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FriendsoftheEarth,Australia(FoEA) asksthecommitteeto considerthereport‘NuclearPower:No
Solutionto ClimateChange’attachedto this submissionandavailableon theinternetat
<www.foe.org.au>.

The‘safeguards’systemis flawed.

Seethe‘NuclearPower:No Solutionto ClimateChange’reportat<www.foe.org.au>:
* Chapter3. NuclearWeaponsProliferation:TheMyth ofthePeacefulAtom
* Appendix4: AustralianUraniumandWeaponsProliferation.

Doubling nuclearpowerby 2050would reduceemissionsby about5%

This issueis addressedin chapter2.1 ofthe‘NuclearPower:No Solutionto ClimateChange’report
at<www.foe.org.au>.

It caneasilybecalculated(e.g.usingdataandprojectionsfrom thelEA) thatasignificantnuclear
expansionwouldhaveonly modestimpactson greenhouseemissions- adoublingby 2050would
reduceemissionsby about5%, atripling would reduceemissionsby 8% andsoon. Thereasonsfor
this includethefactthatnuclearpowerhashardlyanyapplicationsotherthantheproductionof
electricity,andthefactthatelectricityaccountsfor lessthanonethirdofglobalgreenhousegas
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emissions.

Forexample,Feiveson(2001)calculatesthat if globalnuclearpowergrewatjust over2%peryear
• until 2050to an installedcapacityin thatyearof 1000GWe (aboutthreetimesgreaterthancurrent
output),total cumulativecarbonemissionsprojectedduringthisperiodwouldbereducedby about
8%.

A doublingofglobalnuclearcapacityby 2050would involve theconstructionof roughly 1,000
reactors(includingreplacementofexistingreactors)
* capitalcostseveraltrillion dollars
* thereactorswouldgenerateatotalof 1.5million tonnesofspentnuclearfuel overtheirlifespan
(50years,30 tonnesSNFperreactorperyear)
* thereactorswouldproduceenoughplutoniumovera50-yearlifespanto produce1.5million
nuclearweapons(300kgPuperreactorperyear,10 kg Puperweapon).If 99.9%ofthatplutonium
wasindefinitelysafeguardedagainstmilitary use,theremaining0.1%wouldsufficeto buildno less
than 1,500nuclearweapons.

Ofcourse,if nucleardisplacesrenewables,whicharegenerallylessgreenhouseintensiveperunit
outputthannuclear,thelegacywill beincreasedgreenhouseemissionsaswell asthehigh-level
wasteandweapons-useableplutoniumlegacy.

Feiveson,Harold,2001,“The Searchfor Proliferation-ResistantNuclearPower”,TheJournalofthe
FederationofAmericanScientists,September/October2001,Volume54, Number5,
<www.fas.org/faspir/2001/v54n5/nuclear.htm>.

Misinformation from theso-calledAustralian SafeguardsandNon-proliferation Office
(ASNO)

ASNO is notorious.formaking falseandmisleadingcomments.A smallnumberarediscussed
below.ThecommitteeshouldrecommendsweepingreformofASNO.

ASNO sometimesstatesandfrequentlyimpliesthatthesafeguardingofAustralian-obligatednuclear
materials(AONM) is fullproof. Forexample,ASNOdirectorJohnCarlson(2002)says:
“All Australian-obligatednuclearmaterial,includingplutonium,is fully accountedfor.” Self-
evidentlythereis alwayssomerisk ofdiversionofAONM for usein nuclearweaponsordirty
bombs.For example,ASNOconcedesthatincidentsofMaterialUnaccountedFor(MUF)have
occurredinvolving AONM andthepossibilityofdiversioncannotbeentirelydiscounted.

ASNO(letter, availableonrequest)insiststhatSouthKoreadid notuseAONM in its long-standing
secretnuclearweaponsresearchprogram.How canASNObesure?Accordingto theletter,the
answeris: becausetheSouthKoreanssayso! TheSouthKoreanprogramis knownto haveusedboth
indigenousandimportednuclearmaterialsandit is still underinvestigationby theIAEA. Uranium
exportsto SouthKoreaoughttobe suspendedatleastuntil theconclusionoftheinvestigation.

Carlson(2000)statesthat “... m someofthecountrieshavingnuclearweapons,nuclearpower
remainsinsignificantornon-existent.”Carlson’sattemptto absolvecivil nuclearprogramsfrom the
proliferationproblemignoresthewell-documenteduseofcivil nuclearfacilitiesandmaterialsin
weaponsprogramsaswell astheimportantpolitical ‘cover’ civil programsprovidefor military
programs.Oftheninestatesknownto haveproducednuclearweapons,only Israelhasno power
reactorsandevenin Israelthepretenceofacivil nuclearprogramprovidedarationaleforkey
technologytransfers.PalcistanandIndiahavepowerreactors,andSouthAfrica’s weaponsprogram
wasfacilitatedby aparallelnuclearpowerprogram.NorthKorea possiblythetenthnuclear
weaponsstatehashadanuclearpowerprogramandoperatesan ‘ExperimentalPowerReactor’
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which is an importantcomponentofits weaponsprogram.Carlson’sview alsosits uncomfortably
with theconcentrationof nuclearpowerin weaponsstatesamost60%ofglobalnuclearpower
output(in GWe) is in thefive declaredweaponsstatesandthosepowerprogramsinvolve large
numbersofnuclearscientists,technicians,engineersetcwith frequenttransferto andfrom nuclear
WMD programs.

Likewise,Carlson(2000)says:“If welook to thehistoryofnuclearweaponsdevelopment,wecan
seethat thosecountrieswith nuclearweaponsdevelopedthembeforetheydevelopednuclearpower
programs.”However,ostensiblycivil nuclearprogramsclearlyprecededandfacilitatedthe
successfuldevelopmentofnuclearweaponsin India, Pakistan,andin theformernuclearweapons
stateSouthAfrica.

Carlsonsaidin November2002that: “TheNorthKoreanshaveto cometo arealisationthatbuilding
upnuclearweaponsis notin theirinterest.”(Quotedin Koutsoukis,2002.)ClearlytheNorthKorean
regimehadnotcometo thatrealisation.

Statementsby Carlson/ASNOabouttheweaponsuseabilityofbelow-weapon-gradeplutonium
grosslydistorttheavailablescientificevidenceandcanonlybe seenasanattemptto promote
uraniumexportsandto absolvegovernmentsanduraniummining companiesoftheirculpability in
increasingtheglobal stockpileofweapons-useableplutonium.ASNOimpliesthat theUSA is lying
in relationto its statementsaboutthe1962weapontest- buthasASNOhadthecourtesyto inform
theUS governmentofits view?And is ASNOimplicitly accusingtheUS governmentofdeceitwith
orwithouttheknowledgeofDFAT andtheministerforforeignaffairs?(Foradetaileddiscussionon
theuseofreactorgradeor fuelgradeplutoniumin nuclearweapons,andreferencesto thescientific
literature,see<www.geocities.comljimgreen3/rgpu.html>.)

Carlson(2002)statesthatAustralian-obligatedplutoniumis notweapon-gradebut hefails to note
thatso-calledbelow-weapon-gradeplutoniumcanbe - andhasbeen- usedin nuclearweapons.
Further,weapongradeplutoniumisproducedusingAustralianuranium- in thenormalcourseof
eventsthisWGPuis producedin powerreactorsandin thenormalcourseofeventsit is convertedto
fuel gradethenreactorgradeplutoniumin thereactor.

Carlson(2002)says“weapons-gradeplutoniumis notproducedin thenormaloperationofpower
reactors”thoughheknowsit is andheknowsthatbelow-weapon-gradeplutoniumhasbeenusedin
weapons(seeabove).

Further,researchreactorscanbeusedto produceplutoniumin supportofaweaponsprogram.Israel
andIndiaarethemostnotoriousexamplesoftresearch’reactorsbeingusedfor thispurpose(mostor
all ofthefissilematerialfor theirnucleararsenalscomesfromresearchreactors).(Detailedpaperat:
<www.geocities.com/jimgreen3/rrweapons.html>.)

Carlson(2002)defendstheInternationalAtomic EnergyAgency’ssafeguardssystemandsaysit
providesthe“foundation” for preventingmisuseofAustralian-obligatednuclearmaterials.The
safeguardssystemwasexposedasafarcebytheIraqi regime in the1980sandearly‘90s - seethe
voluminousmaterialon this scandalpublishedin theBulletinoftheAtomic Scientistsoverthepast
decade(<www.thebulletin.org>).SincetheIraqdebacle,effortshavebeenmadeto improvethe
system,but it still inadequate(andtheIAEA is still hopelesslycompromisedby its othermandate-

promotingthespreadofnucleartechnologies).

Carlson(1998)makestheabsurdclaimthat: “Oneofthe featuresofAustralianpolicy ... is very
carefulselectionofourtreatypartners.Wehaveconcludedbilateralarrangementsonlywith
countrieswhosecredentialsareimpeccablein thisarea.” Carlson’sclaimis demonstrablyfalse:

I. TheUS is breachingits NPTdisarmamentcommitmentsin manyways:refusingto ratify the
ComprehensiveTestBanTreaty;makingamockeryoftheproposedFissileMaterialCut-OffTreaty
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byblocking anyinspectionorverificationmeasures;engagingin researchon newgenerationsof
nuclearweapons;indicatingthat it mightbeginnuclearweaponstestingagain;resumingthe
productionoftritium for usein nuclearweapons,andusinga‘civil’ powerreactorto producethe
tritium; acknowledgingin its NuclearPostureReviewthat it intendsto maintainits nucleararsenal
“forever”; embarkingon nuclearco-operationwith India(anon-NPTstate);threateningfirst-use
nuclearstrikes;anddevelopinganuclearhit-list ofsevenstates,all ofthemNPTmemberstates
exceptNorthKorea,andfive ofthemnon-nuclearweaponsstates.

ThedisgracefulroleoftheUS, andits manifoldbreachesofits NPTobligations,havebeenignored
bytheAustraliangovernment.SuccessiveAustraliangovernmentshaveclaimedthattheUS is in
compliancewith its NPTobligationsbecauseofthereductionin thenumberofnuclearweapons.But
eventhatsolitaryachievementis largelyafunctionofcreativeaccounting“worthyofEnron”
accordingto theUS NaturalResourcesDefenseCouncil.

2. FranceandtheUK arealsocustomersofAustralianuraniumand,like theUS,neithercountryhas
theslightestintentionoffulfilling its NPTdisarmamentobligations.

3. Japan,amajorcustomerofAustralianuranium,hasdevelopedanuclear‘threshold’or ‘breakout’
capability - it couldproducenuclearweaponswithinmonthsofadecisionto do so,relyingheavily
on facilities,materialsandexpertisefromits civil nuclearprogram.

An obvioussourceoffissilematerialfor aweaponsprogramin Japanwould beits stockpileof
plutonium- includingAustralian-obligatedplutonium.In April 2002,thethenleaderofJapan’s
Liberal Party,Ichiro Ozawa,saidJapanshouldconsiderbuilding nuclearweaponsto counterChina
andsuggestedasourceoffissilematerial: “It would beso easyfor usto producenuclearwarheads;
wehaveplutoniumatnuclearpowerplantsin Japan,enoughtomakeseveralthousandsuch
warheads.”

Japan’splutoniumprogramincreasesregionaltensionsandproliferationrisks.Diplomaticcablesin
1993and1994from US Ambassadorsin Tokyo describeJapan’saccumulationofplutoniumas
~~massive”andquestionedtherationalefor thestockpilingofsomuchplutoniumsinceit appearedto
beeconomicallyunjustified.A March 1993diplomaticcablefromUS AmbassadorArmacostin
Tokyoto SecretaryofStateWarrenChristopher,obtainedundertheUS Freedomof InformationAct,
posedthesequestions:“CanJapanexpectthatif it embarkson amassiveplutoniumrecycling
programthatKoreaandothernationswould notpressaheadwith reprocessingprograms?Wouldnot
theperceptionofJapan’sbeingawashin plutoniumandpossessingleadingedgerockettechnology
createanxietyin theregion?”

Australianconsentto theseparationof Australian-obligatedplutoniumandits stockpiling in Japan
shouldbewithdrawnon proliferationgrounds.Thatconsentshouldalsobewithdrawnon thebasisof
theunacceptablesafetyrecordofJapan’splutonium/reprocessingprogramoverthepastdecade.

4. SouthKoreais anothermajorcustomerofAustralianuraniumwith lessthanimpeccable
credentials.In 2004,SouthKoreadisclosedinformationaboutarangeofactivitieswhichviolatedits
NPTcommitmentsuraniumenrichmentfrom 1979-81,theseparationofsmall quantitiesof
plutoniumin 1982,uraniumenrichmentexperimentsin 2000,andtheproductionofdepleted
uraniummunitionsfrom 1983-1987.

AustraliahassuppliedSouthKoreawith uraniumsince1986.It is notknown andmayneverbe
known whetherAustralian-obligatednuclearmaterialswereusedin any oftheillicit research.South
Koreahasacknowledgedusingbothindigenousandimportednuclearmaterialsin thetests,but
deniesthatanyAONM wasused.

5. China.Thefederalgovernmentis nownegotiatingabilateraltreatywith Chinato permituranium
sales.Chinais a nuclearweaponsstatewith no intentionoffulfilling its NPTdisarmament
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obligations,andit refusesto ratify theComprehensiveTestBanTreaty.Further,theChinesestateis
undemocraticandrepressive.It is difficult to imagineanuclearindustryworkerin Chinapublicly
raisingsafety,securityorproliferationconcernswithout reprisal.It is aclosed,secretivestate-

• whichmakessafeguardingAONM all themoredifficult.

6. India.FollowingtherecentUS decisionto engagein nuclearco-operationwith India, two
Australiangovernmentministers(MacfarlaneandCampbell)arenowarguingforuraniumsalesto-
India. But Indiais outsidetheNPT/IAEA regimealtogether.Allowing nuclearco-operationand
uraniumsalesto Indiawould clearlyweakentheNPT.Potentialnuclearweaponsstates- innorth-
eastAsiaor theMiddle East,for example- wouldbe all themorelikely to ‘go nuclear’if civil
nuclearco-operationandtradewith non-NPTstateswereto becomethenorm.Civil nucleartradeis
importantto anumberof statessuchasJapan,with significanturaniumdemandbut limited
indigenoussupplies.
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HeathgateResources

HeathgateResources’statementsregardingits relationswith Adnyamathanhapeopleareentirelyat
oddswith statementsmadebyanumberofAdnyamathanhapeoplethemselves.Thecommittee
shouldinvestigatethematterby meetingAdnyamathanhapeoplein theircommunities(if theyare
agreeable).Seealsorelevantsubmissionsto previousinquiriese.g.the2002-03Senateuranium
inquiry.

Heathgatehasalsoadmittedusingspiesto infiltrate environmentgroup/sasDavidBruntcan
confirm.

ThecommitteeshouldrecommendanimmediatecessationofHeathgate’spracticeofdumpingliquid
radioactive/toxicwastein groundwater.

Cleanenergyoptions

Thecommitteecannotclaimthatit hasnotbeenpresentedwith informationon cleanenergyoptions
- thefirst FoE submissionprovidedreferencesto amountainofliteratureon thepotentialof
renewablesandenergyefficiencyandthereferencesareincludedbelow.

Seealsochapter6 ofthe ‘NuclearPower:No Solutionto ClimateChange’reportat
<www.foe.org.au>
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Greenhouseaasemissionsreductionsstudies

All ofthestudieslistedbelowanalyseandproposemethodsofachievinglargereductionsin
greenhousegasemissions.Mostofthestudiesdo notenvisagearolefor nuclearpower,thougha
smallnumberconsiderscenarioswith orwithoutnuclearpower.A numberofthesestudiesare
summarisedby Saddleretal., 2004,ch.13.
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