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This presentation looks at the use of the concept of energy security from a critical perspective, exploring 

insecurities in the international uranium supply market or national fissile material supply options, 

and the insecurity of nuclear facilities and infrastructure  in a world of uncertainties from terrorists 

threats. 

“This also marks the next generation of nuclear power in Britain, which has an important part to play in 

contributing to our future energy needs and our longer term security of supply” 

- Prime Minister David Cameron, 21 October 2013, in press release announcing Hinkley Point C deal 

www.gov.uk/government/news/initial-agreement-reached-on-new-nuclear-power-station-at-hinkley 

“The investment that these [Electricity Market] reforms will unlock …will boost energy security by 

encouraging a more diverse portfolio of home-grown generation such as new nuclear power.” 

-Energy Secretary Ed Davey, Foreword to Electricity Market Reform: consultation on Proposals for Implementation, 

DECC, 11 October 2013 

Section  One  - The China Syndrome 

In Prime Minister’s question time on 30 October, David Cameron kept up his consistent 

position on the energy security merits of the Hinkley nuclear deal, telling a Labour MP: 

“in terms of energy security .. he backed a Government who in 13 years never built a 

single nuclear power station. Oh, they talked about it—boy, did they talk about it—but 

they never actually got it done. In terms of Chinese and French investment, I think we 

should welcome foreign investment into our country, building these important utilities so 

that we can use our firepower for the schools, the hospitals, the roads and the railways 

we need.” 

But Will Hutton, formerly a stockbroker economics journalist and Observer editor, now 

Principal of Hertford College, Oxford, was excoriating in his appraisal of the deal done 

with Chinese companies to support Hinkley C. In an Observer column titled “George 
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Osborne in China – wide-eyed, innocent and deeply ignorant”- published on Sunday 20 

October - he opened saying:  

“Britain must be an open trading nation, welcoming inward investment just as it seeks to 

invest in others. But prostituting one's security and economic interests to a country 

whose values, practices and interests are wholly at odds with one's own is not 

openness but recklessness. Last week, George Osborne was Bambi in Beijing – wide-

eyed and innocent to the threats of the Chinese forest in which he was so ignorantly 

wandering. 

Together, the succession of deals – on banks, nuclear energy and hi-tech – represent 

such one-sided economic concessions and expose our own fundamental weaknesses 

that they are embarrassing to the point of humiliation. In each, Britain surrendered 

sovereignty and exposed itself to economic risks that were not worth the potential gain, 

especially for anybody with even an elementary understanding of contemporary China.” 

He went on to argue: 

“The most eye-catching deal was on nuclear power, with the agreement that the 

Chinese nuclear industry will be able to build and own nuclear power stations in Britain. 

Lady Thatcher boasted, when the electricity industry was privatised, that she was giving 

power back to the people. Thirty years later, we learn it's become a gift to the Chinese 

Communist party, offering its state-owned nuclear power companies price and profit-

margin guarantees that privatisation and liberalisation, wholly unrealistically in such a 

long-term business, were supposed to have left behind for ever.” 

And concluded: 

“This is a breathtaking step in an industry where the sensitivities over operating safety, 

technical efficiency and waste disposal are so acute. Fukushima, Three Mile Island and 

Chernobyl are remembered around the world. Chinese state-owned companies are a 

byword, not least in China, for inefficiency, loss-making and politicisation of decision-

making.” 

The state-owned nuclear power companies are at its heart. Last week, Transparency 

International declared that China's companies were the least transparent of any it 

surveyed. The Chinese nuclear industry is a black box unpenetrated by independent 

Chinese scrutiny, let alone foreigners. But you can be certain that the regulatory 

processes and decision-making will be as politicised as everything else. This is China's 

strategic and military heartland, central to one-party control.” 

[http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2013/oct/20/osborne-chinese-charm-

offensive-ignorance] 

Here is how one newspaper - usually supportive of  nuclear power - headlined the Hinkley C 
deal. 
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Britain’s lost ambition is there for all to 
see in this nuclear folly-on-sea 

By Jeremy Warner 

Daily Telegraph, 22 Oct 2013 

[http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/comment/jeremy-warner/10395086/Britains-
lost-ambition-is-there-for-all-to-see-in-this-nuclear-folly-on-sea.html] 

 

Another contributor to the same newspaper,  the doyenne of the   environmental press,  
reported in some more detail 

Britain's debt to foreign power: China's 
nuclear revolution  

George Osborne has effectively handed the nation's 
nuclear industry over to Chinese and French giants  

By Geoffrey Lean 

Daily Telegraph, 19 Oct 2013 

How’s this for a turn-up for the books? A Conservative Chancellor, promoter of free 
markets and defender of national sovereignty, is boasting of “allowing” (a euphemism, it 
seems, for “begging”) a totalitarian Communist country to build nuclear power stations in 
Britain.  

So, much of Britain’s highly sensitive nuclear industry – which sprang from the atomic 
bomb programme – is effectively to be owned by two foreign powers, one the country’s 
oldest traditional enemy, the other a bitter Cold War opponent. Few other nations, and 
certainly not China, would dream of permitting anything of the kind. Doesn’t Mr Osborne 
see that this could be a bit radioactive, shall we say?  

[http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/energy/nuclearpower/10389072/Britains-debt-to-
foreign-power-Chinas-nuclear-revolution.html] 
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China Daily European Weekly special issue on ‘Clean Power’, 18-24 October 2013 

 

How should we view the Chinese as long-term future both investors in, and constructors 
of, new nuclear power plants in the UK? I will leave it up to other more qualified experts 
to  technically appraise China’s nuclear technology competence and expertise. 

Here is what one top Chinese official recently said: 

“The fear and panic associated with nuclear energy after the Fukushima disaster seem 
to have dissipated. Countries are now taking a more objective and rational approach 
toward nuclear energy… Over the past four years, nuclear energy development across 
the world has experienced many twists and turns. But the situation has greatly 
changed."  

-Wang Yiren, vice-chairman of the China Atomic Energy Authority, in remarks at the 
International Ministerial Conference on Nuclear Energy in the 21st Century, held in St 
Petersburg in June 2013. 

[http://europe.chinadaily.com.cn/epaper/2013-10/18/content_17042345.htm] 
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Some might say in respect of Fukushima at least, that is a somewhat premature 
evaluation. 

We know the Prime Minister, the Chancellor and DECC ministers all deem China 
excellent  partners to develop new nuclear in  the UK.  

But not all departments have such sanguine assessments of China’s political 
governance. Here is part of what the Foreign Office annual human rights report says of 
China, as recently as May 2013. 

“Journalists, bloggers and intellectuals continue to be harassed or detained for 
exercising their right to free speech. Many high-profile activists, including Nobel Peace 
Prize Laureate Liu Xiaobo, are serving long prison sentences for speaking out about 
political freedom and human rights.” 

But it also does state: 

“Large-scale public protests continued in 2012, although reliable estimates of the 
number of such “mass incidents” are hard to obtain. They frequently centred on local 
issues, such as environmental issues.” 

“The use of unlawful and arbitrary measures to target human rights defenders continued 
during 2012. These included enforced disappearance, house arrest, restrictions on 
freedom of movement, communication and association, extrajudicial detention 
(including “re-education through labour” (RTL), “black jails” and involuntary psychiatric 
committal) and harassment of family members. Human rights defenders also continued 
to be subjected to criminal charges and procedurally flawed trials, often involving the 
poorly defined category of offences encompassing “endangering state security”.” 

“In March, the National People’s Congress passed the first major revision for 15 years 
to China’s Criminal Procedure Law…Broadly speaking, access to justice remains limited 
in China, and the rule of law is weak. There is no presumption of innocence. Although 
the constitution guarantees the independence of the courts, in practice the law is 
subordinate to the interests of the party and social stability.” 

“In 2012, China almost certainly continued to execute the highest number of people in 
the world in absolute terms. There are still 55 capital offences on the statute books, 
including many non-violent crimes…” 

“Chinese law prohibits torture, physical abuse and the insulting of prisoners’ dignity. 
However, there were widespread reports in 2012 of abuse, mistreatment and torture. 
Human rights defenders were particularly at risk. Reports detailed the use of methods of 
abuse and torture, including sleep deprivation, the use of stress positions, beatings and 
electric shocks.” 

“Despite their growth in number, both domestic and foreign NGOs continue to face 
extensive legislative, operational and policy barriers. NGOs involved in advocacy, legal 
aid or politically sensitive work frequently face particular difficulties and are regularly 
subjected to official harassment, interference and forced cancellation of their activities. 



There were reports of the suppression of labour NGOs in Shenzhen throughout the 
latter half of 2012.”  

“The demolition of traditional Uighur neighbourhoods in cities such as Kashgar, the 
confiscation of Uighurs’ farmland for development projects and continuing resentment 
over the harsh treatment of Uighurs during previous outbreaks of ethnic unrest all 
contributed to continuing ethnic tensions in the region.” 

[http://www.hrdreport.fco.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/2012-Human-Rights-and-
Democracy.pdf] 

It is unclear to me how giving a hugely preferential trade and investment deal to 
Chinese State–owned economic partners in the UK nuclear energy industry enhances 
the UK’s energy security with such a record towards civil society as is summarised 
above by the UK Foreign Office. 

Here is a small glint of hope that changes for the better are happening in human rights 
in China. 

 

“OPPOSE nuclear pollution”; “Give us back our green homeland”. 

So declared banners raised by some of the hundreds of protesters who took to the streets of Jiangmen city in the southern province of 
Guangdong on July 12th. In a remarkable concession, the local government announced that it would heed their demands and abandon plans 
to build a uranium-processing facility. For officials in Beijing, keen to develop nuclear power and keep activism in check, the demonstration 
was an unsettling sign of potential trouble. 

The Economist, July 18th 2013 

[ http://www.economist.com/news/china/21582016-rare-protest-prompts-government-scrap-plans-build-uranium-processing-plant] 

Section  Two: Nuclear Fuel Insecurity 

There is a lot of news and analysis published on uranium, one of the most fascinating 
global mining and manufacturing sectors. Most stories are about Iran, and what it may 
or may not be doing with its uranium. This aside, sadly, not much of the publication gets 
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beyond the specialist press. I will argue in this section not much ever gets before the 
eyes of ministers and other opinion formers in government. The quality of decisions has 
been a significant victim. 

The World Nuclear Association (WNA) published its Global Nuclear Fuel Market: supply 
and demand, 2013-2030 report at its annual symposium in London in September. It 
comprises a collection of best educated guesses by senior experts from uranium mining 
companies, such as Cameco, and users such as Exelon and EDF. It concludes: 

“World known uranium resources of uranium are more than adequate to satisfy reactor 
requirements to well beyond 2030.” 

But when the report was unveiled, one of the co-chairs of the drafting group, Sachi 
Davies, head of marketing for Extract Resources, observed there is “sufficient  uranium 
supply capacity from current  sources up to 2023,” then begged the question what 
would happen thereafter. 

“  

 

 

An interesting chart showing the uranium spot price from 1996 to 2010 published by 
uranium industry analyst, Jeb Handwerger, in October, shows the volatility of the 
uranium supply market, making it very hard to predict very far into the future the 
demand and supply market. [Seeking Alpha, October 28, 2013, 
http://seekingalpha.com/article/1777592-why-did-the-uranium-mining-etf-advance-on-
its-highest-volume-in-3-years] 
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Uranium news can be as ephemeral as news in any sector of society, although, as 
some types of uranium have very long half-lives ( eg physical half-life = 4.468 billion 
years for uranium-238), the uranium  can last far longer than the news! 

For example, the recent news from Greenland that a ban on mining of uranium has 
been reversed - albeit to allow mining for rare minerals, which are geologically found in 
uranium deposits. 

“By the slimmest of margins, Greenland’s parliament has passed a measure to overturn the 
country’s ban on uranium mining. Coalition partners Siumut and Atassut secured 15 votes in 
favour of the measure to end the ban, implemented in 1988. Fourteen voted against. Speaking 
in favour of overturning the ban, Greenland’s premier, Aleqa Hammond, said it was a matter of 
economic priorities. “We can’t stand by as unemployment rises and the cost of living goes up, 
while our economy remains stagnant. We need to overturn the ban now.”  

Greenland votes to overturn uranium ban 
October 24, 2013 - 23:31  
http://cphpost.dk/national/greenland-votes-overturn-uranium-ban 

 

Or the news earlier this week that Kazakhstan’s uranium sector, the global leaader with 
37% of the world total share, is doing well and expanding: 

“In the Q3 2013 Kazakhstan produced 5.762 thousand tons, 6% up against the like period of 
2012, KazAtomProm National Nuclear Company’s Press Service reported. KazAtomProm’s 
share in the overall production output for the period under review made up 3.207 thousand 
uranium, 5% up against the like period of 2012.”  

Kazakhstan announces Q3 uranium production output , Tengrinews, Monday, 28.10.2013 

[http://en.tengrinews.kz/markets/Kazakhstan-announces-Q3-uranium-production-output-23614/] 

Or 
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“French nuclear energy giant Areva has signed a deal with Mongolia's state-owned 
Mon-Atom to develop two uranium mines in the Gobi desert, officials say.” 

French energy giant signs uranium deal  

 [ULAN BATOR, Oct 26, 2013 AFP, 
http://www.tradingroom.com.au/apps/view_breaking_news_article.ac?page=/data/news
_research/published/2013/10/299/catf_131026_203800_9074.html] 

What is essential to keep in mind is uranium is procured on an international market, 
whereas in theUK, secondary sources of nuclear fuel feedstock, such as reprocessed 
uranium or separated plutonium (stockpiled at around 110 tonnes at Sellafield), are 
indigenously available, should recycled uranium or plutonium-based MOX (mixed oxide) 
fuel be used in fresh fuel manufactured for any new generation of nuclear reactors 

Sourcing nuclear fuel 

A recent short letter to the Daily Telegraph from Dr D E Earl of Kingsbridge in Devon 
crystallised the next point to which I want to turn. 

“Nuclear power stations depend upon inputs of rocks containing uranium, which occurs in small 
amounts in ores – chiefly uraninite, pitchblende, carnotite and coffinite. These ores are a finite 
resource which are costly to extract and transport and do not exist in commercial quantities in 
Britain. Has this fact been taken into account in the costing?”  

Daily Telegraph letters, 23 October 2013 

[http://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/letters/10397539/New-nuclear-plant-is-an-opportunity-to-
revitalise-British-manufacturing.html] 

At present, the UK’s main supplies of uranium for commercial uses come from Australia and 
Russia [Hansard, 21 May 2008: Column 344W]. For any foreseeable future period, uranium to 
fuel UK nuclear reactors will have to be imported, along with gas and oil. Thus the conditions of 
its procurement are essential to know, if any realistic assessment of the security of its supply is 
to be made. You will spend a long time looking, if you want to find this information in the many 
volumes of documents published by DECC underpinning its pro-nuclear policy, and the 
accompanying assertions it provides enhanced energy security for the UK. 
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Uranium production figures, 2002-2012 

(World Nuclear Association, July 2013) 

Country or 
area 

Production (tU) 
2002     2003    2004     2005       2006      2007     2008      2009      2010      2011      2012   

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
2011-
12 

Argentina 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Armenia na na na na na na na na na na na  

Australia 6854 7572 8982 9516 7593 8611 8430 7982 5900 5983 6991  

Belgium 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Brazil 270 310 300 110 190 299 330 345 148 265 231  

Bulgaria 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Canada 
11,60

4 
10,45

7 
11,597 11,628 9862 9476 9000 10,173 9873 9145 8999  

China ^ 730 750 750 750 750 712 769 750 827 1500 1500  

Czech Rep 465 452 412 408 359 306 263 258 254 229 228  

Finland na na na na na na na na na na na  

France 20 9 7 7 0 4 5 8 7 6 3   

Germany 221* 104* 77* 94* 65* 41* 0 0 0 52 50   

Hungary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

India^ 230 230 230 230 230 270 271 290 400 400 385  

Japan na na na na na na na na na na na  

Kazakhstan 2800 3300 3719 4357 5279 6637 8521 14,020 17,803 19,451 21,317  

Korea, S na na na na na na na na na na na  

Lithuania na na na na na na na na na na na  

Malawi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 104 670 846 1101  

Mexico na na na na na na na na na na na  

Namibia 2233 2036 3038 3147 3077 2879 4366 4626 4496 3258 4495  

Netherland
s 

na 

  

na na na na na na na na na na  

Niger 3075 3143 3282 3093 3434 3135 3032 3243 4198 4351 4667  

Pakistan^ 38 45 45 45 45 45 45 50 45 45 45  

Portugal  2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Romania^ 90 90 90 90 90 77 77 75 77 77 90  

Russia^ 2900 3150 3200 3431 3400 3413 3521 3564 3562 2993 2872  

Slovakia na na na na na na na na na na na  

Slovenia na na na na na na na na na na na  

South 
Africa 

824 758 755 674 534 539 655 563 583 582 465  

Spain 37* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Sweden na na na na na na na na na na na  

Switzerland na na na na na na na na na na na  



Country or 
area 

Production (tU) 
2002     2003    2004     2005       2006      2007     2008      2009      2010      2011      2012   

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 
2011-
12 

UK na na na na na na na na na na na  

Ukraine^ 800 800 800 800 800 846 800 840 850 890 960  

USA 883 779 878 1039 1692 1654 1430 1453 1660 1537 1596  

Uzbekistan 1860 1589 2016 2300 2270 2320 2338 2429 2400 3000 3000  

Total 
36,03

6 
35,57

6 
40,178 41,179 39,670 41,282 43,853 50,772 53,663 54,610 58,394  

Indeed, one of the few documents issued by - but not prepared by - DECC that deals 
with uranium, in its long suite of  new  nuclear build documentation, is a report 
commissioned  from Integrated Decision Management (IDM), a consultancy mainly 
populated by retired BNFL personnel, titled:  

Technical Advice to inform proposed Regulatory Justification 
decisions on new nuclear power stations (November 2009) 

 

The report’s authors Professor Gregg Butler and Grace McGlynn (IDM), and Kevin 
Hesketh and Andy Worrall (National Nuclear Laboratory, NNL), make the following 
observation: 

“from the PWR fuel cycle assessment above, the radiological doses from mining and milling do constitute over 90% 
( 91.87%) of the total.” 

Table 2. Radiological dose detriment from a PWR fuel cycle, page 14 

[http://www.idmsolutions.co.uk/UserFiles/File/Technical%20Advice%20IDM-NNL.pdf] 

It is worth pondering the response made by ministers on receiving this information. They 
said they would only take into account detriments impacting within the UK when 
calculating the pros and cons of the “Justification” case for new nuclear build, as part of 
the nuclear policy statements process.  

In my judgment, this is a case of pernicious environmental racism, as most uranium 
supplies are found on the lands of indigenous peoples, most of whom have dark skin, 
be it black, brown or yellow.  The Coalition, especially the new nuclear coverts, the 
Liberal Democrats, should ponder whether they are comfortable with such a racist 
position 

Ministers may wish to turn a political blind eye to the radiological impact of uranium 
mining and processing; others may not.  

Ministers and their advisors in DECC seem to think the natural state of uranium looks 
something like this: 

http://www.idmsolutions.co.uk/UserFiles/File/Technical%20Advice%20IDM-NNL.pdf


 

(source: Blue Castle Project - Nuclear Power Utah) 

The more enlightened might even think of uranium looking some more like this uranium 
yellowcake: 

 

(source: KazAtomProm, 2013) 

But really they need to know uranium in its mined state looks more like: 

 

 

[source: AFP, Arlit uranium production plant (Areva), Niger, 13 October 2013] 

 

With the tailings from milled uranium from processing sometimes even looking like this: 



 

[source: The Merriespruit (South Africa) tailings dam failure in 1994, The long term 
stabilization of uranium mill tailings: Final report of a co-ordinated research project, 
2000–2004, IAEA, August 2004 http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/PDF/te_1403_web.pdf] 

I next present several short examples taken from different continent of how uranium 
procurement is far from a politically stable industrial extraction process. My contention is 
starting a new programme of nuclear reactors requiring imported uranium to fuel the 
fleet undermines energy security, rather than enhances it. 

 

Uranium mines threaten Grand Canyon and Mount Rushmore, report 
warns 
Pew Environment Group says national parks and heritage sites are at risk if Obama lifts mining 
moratorium 
 
Guardian, Friday 15 April 2011  

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/gallery/2011/feb/17/grand-canyon-uranium-mining 

The report calls on the Obama administration to overhaul antiquated mining laws and offer 
permanent protection to national landmarks.  

America's most majestic landscapes – from the Grand Canyon to Mount Rushmore – are at risk 
because of booming global demand for uranium, a new report warns. 

Addressing Uranium Contamination on the Navajo Nation 

http://www.epa.gov/region9/superfund/navajo-nation/ 

Uranium Contamination Stakeholder Workshop, Gallup, New Mexico – April 16th & 17th, 2013  

The lands of the Navajo Nation include 27,000 square miles spread over three states in the 
Four Corners area. The unique geology of these lands makes them rich in uranium, a 
radioactive ore in high demand after the development of atomic power and weapons at the 
close of World War II in the 1940s. 

http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/PDF/te_1403_web.pdf
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From 1944 to 1986, nearly four million tons of uranium ore were extracted from Navajo lands 
under leases with the Navajo Nation. Many Navajo people worked the mines, often living and 
raising families in close proximity to the mines and mills.  

Today the mines are closed, but a legacy of uranium contamination remains, including over 500 
abandoned uranium mines (AUMs) as well as homes and drinking water sources with elevated 
levels of radiation. Potential health effects include lung cancer from inhalation of radioactive 
particles, as well as bone cancer and impaired kidney function from exposure to radionuclides in 
drinking water. (my emphasis)  

A Decades-Old Deal With Uranium Miners Is Causing Trouble For The EPA 

ABRAHM LUSTGARTEN, PROPUBLICA, DEC. 26, 2012 

http://www.businessinsider.com/epas-troubled-deal-with-uranium-miners-2012-12 

 

Australia 

Australian Union Bans Workers from Uranium Mines, Nuclear Power 
Stations  

  
by Tony Rutherford, Huntington  News June 22, 2010  

  
http://www.huntingtonnews.net/local/100622-rutherford-localuraniummines.html 
  
Fears of radiation exposure to uranium workers has led to the Electrical Trades Union in 
Brisbane to ban members from working in uranium mines, nuclear power stations, and any part 
of the nuclear fuel cycle, according to a BBC report. Union leaders believe uranium exposure 
will replace asbestos as the high profile toxic workplace contaminant.  
  
ETU state secretary, Peter Simpson, stated that uranium is the next asbestos in the workplace.  
  
The report predicts that due to the danger other trade unions will follow and the ban will expand 
beyond Australia.  
  
The Australian labor leader stated, “"Corporate interests, and their political supporters in the 
Labor and Coalition parties, are also trying to buy working families off with high wages, while 
denying the true short-term and long-term health risks of such jobs."  
 

Rock Art Riches: The Devastating Cost of Australia’s Mining Boom Rock  

by Debora Jopson, The Global Mail, March 8, 2013 

http://www.theglobalmail.org/feature/rock-art-riches-the-devastating-cost-of-australias-mining-boom/570/ 
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Tucked away in the sandstone ridges of the rugged tropics near Australia’s north-eastern tip, 
the ochre “bullymen” with their big penises and staring eyes still cling to the rock. 

These are secret paintings, made by Aboriginal men who were driven from their lowlands by 
colonials hungry for gold, and who were then harassed in the hills by the Native Mounted Police, 
both black troopers and their white officers. 

…“It is astounding, internationally speaking, that a region like this would be considered for 
mining,” said Noelene Cole, an adjunct research fellow in archaeology with James Cook 
University. “It would be like the French mining the Lascaux caves and the Dordogne, which is 
World Heritage listed.” 

… Now a uranium mine looms as a possibility in the hills where this faint ochre boat and 
thousands of other images adorn rows of stone galleries in one of the planet’s most precious 
rock art precincts. 

One of the world’s biggest uranium miners, Cameco, has found a significant deposit, The Global 
Mail can reveal. 

Toronto-based Cameco made its find in remote Northern Territory hills so rich in rock art that 
one gallery complex alone, Djulirri, has 3,000 images. 

 
 
Courtesy Paul Taçon 

Digitally enhanced image of a prau boat depicted using yellow ochre, dating back at least 350 years, from 

Djulirri in Arnhem Land.  
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Canada 

Northerners to oppose relicensing Cameco’s uranium operations 

by 7000generations, October 1, 2013 

http://committeeforfuturegenerations.wordpress.com/2013/10/01/northerners-to-oppose-

relicensing-camecos-uranium-operations/ 

 

LA RONGE, Sask. —Northern Saskatchewan residents will formally express their opposition to 
license renewals for uranium mining and milling projects at Canadian Nuclear Safety 
Commission (CNSC) hearings in La Ronge [this week]. 
"The world is waking up to the fact that this is a failed industry, environmentally and 
economically," says Debbie Mihalicz, a Beauval resident and co-founder of the Committee for 
Future Generations. "Every day that one of Cameco’s uranium mines is in operation, an even 
greater volume of extremely hazardous nuclear waste is created that will remain radioactive for 
a million years. It’s time to put a stop to the destruction of the lands and waters we call home.” 
The Committee for Future Generations and individual members of English River First Nation 
and Lac La Ronge Indian Band are among a host of intervenors scheduled to present oral 
submissions to the federal regulator regarding the relicensing of Cameco’s Key Lake, McArthur 
River and Rabbit Lake operations. 
 

Warning: Port Hope a toxic time bomb -The only solution? Move! 
 

By Carola Vyhnak, Toronto Star, November 9, 2010 
 
http://www.thestar.com/news/article/888301--warning-port-hope-a-toxic-time-bomb-the-only-solution-move 

 

 
The cleanup of low-level radioactive waste in Port Hope has begun with a trial dig of a backyard 
before a full-scale removal of contaminated soil from the town starts next year. 
 
Port Hope is sitting on a carcinogenic time bomb that residents can only escape by moving out 
of town, a renowned doctor and anti-nuclear activist warns. 
 
The low-level radioactive waste was the result of 50 years of radium and uranium refining at the 
waterfront Cameco refinery, the former Crown corporation Eldorado Nuclear Ltd., between the 
1930s and 1980s. 
 
Historic low-level radioactive waste buried in parks, ravines, streets, industrial sites, the harbour 
and hundreds of backyards poses a "life or death" threat and can't be safely remediated, 
according to Dr. Helen Caldicott. 
 
"It's a disaster. You can't clean it up. Transferring it just exposes more people to radioactive 
material," Caldicott said Tuesday from Seattle. On a visit to Port Hope next week, she plans to 
tell the community an hour east of Toronto that the only safe solution is to relocate the entire 
town of 16,000. 
 
Caldicott's warning comes in contrast to assurances by Canada's nuclear safety commission 
that cancer rates in Port Hope, which has been living with low-level radioactive contamination 
for decades, are comparable to other communities -- and that the cleanup now underway 
doesn't pose a health risk. 
 

http://committeeforfuturegenerations.wordpress.com/author/7000generations/
http://committeeforfuturegenerations.wordpress.com/2013/10/01/northerners-to-oppose-relicensing-camecos-uranium-operations/
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http://www.thestar.com/news/article/888301--warning-port-hope-a-toxic-time-bomb-the-only-solution-move


That operation -- the largest radioactive waste cleanup in Canadian history -- is off to a slow and 
cautious start with the trial excavation of a private backyard. Removal of contaminated soil from 
numerous sites around town will begin in earnest next fall. The waste will be trucked to an 
enclosed storage mound just south of Highway 401, where it will be sealed up for centuries. 
 
Digging out more than 1.2 million cubic metres of soil, enough to fill 500 Olympic-size pools, will 
take a decade and cost at least $260 million. The final scope and price tag are unknown. 
 
The cleanup by Atomic Energy Canada Ltd. marks a major milestone in a decades-long fight to 
eradicate a dark stain on the town. 
 
Contaminated soil used as fill was identified as a health hazard in the late '70s, but it took 
decades to find a long-term solution. 
 
Glenn Case, manager of project engineering for the Port Hope Area Initiative, a division of 
AECL, isn't worried about health risks. 
 
"I'm 100 per cent confident we can do it protecting the environment, workers and the public," he 
said. 
 
But two skeptical residents' groups who met with Caldicott during a visit to Ontario last year 
invited her to speak at a public meeting. Her appearance is being paid for by Families Against 
Radiation Exposure (FARE). 
 
Calling Port Hope a "tragedy", Caldicott says people should never be exposed to radioactive 
material. Even so-called low-level radiation causes high-level doses when it gets inside the body 
and turns cells cancerous in a "silent process" that takes five to 60 years, she says. 
 

Kazakhstan 

Scots MEP’s crusade to save world from Stalin’s planet-trashing legacy 
SPECIAL REPORT: Rob Edwards, Environment Editor 
Sunday Herald (Glasgow), 26 Dec 2010 

http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/transport-environment/scots-mep-s-crusade-to-

save-world-from-stalin-s-planet-trashing-legacy-1.1076507?localLinksEnabled=false 

…Another problem is the vast amount of radioactive waste from hundreds of uranium mines used to 
fuel Soviet nuclear weapons and power stations. According to [Conservsative MEP Struan] Stevenson, a 
staggering 812 million tonnes of uranium waste are scattered in dumps across central Asia. 

“Needless to say, many of the dumps have been neglected for decades,” he warned. “Their condition 
has deteriorated significantly and they pose a serious ecological threat.” 

In 2002, after six weeks of torrential rain, the Mailuu-Suu River in Kyrgyzstan threatened to flood a 
uranium dump. “Had the river broken its banks, tens of thousands of tonnes of highly radioactive 
material would have been washed downstream, causing widespread pollution and devastation,” he said. 
“This is an accident waiting to happen.”  

As memories of Soviet tests fade, Kazakhstan looks to nuclear future 

Scars of nuclear testing remain – but the world's largest uranium producer is looking to 
make the most of its natural resources 

http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/transport-environment/scots-mep-s-crusade-to-save-world-from-stalin-s-planet-trashing-legacy-1.1076507?localLinksEnabled=false
http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/transport-environment/scots-mep-s-crusade-to-save-world-from-stalin-s-planet-trashing-legacy-1.1076507?localLinksEnabled=false


Tom Parfitt in Kurchatov, The Guardian, 1 December 2010  

“Last year Kazakhstan leapfrogged Australia and Canada to become the world's largest 
producer of uranium. The metal is extracted by leaching from boreholes, concentrated and then 
converted into yellowcake. In 2009 the country produced 13,900 tonnes of uranium, more than a 
quarter of global output……While the painful nuclear past occupies a hallowed place in national 
identity, what Kazakhstan really cares about now is its nuclear rebirth. 

…The uranium business is the real muscle behind the revival. The World Nuclear Association 

said in a report last year that it expects a global shift to nuclear projects will lead to a 59% 
increase in demand for uranium by 2030. French, Canadian and Japanese companies have 
already signed joint ventures to exploit Kazakhstan's reserves. 
Some investors may yet be cautious of following suit. In March a court in Astana sentenced 
Mukhtar Dzhakishev, the former head of state nuclear firm Kazatomprom, to 14 years in prison 
for embezzlement and the illegal sale of assets to foreign companies. 
…The US diplomatic cables revealed by Wikileaks show that the US ambassador to Astana, 
Richard Hoagland, believes the Kazkah elite is riddled with corruption, as rivals battle for control 
of the energy spoils. 

 

Niger 

Nuclear history repeats in Niger 
Blogpost by Justin McKeating - January 21, 2013 

http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/news/Blogs/nuclear-reaction/nuclear-history-repeats-in-

niger/blog/43718/ 

 

 

Three years ago, in May 2010, a team of Greenpeace radiation specialists visited villages close to 

uranium mines in Niger operated by French nuclear giant AREVA, where they found contamination 

levels in the air, water and soil above internationally accepted limits.  

 

http://www.theguardian.com/profile/tomparfitt
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But among many other disturbing problems, we also found several pieces of radioactive scrap metal 

on the local market in Arlit, with the radiation dose rate reaching up to 50 times more than the normal 

background levels. Locals use these materials to build their homes. 

 

“It’s everywhere. Beams have been sold across the country ... They are found in houses. We buy them 

in the market. There is no way of knowing [where all the scrap 

is],” former AREVA employee Tanko Anafi told us.  

 

This was despite assurances from AREVA that no contaminated material got out of the mines. 

 

AREVA then took measures in response to problems revealed by Greenpeace. 

 

French nuclear energy conglomerate Areva said it had beefed up safety procedures at two uranium 

mines in Niger after green activists said contaminated scrap metal from the facilities had been 

discovered at a local junkyard. A nuclear watchdog association, CRIIRAD, and a group in Niger called 

Aghir In'Man said 1,600 tonnes of metal used in uranium extraction had been hauled out of the mine 

complexes at Arlit and were now in the public domain. 

 

About 1,000 tonnes was found at a scrap metal dealer's and the radiation levels were "more than nine 

times greater than normal."  

 

“There remains doubt about the fate of the other 600 tonnes,” say CRIIRAD and Aghir In'Man, echoing 

Tanko Anafi’s word of three years ago. 

 

Just what is going on here? AREVA got the warnings and made assurances but have seemingly done 

nothing effective to stop the spread of contaminated materials into the environment where the people 

of Niger must live. 

 

Is this incompetence or a cavalier disregard for the safety of the country’s people? Either way, it is a 

disgrace and someone should be held fully accountable.  

 

Niger supplies 40% of the uranium needed to fuel France’s fleet of nuclear reactors. And yet Niger sits 

at the bottom of the United Nation’s Human Development Index which measures life expectancy, 

educational attainment and incomes. 

 

AREVA are generating their nuclear power by exploiting the powerless. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://phys.org/news/2013-01-french-nuclear-firm-tightens-safety.html
http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/


 

Section Three: Insecurity 

“Britain today issued a renewed appeal for countries to come together and combat the threat of 
a nuclear terrorist attack. Foreign Office minister Alistair Burt said the number of incidents 
involving the loss or theft of nuclear materials around the world was growing and nations 
needed to show the "utmost vigilance…."Nuclear terrorism is a real and global threat. A 
successful attack, no matter where in the world it came, would be catastrophic…..Catastrophic 
for the immediate devastation and terrible loss of life, and for the far-reaching consequences - 
psychological, economic, political and environmental. Such an attack was unthinkable just a 
generation ago. But it is now a possibility we need to confront with the utmost vigilance."  

Independent, 1 November 2012 

Britain urges countries to join forces in combating nuclear threat  

[http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/britain-urges-countries-to-join-forces-in-
combating-nuclear-threat-8273634.html] 

That was exactly a year ago. How does the nuclear security landscape look a year on? 

The most striking thing to note is that on 30 August this year, the official nuclear security 
and safety regulator, the Office for Nuclear Regulation explained in an introduction to its 
new Nuclear Research Needs 2013-14 report:  

“In 2012, ONR undertook to publish an integrated statement of Nuclear Research 
Needs (NRN) to identify the requirements for nuclear related research across the whole 
of ONR’s regulatory remit. This was partly in response to a review and report on nuclear 
research and development capabilities produced in 2011 by the House of Lords Select 
Committee on Science and Technology, which questioned the limited scope of the NRI. 
  ONR committed to reviewing the NRN and expanding it to cover our entire regulatory 
remit: this is the first integrated NRN published to fulfil that commitment.” 

It goes on to say:  

“This NRN describes the current ONR view on the need for research related to issues 
that might undermine safe and/or secure operation of UK nuclear facilities if not properly 
managed.” 

And further states:  

“This document covers the nuclear research needs of ONR’s six operational 
programmes, namely:  

 

 Civil Nuclear Security - regulates security at civil licensed nuclear sites, and all 
other locations where sensitive nuclear information is held; and the movement by 
road and rail within the UK, and globally within UK flagged vessels of nuclear and 
other radioactive material.” 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/britain-urges-countries-to-join-forces-in-combating-nuclear-threat-8273634.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/britain-urges-countries-to-join-forces-in-combating-nuclear-threat-8273634.html
http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/ocns/index.htm


 Civil Nuclear Reactor Programme/New Build ‐ regulates the safety of operating 

and defueling nuclear power stations and licensing and permissioning of 

 

 Sellafield Programme ‐ regulates the safety of Sellafield and Windscale nuclear 
licensed sites in Cumbria.  

 Decommissioning, Fuel and Waste Programme ‐ regulates safety on a variety of 
nuclear fuel sites, including fuel cycle, nuclear research, waste management and 
decommissioning sites.  

 Radioactive Materials Transport ‐ regulates safety during the transport of 
radioactive material by road and rail in Great Britain, and advises on its transport 

 

 Defence Programme ‐ regulates safety at defence sector nuclear sites, including 
submarine and atomic weapons facilities, working closely with the Defence 
Nuclear Safety Regulator (DNSR).  

[http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/research/2013/documents/nrn-2013-part-2.pdf ] 

 

All of which is encouraging, until you read on page 2 of the full 165 page document: 

“… not all of the above technical areas have detailed research project requirements, 
therefore: Nuclear Fuel Research, Civil Nuclear Security and the Environment Agencies 
have not included any research projects within this detailed research needs document.” 
(My emphasis) 

When I read this, I had a double take. It could not really assert that, could it? But 
actually, it does. 

With a prospective new -build power reactor programme, a possible export of  plutonium 
in MOX fuel, a possible plutonium burner-reactor and a certain decommissioning 
programme involving  huge quantities of radioactively contaminated  materials being 
transported nationwide by road, rail and probably ship for many years from protected 
licensed nuclear sites, in a climate of unresolved security concerns and terrorists 
threats, it is  incomprehensible that the  national nuclear security regulator would  have 
no need to do any research on security issues. 

If nothing else, the complexities of how vetting of the huge number of people who will be 
crossing the thresholds of licensed nuclear installations during transport missions, and 
others who have access to the huge increase in technical documentation, will be carried 
out. How will the vetters be trained, and by whom? 

Nuclear’s insecurity has been the “elephant in the room” for the nuclear industry from 
the start of commercialisation of the technology in the early 1950s. Today ministers 
routinely drop into speeches that safety and security are their number one priority when 
they sanction any nuclear  go-ahead decision. They will almost certainly genuflect 
towards Fukushima when addressing safety, but its security failure equivalent, The 
terrorist attacks on New York City and Washington DC in on 11 September 2001, is 
never  similarly name checked. 

Post 9/11 2001, at a minimum, it is difficult to argue that there is any country with major 
nuclear facilities where an attack by a small group of well-armed, well-trained terrorists, 

http://www.hse.gov.uk/nuclear/research/2013/documents/nrn-2013-part-2.pdf


using at least a lorry/truck bomb and having the assistance of one insider, is not a 
plausible threat against which security systems should be prepared to defend. National 
standards and regulations should include regular, realistic, independent testing of the 
performance of security systems in defeating intelligent, well-trained insider and 
outsider efforts to overcome them. 

In 2006, the US Congress commissioned the US National Academies of Science to 
produce a report looking “conflicting public claims about the safety and security of 
commercial spent nuclear fuel storage at nuclear power plants”. Their conclusion was 
that “there were indeed credible concerns about the safety and security of spent nuclear 
fuel storage in the current threat environment.” 

Safety and Security of Commercial Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage, National Academies Press, 

2006. [http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?isbn=0309096472] 

A year earlier, in the UK,  the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM-

1) convened  a group of security specialists to advise CoRWM on security 

aspects of radioactive waste management and storage facilities. When the group 

met for the second time, in London on 13-14 December 2005 (it had convened for 

the first time on the eve of the 7/7 London bombings, around the corner from 

the  bus explosion), the specialists unanimously agreed on a statement, and 

conveyed to CoRWM their strong belief that the statement should appear at a 

prominent place in the final documentation of the CoRWM process then under 

way, which it did. The statement reads: 

“The security Specialists appointed to the CoRWM Specialist Security Workshop 
recognize that CoRWM is not responsible for the priority that is being given to the 
conditioning and mode of storage of nuclear waste forms prior to their transportation to 
the selected storage/disposal facility that may not occur for some decades into the 
future. 
However, it is our unanimous opinion that greater attention should be given to the 
current management of radioactive waste held in the UK, in the context of its 
vulnerability to potential terrorist attacks. We are not aware of any UK Government 
programme that is addressing this issue with adequate detail or priority, and consider it 
unacceptable for some vulnerable waste forms, such as spent fuel, to remain in their 
current condition and mode of storage. We urge the Government to take the required 
action and to instruct the NDA, in cooperation with the regulators, to produce an 
implementation plan for categorising and reducing the vulnerability of the UK’s 
inventory of radioactive waste to potential acts of terrorism, through conditioning and 
placement in storage options with an engineered capability specifically designed to 
resist a major terrorist attack.” 
 

Members of the group were: 

John Reynolds (Office for Civil Nuclear Security) 

Roger Howsley (British Nuclear Fuels Limited) 

David Lowry (independent consultant) 

Mycle Schneider (Mycle Schneider Consulting) 

Frank Barnaby (Oxford Research Group) 

http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?isbn=0309096472


Gordon Thompson (Director, Institute for Resource and Security Studies, 

Cambridge Mass.) 

Matthew White (Galson Sciences) 

Roy Millard (Nirex) 

Paul Leventhal (President, Nuclear Control Institute, Washington DC, now 

deceased) 

 
Group member Dr Gordon Thompson produced a technical support document, drawn 
from the open literature. It said, inter alia, that: 
  

“This report assumes that a security event is a deliberate, planned attack. 

The underlying motives for the attack are not important here, except to the 

extent that they affect the probability of the event. It is important, 

however, to understand the specific objectives that attackers might hope to 

achieve by attacking a radioactive-waste facility or transport operation. 

These objectives can be categorized within three general purposes: releasing 

radioactive material directly; misappropriating radioactive material for 

subsequent malicious use; and misappropriating fissile material, also for 

subsequent malicious use.” 

 

Table 3-1in Dr Thompson’s 2005 report lists specific objectives that 

attackers might hope to achieve. Each of the listed objectives has been 

addressed in technical literature, and has been recognized by many public-

safety officials. The UK radioactive waste inventory poses a potentially 

attractive target to attackers, because of its size and diversity. For 

example, 93,000*kg of civil, separated plutonium is currently stored in the 

UK. By way of comparison, total US production of plutonium for military use 

was 103,000kg.” (*The 2013 figure is around 111,000kgs.) 

 

As a nuclear warhead typically uses 5kgs, this demonstrates the size of the 
potential security problem – especially at Sellafield - is stark. 
 
The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) annual report 2013, released on 20 
September just before its annual conference in Vienna, projects an increase in global 
nuclear generating capacity of 100%, to over 850 reactors from 425 today, by 2030.  
 
In a post-Fukushima world, will national nuclear regulators and international watchdogs 
such as the IAEA together have sufficient trained and qualified personnel to police a 
nuclear world with such a massive increase of risk that will go with such a doubling of 
nuclear output capacity. 
[http://www.iaea.org/About/Policy/GC/GC57/GC57Documents/English/gc57-3_en.pdf] 

Hinkley Point C and security  

http://www.iaea.org/About/Policy/GC/GC57/GC57Documents/English/gc57-3_en.pdf


With French owner/constructors and Chinese financier/constructors, Hinkley C, if  
developed, will have its own  security exigencies. One aspects was tested  in a 
Parliamentary question by Labour MP Paul Flynn, who ask the Energy Secretary: 

“what security vetting will be applied to employees and executives of (a) EDF Energy, 
(b) AREVA, (c) China General Nuclear Corporation and (d) China National Nuclear 
Corporation during their work on the Hinkley C nuclear plant; and who will pay the costs 
of such security vetting.?” 

Energy minister Michael Fallon replied: 

“In the UK, all employees in the civil nuclear industry and contractors must be vetted to 
a level of clearance commensurate with their access to nuclear material and/or sensitive 
nuclear information or technology in accordance with the Nuclear Industries Security 
Regulations 2003.Agreed standards and processes are applied in accordance with the 
UK's national security vetting policies and all vetting costs are recoverable from 
industry.” (Hansard, 28 October 2013: Columns 367-8W) 

 

Conclusion 

If I may end by drawing attention to the US cavalry appearing over the hill to save the 

day – jointly with Chinese, no less, in an article published on Wednesday this week. 

Construction on China-U.S. nuclear security center begins 

http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2013-10/29/c_132841259.htm 

BEIJING, Oct. 29 (Xinhua) -- Construction on a nuclear security center jointly financed by China 
and the United States began in Beijing on Tuesday. 

Construction of the Center of Excellence on Nuclear Security is scheduled to be completed by 
2015, according to Wang Yiren, vice chairman of the China Atomic Energy Authority (CAEA). 

Located in the Changyang science and technology park in the southwestern outskirts of Beijing, 
the center will be equipped with environmental labs, response force exercise facilities, test sites 
for physical protection, and buildings for technology display and training, experiments and 
scientific research. 

The center is designed to become a regional center that will serve as a platform for training and 
technological exchanges. 

The center, an idea originally put forward by former Chinese President Hu Jintao in April 2010 
during the Washington Nuclear Security Summit, will bolster nuclear security capacities in China 
and throughout Asia, Wang said. 

China and the U.S. signed a memorandum of understanding to set up the center during Hu's 
state visit to Washington in January 2011. 

http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2013-10/29/c_132841259.htm


CAEA chairman Ma Xingrui and U.S. Secretary of Energy Ernest J. Moniz were present at 
Tuesday's groundbreaking ceremony.” 

So everything is in spick and span security-safe order. 

 

 

 

End-note 

In his critical column in the Financial Times on Wednesday (30 October), economist 

John Kay writes: 

“The new nuclear power station at Hinkley Point on the southwest coast will be French-built and 

operated, with Chinese financial backing, using American-developed technology.” 

Britain’s ‘great leap forward’ was start of nuclear power failure 

[http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/21095838-4002-11e3-a890-00144feabdc0.html?siteedition=uk#axzz2jCUISgmf] 

 

He could have added, and the currently preferred radioactive waste management 

strategy by the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority would use the Swedish KBS 

copper-canister packaging technology. 

 

Whatever else the proposed new  build nuclear progamme may do, it does not enhance 

national energy security. 

 

Dr David Lowry, Stoneleigh, Surrey 

 30 October 2013 

http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/21095838-4002-11e3-a890-00144feabdc0.html?siteedition=uk#axzz2jCUISgmf


 

David Cameron at Hinkley Point nuclear power plant 
 
Sunday Times, Rod Liddle Column, 27 October 2013 
[http://www.thesundaytimes.co.uk/sto/comment/columns/rodliddle/article1332170.ece] 
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