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I ntroduction

The Women@ International League for Peace and Freedom (WILPF) was established in Europe
in 1915. We were in the first group of non-goverental organisationso receive consultative
status with the United NationsO Eonomic and SocialCouncil(ECOSOC)n 1948 and |ater with
UNESCO.Our organisatiorhasspecialconsultaive relationswith the FoodandAgricultural
Organisation, the Internationadbour Organisation and UNICEFRternationally and locally,
the Women@ International League for Peace and Freedom works for social, racial and
environmental justice, for human rights and an end to wars as a eans of dealing with huan
conflict. This subrission is nade on behalf ofhe AustralianSectionof our organisation,
henceforth referred to asI\APF.

WILPF wetomes this opportunity to convey tbe Joint Standing Committee on Treaties our
concerns regarding the inadequacies of the Agreement between the @rnment of Australia and
the Governmenbof the RussianFederationon Coopeation in the Useof NuclearEnergyfor
Peaceful Purposeshich was signed on 7 September 200ThHeyrespective-oreignMinisters,
AlexanderDownerandSergeylLavrov. We thank the Joint Standing Committee for the
opﬁortunityto make this submssion.In particdar, we are grateful for the extension of time till

16" June 2008.

WILPF wishesto expressour very graveconcernsaboutthe proposedtxportof Australian
uraniumto Russia. Below we outline our paular concerns abow@ixporting Australian
ObligatedNuclearMaterialto Russia. More generally, WLPF believes the entire nuclear fuel
cycle to be uniquely hazardous B from uranmiming to the disposition of waste. Radiation is
persistent and indiscrimate, daraging our nost precious legacy; the core human blueprint
stored in our DNA andgssed on touture geneations. Radiationxertsandtheglobal
regulation setting agency, thaémational Comission on Radiologial Protectionareclearthat
thereis no safelevel of radiationexposure.

Where the potential exists for the welfare, heath and safety of the entire community to be
endangered by exposure to radioactivity, it is unacceptake for governrent to encorage and
assist those few whose primary motive is profit - andwho may thereforebe motivated by greed -
to overlook the welfare of theany for the fnancial gain of théew. Uraniummining
corporations have a clear vestelf-interest in advocating the sale of Australian uranium to
Russiaand,asa consequenceheir capacityto make wise judgents in the interests of the
wholecommunityandnotjustfor their own endsandthoseof their shareholderss highly



guestionable. In this situation therefore, it is even more pressing to ensure that the proper role of
governnent to oversightandprotectthe safetyandwellbeingof the whole Australianpopulation
andof the Australianenvironnentis not dimnished or treated as a consideration subordinate to
the generation of wealth for a few. The role ofggament to exercise judgment in the interests

of thewhole communityneeddo bepreserved.

The Present State of the Russian Feder ation

Russia, a nuclear weapon state, has aemgty poorrecordon nuclear safety. WLPF has
graveconcernsabouttheinadequateafeguardig of nuclear materialsin Russiaaswell as
RussiaOdistory of unwillingness to be thorougHy open and accountable. Fr@@01 to 20086,
there were 183 reported incidents involvingdficking of nucleamaterialsin RussiaMany
incidents, including gor incidents, were ogldisclosedollowing monthsandsonetimesyears
of silence and secrecy on the part of goveamrofficials in theformer USSR.Therecordof the
Russian Federation since then gppears to be no better. Additionally, in the face of itstreaty
obligationsunderAtrticle 6 of the NPT, Russiaretains a nuclear arsenal of approatety 15,000
weapons.

Because RussiaOs own supplies of uraaiemmot iconsiderableit is likely thatany Australian
uranium received by Russiawould be used at the procesiang plantat Angarskin orderto
Odowngrade the 700 tonnes of highly enriairadiumstockpiledfrom the earlyroundof
dismantling[of nuclearweaponsfor on-selling to the United States wherestnof it has gone so
far, or to Syria or Iran’O

Russia has an ongoing history of egregiousdrunghts abuses including the useof tortureand
theuseof radiationasaweapon.Therewerecredibleallegationsn 2006 that Russian covert
agencies were involved in theurder by ralioactive poisoning in London of the dissident,
Alexander Litvinenko. The murder of the Russian journalist, Anna Politkovskaya, is a case that
further illustrates the repression and elimination of thosewithin present-dayrussiawvho exercise
theright to expresopinionsdifferent from those of the regime.

The Russian Federation also has a recent history of cruel military invasion and suppression of
peoplesn neighbouringstates.

In short, the credibility of Russian democracy is highly suspectPreciselybecausehe Russian
Federations soerratic,unreliableand essentially anti-desaratic, webelieve that it isfair to say
that Russia cannot be trusted to observe thestefanagreenent,however well its articlesmay
be fomulated.

And finally, we notethatthe RussiarFederatiorhas not yet ratified the International Atomic
Energy AgencyOs additional protocol.

In sumnary,in 2008in the RussiarFederationit is by no meansclearthattherule of law
prevails.

! From the article, Orhrowing caution to the nuclear windOby Lyn Allison, 7th September 2007



In relationto thetreatyinstrumrent underdiscusion, international huan rights lawyer, Robert
Amsterdam, speaking at the 2007 Sydney Sumiit on Russiatated that there is Qo way for
Australiato keep[Russia]Jaccountablenthedeal given the E growing disregard for the rule of
law in [Russia]O. Mr. Asterdan went on to sathat there is a Qyenuine danger the uranium

would be on-soldto countriessuchaslran EO His friend andconpatriot, journalist Grigory

Pasko dso gated in Septerber 2007at the same Sydney Sumiih that Australia should not accept
Russia's guarantees at face value.? Incidentally,we believethatthe former ForeignMinister, Mr.
Downer,wasprecipitateandnaevein the extreme to dismiss their views.

While their record of hummn rights abuse and laok nuclear safety persists, WILPF believes that
itisirresponsible on the part of the Australian Government to accept this Agreement for the sale
of Australian uraniunto the Russian Fedei@n. Howeverpunctiliousthelanguageof the
Agreenent,anunaccountabl®ussiacannotberelied uponto keeptheir endof anybargain.

The View of the Australian People on the PossibleSaleof Australian Uranium to Russia

It is clearthatwidespreagulic opposition remains in the Australian community to the nuclear
industry which people believe has inherent dangérs.Ageof 4" September 2007 reported a
surveyof 1,200votersundertakerby Researchnternationalwhich foundthatthe majority of the
Australianpeopleareagainsthe saleof Austrdian uranium to Russia. The survey found that

66% of Australians would vote against the sal@wstralianuraniumto Russiaf areferendum
wereheldontheissue A 30" May 2006 Newspoll survey revealttat 78% of ALP voters donOt
wantany newuraniumminesin Australiaor wanturaniummining stopped altogether, cpared

to 16% favouring new mineg,ratio of nearly5:1.

A GlobalNuclearSurveysponsoredy the International Atoric Energy Agency, 12 December
2005, also identified strong opposition in Austraralindeedworldwide againstnewnuclear
power production:

OAnew18-countryopinion surveysponsored by the ternational Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEApund that "whilemajorities of citizens generally
supportthe continueduseof existingnuclear reactors, most people do not
favour the building of new nuclear plants.” Indeed, the findings of the
survey, conducted by Globescan Inc. showthat "six in tencitizens(62%)
overall believethat existingnuclearreadors should continue to be used, yet
sixin ten(59%)do not favournew nuclear plants being built."

According to DFATOs National Interest Ané&y8008),the RussiarFederatiorintendsto
increase from 16% to 23% the share of nugbeaverin its electricity market.While the
increasedaleof Australianuraniumto Russiamay represent an irresistible lure andbusiness

2 Mr Pasko was oncejailed for revedling that Russiawasiillegally dumping radioactive waste into the Sea of Japan.



opportunityto Australianuraniummining interests, we believeahAustralia would be better
served by encouraginguBsia to develop gréa increasedenewablenon-fossilenergy
resources from wind, water, biomass, geothermal, andtidal sourcesatherthanto increasehe
nuclear energy sector.

Nuclear Technology B an Unclean Technology

The proponents of the nuclear inttysand of uraniummining have in recent years used the
coverof thedebateaboutglobalwarming andclimate change to gloss the deficiencies of their
industry, often making the spurious claim that their industryis Ocleamndgreen®ecausein
comparison with fossil fuel technologies,ptoduces fewer greenhouse gasssions. These
claims are bogus.

WILPF remains opposed to theining, processingrading and exploitation of uranium because
of its radioactive pollution and inherent danger to hamlife and the huan gene pool. As U-

238 breaks down over centuries, it creates ptioiam-234, which radiates potent beta particles
that may cause cancer as well as mutations in body cellsthatcanleadto birth defects As Drs
RosalieBertellandHelenCaldicotthavestatel, these mutations in the human gene pool, unlike
cancers which affect individual persons, affeetwinole future of the human species as these
mutations are perament and virtually unchangeable for future generations.

While WILPF recogniseshatthe uraniummining lobbyis usingthe coverof the current debate
about global waring to neke clains for the useof nuclearenergywhich areextrenely
misleadingjt is evenmoredisturbingthatthe propaganda of theamiummining lobby is
reproducedy DFAT pesonnelin their Frequently Asked Qestionson the Australia-Russia
Nuclear Cooperation Agreeant, Novernber 2007:

iversifying energy sources by using nuclear power will help Russia
manage greenhouse gas emission and reduce pollution.O

While the DFAT document reveals the success of the uraniummining lobby in communicating

their agenda to Federal bureaucrats, difficulties with uranium mining remain as they have dways
been:itheindustryhasfoundno safemeansof deding with its waste products; and thereis an
inextricablelink betweemuclearenergyfor so-calledOpeacefypurposesO and nuclear weapons
proliferation.

In this contextwhereDFAT staff areprodudéng docunents containing such tendentious
language, WILPF has reservations even abw@lting our subrission. It is our sincere hope
nevertheless that the Joint Standing Committee members will be able to take into account the
longer-term implications of a greatlyincreased/olume of sdes of Australian uranium to Russia
andtakethis opportunityto explainwhy DFAT is simply wrongin equatingnuclearpowerwith
managing greenhouse gas emission and pollution reduction:

3 In ansver to Queston nurrber 1: QWhyis Russiainterestel in Australian uranium?0



Fact 1. Nuclearis not carbon emissionfree. Themining, processin@ndextensive
transportation of uranium and nuclear fuel, #mbuilding andmaintenanceof nuclearpower
plantsreleases greatdealof carbondioxide. The German Environnent Ministry goes so far as
to say that gas is a'climate friendlier' option when considering hodirty and dangerous the
mining and processing uramiwreally is (March2006)?

Fact 2: Nuclearenergyis too slow to build to effect action in the next decade, the crucial time
frame we have to reduce dangerous elienclange. About 440 nuclear power stations provide
approxinately 6% of the global primgrenergymix, ascalculatedby the[EA.® To even double
this figure, over 1000 nuclear reactors wolde to be on constructed within 25 yéars,
requiring approximately one reactor to beput into operation eachoneor two weeks,
assuming to be starting this year Bclearly not afeasille schedule. Each reactwould require a
construction tine of 5 to 9 years. Nuclear reacttastabout40 years,andthentheyhaveto be
decomnissioned. The world-widsupply of reactor pressure velsse 4-12 TOTAL peryear.

Fact 3: Nuclear isamisplaced investment to effect greenhase gas emssion reduction.
Investments of human and economic resources are far better placed into energy effi ciency and
thenumerousrenewabldechnologiesvailableto guarantee the right to safe, clean and
affordable energy. In diverting resources framtainableandrenewablesnergy investrent in
nuclearenergyandassociatedubsidiesvould erectobstaclego sustainablenergy. Nuclear
energy has never been able to compete on the open markatd has never been commercially
viable anywhere without massive public taxpayer subsidies. Thisisacrucial piece of

information when it is posed as a solution in ¢hienate crisis context. Nuclear energy cannot
conpete with energy efficiencyravind; a dolla investedn energyefficiencyin the United

States has been estied to displace neareventimesasmuchcarbondioxide asa dollar
invested in nuclear powérand nuclear power saves as litiehalf as mch carbon per dollar as
wind power and cogeneratimNew-build nucleampowerhasbeenestimated to cost about US 8

¢ /kWh, (the NEI claims this even though reactors have gone up 200% in the last two years B The

* http://www.erneuerbare-energien.de/inhalt/2715/4592/

® SeeGreapeae,Nuclear Energy No Solution to Climate Change, at
http:/archivegreenpeace.orggmms/no.nukes/nenstce.html. NuclearpowerOshae is expectedto decline, while
renewables are growing faster thanany othereneagy source:World Energy Outlook 2005, at
http://www.worldenergyoutl ook.org.

® In absolute terms, world energy demand is expected to increaseby atleastonehalf in the next 25 years. To double
nuclear energy@® share in the (husiness as usual Oscenario, would in fact require not a doubling, but atripling, of the
number of reactors. Not 440 but about 1,100 nuclear reactors would have to be on the grid in 25 yearsCtime.
Assuming an85%loadfactor, samething in the order of 1031 new reactors of 1000 MWe would need to be built
and producing electricity by 2030 in order to double the existing percentage of electricity supplied by nuclear
energy, taking into account the older nuclear facilities that would need to be decommissioned in the meantime.
Calculations by Greenpeace and for a similar estimateseeGreapeaceNuclear Energy No Solution to Climate
Change.

" Dave Real, (Returnof the Nuclea Salesnen: GlobalWarming Gives Them a New Sales Pitch,ORocky Mountain
Intitute, at http://www.rmi.org/sitepages/pidé42.php, W. Keepin and G. Kats, "Greenhouse Warming: Comparative
Analysisof NuclearandEfficiency Abatement Strategies’, Energy Policy, pp 538-561, 1988, December, and Bill
KeepnOsevidenceto the US Houseof Representatives hearing in 1988 at
http://www.rmi.org/images/other/Energy/E8828 GreenhouseWmg.pdf.

8 Amory Lovins, ONuclear power: economics and climate-protectiorpotental, O(2005),at
http://www.rmi.org/sitepages/pid171.php, 15.



Florida Pover and Light has gone on the recaal/ing12-18billion for 2 unitssouthof Miami
at Turkey Point) while wind power, other renewable sourcesandenergyefficiencyaregetting
cheaperaslow as3 centsa kilowatt hour - less than one half of the cost.” See OA Solar Grand
PlanO by th&cientific American that spells out the much reduced costs of solar.’°

Fact 4: Nuclear power stations are highly capital intensive and take year sto construct:

Wind fams are nach quicker and cheaper ¢onstructA 1000-negawattlight waterreactor

plant can cost from US $2-3 billion™ or more or up to US $2,000/k\W Nudear power plants
haveroutinelytakenlongerthanestimatedto build andhavebeensubjectto many unforeseen
technical problers; running costs have beemch less predictable than projected, and the costs
of increasedsafetydemandsexceede@xpectséions. Current estimates range from 5-9 years.™

All these factors are compounded by the enormously expensive cost afealing with nuclear

waste the escalatingcostof decomnnssioningnuclear power stations and the difficulty of
estimating the costs of a nuclear accid&ht.

Fact 5. Nuclear energy relies on sibsidies including underwriting foconstruction cost or
capson constructiorcosts,operatingoerformance, non-fueloperationsandmaintenancecost,
nuclearfuel costand decomrssioning costgovernment administered insurance
programmes liability capsandguaranteethatthe output will be purchased at a guaranteed
price. Usually absent from consideration deeomnissioning costs, the long-teraosts of
dealing withwaste and external dssuch aenvironmental damage, effects on human health
and social costs.

Fact 6. Nuclear does not increase energy security and in fact creates grave security
problems. Eachandeverynuclearpower plantis a pre-deployed radiol ogical weapon waiting to
be detonatedy anenemy;eachandeverynuclearpower plant creates more of the materials
requiredfor nuclearweapons.Eachandeverynuclear reactor requires staquantities of cold
water. In thesumner of 2003,Franceexperiencd a serious heat wavedthe security issues
relatingto the countryO€IVILIAN nuclearfacilities wereof paranount concern, because
enough water was not available. The water linélitmate change also relates to the fact that
many civilian nuclear reactors are by the ocean and if the sea rises, obvious plutonium poisoning
problems will also arise. Nuclear energy creates waste that will last for 11,000 human
generations. Plutonium lasts for 250,000 years until it become lead. In addition, plutoniumis
impossible to secure from theft.

® Amory Lovins, ONuclear power: economics and climate-protectiorpotental, O(2005),at
http://www.rmi.org/sitepages/pid171.php, p. 47

10 http://www.sciam.com/article.cfm?id=a-sol ar-grand-plan

1 Britain@ 1188 MW Sizewell B, completed in 1995, was estimated to have cost about £3 billion, or about £2900
/KW. See UK Sustainable Development Commission, QPaper 4: The economics of nuclear powerQ p.17.

123, Deutsch & E.J. Moniz (Co-Chairs), The Future of Nuclear Power, MIT, 2003 ((MITQ, page 39-40, at
http://web.mit.edu/nuclearpower. The UK Sustainable Energy Commission cites various costs including DTIG
£10701,400 /kKW: Paper 4, p. 19.

13 UK Sustainable Development Commission, QPaper 4: The econonics of nucleampowaO p.16.

4 The IAEA has noted that the costs of decommissioning nuclearplantsor the costsof long-termstorageof nuclear
waste can be estimated, but potentialcostsfrom accidentsarediffic ult to factorinto theequations IAEA Nuclear
Technobgy Review 2004,page 88. Seealso GreapeacefNuclea EnergyNo Solutionto Climate ChangeA
background paperQ http://archive.greenpeace.org/comms/no.nukes/nenstcc. html.



In short, nuclear power will never solve any crisisBnuclear energy IS acrisis.

The accumulating stockpile of radioactive waste is already a world problenU-234 has a half-
life of 244,000years,U-235714 milli onyearsandU-238,thegreatperentage of al uranium, a
half-life of 4.5 billion years.Consequentlyhe mining of uranium results in a huge burden of
toxic legacy for many, many generations of humans into the future. In addition, there are many
possible scenarios (such as nuclear theft and terrorism) which would render irpossible the
operation of the safeguards as envisldgehe treaty document under discussion.

The Australia-Russia Nuclear Cooperation Agreamisintendedo remain in forcefor aninitial
period of thirty years and can be témaied by either party before that date:

OThisAgreemenshall remainin forcefor aninitial period of 30 years and shall terminate upon
expiry of the initial period if either &ty notifies the other Party in writing through diplomatic
channelsf its intentionto terminateat least180daysprior to the expiry of the initial period.O®

The Australia-Russia Nuclear Cooperation Agredmns thus an extremely poor and inefficient
instrument for dealing with substances whichman radioactive and toxic to humans for their
half-lives of millions, even billions, of years.

The Inextricable Link between (PeacefulONuclear Energy and Nuclear Proliferation

Thelink betweerthe uraniummining andnuclearenergyindustriesandthe proliferation of
nuclear weapons raams inextricable. India, SoltAfrica and North Koreare all countries that
have aready used nuclear programs that were ostensibly for (peaceful, non-military purposesOin
order to develop arsenal§ nuclearweapons.

It is ironical thatso much effort hasbeenexpendedy DFAT personnebn developinganguage
in the Australia-RussidNuclearCooperationPAgreement to distinguish between the devel opment
of nuclear energy Gor military purposeOand the development of nuclear energy Gor peaceful
purpose" when the diversion of nucleaatemial to producenuclearweaponsansoeasilybe
achieved. Tagging of uraniuta identify its orign isimpossible - it al looks the same.
IndigenousRussiaruranium of which there are large amounts, can be diverted to produce a
greatlyincreasedwumberof nuclearweaponswhile the newly increased quantities of imported
Australian material can be amply substituted for the purposeof non-military energyproduction
wheretheindigenoussupplymay have oncebeendedicated. To quote Robert Amsterdam again:
OIf the Australian uranium is only going to bedifor civilian purposes, then what y@utioing
is you're freeing up the Russian uranium to be used, to be sold on, to Iran.O Or as Steve Shalhorn,
chief executive of the Australian arm of Greesue, observed, even if Russia keeps its promise
not to use the uranium for warlike purposetheprimary dange is thatsupplyingAustralian
uraniumto Russian nuclear plants, it freesRuyssiato do whatever it pleases with its own
depositsO.

15 Agreement between the Government of Australia and the Government of the Russian Federation on Cooperation
in the Useof NuclearEnergy for Peac&ul Purposesloneat Sydney,7 Septenber2007,article XVIII



Anotherpointto consideris thatthefive declarednuclearweaponstates- the US, the UK,
Russia, France, and China - routinely tranp@&sonnel from their ®acefulO nuclear program
to their WMD programs. RussiaOsuclear power plants can easily be adapted to process their
residual material for military purposes including nuclear propulsion for military non-nuclear
applications, and omitions, includirg depleted uranium munitions.

A final irony of all the careful energy and eff@xpended upon the development of these treaty
instruments is that Dr Mahaed El Baradei, Diector General of the Inteational Atomic Energy
Agencyhaspublicly statedthatthe basic safeguads system is Qairly limitedOand efforts to
improve it have been nalf heartedObecause of the IAEAO<3hoestring budget.O

We leavethefinal word to RobertAmsterdan who wrote in hisblog of 7 September 2007:

OButFor Russiathe [Australian] uraniumdealis key;a core componenof
their strategyto further projecttheir powerandinfluenceglobally through
energy relations b the goal is thengeation of energy dependence leading
back to an ever-shrinking group @écisionmakersnotaccountablgo a
votingpublic. Russiais currentlyin discussionso build andrun nuclear
power plants in China, India, Egyp¥lorocco,Namibia, andVietnambnot
to mentiontheir ongoingwork at the Bushehmplantin Iran. Combinedwith
gasandoil exportssnakingthroughtheir pipelines to Europe, and soon to
comeL NG tankerssupplyingglobal markets, the extension of a nuclear
power system across various nations will provide Russia with even further
clout.O

Conclusion

As a nuclear supplier, Australia has responsigd that go beyond theeare fornulation of a
punctilioustreatyinstrurrent. No matterhow watertightthe wording of the Agreerent, Australia
must ensure that the state party with whom the agreement is made is capable of genuinely
meetingthe treatyOterms andconditions. This is not the casewith the RussiarFederatiorasit
stands at present. Russiais a corrupt,secretiveandduplicitousstate, a nation state with an
egregious record on human rights and press freedoms, an appalling record of military export and
invasionandanextremnely poorrecordon nuclearsafety.No treatyinstrunent is capableof
satisfactorilyensuringthaturanium exported from Australia ay notfind its way into secretive
military programs ether within Russiaiitself or in third countries.

TheAustralianGovernmentasa clear responsibility to protect the health of its citizens and the
environment in the interests of the ngjority of Australians whoaspolls show,opposethe saleof
Australian uraniumo Russia. WLPF thereforeecommends that this Agreement be repudiated.

N Submissiomreparedby Felicity Hill and Cathy Picone
for WomenOs International League for Pew Freedom (Australian Sectiolm.
June 2008



