'ble Prime Minister has repeatedly slipped on promises to the nation.
Every time he has unable to keep an assurance, he has sought to devise a revised gauge to maintain the semblance of an
unbroken word. The 123 Agreement has no provision for an arbitral tribunal, despite India's bitter experience over an
earlier 123 accord with the US signed in 1963. The 1963 agreement was not only more protective of Indian interests, but
also free of any Hyde Act-style overarching legal framework. Yet 15 years later, the US effectively gutted the accord by
retroactively rewriting its terms through a new domestic law.

In the latest 123 Agreement, India has gained the right to be merely consulted but has granted United States the
right to take all final decisions. Contrast this with the Japan-US 123 Agreement in which Tokyo's interests are protected
through Article 14.

After more than two years, the deal has completed two of the five obligatory stages. But now, through the 123
Agreement, a sixth stage has been added - a separate section 131 agreement on reprocessing. Furthermore, the
sequencing of the next steps has now been changed to India's disadvantage. As the July 27, 2007, separate Indian and US
fact-sheets revealed, India has agreed to first conclude an IAEA safeguards agreement before the Nuclear Suppliers Group
even attempts to carve out an India exemption form its 1992 export guidelines.

Our Party also decided to press for a debate and division in Parliament under Rule 184 on the bilateral 123
agreement that seeks to operationalise the India-US nuclear deal. The idea is that the country should know who is on
which side. 123 agreement was the single-most dangerous issue as it impinges on national sovereignty. The UNPA,
popularly known as the third front, has made its

* The speech was laid on the Table.
opposition to the Indo-US nuclear deal known and alleged that the government has mortgaged the country's sovereignty.

TDP supremo N. Chandrababu Naidu said, "It marks the total surrender to the US. There is no vestige of foreign
policy left in the country as, henceforth, the government would be dictated to by a foreign power on whom to support and
whom to oppose."

DR. C. KRISHNAN (POLLACHI) : I am speaking on behalf of Marumalarchi dravida Munnetra Kazhagam headed by Thiru.
VAIKO Leader of the Tamilian's. We wish to state that the Indo — US Nuclear agreement in the present form is not for the
betterment and progress of our Country.

Article 5.2 spells out restrictions as regards transfer of technology and equipment relating to reprocessing,
enrichment and heavy water production, normally referred to in U.S. regulations as sensitive nuclear technologies (SNTS).
Interestingly, however, in the present 123 Agreement, heavy water technology and equipment have been separated and
SNT refers only to reprocessing and enrichment technologies. This, according to informed sources, was to facilitate the
possibility of accessing equipment and critical components for heavy water production in which India's pre-eminence is well
demonstrated, if not for reprocessing. But, in any case, and envisaged transfer SNTs heavy water technology and
equipment cannot be automatic, and according to Article 5.2, "may be transferred only pursuant to an amendment to this
agreement”. This implies a Congressional approval and, therefore, a hurdle.

How much is the capital cost of imported reactor-based unclear plants?

When we build a plant, we put in some money, called equity and borrow the rest. This is called the debt equity ratio



according to Central Electricity Regulatory Comission's (CERC) norms, the debt equity ratio for theremal plants is 70:30 we
need to put in 30 percent of the total capital cost as equity and are allowed to borrow the rest. As per CERC guidelines,
the return on equity allowed which comes out of the tariff the consumer pays is 14 percent. The lonas carry interests, and
the interest charges also come out of the tariff. Lastly, there is plant depreciation, which is computed at 3.6 percent of
plant cost. All these have to e included in calculating the tariff, if we take only these components into account and the
cost of the plant as Rs. 9 crore per MW (around $20000 per KW) and the

* The speech was laid on the Table.

accumulated interests during construction, in which period obviously there is no sale of electricity, the total capital cost
including this interest is Rs 11.2 crore per MW. The cost of electricity using just the capital cost of the plant alone for
imported reactors would be Rs 365 per unit as against the cost per unit from coal including the fuel and all other operating
costs of Rs 2.20-2.60 depending on their distance from the coal mines.

In the case of kaiga, the operating cost including fued, heavy water and other operating cost was computed by
Nuclear Power Corporation to be 1.48. if we add that to the cost of capital, the cost of electricity becomes Rs 5.13 1. This
is more than twice that from coal fired plants.

To find coal reserves or mine more efficiently, requires far less money than buying expensive reactors form
Westinghouse.

Article 5.6 (b) (ii-v) on fuel supply assurances, to keep the U.S. — supplied reactors operating but because the fuel is
use in U.S equipment, it is obligated to the U.S. and there is no longer any consent to reprocess spent fuel thus obligated.
That is, spent fuel from a non — U.S. source used in U.S. reactors can't no longer be reprocessed inthe event of the
termination of the agreement. This is another issue that needs sorting out with the U.S.

If we take indigenous reactors, the capital cost of nuclear plants would be about two thirds of imported reactor
based plants. Nuclear power from Indian reactors would therefore cost quite less than that from imported reactors Even
then, it will be somewhat more expensive than that of coal-fired plant.

Hence on behalf of Marumalarchi Dravida Munnetra Kazhgam headed by Thiru. Vaiko the Leader of Tamilian's I wish
to state that the Indo-U.S. Nuclear agreement in the present form is not for the betterment and progress of our Country.

MR. SPEAKER: Shri Swain, just see how good points you have made in the short time given to you. Thank you.
a€| (Interruptions)
Q). RISRI AR ACAT : 16 98 Al A ot acroft ef
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18.11 hrs.
( Mr. Deputy-Speaker in the Chair)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Shri Nikhil Kumar — only five minutes. What I have said is according to the time allotted.
SHRI NIKHIL KUMAR (AURANGABAD, BIHAR): I begin with two statementa€!. ...(Interruptions)

THE MINISTER OF PARLIAMENTARY AFFAIRS AND MINISTER OF INFORMATION AND BROADCASTING (SHRI PRIYA
RANJAN DASMUNSI): Hon. Speaker of Lok Sabha had a prior commitment of meeting a distinguished delegation from
Bahrain from 7 to 8.15 p.m. Therefore, we requested the hon. Speaker to come back to the House by 8.30 p.m. and the
reply would be given at that time. Meanwhile, speakers who are listed they can take as much as was allotted. Within the



time, we can discuss. We do not mind. The Government would hear and respond. &€} (Interruptions)
Q. fISRI GAR ACBGT UG I 3 UseT qArd|
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off Tarde ¥ar€ : a3 wal orn [ Siedl Ao 3. .. (RMHret)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Nothing will be recorded.
(Interruptions )* G€/

SHRIPRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI: No we are not continuing tomorrow. ...(Interruptions) We have agreed in the
BACaE,...(Interruptions) There is no compulsion that it should be finished at 8.30 p.m. ...(Interruptions) You are
mistaken. I again repeat. Please understand that it is not the Government which insisted. We got the message from the
hon. Speaker that he has a prior commitment with the Bahrain Delegation at 7 p.m. At that time, the hon. Deputy-Speaker
or somebody else can sit in the chair Secondly, time is allocated for each party. If the allotted time to the parties are
exhausted, if any Independent Members or other hon. Members express the desire to speak, they would be given two or
three minutes. Our Prime Minister is ready to reply the moment the hon. Deputy-Speaker direct him to do so. We have no
problem. It is not that the hon. Speaker would give the ruling by 8.30 p.m. and he has to reply. ...(Interruptions)

SOME HON. MEMBERS : 1t is a serious discussion.
SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI : Serious discussion should be discussed seriously, not lightly. ...(Interruptions)

We have decided in the BAC that no business would be taken up today except the Nuke Deal. So, we cannot take it
up tomorrow.

9. fsrI @aR A a2 AGR DA did &) 308 uid firore off ordl e o
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Shri Nikhil Kumar, only for five minutes please.

a€| (Interruptions)

* Not recorded

JUTERIET ABIGA  SIWED JAGRT 3 dleT b 3|

Q. ISR GAR dAcalgr : b2 AS 3116 &6l dAD Al D17

IUTERIST ABIGA & SI%3) oldl 3 b 216 3o ol dwm &l s e acien,
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off foif¥aer war Uil firere A wga @ §

I was about to say that I will make two statements only. One is that the address by the Leader of the Opposition
was disappointing. ...(Interruptions)

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: You are wasting the time. amuer uia Rrere 3 ey @3en 3 3z ama DA 81 PRI @Adta o2 38 &)

SHRI NIKHIL KUMAR : I have begun, Sir. What I am saying is that I will make two statements. First is that this address by
our hon. Leader of the Opposition was extremely disappointing. The second statement is that we owe to our hon. Prime
Minister a great big vote of thanks and appreciation for this wonderful illustration of the UPA Government's determination
and courage of conviction to reach this agreement with the United States on Nuclear Civil Cooperation. [r84]



Hon. Leader of the Opposition mentioned that Dr. Bhabha had wanted that India should test the bomb and that if it
had been done, India would have become a NWS. If it was not done, it was because of this. If you will recall, I wish to
recall for the sake of the hon. Leader of the Opposition, that it was the time when the Government of India was very keen
on pursuing its policy towards disarmament, that was the time when India, headed by Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru, persuaded
the non-aligned nations, to do whatever they could, to bring about disarmament, and that was not the time, when India
wanted to go in for a nuclear test.

It came about only when it became clear that disarmament had no future at that time and the security environment
in this country and near-about dictated to us, the need for testing our nuclear weapon. And that is why, in 1974, we had
the Pokhran-1. This is something that needs to be brought to the notice of the hon. Leader of the Opposition.

The second thing that he mentioned was that there has been a misleading declaration by the UPA Government about
the deal - that it is only for civilian nuclear energy. What I am trying to say is that there was no misleading declaration.
This deal is as much for our strategic use of nuclear power as for civilian purposes. This is borne out by the fact that there
has been a separation plan; and this separation plan was brought about after much discussion with the US people and it is
clear that a certain number of reactors will be allocated for strategic purposes and above all — what is important to note is
this — none of these reactors will be subject to an inspection by the IAEA. To that extent, it is a tremendous achievement
on our part, on the part of the negotiators and on the part of the Government officials who represented India in these
negotiations; and I wish to compliment them. This was possible only because of the leadership provided to them by our
Prime Minister and our External Affairs Minister. This must go on record that there has been no misleading declaration as
was alleged by the hon. Leader of the Opposition. The separation plan is very clear on the matter and there is absolutely no
chance of any doubt about it. Therefore, this is a wonderful achievement; and the UPA Government needs to be
complimented for this.

The other very important thing is that this opens, to us, access to higher technology. Nuclear deal is not only about
nuclear weapons. Nuclear deal also has some impact on our space programme, for instance. I will cite to you the instance
of the cryogenic engines. It took us 13 years to perfect it and bring it out into the open. Had we had access to higher
technology, it would have been possible for us to get the cryogenic engine much earlier.

We hope that our negotiations with the NSG will be successful;, we will be able to persuade them and they will be
able to amend their guidelines. Once they amend their guidelines, it would be possible for us to access higher technology.

The other day, I read in the papers — there was a news item — that our friend from the Left has put a question
to our hon. Prime Minister, as to why no such agreement has been signed with Russia about reactors. It is not possible
until such time the NSG amends its guidelines because Russia is as much part of the NSG as any of the other 44-45 nations.
So, it is still another reason why there should be a successful negotiation with the NSG. [MSOffice85] All this is possibly
only if the Indo-US Nuclear Deal goes through. That is in some way a key to our future development, future prosperity.

The most important thing is about which a reference has been made and I am simply rushing through because of
shortage of time. This country needs power. This country needs 'bjj/i. People seated here are perhaps not aware,
certainly not some of the friends across the Table here. They have mentioned that we are only following the United States
and nothing more. They must realise that this country needs electricity. This electricity which we are supposed to get
because of nuclear power will lead to so much development. It will be possible for agriculture to benefit from it. Today,
the farmer is hard placed for irrigation because he does not have either Government-sponsored irrigation plans or canals.
He has to depend on his tubewells but he cannot operate tubewells because he has no power. Not all the farmers are in a
position to afford diesel power to work their tubewells. If agriculturists have power, they will be benefited.

Same is the case with the industry be it medium, large or small. No industry can be set up without power. I am
citing two instances of my own State. If it is backward, especially after the creation of Jharkhand and it has become largely
agri-centric it is because there is no industry there. Industry cannot come about unless there is availability of power. As it
is, Bihar is terribly deficient in respect of power. If it is possible to provide power to Bihar through nuclear power
generation it will be a totally different picture. At the same time, kindly imagine what will happen to our people in the
villages who will find their homes lit up with electricity. Above all, they will be able to cook not on cow dung cakes, not on
even LPG cylinders, which many cannot afford even.

It is a question of power being given to the last village in this country, the house of every person dalit or otherwise.
It is this bijli which people are hankering for and it is this bij/i which the UPA Government is committed to make available to
every house in the country whether it is in the urban, semi-urban or far flung villages.



So, Sir, this Bill is not only for strategic purposes, it is about providing development to this country and unless we are
able to strike this deal with the United States, it will be a serious road block to our progress. I would personally
recommend to this House that it should adopt this. Instead of quibbling over little details there is no question of any kind of
bar on us to conduct tests. There is no question of ours being secondary power to the United States.

Before I sit down, Sir, once again I pay my most sincere compliments to the UPA Government for fashioning this
Nuclear Deal and I commend it to the House to support it.

SHRI M.SHIVANNA (CHAMARAJANAGAR) : Thank you Sir, the Indo-US agreement for civilian nuclear co-operation has
generated huge controversy in the India and also abroad.

Sir, we have been spending crores and crores of rupees every year to generate nuclear power by using domestic
uranium. If Indo-US nuclear deal materializes, India would be getting uranium at a very cheap rate. To this extent we can
agree to this nuclear deal provided our sovereignty is not at stake.

Sir, during the last 60 years of Indian independence there is no evidence of India having compromised on its foreign
policy. Therefore, I would like to suggest that the civil nuclear co-operation agreement should protect the nation's self
respect. We may get uranium at cheaper rate. but we should not yield to the dictates of any foreign country. Our great
nation can not surrender to anyone just for the sake of uranium. It is important to remind ourselves that Nation's interest
and Nation's pride can not be compromised. We are the largest democracy on the globe. Therefore I urge upon the
Government of India to up hold our independent foreign policy and protect the unity and integrity of the country taking all
parties in to confidence. While negotiating with US on nuclear deal all these factors should be considered. With these
words let me I conclude my speech.

*English translation of the speech originally delivered in Kanada
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Sit smmar wetfdres Rerd e B sraud srivac: 3@ 3, Ierdl a3 -

"India will be slowly forced to become dependent on imports with practically the entire gamut of activities
coming under safeguards and inspections with a miniscule of activities left under the strategic category."

This is what he said. Now, what does Mr. Brahmachalani, who is another expert on the subject, says? He says:

"Legislation had little to do with energy and everything to do with NPT. The Government should also be more
transparent to the people of India regarding prevention of radio active accidents, disposal of nuclear waste
and the vulnerability of the nuclear plants to terrorist attacks. Unfortunately, it is not so. I would like to urge
the Government to look into these issues and have a full-fledged discussion on this very important issue."
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"The agreement however offers immediate bilateral consultations in the event of an Indian test and commits the two
sides to take into account whether the circumstances that may lead to termination or cessation resulting from the Party's
serious concern about changed security environment or as a response to a similar action by other States which could
impact national security."

afer &1 331 I @ dlold &, AAfdbol Tl & MUl U] BRI $AfeTe ofdl Golrl aRilics 2,21, ¥ir aradr & clfcbol 3R & U2 BdIcll 8
SIS I @l dd olglolcl RBragf¥dl &bt ara 33l St gy Iedier i AcsDR &, d Joldl dgd 3MGI DIAl §, clicbol I aST G g3l SId
Jodiol eIl B ARICL 3 UIPRI P AP6l SIp2 BRI s &l Awrs, Brr ds @I 2usdiovr o aifde e, as ol e sz 3ad! asie 3 gga
mmm&’fﬂﬁ

HBIGA, 3P &A 53 185 A S ol ua] udlervr &b Isrofifer oft g¢ 3 3w apfl off 81 & 3| a3 s uav uSlgur faparer fen? e
Usel WRAIY] SRR fiparel deRn? ey ERRIR A IRl usel 5l of @eRn Al 98 JYoIrses A T [T of GerrRn uIAw] BRI BT
wdgror afe; o of fpen Al gorrses R sifw sidf¥or of siurer B e 3 fepan sl 33 aIG FA ol fdpen; @1 srafds arzan dac ©f srast
o1, $¥col FRIfRIG dbclst &b el it aren Ude g3l o1, 33 331 el en[b88]| 331 aie oft 3aaial udterur fpen 3l oyfareiar BRrIT @6ty
sAfeTe 891 3PR oYfACER BRRIR Forr & 3k Ju2 diar wactel B fére YRt @2 &, a v aes A & giu & s JAwar &7

wololl & fe1e 3 @& 28 & [ JepR ofdeisr wiidic ol o 2 3) dgd srcdl i & - @i, dfdbor aan & worsll & S siex ARTE &,
Tl 3oldl ofdl ¢ Adel? A2 Holl Bl &AlY URI AUR ANTGIT 3| S URI cdoifeiioll #lslg &) &a Cdaileiioll 3k AR w2 Jmd 87 &a
Saoileifolt gy Joff @t & e 8?7 a=il of o1 Y % b & Alere Ju2 dfaz dorass s - 19 @ gars 87

311 seileel arfdfsr B orevl A,u., U 32 b, A oull @G 3 &) & sweft e diae Sasildisht Rl o3, & smeft ez dias &t
Saoilcifoft 3ol Soil @ A, A BD g asI dArhe 8, Al gorn a2 e v Arbe &) a8l 3PR & A Al dgd el ard slaf

fis diaz, weft uder St &t amer 13 2rse @ 45,000 dsiiare B 3cuger & EIr 8)...(xawmer) &al el 3curger e 3?7 sadt
dcloll 31 dg A &) arRIATA @l 3culgal ot & ©2 ADd &) A8 PN Yerel oI & diileiiar a1 Icuigel ot A&l BSion gloll aiféwy, 3ol oidl 21 Jar
&

3ict 3 3 3mud Freer A AEt e [ arorofter yeror Jicl Sit, ama s Sier 9 Freroft urzaidiar e A &, cmy) Sit sATY WYy A Azermor
&, 3oIcbl el @IS SIU 32 Sl Ferel aell 3G &, IoTD! IARKIAT Sl SNU 3iiz HidwT 3 21E 331 e féb EARI UIA] 3ruigal a6, &9 U U2
dfa gores2 3013, Afdsor aaly Sor 3 wamvy Jversil B wrevr @ Vft geleor or 2, S aliz Seoff 3 &¢ 3

SHRI TARIT BARAN TOPDAR (BARRACKPORE): Sir, thank you very much for giving me this opportunity.

Sir, I would like to supplement what Shri Rupchand Pal has said and endorsing what has been spoken by Prof. Ram
Gopal Yadav, I would like to place a few points in this august House.



I8l ag Al ari @@l a1 &) 3orcp1 fordls Az 3 b f32Amerer A uscl ars? Sil it as1 g3, 32W1 bl @I aPRIs w2l oI dvwer g3 of,
aloll (1w A g¢ ot arsern &I ara el 51 3Arel sta argell B ard S11 BIW 36! DI DT 3R, dl Aak are acrfl o,

China is a member of the nuclear club and India is not. Somebody was speaking from that side that we will be given
the club membership. Let them give the club membership. Then, we will come here to discuss the terms and conditions of
the agreement. So why should we be hypothetical that it would be given and all those things? & st @i spiaE ot arclt 3
g3t @i amg 6 331 spft @svon Aew, Sicdl W dem, 3wl ordl wIal A gor Area adl SMEAY, dl aer @@ glen? This is not an agreement
between Mr. Bush and our hon. Prime Minister, Dr. Manmohan Singh. This is an agreement between the two countries.
Steaarsil @t aen ara efi? o1 arxa ol ofty fibe sft Srecarsht &t o siiz 3@ smgvce @i b §f$en fAifSie w2or e a adr & 5 Siegastt
B DI art ordl &, su arg I wafl s - el sisls A sk sEfywer ARKEEY o oft sisIBIs w2 fen B cza &t B ana ol &) So, these
are the things. sprrs @a @1 3l g2rRT adi®r RN 3R a6 3IUGN DIl ACTESY, E UGN Plofol AT AST ard 3| & aall @iyl
@lofol bl AToAAT 331 313 FISNepT =il &Y Plofol B HIGAAT o1, Afdbol WINPT Al 3f¥bar Bafel Arolem; The American President will
abide by the American law. He will have to submit an Annual Report on the accounts of our nuclear material[a89].

In short, I do not want to lose time in giving an account of whatever nuclear materials that have been incorporated
in the agreement. s R siPIHe doir uSom a8 o oft dIen R sAD R I ARfBBe & 39 wofldic W@i o, 3R 3| PR Is
Affbdse & &, Al a=n en? 333 et aoly dcis 3 ot vofldic 8 3, vas aew A dcres adt A 3) seR A et deae of aarn 2 5 sa
oft dremres & A &) v wefidic &1 va1 2 - sef sfie g@ #) We have been treated as a junior partner. We are not the members of the
Nuclear Club. Please mind it. aés vac ol ol Sen? FaTY HU2 P ol S, Joib HUL cIP], AT 3R 3P TIPL AP I a8 KD 391
CICIIch T TR AcIcld BT &7 ofl Gaul w1, a6 fAasT 2o uSen, @ dior aruet @weoll uSen iz ot oiat 3, A2 & 23N - 3 JAd DI Tl IcIcld
&? After the bombardment of the nuclear material by Alpha, Beta and Gama rays and subsequent fissions, the fissile
material that will be produced as an end product will also have to be given which is the raw-material for making atom
bombs. You will do the thing and they will get the raw-material for the atom bombs. In course of time ag wasn @ 3muoer HurRr
garr &, @l purn? 3 for amor s3qacst dtem, amu A Apai? This is the most dangerous part of the agreement. In any way,
that cannot be agreed to. &3 spic @t & R A AR ard @él o 87 3PR U6t 3R & A san2 3y sarRT 1964 @1 syacikr vac &, PRt
dar wen ussm; We have to agree. Everybody here has to agree to it. Otherwise that cannot be operationalised. worsif
Ryt &t s &t o & 3 syaciier vorsif i ol e &) & serfdi vorsfl aifd, serw1 aen sraera 87 You have the energy
basket comprising energy coming out of different sources. st sicaarsht &t @=n e 37 st urdt of 1994 3 difersht 33fiser feren
o1 s gane dor & o saciiRr wersft ordf anféd aa1 33 Racne oidl € Aftper  s¥aciie vorsf & srerer 83 ol 8l &) St ewler vorsff & A
ST &, avgarcfter: vorsff & 21 s &, You will get only 7 to 9 per cent. For that 7 to 9 per cent, what are you going to stake?

Now, I come to technology. amst gférm 3 @Y$ urerer o1ét & Sit @6 waen 6 st ausft Eaaiiciioft 331 a1 of amoft Saoileifsft o afie
ol 2t a9 a8 3R dveol ddfar A 81 wwan 8; Can this be called security when it is dependent on foreign supply? fRigeli uz fBists
a2 3 Brarif¥dt & ara waad 3) As ores ser dorRY; Security and dependence on foreign countries are two contradictory terms.
They cannot go together. eifsemr 2aoiicitsft & a2 3 aer 22 The Department of Atomic Energy should be pulled up. What are
they doing with the Budget that they are given? What is the stage that we have attained in Thorium Technology? As far as
I know, Thorium Technology has developed to a great extent.[R90]

it dftor Iyt oripa war sien 8, I 3 wga g2 frwer g &) This agreement will deter the advancement of thorium
technology and I would like to explain that. First of all, we have to understand what are the ramifications of this agreement
on our foreign policy and also on our defence. There is talk of strategic partnership. Strategic partnership has got its own
meaning. What is strategy? It means different angles of vision. 3wsc terer sifw fasier 3 Bwoc @& sl smud et Wi
F32Slt @1 Fretera vas 3, 3@f¥asor watet aifts fistor 3 grT 2, arseflsr Gerer A dterar &, fdrrer vster A dien 2

Therefore, we have understood that the Hyde Act is an India specific Act which enables the American President to
enter into agreement with a country which is not a member of the nuclear club. This is the sole purpose of the Hyde Act. It
is an enabling Act. &g wotaet @31 & &b 3Eif¥mal GoliSee Sit @2 odl Awa &, Biolal oldl alon dl Af¥mel YoliSee sfEen & amrer vafldle ord
D2 ADI 3| st @R, [pedt oft Sor b mer ol @3 Jean I a=w 37 33 wat A B A AR foran gan & B! aqea & 6 India will be
NPT compliant.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Please conclude.

SHRI TARIT BARAN TOPDAR : I am just finishing. What is meant by NPT compliance? amuor wordict 3 21l ot faven 2 cifdvor s
38 & o vorlidt dteiRioe volarIcide iz 3! Il

Sir, India has been cherishing the independent foreign policy. ser fsaft & urer vear @t oidt Som Y e oft ordf Bom, 3P
fep2ft w1 glen Al garrn ff siférprz giom, #1e) &1 a1 arael &l =1 ordl arsel &l, cifibol Uedl 91 dollol DI &dl JRIPR &) G cllol dell Al & oo 3eft
AT got13l AT it of Formsil Afdbel da &Rl ifibI? 3, a6 & ofdl BIs AMmA &) dled [FamAidse gem We are in favour of complete and
total disarmament, not partial disarmament and that is why wenfidt dwerrRioe worareliic oo T arIer 3PR Yo Jid] Sft of fser &
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MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Before I request the next hon. Member to speak, I would like to inform that those hon. Members who
would like to lay their written statements can lay them on the Table of the House. That will form part of the proceedings of the
House.

Now, Shri Subrato Bose will speak. Mr. Bose, you may please speak only for five minutes.

SHRI NAVEEN JINDAL (KURUKSHETRA) : Sir, I rise to support the Indo-US Civil Nuclear Cooperation Agreement and
thank you for giving me an opportunity to speak.

I wish this debate had started soon after the PM's statement on 13t August, 2007 so that the Government could
have explained its stand after listening to all the Parties and clarified all the doubts. Unfortunately, the whole issue was
stuck in the quagmire of political controversies. I am happy that today this August House has got the opportunity to
discuss the issue which should help in clearing the air on several aspects of the Agreement.

I have heard the speeches from the opposition benches with rapt attention. I have tried to understand the grounds
on which the Indo-US agreement is being opposed. The main grounds seem to be that the agreement will compromise
our national security; it will barter away our nuclear autonomy and it will subordinate our foreign policy to the dictates of
the U.S.A.

Sir, permit me to say that all these grounds are based on ill founded fears and presumptions germinating in minds
conditioned by the past. They are far-fetched contentions, which ignore the fact that the world is fast changing and a new
balance of power is emerging not only in Asia but on global scale, with India occupying a very vital position. I feel that
some parties are opposing the Agreement due to political opportunism and their propensity to oppose everything. Some
others are opposing because they have been suspicious of US intentions. I am happy that China has stated that it has no
objection to the Agreement as reported by the media. I am also happy that the Left parties who have been opposing the
Agreement have now agreed to go ahead with discussion with IAEA.

* The speech was laid on the Table.

It is puerile to think that in the present scenario where everything is open to public gaze, any Government could
compromise the national security. As regards our foreign policy, right from the days of Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru who was
instrumental in formulating this policy, India has always remained neutral despite several pulls and pressures. There is no
question of deviating even a bit from this path. This has been made clear by our Government from time to time. In fact all
the Governments in the past have stuck to this policy despite our differences on other issues. This policy has stood the test
of time. It is therefore a figment of imagination for anyone to say that we are subordinating our foreign policy to the USA or
any other country. Let me say firmly that our resolve to stay non-aligned has become stronger and stronger with every
passing year and it will ever remain so. The country has full faith in our Prime Minister and Minister of External Affairs.

Sir, the Agreement which the House is discussing has not emerged overnight. For a long time it has remained under
public and media scanning. At the outset, I would like to submit that this Agreement is for civil nuclear co-operation for
peaceful purposes. It started taking shape as a part of the joint statement issued by our Hon'ble Prime Minister Dr.

Manmohan Singh and US President George Bush on 18t July, 2005. Perhaps for the first time India was officially recognized
as a responsible advanced nuclear technology country with which USA wanted to have civil nuclear energy co-operation. It
is something all Indians should be proud of and compliment the great work done by our scientists.

The next important step was taken in March 2006 when President Bush visited India. An agreement was reached on
India's separation plan. It identified nuclear facilities to be placed voluntarily by India under safeguards in a phased manner.
It was clarified by no less a person than our Prime Minister that the choice of nuclear reactors and the phases in which they
would be placed under safeguards shall be decided by India. Moreover, India would be free to build future nuclear facilities,
whether civilian or military, in accordance with our national needs. USA supported the Indian plea of a strategic reserve of
nuclear fuel and ensured perpetual supply to India's reactors. In case of any problem in the proposed fuel reserve, USA will
make arrangements with other friendly countries like France, Russia, U.K. etc. These steps put together should help India
to fulfill its energy requirements in the years to come and put an end to its nuclear isolation.

While this long process of negotiations continued, our Prime Minister kept the Parliament informed. He has made suo
moto statements on 29th July, 2005, 27t February 2006, 7th March 2006," 17th August 2006 in Rajya Sabha and latest on
13t August, 2007. In addition, the Prime Minister and Minister of External Affairs have been briefing the leaders of various



political parties from time to time. I am mentioning all this to emphasize that our leaders and Government have shared
everything with other leaders and Parliament and, through them, with the people of this country. This is a glowing example
of transparency which ultimately will be appreciated by one and all.

Here I would like to add that our Government have at all stages taken into account the views and reservations
expressed by our scientists, technologists, experts and the media. Based on these views from all quarters, our negotiators
have been having very prolonged and perhaps the most difficult negotiations with their U.S. counterparts.

Sir, T would like to mention with a sense of pride that with this well thought out Agreement, India has finally come
out of a long period of nuclear arm-twisting and apartheid. I was a young student at that time when I used to read that a
few countries called super powers used to stockpile nuclear arsenals but would not allow others to do the same in order to
perpetuate their nuclear hegemony. For years, they put pressure on us to sign the non proliferation treaty of 1967 - NPT as
it is called. We withstood our ground. We continued our efforts to acquire nuclear energy, thanks to our brilliant scientists
like Dr. Homi Bhabha, Dr. Vikram Sarabhai, Dr. Chidambaram and our former President Dr. APJ Abdul Kalam. USA and other
countries applied several sanctions to twist our arms so as to surrender whatever nuclear arsenal we had and give up
further efforts in this direction. We did not succumb. On the other hand we intensified our efforts. Several tests
were carried in 1974 when Smt. Indira Gandhi was the Prime Minister. In 1998, we reached another milestone when our
scientists undertook the first nuclear explosion in Pokharan.

Sir, I take this opportunity to salute our leaders amd scientists for laying the foundations of a strong nuclear India in
the face of resistance from other nuclear powers.

Seen against this backdrop, the present Agreement is a landmark in the history of our nuclear progress. Let us take it
as tribute to the vision of our leaders like Smt. Indira Gandhi and to the persuasiveness of our Prime Minister Dr
Manmohan Singh, to the untiring efforts of our nuclear scientists and, last but not the least, to the tenacity of out
negotiators. As a sum up of all this, this Agreement enables India to have a viable civilian nuclear progamme and maintain
its defence arsenal. It also ensures that bilateral nuclear cooperation will not interfere in each other's military nuclear
activities.

Sir, some time ago there were reports quoting US State Department that the Agreement may be terminated if India
would test a nuclear device. I am happy that Hon. Minister of External Affairs and Leader of the House Shri Pranab
Mukherjee has made it abundantly clear that to test a nuclear device in our national interest is purely our decision. The
Government has categorically stated that " We have the right to test. They have the right to react." That should remove
any doubts on this score. Moreover, our past is a guarantee that we have never succumbed to any pressure in such
matters.

The agreement has emerged after the toughest ever negotiations. All our apprehensions have been taken care of
during the negotiations. It is very clear that the Agreement will in no way impact our strategic nuclear programme or
weapons. The strategic nuclear programme remains completely insulated from our civilian programmes.

The agreement also lays down that if at any stage USA is compelled to break the agreement for any reason,
including India's decision to carry out a nuclear test, other countries can continue to supply atomic fuel and technology to
India. The right to reprocess spent fuel has also been conceded. This was a major bone of contention between the two
countries but the adroitness and flexibility of negotiators on both sides have got it out of the way.

Sir, I would like to point out that this Agreement will help India in the power sector in a major way,. During the Chief
Ministers' conference on Power Sector in May, 2007 held in New Delhi and addressed by the Hon. Prime Minister, it was
emphasized that top priority has to be given to augment our power potential. In this context, America's readiness to give
us the necessary wherewithal of nuclear energy is very welcome. It will enable us to gear up our power production for
civilian use thereby reducing our dependence on conventional fossil fuels and bring down the pollution levels.

I would like to remind the House that the growth of power sector in India was retarded due to the nuclear
discrimination against India exercised by several nuclear powers. They came in the way of the expansion of our nuclear
energy sector,

Now things have changed dramatically. The same powers have recognized our nuclear worth. In the International
arena strength respects strength. Countries like France, Russia, Australia, UK and other members of the Nuclear Suppliers
Group (NSG) are keen to have nuclear trade with India. The agreement with USA will open the doors to such trade and
boost our civil nuclear power programme enormously.



India will now have full access to the latest nuclear power technology, which is needed to meet our constantly
growing energy demand and to achieve and sustain 8 to 10 % economic growth. So far, India has largely depended on
hydel and thermal power. The power so generated is not yet enough to meet our domestic, agricultural, industrial and
other requirements. We have yet to make any mark in wind and solar energy. The burning of coal and oil for power
generation has added to pollution and global warming.

In this context, we have to go in for nuclear energy in a big way to meet the ever-growing demand for power. A
visionary like Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru had anticipated in the beginning itself that India will have to depend on and develop
nuclear technology for economic progress.

At present, only 3% of India's power requirement is met through nuclear sources. Our target is that by 2020 we
shall generate 20,000 MW nuclear energy. Today we are in a position to generate only 3700 MW. We have a very long way
to go. The Indo-US Agreement will help us to achieve our target. The more we move towards nuclear energy, the more it
will reduce our dependence on fossil fuels, the more it will reduce the carbon emission, the more it will reduce the level of
pollution and, finally, the more it will reduce global warming.

In this context I would like to quote the following from The Tribune dated 4 August, 2007 for the information of the
House, particularly those Members who are opposing the Agreement.

Sir, I quote :

"The deal means that Indian nuclear trade will skyrocket and the bigwigs of the world's nuclear industry
will make a beeline to India for the $ 100 billion market it is likely to throw open for five years after its
operationalisation. This will significantly boost the share of nuclear power in Indian energy mix in the
coming years. In this context, work on the four nuclear reactors that Russia recently pledged to
construct in India will start soon; coupled with this is the recent declaration of intent by Australia, which
holds the world's largest uranium reserves, to sell uranium to India."

In the final analysis, this 123 Agreement should be judged by our scientists who understand its implications and
intricacies better than others. Dr. Abdul Kalam in a recent interview has said that what Dr. Manmohan Singh has done to
come to this agreement is "Unique". When asked whether the Agreement was about energy or about strategic interests, he
said, "I feel it is about energy. After all, our nuclear scientists have a vision. Every year, they want to add about 1000 MW.
So by 2020, they want to have 20,000 MW. They want to graduate to India having 20,000 MW by adding 1000 MW every
year."

In a joint statement, former scientists of the Bhabha Atomic Research Centre have stated, "With the country's ever
increasing energy needs and with a view to ending the 33 year long nuclear isolation, the importance of the deal has to be
understood by the people of India and should not be hijacked by the Opposition and the parties supporting the
Government."

Sir, I would like to conclude by joining my voice with the voice of Hon'ble Prime Minister by fully endorsing what he
said in para 24 of his suo moto statement in the House :

I quote :

"Our negotiators deserve credit for delivering to the nation an Agreement which can potentially
transform the economic prospects of our country. It is an Agreement that will enable us to meet the
twin challenge of energy security and environmental sustainability and remove the technology denial
regimes that have, for decades, been a major constraint on our development. At the same time, it will
bring India the recognition it deserves thanks to the outstanding achievements of our scientists in
nuclear and space sciences as well as other high technology areas."
This sums up the soul and substance of the entire Agreement. I

am sure that in the times to come, the House and the country will

be proud of the achievement of the Hon'ble Prime Minister and

his team as a result of which India is today poised to take its

rightful place among the nuclear powers of the world.

With these words, I support the Indo-US Nuclear deal.

SHRI SUBRATA BOSE (BARASAT): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I thank you for giving me an  opportunity to speak on the Indo-
US Nuclear Deal. When you were telling me that the time available is only five minutes, my momentary reaction was that I
should opt out from speaking because on an important subject like this, if one cannot express his views to a little detail, it



is, perhaps, inappropriate, but I thought once again that this, perhaps, may be interpreted as showing disrespect to the
Chair and so I shall abide by your decision and speak.[R91]

W[r92]hile initiating the debate, Shri Rupchand Pal spoke at some length on why we have very strong reservations
on the Indo-US Nuclear Deal. He was not speaking only on behalf of his Party, the CPI(M), but I think, he was speaking on
behalf of all the Left Parties and my Party, All India Forward Block, being a constituent of the Left, certainly endorse all that
is said and also endorse and support the contention made by Shri Chandrappan and Shri Tarit Baran Topdar, who spoke
although very briefly on this issue.

I will only point out two points so that I can finish within the time limit set by you, Sir. Shri Scindia, while speaking
on behalf of the Congress Party was mentioning about the Hyde Act saying that this is not an Indian Act. It is a law of
America. Yes, normally, the laws and Acts of other countries do not affect us, but as Shri Topdar has already mentioned
the reason why this Hyde Act was brought or was made in USA is because of the Indo-US Nuclear Agreement, where two
countries are involved and surely the US will be influenced by the Hyde Act. If that is so, this Agreement will be in jeopardy
and as Shri Rupchand Pal has said that that will in effect means that there is no guarantee in uninterrupted supply of fuel
and also it does not end with that that we shall be committed to return the nuclear reactors which the US is going to send
to us and also the unused fuel at that time would have to be returned.

While the Government's spokesman says that our sovereignty is not affected, I am sorry, I cannot accept that
statement. I think, our freedom of action is certainly affected and that is one of the causes for our strong reservation on
this Deal.

Shri Nikhil Kumar, while speaking subsequently was saying how this Deal will help the energy production. I think, he
has not even read the views of the experts on this who have said that in 2020 even if the nuclear energy that we shall be
able to produce will be plus-minus seven per cent only of our requirement. He was saying that this Nuclear Deal will take
electrification to our villages and every village will be lit up. He does not remember the cost. Even presently, with the
thermal electricity or the hydro electricity if a village is electrified, all the inhabitants are unable to bring electricity to their
homes due to financial constraints. The cost of nuclear energy is bound to be even more than the thermal energy or the
hydro electric energy.

I will conclude with one point, I have heard the bell, that it is correct that there is no constitutional position for
getting an international agreement sanctioned by the Parliament. But we are a parliamentary democracy and I think, the
Parliament must be given the honour and the sanctity that this Constitution provides.[r93]

I think, the Executive actions are accountable to the Parliament. Although we cannot vote on this matter, the
decision of the hon. Speaker is absolutely correct. As per the present position, we cannot. I only hope that the
Government will have this attitude and approach to take note of the sense of the majority of the House and refrain from
executing the Agreement till the Parliament, more or less, I think, approves with amendment this international Agreement.

SHRI FRANCIS FANTHOME (NOMINATED) : Sir, The Indo-US Civilian Nuclear Agreement is one of the most important
development in modern times. It is a unique and singular development that will be the vehicle that will enable the country
to leap frog its aspiration to address poverty through partnership and resources to meet this challenge.

Sir, the World today is not about blocks but of mutuality and interdependence be it the nuclear program, climate change,
pollution or receding non-renewable resources that the global community as a whole is involved with. What affects one
directly affects all indirectly. Hence, the world community is today watching us as we take on the issues related to this
debate. Are we able to address our desired goals rising above political affiliations and considerations? Do we stand by
together in national interest and development considerations or cling to pull at each other like crabs to score points that
reduce the efficiency of the development processes of the national as a whole?

The world knows and the common people too, that the Indo-US civilian nuclear agreement will enhance the much
needed energy requirement to meet our development targets as well as generate more jobs by opening up avenues that
have remained restrained due to lack of energy required.

Sir, whatsoever may be said to negate this agreement we as a country need to examine its validity in terms of the
benefit it will bring to the common people and the avenues it opens up to enable the nation to fast-track its developmental
goals.



Sir, this agreement may be examined on the following aspects:

Hyde Act and 123 Agreement:

We have the solemn undertaking given by our Hon. Prime Minister that the 123 agreement transactions have an
effective domain that will not be influenced by the Hyde Act and an implementation domain that requires the

* The speech was laid on the Table.

American President to keep the House of Representatives informed of developments and seek appropriate approvals in
their national interest. The Hon'ble Prime Minister has assured the nation that this is a routine requirement and will not
affect national interest in any manner. We need to reassure the Prime Minister of our solidarity with him on this matter and
the operational difficulties will not hinder the progress in implementation.

It is legitimate for supporting parties of diverse political interest to address their concerns and it is the responsibility
of the leader of the coalition to provide adequate and reasoned answers and if necessary exhibit transparency in connection
with the concerns expressed.

The second concern is related to the 'energy' platform. This is coupled with the Thoreum vs Uranium debate because
of Thoreum reserves and the nation's technology adequacy in Thoreum utilization as an when that is possible due to time
taken to convert Thoreum to Plutonium and fissionable Uranium.

There is no doubt or debate that one of the modes to meet energy requirements is the nuclear mode. Whether this
should be through the U.S. Agreement mechanism or self-reliance? While there is no doubt that the autonomy route is
more desirable, it needs to be appreciated that the pace at which we need to bridge the energy deficiency gap requires
pragmatism coupled with realism to use the best mode that is presently on offer. The US and the Nuclear Suppliers Group
within the structure of the 123 agreement with the U.S. has a platform to partially meet a solution to bridge the energy
deficit. The members who oppose this agreement have not suggested or indicated any other solution platform. Therefore,
their opposition lacks operation reasonableness.

As the nation needs to move ahead the Prime Minister has explored the only option presently there and we need to
augment his efforts.

The third sphere deals with perceived shift in foreign policy consequent to the agreement with U.S. and the NSG. Sir,
the PM. has made it abundantly clear that presently we do not have any cooperation with nations having nuclear capability
to acquire nuclear fuel or technology to integrate the country with the world community and consequent benefits.

In national interest this integration is not only desirable but necessary due to the precarious energy deficiency that
the country is likely to face, in and after 2020. Far from meeting the nation's aspiration to emerge as a developed nation
over the next decade, the nation will face unprecedented energy shortage.

Raising the bogey of shift in group alignment is most unreasonable. The nation has always operated in self-interest
and will always continue to do so. India is a nation whose mind has never been captured or cultivated down the ages.
Perception of alignment may be a delusion never a practicing reality. India has followed an independent foreign policy and
will continue to do so.

Some members are of the view that this agreement will shift the nation's alignment from the socialist block towards
a political alignment addressing U.S. concerns. This to me is unfounded as ‘agreements' are not foreign policy statements
but independently articulated intent and practices. Our concerns will continue to address global issues related to the
oppressed and subjugated, those deprived of basic human freedoms and those fighting tyranny or economic exploitation; in
national interest.

Some members of the House have given extremely cogent and articulated reasoning to oppose this agreement. The
question that they need to address is : Who benefits most if we do not sign this agreement? Our economic and military
competitors benefit the most-as they desire to readily take on what we are hesitant to align with. All our neighbours know
that India with the US Civilian nuclear agreement will emerge as a major economic power in the next two decades giving
the country unprecedented vigour and vitality.

The fourth issue is the bogey that the strategic nuclear programme will be hindered due to this agreement.



It is abundantly clear that the national research and development of its strategic requirements is no way connected
to the civil agreement. If we are to trust our scientists the nuclear deterrent capacity is in no way being hampered due to
this agreement. If at all, it will be augmented in a diversity of ways which I do not wish to speculate about at this stage as
this debate is on the 'Civil' component alone.

Sir, the fifth issue is the political alignment consideration as opposed to national need to meet its development goals.

Sir, this is not a China vs. India political interest conversation. China has been a friendly nation not only sharing
borders but also cultural affinity. Political ideologies do influence spheres of thrusts that different platforms enable. The
urge to bring in greater ideological influence motivates a section of those opposing this agreement. I am sure that they will
appreciate that 'Rastra Dharma' is the supreme cause which this august assembly addresses and no consideration of
political nature should override our national concern.

Sir, I would like to thank you for allowing me to speak on this vital debate, unique, as it will alter the course of the
nation's 'destiny' which the first Prime Minister Pt. Nehru pledged to the county on 15August, 1947.

SHRI SANAT KUMAR MANDAL (JOYNAGAR): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, it is very necessary to take a wider look at the
implications of this Agreement. This is only one part of the wide-ranging alliance forged with the United States. It covers
political, economic, military and nuclear cooperation. It is to facilitate large-scale investment by the US and a strategic
military collaboration. Apart from the sale of nuclear reactors, the US will mount pressure on India for military contracts to
purchase their fighter planes and other artilleries.

The major reason being put forth is that it would help India meet its energy needs; ignoring the fact that the nuclear
power would have a very limited contribution, if we compare our overall energy generation. So, making India's foreign
policy and strategic autonomy hostage to the potential benefits of nuclear energy is not wise.

Outside the sphere of nuclear cooperation, the Hyde Act contains directions on India's foreign policy and other
security related matters. Going ahead with the Agreement, with the existing provisions therein, will bind India to the US.
It would seriously impair an independent foreign policy and our strategic autonomy.

It is the responsibility of the Government to clarify all the doubts and the implications of the Hyde Act. However, the
Government is taking steps to negotiate with IAEA safeguards, which is ongoing now. But it is conditional. There should
not be any accord between IAEA and the Indian Government. The draft Agreement should be brought for the consideration
and approval of the Parliament on the Nuclear Deal set up.

With these words, I conclude.

SHRIMATI JHANSI LAKSHMI BOTCHA (BOBBILI): Sir, 123- agreement is a pact between India and United states on
cooperation in the field of peaceful applications of Nuclear energy and Technology.

> Though the scope of cooperation covers ten aspects emphasis is on nuclear trade.

Under this agreement U.S exports nuclear reactors, fuel and other related equipment ending nuclear isolation of our
country imposed on us since 1974 after the pokhran nuclear test.

Article 5 -r- (6) states that interalia "As part of the implementation of the July 18, 2005, joint statement the U.S. is
committed to seeking agreement from the U.S. Congress to amend its domestic laws and to work with friends and allies to
adjust the practices of the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) to create the necessary conditions for India to obtain full access
to the international fuel market, including reliable, uninterrupted and continual access to fuel supplies from firms in several
nations".

Thus this agreement paves the way for resuming nuclear commerce not only with U.S but also with other NSG
countries. NSG countries like Russia, Australia, have already responded enthusiastically in favor of this agreement.

To sustain our around 9% GDP growth rate, we have to make use of all options available in the energy sector.

It reduces our dependence on coal and hydrocarbon fuels and forms a part of our Prime Minister's plan of 'de-



carbonizing' economy.

This deal helps us to double our target of nuclear power production of 20,000MW by 2020 to 40,000MW. (At present it is
only 4120 MW)

It doesn't in any way hamper our indigenous 3-stage nuclear power programme but only augments it.

There is a nuclear renaissance in the world in general and as our prime minister pointed out we should not be left out of
this.

No way will it compromise our strategic interests. We can continue our weapons research programme.

We can classify our reactor facilities as civil and military and later are kept out of IAEA (International Atomic Energy
Agency) safeguards.

Article 2 -(4) states that: The parties affirm that the purpose of this agreement is to provide for peaceful nuclear
cooperation and not to affect the unsafe guarded nuclear activities of either Party. Agreement shall be implemented in a
manner so as not to hinder or otherwise interfere with any other activities involving the use of nuclear material, non-
nuclear material, equipment, components, information or technology and military nuclear facilities produced, acquired or
developed by them independent of this agreement for their own purposes.

We are given the right to reprocess the fuel, which is very important for our 3-stage nuclear power programme. An
agreement for transfer of technology on this aspect will be worked out with in 18 months.

The conditions regarding termination and cessation of the agreement are also very reasonable.

One-year notice should be given followed by consultations to see whether violations have occurred if so whether the
security situation warranted that.

If the violation is regarding IAEA safeguards it is IAEA board of governors and not the U.S. that decides whether the
violation occurred or not.

Multi-Layered protection is provided to ensure uninterrupted fuel supply for the entire lifetime of the imported reactors
even in the worst case of termination of the agreement.

Article 5-6(b-iv) states that: U.S. promises to maintain a reserve of fuel for this purpose and also work along with India
to persuade the friendly countries like Russia, UK and France to restore fuel supply to India.

Though the U.S Hyde Act provides for return of nuclear reactors imported from America, in case of a violation, it is very
difficult to exercise this provision, as the U.S has to pay compensation to India at the market prices.

The very fact that many politicians and analysts criticized U.S. government for entering into an agreement, which is
very favorable to India, shows that our negotiators did the best job under the given circumstances.

DR. ARUN KUMAR SARMA (LAKHIMPUR): Mr. Deputy-Speaker, sir, I thank you for giving me this opportunity. First of all, I
thank the hon. Prime Minister for bringing this issue to be debated in this House to get the mandate of this House.

I would like to just emphasize on one issue. Qur country has been recognized as a strong nation, when we had
nuclear test during the NDA regime. The world has also started recognizing India as a future economic power because of
the economic reforms which were initiated by Dr. Manmohan Singh jiwhen he was the Finance Minister. Sir, for any
development, we have to take risk.[r94]

19.00 hrs.

But, Sir, the risk should not be at the cost of our sovereignty because still there is a long way to go for establishing
ourselves as self-reliant in some of the important sectors like energy, food and defence products.

Sir, the nuclear deal with the United States of America is not the only solution for India's energy security for future
because it is very expensive and we are deficient in technology and also in fuel. It will not cover even 10 per cent of our
energy requirement. There is always a risk factor when we depend on other countries for fuel.



Sir, another issue is that there is a suspicion in the mind of the common people about the role of the United States in
respect of India because the United States is a country which will not take any agreement when it is not a comparative
advantage for them. Sir, we would like to know what comparative advantage of the United States in this agreement is.
Otherwise, if we have comparative advantage, then our country should know that. We would like to have a specific answer
or clarification from the Government on this issue.

Sir, I am from a smaller State and a smaller Party, Asom Gana Parishad. I would like to know from the Government
whether the benefit of this deal will go to every nook and corner of India or the benefit of this deal will go only to the
privileged class or privileged areas.

When we have shown extreme urgency on signing the agreement on nuclear issue, whether we had shown enough
priority to tap the solar energy, which will be the only available source of energy in India in the event of the predictions
made by the Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change of the United Nations. About 2,500 scientists made a research
and it was headed by Dr. Rajendra Pachauri who had been recently awarded the nobel prize. The important
prediction of this IPCC is that there will be no hydro power in India by 2030 since all the major rivers like Brahmaputra and
Ganga will dry up due to total melting of the Himalayan Glaciers and half of the world population will die due to scarcity of
water and rise of sea level. Sir, in such a situation, the nuclear power will not save us. Will the hon. Prime Minister
convince us as to how our country is preparing to face that situation after 23 years?

What is our agenda for alternate power and fuel except solar energy? I hope, these questions will be answered
before going ahead any sorts of an agreement like the nuclear deal with the United States.

Sir, I associate with the other Members that we should change our policy that for signing an agreement with other
countries on sensitive issues which concerns our sovereignty, the Government should get the mandate of the House.

I would also like to make a request that we should start shifting some of the strategic establishments which are
close to the coastal areas to some other place because those places are vulnerable by 2030 as has been predicted.

Lastly, I would like to make a request, through you, Sir, that we have to invite Dr. Rajendra Pachauri to deliver a
speech on the issue of global warming in a Joint Session of Parliament. It will be very good for our country, and our country
should know as to what the impact of global warming will be.

With these words, I conclude my speech.

DR. SEBASTIAN PAUL (ERNAKULAM): Sir, we are having this interesting debate here, which is to gauge the sense of the
House on a matter of great public importance. But I regret to note that that sense, however clearly and visibly expressed,
will be of no effect as the Government is not bound by the sense expressed by Parliament. During the course of the
debate, many hon. Members have expressed the that we need a Constitutional Amendment.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Dr. Paul, wait for just a second.
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SOME HON. MEMBERS: Yes, Sir,
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: All right. The time of the House is extended.
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DR. SEBASTIAN PAUL : Sir, during the course of the debate, many hon. Members have expressed the view that we need a
Constitutional amendment. Yes, we need a Constitutional amendment to make all international treaties and agreements
entered into by the Government subject to Parliamentary approval.

In the United States, they have the Presidential form of Government. But even there, the US Congress is supreme,



the Presidential actions are subject to ratification by the US Congress. Here, we have the Parliamentary system and our
Parliament is supreme. So, this Constitutional change has become absolutely necessary for making all the Governmental
actions regarding international treaties and agreements subject to Parliamentary approval and control.

Sir, many hon. Members on the other side very categorically described the necessity and vital importance of entering
into an agreement with the United States known as the Nuclear Deal. If it is so important, it can be done but the
agreement on Civil Nuclear Cooperation with the United States can be based only on the assurances given by the hon.
Prime Minister in his August 17 Statement made in Parliament and not by accepting those provisions of the Hyde Act, which
are contrary to India's interests.

Sir, 123 Agreement in the present circumstances has to be perceived as a Trojan Horse for the clandestine import
of dangerous provisions contained in the Hyde Act. This debate has proved to be very effective and shed light on many
important points. The grave consequences to our sovereignty and autonomy posed by the Hyde Act, and 123 Agreement
have been elaborated by other hon. Members. I expect the hon. Prime Minister will clear the doubts expressed by the hon.
Members in this regard.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now, Shir Asaduddin Owaisi.  <paer dfier frere 3 amefl T swma oy,
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Sir, I vividly remember my childhood images of seeing the late Prime Minister, Shrimati Indira Gandhi being warmly
greeted in the Non-Aligned Summit, which was held in New Delhi. I very vividly remember the speech of the late Prime

Minister, Shri Rajiv Gandhi, which he delivered at the Jawaharlal Centenary Memorial on 13" November, 1989 wherein he
quoted Pandit Nehru by saying that 'the way shown by Jawaharlal Nehru continues to be our way for democracy,
secularism, socialism and Non-Alignment, which constitutes the pillars of our nationhood.'

The Non-Aligned Movement according Condoleezza Rice, Secretary of State, has no relevance as of now. I would
like to know whether this Government has any relevance for non-alignment or not in the light of what Pandit Nehru had

said, and which was quoted by the late Prime Minister, Shri Rajiv Gandhi on 13t" of November, 1989,.

The third point, which I would like to bring it to the notice of this august House is about the Muslims' stance.
Unfortunately, a canard has been spread that because of the Indo-US Nuclear Deal, the Muslims will be against it.[r95]

I would like to say it in a clear way that if anything is done for the nation, it is good for the Muslims also. Now,
unfortunately, this canard was spread by none other than those Parties which have adopted a very hardened stance on this
issue. Now, if the Government is taking a decision, for that matter if any Government is taking a decision, if it is good for
the nation, then it is good for the Muslims also. We are part and parcel of this nation. My request to the Government is that
they should issue a White Paper on the energy requirements of this country whether there will be nuclear energy, solar
energy, thermal energy, hydel energy or non-conventional energy. What are the energy requirements in the light of huge
reserves of Thorium being found in Ladakh.

With this particular agreement for 16,000 MW of energy, 150 billion is going to be spent. I am not an economist. But
the Government has renowned economists sitting over there. Let them understand whether this is good economics or bad
€conomics.

Then, there is Foreign Policy apprehension about the USA in the light of what happened in Afghanistan. Who propped
up Taliban? Who supported Bin Laden? Who propped up Khmer Rouge? Who created this bogey of weapons of mass
destruction which led to the killing of half a million children in Irag? Who is responsible for the death of three million people
in the US occupation of Iraqg? Who is responsible for this? Why does this Government not remember the strong statement
given by the then Prime Minister when the US invaded Vietnam? Have you forgotten the statement of the Prime Minister?

This is another point which I would like to bring to your notice. Is it right for the Government to be visibly pro-
America? I am basing this because you have supported twice America against Iran in IAEA. Iran is a member of NPT. It
has all the right to go for civilian nuclear energy. If tomorrow, if India does the same thing, the apprehension which we
have is that US might say, no, you cannot do it because that is the same policy adopted towards Iran. The reason I am
saying is this. Why are we participating in the West Asia Peace Conference when Hamas has not been invited? Why did this



Government not invite Ismail Haniya who was the elected President of Palestinians? So, there are so many questions that
can be put over here to quantify, to corroborate what I am saying over here.

Another last point is that US has a trade deficit with all the countries of nearly 800 billion dollars. We are against this
strategic partnership. We are against this paradigm shift. We are for friendly and cordial relations with the US. We want
nuclear energy but not at the cost of all these things for which India stands proudly.

I am concluding, Sir. Yes, India has to take its place. We will get our place in all the countries. Without even the USA
also, India is going to go there. Inshallah, nobody can stop it. I would like to conclude by saying that if we believe in this
strategic relationship fés2ft omRR or swrstr 6t Gt & ar 3 aga srcoT et - 5 gar SRIe S ge g s =i 2

I would like to conclude by saying that this Government should adopt this attitude that what a poet has said:
BRI B2 dcll, BRIGIA I dell
Tl Al AT S1Tel Y AT TIdp2 el

Lastly, I have one piece of advice to those Parties who have adopted such a hardened stance. You have love for the
Muslims of Iraq. You have love for the Muslims of Palestine. But for God's sake, kindly have or create love for the Muslims
of West Bengal in the light of Sachar Committee.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now, Mr. P.C. Thomas, you only speak for four to five minutes.

oft srorer RBis (Feren) : #1dlce, Aelorofler el aicfl Sft of o1 1 frarey 3 Re w6z us Jersiar feen 2| genor #id} Sft o1 aifde en s sesia
& yd G @ den 3ol Aseipl gl ®f fear 3 com aifae em 15 sprd, 2007 o yurer Jid} Sft eretfser A Sor I ST FFIfRT o3 38 & aa
Joglol 3@ & IATer gu WHIV] AdSid 1 51ay o1 ol DI a1 DIVI &) T Io& a2 oIal 381 o1 5 Jor T a1o1ga Aarefor 531 913 3t Jdie
DR D otdl e snRaeer Aesid 3 saoll sieqarstl @il &t o1 =16 313 Jerst 3 o1dl aner 5 seoft Siedl @1 B Ascayut o e, Fx
qerrstae]} Sft Ayt 3 i w2 [Rer M A2 123 ycftar Aarsilarn ue 3 sxaigr @2 &

AN} 3561l Bl 5183 B ABca B AN ST Ahl 3 Afdvol ot A 3pft a1re] waa a1l @1 yferore i 3 yferora 3 s Jarsia & aig 7
yferere uenm] ol @ Icurgel 3l agen, Jor A Rl o1 Jwe seAar s 1 8 sAlR urRt el & [Rsredl, @ e, gaer el B s
JAHrael 3) & e 3 snca o1 gor A 3

3AT¥epT I sferat 28l 2 fép Juz uiae dorol & fére a8 Aa P ®2 Aadr 3) TSt Soif 3 del U2 weall wal B fo1e 3ol Jersila B I®RE
s siel @f¥a1 3usiet &bt A3 AErE] dolr 381 8, 33 Bogadlol A dfear arsi 3z wal ofdl et A dl, s3iifere ag gile IedR @ diclluu
G2 3ol SIIeT 31 GOl D BAToll AIGAT 8 UA] Hall I Bb qaIoll 3|

gform 3 gt Gor 6 v sicror usdrel &) usil Soll T WA 36l HUL TN doll g3 &) Rt ferfer 3 swifear Sidr Sor A feht oft
ARICT A AASAAT Dol A gd o1 I AYYAT U2 39 A doll aifde; sAR Ao drbd Tl SAR S WRHIV] B 3IgS 8 KBieids sluoflerdr & ay
3 &il ASq AAD gl b avAdBAr &) A ulgrr B3 ud Gurerwid off sicet fder asrieRl Sft of ves e Io1evn &= ey 3R BHIRT DS
olmAlol oldl g31 afem sArl darpa oI gférn B cliell ol varA fben; w2od, 3irel S Adsia A ©F 128 D 2Gs Ual 8l 9K ) 3KT: IR DI
331 A U2 Yol: Aafien wofl aifde; siifyer 6t sror sary eifsasr & sisr w2 oft & aifds ag snuifdes oIfRs @1 srbett Arferas @t 31,

* The speech was laid on the Table.

&9I O 319 3Gl I 91t A AASIA A DIS oMl Soll of Al fbz 9ft Sor B 91w @Y 2ol 3 THD2 PUlw ADR B BRI ol alfde)

a3t arior @ fov 123 913 St 21910 B & 3ot oft vp v Riogall @1 gl s el DR @ @l ade afd St sgr b Rafer 8 ag
FcH & IAPD)

SHRI P.C. THOMAS (MUVATTUPUZHA): Sir, I will be very, very short in my speech.

Sir, assurances have been given by the hon. Prime Minister on 29th of July, 2005, 27th February, 2006, 7th March,
2006 and also thereafter in the debate which ensued. Those assurances were to the effect that this deal would give full
access to the civilian nuclear technology, lift all sanctions for not signing the NPT and not limit India's strategic nuclear



programme. But when the legislations which were drafted, which have been passed and which have come through the
Committees as well as the legislative bodies in the US, we find that there have been some differences. India has to
separate its civilian nuclear facilities from the military once, meaning that the separation would be purely on India's own
decision. But the terms of the legislations there would tend to have serious doubts on these assurances.[m36]

For example, it contains some provisions which clearly deviate from this understanding and also tend to lock India's
foreign policy to US requirements and subject our scientific R&D capacities and capabilities to intrusive inspections by IAEA
and other American inspectors. Any displeasure to US in this regard is also a serious concern.

If the US suspends its supplies to India, what will happen? Can we take our own action? But the terms would tend to
show that for any reason, it must then push for NSG and it is not that India can turn to any other vendor of her choice. It is
a serious lock on our interest. It is also a matter of concern as to whether the sanctions on India on fuel processing, on
enrichment of uranium, on production of heavy water would continue for equipment and technologies. The only relaxation is
on non-proliferation barriers limited to nuclear fuel reactors. The real concern is that there is one clause which prohibits
exports of equipments, materials or technology related to the enrichment of uranium, the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel
and production of heavy water. These are some of the serious concerns.

I would also, at this juncture, put very simple point whether the Government will be able to say at what cost can
electricity or power be given for domestic use and other uses for Indians as a whole. This is also a matter to be considered
while considering the expenditure which has to be incurred, which has been highlighted.

I would humbly submit that these points may also be clarified. I hope that the Government, which will very seriously
look into these aspects, will see that the prime aspects of India's security as well as India's foreign policy are taken care of.

SHRI S.K. KHARVENTHAN (PALANI) : I am thanking the chair for giving me this opportunity to support the Indo-Us Nuclear
Deal.

Agreement of Co-operation between the Government of India and Government of the United States of America
concerning peaceful uses of Nuclear energy and it is called as 123 agreement. Itis for the period of 40 years. This
agreement relates to the peaceful uses of Nuclear Energy by the two countries without having any linkage with non-
peaceful act. Though the deal is for civil nuclear Co-operation our Government has taken all possible security situations
into consideration. This agreement is a satisfactory agreement which will enable an international civilian nuclear Co-
operation. Our concerns have been adequately addressed in the agreement. This agreement favours for India in 2
reasons. One it allows India to participate in Global nuclear commerce and another is that there is no bar on India's
strategic Programmes.

We have to appreciate and congratulate our Honourable Prime Minister Dr. Manmohan Singh Ji for negotiating 123
agreement that is indisputably to the advantage of India's Nuclear Programme and energy sector. For the past 2 years our
Government underwent number of meetings with American counterpart and finalised this agreement. Now BJP and his
allies are opposing this agreement as if America is an untouchable country. During the year 2001 then Prime Minister
Honourable Shri Atal Bihari Vajpayee and President Bush is a joint statement and expressed the intention to Co-operate in
areas of energy and space. Our Honourable Prime Minister and president Bush issued Joint statement on 18-06-2005 and
the deal was progressed after number of elaborate discussions.

The Two line statement by Vajpayee and Bush in 2001 had to be convented into a full-fledged technically, politically,
and legally binding 123 agreement. In the final agreement India's right to test nuclear weapons, guarantee of lifetime fuel
supply and India's right to reprocess the spend fuel have all been protected.

* The speech was laid on the Table.

India has been one of the pioneering Countries in applications of nuclear Technology for power production. Amongst

the 30 countries in the world that are using nuclear power India is in the lowest 27 rank. India's economic growth is at
the rate of 9% in GDP but were lacking in power production. Through this Historic agreement India's power problem and
shortage of uranium are solved. We are in shortage 10,000/- M. Watt Power. Through this agreement and through nuclear
energy we can produce 20,000/- M. Watt by the year 2020.



Throughout country our scientists are welcoming this agreement Japan, China and may other countries have entered
into similar 123 agreement with US. On any way our military nuclear facilities willl not be interefered on hindered since an
non-hindrance clause is inserted in the agreement. This agreement is a practical solution to meet all our requirements.
This agreement is an achievement of the UPA Government led by Dr. Manmohan Singh Ji.

I am supporting and welcoming this agreement.

off wIcRT snoad (Ueeuz) | 3ureiet ABIG, 3Gl &4 sl $SI-ARA ofderRR Stel W2 agd spflear A aal @2 33 ) ...(xmumer) & aedelt ool
@I BIfEm MR $AMRIY RIeb W6M dlEdT § a-lifds s1a 13 3w @) 31, #Holslaal Riz Sft of usi $81-au safderRR wafific &b @i¥ 3 Brager fven
ad 3 PR dler-ar Adlel a@ aa aga ot i & &5 uifefaie e FSifea 2t siiz @a sclavrer dem dftper amer apmuelt Gl of 331 3 aaf
@1 #iepl f&= &) saTi¥ AWTal arcl lofl verste arsan e b qdie siie apmiferd 3 @bl sers1 al Jii e adl forer 184 & swasia doft arfde eft
aifes daifdst &1 3 &1 Do daa 3¢ 4 5 st IR oIeY dfdsar AcAlqy oft, & sdol e diftifefdrme odl & diass Jnea of a8 Taf formE
193 & 3ol ot 3, sfere &2 widt @t sruell ara ot @1 sl g iR 3 us ot 123 wfidic 3, as smel 391 & R b o v s
&) ol aw urR asdl ordl &, smuet aft s 3 aRiifep 3y ®: Arer A urR 3 &) S 3N KR 3 & dd @RI Al &, AS MUD] ACIH 3| sAfeTw
3Uel G91 &b el B fere uras &bl snavaddr &, olsll &bl siragaddr 8, s3fei ag wsfidic dgd sidl &) 3 Siord & b siee fasrst arsedt Sit
ot 9 oragaz, 2001 3 yerer it @or aa d oft @D oRY &) s s e oft @@ I FTer aga e @ F)[MSOffice97]  apft S/ G ey
IFdot] dolloll dTEd & dl 3T D& 3 b Ag ot dlsall dAde, clfdbol & 3MI¥dT 3 IFdctl odl dls A &, A9rn iz aEen & rer &0
IFEoEl T Dol AIGA &, SUlel b TSl 3ol Addatil DY 3BT AGToll AT &, Al cllell T AT GIT 3ol Jddotl Bl ICHI Follall AGA 3,
cIfdpol CorSiu &5 ATl B3 IAFdoel 3T oldl 8l Add 3|

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Shri Athawale, please conclude your speech.
a€! (Interruptions)

off IBICRA 3moad : sAfIe Ag vafldic aga dscayvl & i safere fuer of St Sl &1 wier 6 o0t ag i ordl oft a=iifds 331 A ciler srsast
@l arcl &) ag it Pdie 3liz cue & wardt woft 3, ag srceT wE1 2 ) As Lofidic aga Ascayul &, dfdver Aaremdt widt @l wayfrze urd b
ferarz @t oft Jfoton arfde a=iifep 3w 3ot AU o1t 2o Y of Ul bR F3afl, of &t 389

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The next speaker is Shri Tathagata Satpathy. I would be able to give you only two minutes to
speak on this issue.

off wreT snoad : susamtt Sff sft Jiger 3t an s1w 3| 3 adren aear & fp
10 orlsel Bis Sit of fvar susi-<uat safderR e,
331G @ Ry o 281 e R,
Affeact @I 8 srI o agd sl Hid,
varsiu arel &1 s1e A siter,
gAfeTe 31 waon & b a8 dier aga sl 3)...(=a@ea)
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Nothing more should be recorded. Shri Athawale, please sit down.
(Interruptions)* €]
MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Shri Athawale, please sit down as nothing is going on record.

a€| (Interruptions)

* Not recorded

SHRI TATHAGATA SATPATHY (DHENKANAL): Hon. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I would like to simply accept a fact that India
does not need a lot of energy, and there is no doubt about it. But, unfortunately, this country never believes in perfection,
and this Government is an epitome of it.

This is a situation where the so called national media and all major Parties -- this side and that side -- are in cahoots



to do what America wants to do. Therefore, we are unable to even give the countrymen an exact clear picture of what our
energy needs will be 50 years hence. The Government is not able to tell the countrymen what our energy requirement will
be 50 years hence. In such a situation, I do not wish to quote any expert as it is not necessary. Many hon. Members have
already spoken and quoted many national and international experts. But I wish to remind the people about a thing called
Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). The US could invade and destroy a country like Iraq with a vast history, and destroy
a culture without remorse under the pretext of these three letters, namely, WMD. Many countries that backed the US then
have backed out of that invasion today because they have realized that it is an insane and a mad country. We have crossed
all Party barriers, etc. in our quest to be loved by America, and we are falling head over heals to tell everybody that we
support them, but we do not know what we support. We do not know how much power we require, and how much energy
we require in the future.

With our little sense, we should ask this to ourselves. Why is a country like Germany that had 19 power plants shut
down two of them, and come down to 17 power plants today? Why is France, which used nearly 87 per cent of its power
from nuclear energy, planning to scale down their nuclear power plants?[r98]

We are not able to question as to why has the US Secretary in the Department of Energy categorically stated, which
is there on their website, that by 2020, all radioactive solid and liquid waste shall be cleared from the US mainland. Where
will that waste go? Those wastes which will be re-processable will come to countries like India because we believe that we
have to be American.

We are not investing in a simple thing. Today, the average national waste or national loss through energy
transmission in India is 35 per cent. In my State of Orissa, it is 52 per cent. In developed States like Maharashtra, the
average waste is 34 per cent to 35 per cent. If you ask any engineer in any State Electricity Board, he will tell you that the
waste or loss at international level is three to four per cent, if we take the loss to be around ten per cent, if we can bring it
down by 25 per cent, we will be able to electrify all connected villages in India by providing for 24 hours non-stop
electricity. Are we willing to think of that? Are we willing to invest in that? We are not willing to invest in that. Today, in the
North-East, a single State like Arunachal Pradesh has the potential to produce 65,000 megawatt of hydel energy. Are we
willing to invest there? No, we are not willing to invest there.

This is a situation where we do not know where we will land ourselves, when the whole world is worried about how
to dispose of radioactive waste. Earlier, they used to dump into the ocean and they used to dig deep into the earth, but
they found that radioactive waste lasts for more than 700 years. When they want to clear off their mess, we are getting all
their dirt.

We are all today turning into ex-World Bank employees. The media, the Parliament and the whole Government today
has one mindset. Nobody is willing to oppose this move on a ground of logic, on a ground of ethics. We are all dying to be
Americans. It is a shame, and the future generations of India will curse us for what we are doing to the country today.

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: The last speaker is Mr. Ram Kripal Yadav. You should complete your speech within two or three
minutes.
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MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now, nothing will go on record.
(Interruptions)* 3€/

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Now, I would request the hon. Minister to reply to the debate.
(Interruptions)* 3€/

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Nothing is going on record. Please sit down, Shri Ram Kripal Yadav.
(Interruptions)* 3€/

Q). SR AR ACEGl  3UlEAST HBGA, S AE FBA % & ol, aw @sd @ FARK [Rsar srn 3T A wal RN 5 yereied] St [ger # 2
sAfere S/ d #116 clle 3Mel, ad a1 & siestt aer garorid] St 302 331 &9 youra Sft @1 aga Awerer w2 & 3iiz 3ol vl Jotol A I age
oft 8pft, Aftpal 26 siiedler Aasilar & iz 33 gumenid Sft o e 8, e awe & 8) spR yuenid! St & dicel, a as i ot
3IUdTal &, IAGal DI TGl &) & dA1ar 5 gemoraicft it g1 fAwer uz amen awer & [R100]

MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Please sit down.
a€| (Interruptions)
PROF. VIJAY KUMAR MALHOTRA (SOUTH DELHI): We would not like to speak. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI: I want to make the position of the Government clear. At no point of time, there was any
commitment from the Government that the Prime Minister would reply. ...( Interruptions) Since they have no points for
argumentsa€| ...(Interruptions)

* Not recorded

SHRI L.K. ADVANI : In fairness to the House, in all fairness to the country, it is an important debate — after all, you have
been dealing with the matter since 2005. I have great respect for hon. Pranab. He has been entrusted with the
responsibility only now. You have listened to the whole debate. I do not see why you should reply to the debate.
...(Interruptions)



SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI: Our Prime Minister has spoken four times. These talks have never been reported to
Parliament. Not even once. Therefore, I would say that we made no commitment in the BAC. The Government has only
said that both the Ministers would be abroad. Let them come and choose the time. ...(Interruptions) Today, we have
selected the time only because the Leader of the Opposition was not available yesterday. ...( Interruptions) We would also
like to make this. ...(Interruptions)

e aicht (off o yie) ¢ @i, saorepl Srard ool &t fBFaa et wifdw ...(raeer) ¥ uelrior @il aiad 3 ...(matol)

Q). faSRI AR #AcAlgr s 3dc @ quorid} off 302 &) ...(xm@emer) &9 Acel DI ATl Asol ofd] DI A 3T: G $AD fARNer IF
AIB3EE B3 3| ... (cAGTeT)

19.32 hrs.
(At this stage, Shri L.K. Advani and some other

hon. Members left the House.)

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE: Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I would like to express my gratitude to all the hon. Members who
have participated in this discussion from 2 o' clock in the afternoon till now. Twenty-nine hon. Members have made their
contribution. I expected that the principal Opposition party, the Leader of the Opposition would remain to listen to the
reply to the points, which he raised but after all we are living in a world where all the parliamentary norms, etiquettes and
courtesies are thrown to the wind. Therefore, I am not surprised to know the behaviour of the BJP and other NDA partners
are not unexpected to do this. I am a small fry. But for the first time in the history of this country, the hon. Prime Minister
of the country was not allowed to speak on August 13, 2007 when at the earliest opportunity, in deference to the
parliamentary customs, etiquettes and systems, he took the opportunity to explain to the House the agreed text of the 123
Agreement. I would say, in the course of my observation, I would try to cover the various points which the hon. Members
have made but even the beginning has a beginning. This 123 Agreement, this discussion is practically the continuation of
the discussion which should have taken place in the Monsoon Session. Shri Rupchand Pal has correctly pointed out while
raising the discussion that because of the obstruction of the principal Opposition party, it could not take place.

Nonetheless, I am happy that we have the opportunity to clarify a large number of issues which have been raised by the
hon. Members. [r101]

Sir, the Prime Minister has articulated his views on this important arrangement which is proposed to be entered with
the USA. First of all I would like to clarify one point which the Prime Minister also mentioned on a number of occasions. This
123 Agreement with the USA is with the completion of this process, which has three stages — one stage, an agreed text
between USA and India has been worked out, which has been frozen; the second stage, to enter into an India-specific
safeguard arrangements with IAEA, which is the supreme international body to supervise all matters related to
international atomic energy. India is one of the founders of this body in the early 1950s and has contributed in its own way
in strengthening this most important and vital regulatory body of the international atomic energy. We are neither a stranger
nor a new comer to IAEA; like many other international bodies, India is one of the founders of IAEA.

The short point which I wanted to flag at the initial stage is that this agreement will provide us the passport to enter
into agreement on nuclear trade with a host of other countries. The fact is that after the first explosion of 1974 and also
after the second Pokhran Test in 1998, there had been sanctions.

The Leader of the Opposition, while making his observations, boasted that his Government had been able to
persuade USA to remove all sanctions. Most respectfully, I would like to submit that it was not. A number of Indian entities
are still not allowed to participate in many international events related to the nuclear matters. I would not use the word
'apartheid'. But the hard, cold fact is that despite having the talent, our experts, our engineers and our scientists had been
denied access to many areas.

One of the Government owned organizations is included in the entity list which is a very important defence
organization and some of their activities come under the scanner of USA, as per their own domestic laws. We may like it or
we may not like it, but this is the reality. Therefore, an attempt was made to cross the hurdle; once we cross this hurdle, it
would be possible. But for crossing this hurdle, the support of 45 countries including USA, Russia, France, China in the NSG
and about 30 plus countries in the IAEA group, is needed and this is to remove the restrictions of having access to the
nuclear trade, having access to the nuclear technology, to come at par and remove the constraints which are prevailing
today.



A major part of the speech of the Leader of the Opposition was devoted to boasting, that they have done a
great job, by having the second Pokhran test. He told the Prime Minister — that was the burden of his song — that India has
sacrificed the right to test, of which he is very proud of. [MSOffice102] In his observations he himself stated that his Party

came to power on 19th of March, 1998 and they conducted the test on 11th of May, 1998 in less than 30 days. Not even a
child will believe that a nuclear test can be conducted in less than 30 days. Everything was ready.

Here I would most respectfully like to remind the hon. Members that we had a policy from day one and the policy
was enunciated by no less a person than the Father of Nation Mahatma Gandhi supported by Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru. We
are a strong believer in total nuclear disarmament. We did not sign NPT, not because we wanted nuclear weaponisation
but because we considered it as a fraud treaty. It is discriminatory. It is creating nuclear haves and nuclear have nots.
We did not want to participate in this discriminatory fraud Treaty where two classes of nuclear haves and nuclear have nots
are created.

He lamented that he could have entered into the nuclear club if Mr. Nehru did not commit that mistake. Pandit ji did
not commit any mistake. He saved the world from impending Third World War but for his policy of non-alignment, taking
strong position on various international issues starting from the peace initiative in Korea to condemning the nationalisation
of Suez Canal in 1956, attack on Egypt on the issue of nationalisation of Suez Canal in 1956 and preventing the total assault
on Egypt through persuasive. World was saved from a catastrophy.

When in 1974 Shrimati Indira Gandhi went for the nuclear explosions, it was not for indulging in weaponisation.
Those speeches were made on the floor of this and the other House. They are on record of this and the other House. She
categorically mentioned: 'T wanted to have the technology. I wanted to test the competence of the Indian scientists,
Indian technicians and Indian engineers'. The purpose was the peaceful use of the civilian nuclear programmes. It was not
war-mongerism.

It was taken further in the 3" Nuclear Disarmament Conference by young Prime Minister, Shri Rajiv Gandhi. He told
the whole world: 'TI am ready. My engineers, my scientists and my technologists are ready. We are just screw drive away
from the weaponisation programme. We can do it. We can do it right now. But I want to assure the international
community that I will not cross the threshold level.'

We used to have a pledge from 1974 till 1998, almost quarter of a century that we shall keep our options open. We
did not fore-close the option. That was the message which Shri Rajiv Gandhi conveyed to the world community: 'I want
universal, non-discriminatory, verifiable disarmament where both horizontal and vertical proliferations would be stopped
and if the international community agree I will not graduate myself from the threshold level to the nuclear weapon
states.[R103]'

That is the philosophy. Perhaps, it is beyond the comprehension of the Leader of the Opposition and his Party, that
is why, he found fault with it. T cannot contradict what he said because it is unfair Unnecessarily he has brought the
name of a distinguished son of this country, the former President of India. But the fat of the matter is that Mr
Venkataraman was the Defence Minster during the Prime Ministership of Shrimati Indira Gandhi and not during the Janata
Party and not even after that. Therefore, it is totally unacceptable. This is the factual position. The Leader of the

Opposition could have made his home work that Mr. R. Venkataraman was the Defence Minister from 15t January, 1982
till the day he was elected as the Vice President of India in July 1984. At that point of time, the Prime Minister was
Shrimati Indira Gandhi. Who will believe in this House and in the whole country that Mrs. Indira Gandhi abandoned the
nuclear testing programme under pressure from the United States of America. He started by saying — which I have to
contradict and the Prime Minister also had to contradict — that the USA is not interested in the energy programme. The
very second sentence of the 123 Agreement starts with the energy programme.

He asked why did we not go to the Joint Parliamentary Committee. I explained it on the floor of this House itself. I
explained that the Constitution was made by the mighty minds of the then India who devoted their lives to the service of
this great nation. In the debates of the Constituent Assembly I found that this issue was debated and the constitutional
position was made quite clear. Subsequently, the Supreme Court has also made it quite clear. I would just like to quote
one judgement of the Supreme Court in the case of Union of India and another versus Azadi Bachao Andolan and another.
In paragraph 18 of the judgement of case No.2004/10 SCC, the Supreme Court said:

"The power of entering into a Treaty is an inherent part of the sovereign power of the State by article 73.
Subject to the provision of the Constitution, the executive power of the Union extends to the matters with
respect to which Parliament has power to make laws. Our Constitution makes no provision making legislation
a condition for the entry into an international treaty in times either of war or of peace."



That is the constitutional position. That is the latest interpretation of the Supreme Court of India. But any
international treaty is not jpso facto operationalised if it requires any legislative backing. Then the appropriate legislature
and in this case, the Central Parliament, will make the legislation under Entries 10 and 14 of the List I of the Seventh
Schedule. It is this House itself. That is not so remote memory. In 1994, when we signed the WTO Agreement, an
international treaty, and accepted the Intellectual Property Rights to execute that and to put into effect that obligation, we
had to amend the Patents Act of 1973.[R104]

That was to provide the product patent which was not available in respect of three items, namely, pharmaceutical,
agricultural and food items. That was done by making an enactment in the Parliament. Never has the hon. Prime Minister
said that he will not come to Parliament. The statement which Shri Advani quoted, it clearly says so and that is why when

the joint statement was issued after 18t July, 2005 we debated it in Parliament. After the Separation Plan, March 2006 we

debated it in Parliament. We debated it in Parliament on 6t" August, 2006 and again we debated it in Parliament in 2006
when the Hyde Act was passed and at the earliest opportunity the agreement was signed in August. I think, it was

sometimes on 15t August, 2004 and the hon. Prime Minister came to Parliament on the 13th of August. My colleague, the
hon. Minister of Parliamentary Affairs assured the BAC that look on the basis of the Prime Minister's statement we will take
it up on the next day. Where have we said that we do not want to carry the people with us?

Somebody from that side suggested that there should be a political consensus. The hon. Prime Minister should take
the initiative. He took the initiative and to my mind, excuse me for saying this, he took extra initiative, which was perhaps
not necessary, several times as soon as it was signed and the Leaders of the principal Opposition parties, and the NDA
leaders were invited. What was their initial reaction? Their initial reaction was that they congratulated the negotiators and
they came out and told the waiting media persons outside. After that suddenly they discovered that this agreement cannot
be accepted.  Shri Advani also pointed out that there will be no tests. Do you not want Programme III? Whether one
wants Programme III or not is a different matter. But I myself on the floor of this House in August last stated that yes we
will not hesitate to conduct the test if it is necessary for the country to have this nuclear test keeping in view our security
requirement. A question was asked, what is the guarantee that we can go for test? What is the guarantee that we will
have it? If one would have read the text -- it is not a very big text, there are only 17 clauses and it does not run into
hundreds of pages — then one would have found out article 5(vi) (b) assures continuous fuel supply and article 14.8
suggests that it will not affect the military programme. I am reading the first portion of the article. [R105]

20.00 hrs.

"The parties affirm that the purpose of this agreement is to provide for peaceful nuclear cooperation and not
to affect the un-safeguarded nuclear activities of either party."

Qur strategic programme is un-safeguarded. We have not given it to them. He claimed because somebody gave some
interview that what he could not get from Mr. Atal Bihari Vajpayee, we got from the Government of Dr. Manmohan Singh.
He gave an example that we gave only two reactors of existing reactors to be under safequarded. But all future reactors
were to be brought under safeguard arrangement and that was the conclusion which the NDA Government did with the
USA. What did we do you will find in the text. We said that these six reactors we are giving for safeguard. In future, what
the reactors will provide for safeguard, it will be decided by us and not by you.  In the text of the agreement, we have
one word that our military programme will not be affected. I do not know, if they do not believe the Prime Minister of
India, Minister of External Affairs of India, the commitment which we have made in this language of the 123 agreement,
when the Prime Minister gave assurances to our Left friends in respect of nine points which were raised. Our job was to
ensure that in this 123 agreement, all these nine points are protected.

Sir, just for the recapitulation of the hon. Members, I would like to explain what are these nine points — Full Civilian
Nuclear Cooperation; Principle of Reciprocity; Permanent waiver — not temporary, not annual certification; recognition of
India as a State possessing advanced nuclear technology; acceptance only of JAEA safeguards not any bilateral safeguards;
Safeguarding the integrity and reliability of our strategic programme; rejection of any moratorium on production of fissile
material. So, like a responsible sovereign entity, we have said that we will enter into negotiations. There, our position is
very clear. It must be non-discriminatory, it must be verifiable and it must be equal. Nothing short of that is acceptable to
us and we will not enter into this arrangement and safeguarding our legal right to carry out a nuclear test if that is deemed
to be necessary in the national interest. That means, if you want at some point of time that a test is necessary, we will do
it. But I reject the concept of Shri L.K. Advani and his Party that India should not carry on universal, non-discriminatory
disarmament which is our ultimate goal and even in this session of the United Nations General Assembly, we have tabled a



resolution backed by almost 27 countries and we will continue to do so.

The question was raised that why we entered into an arrangement among the UPA and Left Parties. This is
not a Parliamentary Committee. This Committee is not appointed by the Prime Minister. This Committee is appointed by
the Chairperson of the UPA.[al06] It does not consist only of the Members of Parliament. There are three non-
parliamentarian members of that Group. This is an informal group to work out the differences between our supporters and
ourselves. So, what has the Parliament to do with it? In Parliament, when we are debating it on the floor of the House,
when we are discussing it, I do not have any objection if they say: "We will like to support our party." We will, of course,
have to take the approval of the Congress President. I cannot decide it. But they have never expressed their intention that
they will like to support the UPA. Let them change their policy. Therefore, this is absolutely an unacceptable position.

So far as safeguard is concerned, we have assured you what is the outcome of it. The outcome of it is that we are
going for the India-specific safeguard arrangements. Negotiation will take time. It is a technical negotiation. In that
technical negotiation, we will continue and we will like to say three important points which our Left Front repeatedly argued
in our Group. When we are insisting that we will like to ensure in the India-specific safeguard arrangements with the JAEA
assurance of fuel supply, right of India to have clear strategic reserves to meet the situation in the case of uninterrupted
fuel supply, if it is interrupted, if there is a breakdown to meet that situation, there should be a strategic reserve for the
fuel and the recognition of our strategic programme by accepting the separation plan which this Parliament is aware of,
which has been placed on the Table of this Parliament and which the United States Administration has accepted.

Now, I understand there is an issue about the Hyde Act. If you want to interpret everything with the Hyde Act, I
cannot help it. Nobody can help it. The Hyde Act, as Shri Tarit Baran Topdar has correctly pointed out, is a legislation
enabling the US Administration, the US President to have a waiver to enter into a civilian nuclear programme with India,
which is a non-NPT country, which is a nuclear-weapon country not recognised but a nuclear weapon-country which is
having strategic programmes. As per the 1954 Act, the USA cannot cooperate with that country. Therefore, in that Act,
they require a waiver. That waiver has been provided by the Hyde Act. While providing the Hyde Act, one thing has been
pointed out. Who is to interpret the Hyde Act? I have myself stated that there are many prescriptive and extraneous issues
in the Hyde Act which are not binding on us. How can it be binding on us? As a law passed by the Indian Parliament is not
binding the US Congressmen, similarly a law passed by the US Congressmen may be binding on the US Administration but
not on India. The only binding agreement on India is the 123 Agreement. I will most respectfully submit to the hon.
Members to show me one clause. Yes, I know that somebody will get up and say that the question of the national law is
there. Yes, that is the standard practice of all international agreements. It is equally true that in Clause 14, there are
references to the Vienna Convention and references to the international laws in case of disputes. That was the mandate
which we gave to the negotiators to enter into negotiation with their American interlocutors. We told them quite clearly, I
myself at one point of time when I had to intervene, told: "Look, this is unacceptable."[R107]

I told them that the nine points which the Prime Minister specifically referred on the floor of Parliament and gave his
commitment are to be preserved in the text and there will be no reference to the Hyde Act. Most respectfully, Mr. Deputy-
Speaker, sir, I can claim that we have done it. What did President Bush say? He is the Chief Executive of America? How is
he interpreting the Hyde Act? Mr. Advani is depending on the interpretation of some Under Secretary — I would not mention
his name — but I am quoting from the statement of the President of the United States of America, not the statement of any
Under Secretary. I do not make any reflection on the Under Secretary or their officers. But the Chief Executive of the United
States of America said:

"Today I have signed into law HR 5682, an Act containing Henry J. Hyde US-India Peaceful Atomic Energy
Cooperation Act of 2006. The Act will strengthen the strategic relationship between the United States and
India and deliver valuable benefits to both nations. Section 103 of the Act purports to establish US policy with
respect to various international affairs matters. My approval of the Act does not constitute my adoption of the
statement of policy as US foreign policy. Given the Constitution's commitment to the Presidency of the
authority to conduct the nation's foreign affairs, the executive branch shall construe such policy statements as
advices."

This is the comment of the President of the United States of America and my young friend Mr. Jyodiraditya Scindia very
aptly explained it while participating in the debate.

So, my most respectful submission would be that we are accepting the obligations under Section 123 of the US
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, not under the Hyde Act. The Hyde Act is an enabling provision. That is for the US
Administration to deal with it and they have assured us that it would not stand in their way of implementing the



commitment which they made in the Joint Statement of July, 2005 and in the Separation Plan of March, 2006. Therefore,
Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I would like to, most respectfully, submit that let us look into the 123 Agreement.

I am not going into the larger aspects of foreign policy debate, but I would like to emphasize a couple of points.
Much has been said about the voting in the International Atomic Energy Commission Board. I think we have explained
about it several times here. There had been two occasions where we did it and we explained why we did it. It was because
at that point of time we were given to understand that if we accept the amendment of the European countries, then the
matter will be within the Board of TAEA and it will not be referred to the UN Security Council because if it is referred to the
UN Security Council, then they will issue sanction as they have issued two sanctions on Iran. But in the last one in
February, 2006, the position and the voting pattern which we had was that a large number of countries including the Non-
Aligned countries like Russia and China and we were together. In my intervention in the conference of 45 countries of
Europe and Russia, while stating India's position on Iran when I was asked to state our position, I made it quite clear that
Iranis an old civilized country and a very proud nation.[R108]

[r109]I do not feel that issuing sanction after sanction is going to resolve the problem. Iran will have to be engaged
in the dialogue process and the most appropriate forum is IAEA. The latest voting which has taken place there — no
voting, where it has been again decided -- along with China, Russia, Malaysia and large number of other countries, non-
aligned countries, we have decided that yes, diplomacy is to be given a chance. This is a complicated issue. It will take
time.

Why should we be scared of any country? Yes, we have strategic relationship. What is wrong with it? Most
respectfully I would like to submit that it is not alone USA, I have strategic relationship with Russia, with China, with
Indonesia, with Japan, with Singapore, with France, with Germany, with European Union. I have strategic relationship with
ten countries.

MD. SALIM (CALCUTTA — NORTH EAST): All encompassing!

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE: No, not all encompassing. It is depending on the nature of relationship which we want to
have. There has been substantial improvement in the relationship with China.

During the visit of Chairperson of UPA, the type of warmth she felt at the top most premiership of People's Republic
of China is envy of anybody, any world's statesman and that is the meeting of her after the election. She was the first
person from outside to visit People's Republic of China. In a short span of last nine months, I had four interactions with the
Chinese Foreign Minister and the Prime Minister's visit is to come very shortly.

I have no doubt that in between they are saying the discussions which we had with President Hu Jintao at
Heiligendamm at the margin of G-8 and G-5 countries and with Premier Wen Jiabao in Singapore speaks of the best
relationship between our two countries. It is not possible for me to disclose everything what transpired between Premier
of China and our Prime Minister. But I am quite confident that so many people are saying so many things about their
cooperation even in the area of civilian nuclear programme. I am quite confident that if we cross the hurdles which we are
having we will be able to have that.

Questions have been raised why Prime Minister did not sign the agreement with Russia. We have explained it. He
explained it when the occasion arose and the reason was very simple. We are waiting, because after all these
arrangements are to be made and to be operationalised; and for operationalisation, we shall have to go with IAEA India-
specific Agreement. We will have to arrange the NSG guidelines and when we are in this process, Memorandum of
Understanding with Russia about four reactors and Kudankulam and as soon as the process is ready, we will be able to
enter into that agreement. That is the reason I was saying that this is some sort of a passport. Once I have the
international passport visiting all countries, I have the option to choose which country I will visit. It is not necessary that I
may take passport in the name of visiting one country, but it is not necessary that I shall confine myself only to that.[r110]

It will be open. Surely, we want interaction. Lot of violations etc. has been called. The initiator of the discussion,
Rup Chand babu, said that it is only 15 per cent of the world energy requirement. It is correct. Today I have 1,28,000
megawatt power generation capacity; nuclear energy is only 3,900 megawatt. We are not talking of today; we have to talk
of future.

Today our import of oil is 100 million tonnes. If we are importing these 100 million tonnes at the cost of $ 100 per
barrel, and if the entire thing was passed on to the consumer, one can easily understand what could have been the cost of
energy. But simply because it is absorbed by somebody in the form of subsidy does not mean that the cost of the energy is



getting less here. Coking coal also we are importing. It is not that we are just depending on them. The Prime Minister has
emphasized that we want energy; we want access to the technology on thorium, the three-tier. Even in the text of the
Agreement itself, you will find that our three-staged civil and nuclear programme, which was the dream child of Homi
Bhabha, the architect of Indian nuclear programme, has not been diluted at all. If we have just thorium; I am told by some
reports that I have received where I find on plutonium the experts are telling that the nuclear power generation capacity
can be raised from 10,000 megawatt to around 500 thousand megawatt exclusively using the contents from spent fuel
discharged from PHWRs following the Plutonium 239, Uranium 238, fuel cycle in FBIs. Surely, it is not of today. It is of
tomorrow. But we shall have to think of tomorrow.

Mr. Rajiv Gandhi thought in the mid-eighties of the revolution in Information Technology. Many of us did not believe
in it. Today, India is on the top of Information Technology (IT). Many of us opposed computerization. Today, we are
going for that.
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Therefore, Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, I would not like to take more of your time. I have covered some areas. Yes,
there will be discussions; we are having discussions. As I mentioned, we have a mechanism with the Left, UPA. Lalu j
Sharad ji, and Baalu ji are the Members there; I am also there. We are discussing among ourselves and we are trying to
resolve it. The Leader of the Opposition has assured us, and it has been echoed by some of his followers, that if they have
the mandate they will renegotiate it.

I will just conclude my observations by narrating one incident. It happened not in this House but it happened in the other
House. I was a Member of that House at that point of time. It is being told today that sovereignty has been mortgaged.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, fortunately or unfortunately, whatever it may be, I am in the Government of several Congress
Prime Ministers from the seventies. At least, I have been accused not less than three times of mortgaging India's
sovereignty. Once I mortgaged India's 'sovereignty' when I entered into an extended funding facility with IMF by borrowing
five billion SDRs![r111] When we returned the last installment of 1.2 billion SDRs, I told in one of my speech: "Many of you
told me, like self-styled Cassandra prophecy that I will come out of the IMF building on a stretcher. I have come out of the
IMF building with my head on my shoulder and on my foot, and not on the stretcher."

Similarly, again when we signed the WTO Agreement, they said that 'sovereignty' had been mortgaged and it went
to such an extent. I can understand that. The Left opposed then and the Left opposed now.

Now, as I mentioned, the Indian Patent Act, 1973 was to be amended as per the International Agreement of IPR.

Twice that Bill was rejected in the Rajya Sabha under the command of a great Member of the BJP who later on became the
Minister in the NDA regime. ...(Interruptions) 1 will not take the name of the Member of the other House. But the funny
part is this. After some time when the table was turned, when they were in the Government, twice India lost in the
international dispute settlement mechanism of WTO. Then, the same Party came to us — I was sitting in the Opposition
and Dr. Sahib was the Leader of the Opposition — and said: "If you support, we will like to amend the Indian Patent Act."
It was sometime in 2000. I talked to the Congress President. She said: "If you consider that the Bill is good and in the
national interest, simply by accident of changing the seat need not necessarily change the policy." So, with our support,
the Bill was passed, and the only change was made. The Member-in-charge of the 1994 Bill was Pranab Mukherjee as the
Commerce Minister and in 2000 the Member-in-charge was Shri Murasoli Maran, and except the year no further change was
brought, which was rejected by them, and they had to plead to the Congress Party to support the Bill. Therefore, let us not
be...(Interruptions)

SHRI PRIYA RANJAN DASMUNSI: That is why they left the House without listening your speech. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: Therefore, let us not be carried by the emotions. Yes, let us calculate, let us debate, let us
discuss and let us try to find out how the issues could be resolved.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker, Sir, as the hon. Prime Minister has assured the hon. Members umpteen number of times, I
would like to submit most respectfully that the process is not yet complete. Whenever any major step in the process had
been taken, we came to Parliament. After the Joint Statement, we came to Parliament. After the Separation Plan we came
to Parliament. Again we came to Parliament. After the Hyde Act we came to Parliament. After agreeing the Agreed Text
on freezing it, we have come to Parliament. Again we will come to Parliament.



With these words, I thank you, Sir, for giving me this opportunity.

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : Sir, I had made several important points but the hon. External Affairs Minister has not covered
them in his elaborate reply. One is about the relationship between 123 Agreement and the Hyde Act. There are public
comments by important USA administrative people about the relationship. I am not going into that. I want to know
whether the 123 Agreement will override the Hyde Act or the Hyde Act will override the 123 Agreement while making a
reference to the international practice and all these things.

I had asked whether the fast breeder reactors are also being put under safeguards. ...(Interruptions)
SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: The answer is 'no'. ...(Interruptions)

SHRI RUPCHAND PAL : Okay. Now, our Indian negotiator is in the process of negotiating about India's requirement, that
is, India's specific safeguard. I would like to know whether the Government has anything in mind as to what may be the
requirement because this is a grey area. In re-processing, there is a notional idea given and nothing concrete. I would like
to know how India is going to be benefited.

We find that they are telling that these are the benefits, namely, jobs would be created, their ailing nuclear industry
would be rejuvenated, they would have something of a new architecture in Asia and all these things. But what is the
benefit that we are going to derive has not been clearly stated in the long reply of the hon. Minister.

Then, things in regard to selective transfer of technology, in regard to nuclear reactor, and in regard to dual use have
not been cleared by the hon. Minister of External Affairs. Similarly, about the energy mix, whether the nuclear energy at
any point of time is going to help us in a big way ignoring our coal sector, ignoring our hydel sector, ignoring our renewable
energy sector!

Sir, I am really disappointed that the hon. Minister did not cover all these important points.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERIJEE: Most respectfully, I would like to submit that if the hon. Member was a little careful, I
mentioned about what I require from the IAEA. I mentioned three specific areas. It is not for the first time that India is
going to have a safeguard arrangement with the IAEA. Whenever we buy a reactor from outside, we have to make it with
the IAEA. There is a standard format. But what is India specific? About the India specific, I referred to these three areas
in details. They are assurance of the fuel supply, right to create the strategic fuel reserves, and recognition of the
separation plan, in other words, recognition of the strategic programmes. We should expect to have them. For that, the
negotiations are going on. These are highly technical details, which are being worked out by the experts. I am not an
expert. Iam a layman like you. Therefore, here, we are normally guided by them. We are quite confident that they will
protect our interests.

So far as the energy mix is concerned, I started my observations by saying that we are not looking at only today, we
are also looking at tomorrow. Now, everybody is talking about the climate change. We cannot keep" it under the carpet.
About the cost of the technology, which the Prime Minister is meeting, and which will be again strongly advocated in the
Bali Conference that as the developing countries cannot sacrifice their development, therefore, they will have to be
compensated by giving adequate access to the clean energy technology at an affordable cost. The whole world, especially
the advanced countries are looking at the markets of China and India. I think, they have made some calculations that 50
per cent of a few trillions dollar worth trade will be only between our two countries.

Therefore, these are the areas, where we are concentrating on, and the Planning Commission is working on it.

SHRI BASU DEB ACHARIA : Sir taking into account the views expressed by the majority of this House, I want a
categorical assurance from the hon. Prime Minister that the Government will not proceed further. This should be treated
as a sense of the House. I want this assurance from the hon. Prime Minister.

SHRI PRANAB MUKHERJEE: Most respectfully, I would like to submit that I started my observations by saying that the
debate, which could not take place in the Monsoon Session is now taking place. It is just a small step towards the
process. Unless the process is complete, where is the question of taking the sense of the House? Let the process be
completed. I also assured that at the end of every stage, I will come to the Parliament and I will discuss with you.



MR. DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Thank you. The House stands adjourned to meet again tomorrow, that is, 29t" November, 2007 at
11a.m.

20.34 hrs.
The Lok Sabha then adjourned till Eleven of the Clock
on[r112] November 29, 2007/Agrahayana 8, 1929(Saka).
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