
SWEDISH  RENEWABLES  CAN 
REPLACE  NUCLEAR  BY  2020 
A  report  released  in  November  by  the  Swedish  Society  for  Nature 
Conservation  (SSNC)  states  that  the  country's  renewable  energy 
producers  could  produce  enough  power  by  2020  to  replace  the 
capacity  currently  provided  by  nuclear  power  plants. 

(639.5733)  WISE  Sweden -  The  SSNC 
asked  Swedish  ener gy  pr oducers  how 
much  new  r enewable  ener gy  capacity 
they  could  deliver  to  consumers  by  the 
year  2020  and  the  r esponses  r eceive d 
indicate  that  ther e  is  g r eat  potential  for 
truly  c lean  ener gy  systems  to  r eplace 
nuclear  capacity  as  it  stands.  

New  r enewable  ener gy  capacity  coupled 
with  mor e  ef fective  use  of  ener gy 
ef ficiency  could  r eplace  all  the  power 
curr ently  obtained  fr om  nuclear  powe r 
stations  in  Sweden  and  nearly  all  that 
fr om  the  fossil  fuel  industry  as  well.  CO 2 
emissions  would  also  be  r educed  by 
50%,  not  including  the  transport  sector . 

The  r enewable  ener gy  trade 
or ganisations  re leased  their  own 
pr ojections  that  demonstrate,  with  minor 
changes  in  t he  curr ent  national  ener gy 
polic y,   the  possibility  of  r eplacing  al l 
nuclear  power  and  almost  a ll  use  of 
fossil  fuels  within  important  consumer 
sectors  like  industry ,  service  and 
housing. 

In  a  pr ess  re lease  the  Secr etary  General 
of  SSNC,  Svante  Axelsson,  called  on  the 
gover nment  to  let  go  of  the 
unsustainable  and  envir onmentally 
damaging  ener gy  pr oduction  industries 
of  yesteryear ,  and  to  seriously  open  the 
way  f or  r enewable  and  envir onmentally 
friendly  ener gy  sour ces  that  have  a 
futu re .  Commenting  on  the  r eport,  SSNC 
said  that  the  gover nment's  ambivalence 

to  the  issue  is  r eflected  in  the  public's 
opinion.  A  r ecent  poll  conducted  by  th e 
SIFO  institute  suggested  that  a  majority 
of  Swedish  citizens,  70  per cent,  want 
r enewable  ener gy  wher eas  just  13 
per cent  we re  i n  favour  of  nuclear  ener gy 
and  fossil  fuels,  however  only  a  fifth  of 
those  polled  believed  that  it  is  possible 
to  r eplace  the  old  ener gy  systems  with 
new  envir onmentally  sound 
r eplacements. 

The  responses  from  renewable  energy 
producers  in  Sweden 
Curr ent  pr oduction  of  ener gy  fr om  sun, 
wind  and  biomass  is  a t  11  terra  wat t 
hours  (TWh)  for  electricity  and  92  TW h 
for  heating  but  by  the  year  2020  it  i s 
expected  to  rise  to  88  TWh  for  electricity 
and  164  TWh  for  heating.  The  total 
incr eased  r enewable  capacity ,  252  TWh, 
is  comparative  to  curr ent  levels  of  ener gy 
consumption  in  Sweden  today ,  which 
stand  at  311  TWh  excluding  the 
transport  sector .  The  capacity  gap 
between  curr ent  levels  of  consumption 
and  pr ojected  levels  of  new  r enewables 
capacity ,  59  TWh,  is  less  than  that 
pr oduced  b y  hydr opower  t o  date  (about 
70  TWh). 

Ener gy  supplies  fr om  wind  power  coul d 
incr ease  fr om  1  TWh  today  to  25  TWh 
but  the  potential  for  solar  ener gy  in 
Sweden  would  r emain  low  at  just  2  TWh. 
The  r enewable  sour ce  with  most 
potential  i s  bio  ener gy  and  that  is 
pr ojected  to  incr ease  to  170  TWh.  A s 
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important  to  the  incr ease  in  r enewable 
capacity  i s  ener gy  ef ficiency ,  which 
could  fr ee  an  estimated  62  TWh.  This  is 
the  level  that  the  Eur opean  Union  has 
said  is  possible  and  the  level  it  wants 
the  Union  as  a  whole  to  attain. 

The  pr oduction  capacity  given  by  the 
ener gy  pr oducers  is  however 
conditional.  In  o r der  for  the  suppliers  t o 
be  a ble  to  p r ovide  the  levels  pr omised 
some  pledges  featur ed  in  t he  ener gy 
policy  must  be  fulfilled.  F or  example,  i t 
r emains  dif ficult  to  obtain  permission  to 
build  w ind  power  s tations  and  CO2 
taxes  must  stay  at  least  as  high  as 
curr ent  levels  and  includes  all  industry 
and  all  combined  power  and  heatin g 
plants  -  the  r enewable  ener gy  industry 
is  o f  course  exempted  fr om  this  t ax  but 
so  it  the  nuclear  industry ,  although  not 

(yet)  legally  r ecognised  as  clean  ener gy 
(thankfully),  i t  is  taxed  di ff er ently  fr om 
other  polluting  industries. 

Accor ding  to  SSNC,  t he  demands 
made  by  r enewable  ener gy  pr oducers 
ar e  not  especially  far -r eaching  or 
politically  dif ficult  to  deliver .  But  t he 
impact  on  the  envir onment  w ill  be 
huge,  with  a  likely  decline  of  50%  i n 
carbon  dioxide  emissions. 

Climate  change  is  a  g lobal  p r oblem , 
which  will  r equir e  a  truly  global  solution 
but  instead  of  waiting  for  others  to  act, 
SSNC  is  calling  on  Sweden  to  take  a 
leadership  r ole  immediatel y.   The 
or ganization  wants  Sweden's 
politicians  and  companies  to  work 
towar ds  inspiring  others  and  instigating 
r eal  pr ogr ess  in  the  inter national  a r ena. 

Few  countries  ar e  as  well  positioned  as 
Sweden  to  c r eate  a  society  built  on 
r enewable  ener gy .  We  a re  r elatively  rich 
in  bio-fuel,  mostly  in  the  form  of  waste 
pr oducts  fr om  the  for estry  industry ,  we 
have  gr eat  potential  to  use  ener gy  mor e 
ef fectively  and  we  have  a  good 
geographical  l ocation  to  exploit  wind 
power .  The  only  thing  we  seem  to  lack 
is  brave  politicians. 

Source: Report  fr om  the  Swedish 
Society  for  Natur e  Conservation, 
November  2005  (A vailable  in  Swedish 
at  http://www .snf.se/pdf/rap-klimat - 
ener gipusslet.pdf ) 

Contact: Eia  Liljegr en-Palmae r,  W IS E 
Sweden  at  I nfo@folkkampanjen.se 

Under  t he  heading  "Good  and  bad  news  fr om  the 
Eur opean  Parliament",  t he  short  piece  sub-headed 
"Support  for  nukes  post-Kyoto?"  in  our  last  issue  (#638) 
contained  several  e rr ors  and  incorr ect  assessments  that 
we  would  now  like  to  corr ect. 

Firstly ,  Anders  Wijkman  MEP  belongs  to  the  Christian 
Democratic  Party  (Conservatives)  and  not  to  the  Liberal 
Party . 

Secondl y,   while  Mr .  Wijkman  was  indeed  nominated  fo r 
Parliament  Magazine's  MEP  A war ds  2005  in  the 
envir onment  category ,  the  awar d  he  actually  won  was  fo r 
Achiever  of  the  Y ear . 

Thir dly ,  it  was  wr ong  to  suggest  that  Mr .  Wijkman  is  a n 

avid  pr omoter  o f  nuclear  ener gy  who  would  seek  to 
forwar d  such  views  at  the  COP  negotiations  in  Montr eal. 
Anders  Wijkman  has  in  f act  supported  several  anti  nuclear 
votes  in  the  EU  parliament  and  has  stated  (in  the  October 
17  edition  of  Parliament  Magazine)  that,  given  the 
alter native  technologies  available,  he  could  not  ar gue  fo r 
the  major  expansion  of  nuclear  capacity  in  o r der  to 
r educe  carbon  emissions.  However ,  he  also  stated  in  the 
article  that  the  nuclear  option  should  be  kept  open  and 
that  r esear ch  continues  into  impr oving  safety  and  solving 
the  pr oblem  of  nuclear  waste  disposal . 

Finally ,  we  would  like  to  apologise  to  Michel  Raquet  who 
was  not  the  sour ce  of  any  of  the  misleading  comments 
made  in  t he  article  and  who  is  at  complete  odds  with  t he 
judgements  made  ther ein. 
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"Let  us  glow" 
by  Indian  Point  (U.S.)  activists 
(T o  the  tune  of  "Let  it  Snow") 

The  evacuation  plan  is  frightful 
But  t he  p r ofits  ar e  so  delightful 
And  since  we  have  no  place  to  go 
Let  us  glow  let  us  glow  let  us  glow! 

When  the  sir ens  don't  work  we  worry 
But  t her e's  r eally  no  need  to  hurry  
Since  we  have  no  place  to  go 
Let  us  glow  let  us  glow  let  us  glow! 

When  it's  finally  sealed  up  tight 
Our  homes  will  still  be  lit  and  war m 
And  we'll  peacefully  s leep  at  night 

Like  the  people  who  pr otested 
Shor eham 

Though  the  plants  ar e  slowly  dying 
The  owners  ar en't  good-byeing 
And  as  long  as  they  love  them  s o 
Let  us  glow  let  us  glow  let  us  glow! 

"Atomic  Courtesy" 
by  Ethel  Jacobson 

To   smash  the  simple  atom  
All  mankind  was  intent. 
Now  any  day  
The  atom  may 
Retur n  the  compliment 
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RESHAPING  THE  NON-PROLIFERATION 
REGIME 
The  process  apparently  shaping  the  'Iranian  nuclear  crisis'  evidently  has  more  ramifications 
than  meet  the  eye.  In  fact  the  Iranian  case  could  be  considered  a  smoke  screen  for  some  far- 
reaching  changes  in  t he  treaty  arrangements  regarding  the  proliferation  of  nuclear  technology. 

(639.5734)  PENN- N -  The  issue  of 
Iran's  alleged  ef forts  to  build  nuclear 
weapons  has  always  been  a  ver y 
contr oversial  matter  and  the  way  in 
which  the  nuclear  weapons  states 
(NWS)  and  their  allies  have  appr oached 
it  is  in  itself  significant.   

The  negotiating  stance  taken  by  the 
EU3  of  F rance,  Germany  and  Britain 
(See  WISE/NIRS  Nuclear  Monito r 
625.5673  "Iran  -  an  exer cise  in  doubl e 
standar ds")  undermines  the  IAEA' s 
basic  underlying  pr emise  that  it  is 
possible  to  contr ol  the  misuse  of 
nuclear  technology  for  the  construction 
of  nuclear  weapons.  EU  negotiators, 
unof ficially  backed  by  the  US  and  a 
series  of  Israeli  military  thr eats,  have 
made  it  c lear  to  Iran  that  it  w ill  it  not  be 
allowed  access  to  the  full  nuclear  cycle; 
i.e.  to  develop  the  capacity  for  uranium 
enrichment.  This  position  became  clear 
during  the  bilateral  negotiations 
between  Iran  and  the  EU3  when  an 
of fer  by  the  Iranian  gover nment  ( 1)  t o 
allow  enrichment  under  extra 
safeguar ds  was  re jected.  The 
counter of fe r,   which  would  have  allowed 
the  supply  of  enriched  fuel  f r om  a 
sour ce  outside  Iran,  was  r egar ded  as 
unacceptable  by  the  T ehran' s 
negotiators.  T alks  finally  b r oke  down  at 
the  beginning  of  August  when  Iran 
announced  the  r esumption  of  t he  pr e- 
enrichment  pr oduction  stage;  i.e.  the 
conversion  of  uranium  hexafluoride.   

Iran's  position  har dened  further  when, 
in  August,  its  newly  elected  gover nment 
appointed  a  new  chief  nuclear 
negotiator  to  the  IAEA.  This  was 
followed  by  a  technical  r eport  to  t he 
IAEA  Boar d  on  September  2  ( 2),  which 
set  the  stage  for  the  passing  of  a 
contr oversial  r esolution  at  the  Boar d 
meeting  on  September  24  (3).  A  c lause 
in  this  r esolution  re fers  t o  "Iran's  many 
failur es  and  br eaches  of  its  obligations 
to  comply  with  its  safeguar ds 
agr eements",  which  was  interp re ted  as 

making  the  r eferral  o f  Iran's  case  to  the 
UN  Security  Council  possible.  Only 
V enezuela  opposed  the  r esolution, 
which  was  passed  in  an  unusual  vote 
by  the  Boar d  (such  decisions  ar e 
usually  taken  by  consensus).  Russia, 
China  and  members  of  t he  Non-Aligned 
Movement  abstained.  I ndia  surprisingl y 
voted  for  the  r esolution.   

The  abstentions  of  Russia  and  China 
and  the  Indian  vote  had  by  far  the  most 
fa r- r eaching  political  consequences. 
Russia  and  China  have  long  been 
r egar ded  as  supporters  o f  Iran,  which 
implied  that  they  would  oppose  any 
attempt  t o  re fer  Iran's  case  to  the  UN 
Security  Council.  After  all,  such  a 
r eferral  logically  sets  the  stage  for  a 
r epeat  o f  the  American  'diplomacy' 
used  in  t he  run-up  to  t he  Iraqi  war .  That 
is  to  say ,  a  veto  by  either  Russia  or 
China  would  clear  the  way  for  a 
unilateral  US  policy ,  assuming  that  such 
vetoes  would  in  f act  be  wielded. 
Abstentions  instead  of  no-votes  at  the 
Boar d  as  well  as  development s 
elsewher e  would  suggest  that  the 
Russian,  and  perhaps  also  the  Chinese, 
position  may  have  changed. 

The  Russian  deal 
By  early  November ,  a  definitive  r eferral 
to  the  Security  Council  by  a  decision  of 
the  Boar d  meeting  on  November  2 4 
was  expected.  However ,  two  weeks 
befor e  that  date,  Russia  intr oduced  a 
so-called  compr omise  pr oposal  that 
entailed  Iranian  investment  in  a n 
enrichment  facility  in  Russia,  which 
would  then  pr ovide  fuel  t o  be  exporte d 
to  Iran  while  still  permitting  uranium 
conversion  to  take  place  in  the  country 
(4).   

In  fact  this  was  a  variant  of  the  EU3 
pr oposal:  it  d if fer ed  by  allowing  the 
conversion  within  Iran  while  d ir ectl y 
involving  Russia.  This  was  a  political 
ploy ,  appar ently  based  on  a  'behind  th e 
scenes'  agr eement  made  in  t he 

pr eceding  weeks  thr ough  the  shuttle 
diplomacy  of  US  fo re ign  minister 
Condoleezza  Rice.  The  plan  was  to 
extract  the  same  concessions  fr om  Iran, 
but  now  thr ough  the  good  of fices  of 
Russia,  which  has  for  many  years  been 
involved  with  the  construction  of  the 
Bushehr  nuclear  r eactor  and  ther efor e 
dir ectly  inter ested  in  Iran's  nuclear 
pr ogram.  The  of ficial  Iranian  r eaction  to 
the  new  p r oposal  seemed  negative  (5), 
which  was  logical  since  the 
compr omise  could  only  have  been 
r egar ded  as  capitulation  by  the  Iranians 
who  have  insisted  on  full  nuclear 
sover eignty  on  a  number  of  r ecen t 
occasions.  However ,  other  Iranian 
voices  (6)  have  used  car efully 
ambivalent  language  about  the 
pr oposal . 

These  manoeuvr es  took  place  as  new 
information  on  the  Iranian  nuclear 
pr ogramme,  fr om  US-sour ced 
documents  purportedly  pr oviding 
further  pr oof  o f  Iranian  bomb-making 
plans,  was  published  on  November  12. 
However ,  a  US  atomic  expert  issued  a 
critical  r esponse  to  the  r eport  thr ough 
Reuters  two  days  later . 

A  new  IAEA  r eport  on  Iran  pr esented  by 
Dr .  E lBaradei  on  November  18  failed  to 
ease  doubts  about  the  nuclear 
pr ogramme.  But  on  November  20,  j ust 
days  befor e  the  confer ence,  EU 
diplomats  let  it  be  known  that  ther e 
would  be  no  re ferral  and  the  next  day 
of fe re d  to  r esume  the  talks  with  Iran, 
which  had  stopped  in  August.  Thi s 
guar ded  r eaction  was  suf ficient  to  stop 
the  Iran  issue  being  put  on  the  agenda 
of  t he  IAEA  Boar d  meeting  later  that 
month.  By  November  27,  EU  fo re ig n 
ministers  had  agr eed  t o  r enew  the  talk s 
with  Iran  and  now  all  appears  to 
depend  on  the  outcome  of  negotiations 
to  be  r esumed  in  t he  course  of 
December .  The  next  formal  point  of 
possible  crisis  is  the  Mar ch  Boar d 
meeting.   
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Indian  manoeuvres 
As  pr eviously  noted,  it  was  the  Indian 
vote  at  t he  September  Boar d  meetin g 
that  caused  the  gr eatest  surprise,  and 
even  indignation,  amongst  the 
supporters  of  the  Iranian  case.  Despite 
Indian  disavowals  after  the  vote  (7)  i t 
seemed  clear  t hat  t her e  had  been  a 
shift  in  Indian  policy ,  which  h ad 
pr eviously  been  illustrated  during  Prime 
Minister  Manmohan  Singh's  visit  to 
W ashington  on  July  18.  On  that 
occasion  the  US  and  Indian 
gover nment  made  a  joint  statement , 
which  pr ovided  for  the  lifting  of  certain 
r estrictions  on  the  trading  of  American 
nuclear  technology  with  India. 

India  is  an  unof ficial  nuclear  weapons 
state  and  not  a  signatory  to  the  Non- 
Pr oliferation  Tr eat y.   The  US,  on  the 
other  hand,  i s  a  member  and  claims  to 
supports  the  NPT .  Furthermor e,  i t  has 
actively  pursued  a  number  o f  measur es 
like  the  Pr oliferation  Security  Initiative 
(8)  and  Security  Council  r esolution  1540 
(9)  because  it  sees  this  as  a  way  of 
operationalising  the  NPT ,  primarily  as  a 
tr eaty  against  pr oliferation.  Furthermor e 
the  US  is  a  l eading  member  o f  th e 
Nuclear  Suppliers  G r oup  (NSG),  which 
at  its  June  plenary  meeting  in  Osl o 
"r eiterated  firm  support  for  the  Nuclear 
Non-Pr oliferation  tr eaty"  and  "Called  on 
all  states  to  exer cise  extr eme  vigilance 
and  make  best  ef forts  to  ensur e  that 
none  of  their  exports  of  goods  and 
technologies  contribute  to  nuclear 
weapons  pr ogrammes".  (10 ) 

Accor ding  to  Nuclear  News  (11),  th e 
US-India  agr eement  contains  no  Indian 
commitments  to  r estrain  fissile  material 
pr oduction,  let  alone  stop  it.  The 
commitments  to  d r op  r estrictions  on 
the  export  of  nuclear  technology  made 
by  the  Bush  gover nment  to  I ndia  will 
still  have  to  pass  thr ough  the  US 
Congr ess.  At  a  hearing  befor e  th e 
House  Inter national  Relations 
Committee  on  November  16,  t he 
obvious  contradiction  was  pointed  out. 
How  could  the  US  enter  into  an 
agr eement  i n  which  a  part  of  t he  Indian 
nuclear  i nfrastructur e  was  declar ed  to 
be  non-civilian;  that  is,  not  subject  to 
IAEA  safeguar ds?  This  ef fectively 
means  that  technology  deliver ed  to  t he 
civilian  part  of  the  pr ogramme  c oul d 
simply  be  passed  on  to  the  military  or 
bomb  making  part  of  t he  infrastructur e 

and  that  existing  fissile  material 
pr oduction  for  military  purposes  coul d 
also  continue.  

This  Bush  administration  deal  w ith  Indi a 
clearly  contradicts  the  demands  placed 
on  Iran.  That  some  states  ar e  allowed 
nuclear  weapons  and  others  ar e  not . 
Such  selective  application  of  non- 
pr oliferation  policy  obviously  wr ecks 
the  idea  that  a  t r eaty  should  be 
universal  and  not  selectively  applied.  

Such  contradictions  undoubtedl y 
informed  the  IAEA  dir ector  E lBaradei's 
call  for  inter national  contr ol  of  key  parts 
of  the  nuclear  fuel  cycle,  specificall y 
thr ough  the  setting  up  of  an 
inter national  nuclear  fuel  bank,  which 
would  r esult  in  some  countries  with  a 
nuclear  industry  for egoing  some  rights 
of  access  to  nuclear  technology  (12) . 
Unfortunately  that  begs  the  question  of 
whether  it  i s  acceptable  to  only  appl y 
such  contr ols  to  new  nuclear  states 
and  not  to  the  existing  ones.  

The  other  noteworthy  positions  ar e 
those  of  Russia  and  China.  Russia 
appears  to  be  playing  a  key  ro le  in  the 
negotiations  between  the  EU3  and  Iran 
and  if  it  persists  in  maintaining  its 
pr oposal  (for  Iranian  nuclear  fuel  to  be 
enriched  in  Russia),  then  that  str ongly 
suggests  its  agr eement  with  t he  US- 
EU3  position  that  r estrictions  must  be 
placed  on  the  Iranian  infrastructur e. 
Although  ther e  was  a  partial  Iranian 
re jection  Russia's  pr oposal,  the  Iranian 
Bushehr  r eactor  i s  dependent  on  th e 
Russians  for  its  operation  so  Moscow 
does  have  a  certain  amount  of 
influence.  In  August,  an  Iranian 
spokesman  announced  that,  after  many 
years  of  delays,  Bushehr  would  start 
operating  in  l ate  2006  (13).  The 
situation  obviously  pr ovides 
opportunities  for  Russia  to  appl y 
political  p r essur e  on  Iran,  perhaps  with 
an  eye  on  the  'compr omise'  of fe r.   The 
situation  is  similar  to  that  between 
China  and  North  Kor ea  wher e  th e 
dependence  of  North  Kor ea  on  China 
for  vital  oil  deliveries  pr ovides  China 
with  some  leverage. 

The  non-proliferation  regime. 
Fr om  the  very  start  of  the  nuclear  age  it 
was  quite  c lear  that  t her e  would  b e  a 
pr oliferation  pr oblem.  Furthermor e,  t hat 
the  pr oliferation  of  nuclear  technology 

was  closely  tied  to  that  of  nuclear 
weapons.  As  the  first  has  been  activel y 
encouraged,  it  has  worked  to  counter 
attempts,  like  the  NPT ,  to  limit  the 
second.  This  is  not  news  but  the  active 
acknowledgement  o f  the  pr oblem  b y 
the  US  gover nment  and  the  dir ector  of 
the  IAEA  is  a  r elatively  new 
phenomena.  I n  the  past  t he  nuclear 
weapons  states  and  their  allies  have 
dealt  this  with  surr eptitiously .  That  is 
why  it  was  possible  for  Israel,  India  and 
Pakistan  to  arm  themselves  with 
nuclear  weapons.  Their  pr ogramme s 
r eflect  the  for eign  policy  objectives  of 
the  states  that  gave  them  the  r equir ed 
technology .  As  a  study  by  the 
Congr essional  Resear ch  Service 
concluded  in  the  case  of  Pakistan, 
"U.S.  nuclear  non-pr oliferation 
objectives  towar ds  Pakistan  (and  India) 
have  r epeatedly  been  subor dinated  to 
other  U.S.  goals.  During  the  1980s, 
Pakistan  successfully  exploited  its 
importance  as  a  conduit  for  aid  to  the 
anti-Soviet  Afghan  mujahideen  to  deter 
the  imposition  of  economic  and  military 
sanctions  that  wer e  pr escribed  by  U.S. 
nuclear  non-pr oliferation  laws."  (14) 

That  explains  the  leeway  given  to  the 
Pakistani  gover nment  to  develop  it s 
Bomb  thr ough  the  work  of  the  Khan 
network  (See  also  WISE/NIRS  Nuclea r 
Monito r 602.5573  "Pr oliferation:  focus 
on  enrichment  issues"  and  603.5575 
"Khan:  the  Dutch  connection").  T oday  it 
is  t he  r eason  why  the  US  is  moving 
towar ds  a  policy  of  acknowledging 
India  as  an  honorary  nuclear  weapons 
state,  possibly  with  Russian  consent. 
Ther e  also  seems  to  be  a  consensus 
amongst  the  NWS  that  Iran  should  not 
be  allowed  any  nuclear  infrastructur e 
that  could  give  it  the  basis  for  nuclear 
bomb  construction.   

Such  political  analysis  naturally  raises 
one  last  vital  question;  what  is  the 
Chinese  position?  Its  abstention  at  the 
September  vote  seems  to  imply  that 
Beijing  has  also  decided  to  block  the 
Iranian  nuclear  p r ogramme.  Acco rd ing 
to  one  r eport,  the  US  is  i ndeed 
encouraging  other  nuclear  weapons 
states  to  support  a  declaration  claiming 
that  Iran  has  the  intent  to  build  nuclear 
weapons  (15) . 

For  the  anti-nuclear  NGO  community 
such  a  development  thr ows  up  a 
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quandary .  The  blocking  of  any  nuclear 
pr ogramme  is  desirable  but  if  this  is 
done  as  part  of  a   grander  geo-political 
design,  subor dinated  to  t he  fo re ig n 
policy  aims  of  the  nuclear  weapons 
states,  then  such  a  development  also 
means  that  the  foundation  of 
multilateral  t r eaties,  i.e.  the  concept  of 
shar ed  collective  security ,  is  being 
systematically  destr oyed.  The  question 
is  not  only  judicial  but  is  also  a 
practical  one:  every  country  that  has 
nuclear  aspirations  will  r edouble  its 
ef forts  to  attain  them  befor e  some  shift 
in  t he  fo re ign  policy  of  the  nuclear 
weapons  states  blocks  their  ef forts. 

Finally ,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the 
US  gover nment  continues  to  keep  al l 
options  open  by  not  being  dir ectl y 
involved  with  the  EU3  negotiations.  U S 
Secr etary  of  State  Rice  has  car efully 
denied  r eports  of  being  involved  in  the 
EU-Russia  deal  ( 16)  f urther  r eflecting 
the  unilateralist  appr oach  of  the  U S 
gover nment  who's  agenda  is  b r oader 
than  stopping  Iran's  nuclear  weapons 
pr ogramme.  By  not  giving  any  non- 
aggr ession  guarantees,  the  US  keeps 
open  the  option  of  a  military  attack  on 
Iran,  perhaps  in  cooperation  with  I srael . 

In  t he  most  extr eme  attack  scenarios 
leaked  fr om  W ashington  (the  draft  of 
the  'Doctrine  for  Joint  Nuclear 
Operations'  ( 17)),  such  an  attack  plan 
would,  i n  certain  c ir cumstances,  also 
involve  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons. 
Some  ar gue  that  this  is  made  possible 
by  the  IAEA's  September  r esolution 
declaring  that  Iran  was  not  to  be  in 
compliance  with  the  NPT .  Whatever  t he 
truth  of  such  allegations,  Israeli  thr eat s 
have  continued,  perhaps  in  r esponse  to 
those  r ecently  made  against  it  by  the 
Iranian  pr esident.  At  the  end  of 
November  the  head  of  I sraeli  military 
intelligence  declar ed  that  I srael  must  b e 
pr epar ed  to  use  non-diplomatic  means 
to  halt  Iran's  "nuclear  weapons 
pr ogramme"  (18)  

Sources: 
1.  W ritten  in  Mar ch  2005  -  see  Letter  Iran  t o 

Dir ector  general  of  t he  I AEA:  V erbal  Note  No.350- 

1-17/928-  Vi enna-  1  August  2005 

2.  h ttp://www .iaea.or g/Publications/Documents/ 

Boar d/2005/gov2005-67.pdf 

3.  h ttp://www .iaea.or g/Publications/Documents/ 

Boar d/2005/gov2005-77.pdf 

4.   Financial  T imes ,  November  10,  2005 

5.  Reuters,  November  11,  2005,  quoting  A li 

Larijani,  the  Iranian  h ead  o f  delegation  at  the  IAEA 

6.  Iranmania,  November  15,  2005,  quoting  A laddi n 

Borujer di,  parliamentary  committee  chairman 

7.  h ttp://in.r edif f.com/news/2005/sep/25iran.htm 

8.  h ttp://www .armscontr ol.or g/factsheets/PSI.asp 

9.  Which  "decided  t hat  a ll  States  shall  re frain  f ro m 

supporting  by  any  means  non-State  actors  that 

attempt  t o  acqui re ,  use  or  transfer  nuclear , 

chemical  or  biological  weapons  and  their  delivery 

systems."  http://www .un.or g/News/Pr ess/docs/ 

2004/sc8076.doc.htm 

10.  h ttp://www .nuclearsuppliersg ro up.or g/PRESS/ 

2005-06-oslo.pdf 

11.  Nuclear  News,  November  24,  2005  

12.  BBC  News,  November  8,  2005 

13.  BBC  News,  August  22,  2004 

14.  Pakistan's  Nuclear  Pr oliferation  Activities  and 

the  Recommendations  of  the  9/11  Commission: 

U.S.  Policy  Constraints  and  Options  January  25, 

2005;  CRS  Report  for  Congr ess 

15.   IH T ,  December  5 ,  2005 

16.  BBC  Wo rld  S ervice,  November  10,  2005 

17.  For  documents  and  analysis  of 

doctrine:http://www .nukestrat.com/us / 

jcs/jp.htm 

18.   Jerusalem  Post ,  November  30,  2005 

Contact: Ka re l  Koster ,  Pr oject  on  Eur opean 

Nuclear  Non-P ro liferation  (PENN/N),  Obr echtstraat 

43,  3572  EC  Utr echt,  the  Netherlands . 

E-mail:  k.koster@inte r. nl.net 

T el:  +31  30  271  4376 

U.S.  SUBSIDIES  TO  NUCLEAR  POWER 

Earth  T rack  has  re leased  updated  information  on  the  magnitude  of  subsidies  to  nuclear  power  in  the  United  States.  Thi s 
material  was  p r esented  at  a  r ecent  symposium  on  nuclear  power  and  climate  change  hosted  by  the  Nuclear  Polic y 
Resear ch  Institute.  

Among  the  major  findings; 
(1)  Nuclear  power  continues  to  be  uneconomic  without  l ar ge  gover nment  subsidies 
(2)  Federal  subsidies  for  new  plants  ar e  worth  4  to  8  cents  per  kWh  (levelized  cost  basis)  of  nuclear -generated  electricity , 

60-90%  of  the  generation  cost  for  a  new  plant.  Thus,  the  public  is  paying  the  majority  of  the  cost  of  these  new  plants, 
though  the  investors  will  r etain  all  of  the  pr ofits  if  the  plants  ar e  successful. 

(3)  Studies  on  the  economics  of  nuclear  power  over  the  past  few  years  r outinely  ignor e  baseline  subsidies  (worth  0.8-4.2 
c/kWh)  to  nuclear  in  their  calculations  of  economic  viability  of  the  technology .    Many  also  use  unr ealistic  assumptions 
for  the  cost  of  capital. 

(4)  The  Price-Anderson  Act,  which  limits  investor  liability  for  damages  that  nuclear  accidents  cause  the  surr ounding 
population,  p r ovides  coverage  of  diminishing  value. 

(5)  Coverage  levels  for  individual  r eactors  have  incr eased  only  10%  i n  r eal  terms  since  1975,  despite  massive  gr owth  in 
the  value  of  of f-site  p r operty  and  in  t he  numbers  of  people  surr ounding  plants. 

(6)  Coverage  levels  pur chased  by  at  l east  some  firms  to  p r otect  their  own  nuclear  plant,  equipment,  and  businesses  in  the 
event  o f  an  accident  a re   TEN  TIMES  the  coverage  levels  they  hold  to  pr otect  the  surr ounding  population  in  the  case  of 
an  accident . 

(7)  Retr ospective  pr emiums,  making  up  the  bulk  of  t he  private  liability  under  Price-Anderson,  a re  a t  incr easing  risk  fr om 
changes  in  the  corporate  structur e  under  which  comme rc ial  plants  ar e  held,  and  by  consolidation  of  operating  units 
under  a  s ingle  par ent. 

The  full  r eport  can  be  accessed  at : 
http://ww w. earthtrack.net/earthtrack/library/NuclearSubsidies2005_NPRI.ppt 
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HUNGARIAN  MPS  IN  PRO  NUCLEAR  VOTE 
Following  an  18-minute  meeting  on  September  7 ,  the  Hungarian  government  made  a  request  t o 
the  Minister  of  Justice  (in  c harge  of  nuclear  issues)  to  prepare  a  proposal  t o  Parliament  on  the 
planned  radioactive  waste  repository  at  Bátaapáti,  and  on  the  planned  lifetime  extension  (PLEX) 
of  the  Paks  nuclear  power  plant. 

(639.5735)  Energia  Klub -  The  r esulting 
r esolution  pr oposed  gave  the 
pr eliminary  appr oval  r equir ed  to  begi n 
pr eparations  for  the  construction  of  a 
low  and  middle  level  radioactive  wast e 
r epository  and  for  the  extension  of  the 
operational  life  of  the  Paks  NPP . 

The  r esolution  text  was  full  of  err ors 
and  incorr ect  data  and  while  it  did  seek 
to  explain  its  very  existence,  it  failed  to 
clarify  why  the  separate  issues  of  PLEX 
and  the  appr oval  of  a  waste  r epository 
wer e  tr eated  as  one  matte r.   The  la w 
stipulates  the  necessity  for 
parliamentary  appr oval  wher e 
pr eparations  for  the  construction  of 
radioactive  waste  r epositories  ar e 
concer ned  but  does  not  extend  to  t he 
issue  of  P LEX.  A  p re liminary  la w 
making  is  r equir ed  to  a llow  for  a 
parliamentary  discussion  on  matters 
concer ning  the  futur e  of  Paks,  although 
none  was  made  befor e  Parliament  d id 
indeed  debate  the  issue.  Further ,  no 
decisions  should  be  made  and  certainl y 
not  befor e  the  intr oduction  of  a  long- 
term  ener gy  strategy . 

The  ambiguous  language  used  in  the 
Atomic  Law  (116/1996)  concer ning 
theor etical  appr oval  of  radioactive 
waste  r epositories  contains  phrases 
such  as  " pr eparation  activities"  and 
"construction  of  the  r epository"  that  ar e 
not  defined  and  it  is  this  lack  of  clarity 
that  allows  the  law  to  be  abused.  The 
State  Court  of  Auditors  has  also  utter ed 
this  criticism . 
Prior  to  t he  pr oposal's  discussion,  it 
was  r eviewed  by  two  parliamentar y 
committees  -  one  for  the  envir onmental , 
the  other  economic.  Ener gy  Club  sent 
an  open  letter  to  the  envir onment 
committee  on  October  6 ,  including  fact 
sheets  on  the  pr oblems  re lated  to  the 
Bátaapáti  pr oject  and  the  PLEX  of 
Paks.  The  or ganization  also  attended 
both  committee  meetings  in  o r der  to 
ensur e  its  views  wer e  hear d  as  well  as 
forwar ding  those  fr om  Austria,  which  in 
line  with  the  Espoo  Convention  sent 

comments  on  the  EIA  for  the  PLEX.  The 
committee's  performed  thei r 
evaluations  of  the  pr oposal  on  October 
25  and  all  four  political  parties  voted  in 
favour  except  for  two  opposition  party 
(FIDESZ)  MPs  in  the  envir onment 
committee. 

On  November  3,  Ener gy  Club  then  sent 
an  open  lette r,  s igned  by  21 
envir onmental  o r ganizations,  to  all  MP s 
asking  them  to  r eject  t he  pr oposal  -   the 
gr oup  r eceived  no  r esponses  to  date. 
Ener gy  Club  and  another  g r een  gr oup, 
Védegylet,  also  held  a  pr ess  confer ence 
to  focus  attention  on  the  letter  highlight 
and  the  issue.  Days  later ,  the  tw o 
or ganizations  initiated  an  advertisement 
campaign  featuring  the  signatur es  of  80 
well  known  Hungarians 
(envir onmentalists,  jour nalists, 
scientists,  artists  etc.)  carrying  the 
message  "Ther e  ar e  only  alter natives  to 
Paks"  (r eferring  to  the  nuclear  lobby's 
claims  that  ther e  ar e  no  alter natives) 
that  was  published  in  the  leading 
Hungarian  daily  Népszabadság,  and 
which  later  also  ran  in  another  daily , 
Magyar  H írlap,  and  th re e  weekly 
newspapers.  This  was  quite  a   coup 
given  the  dif ficulties  the  gr oups  had 
encounter ed  in  getting  the  ad  campaign 
published  at  all!  The  main  opposition 
(conservative)  daily  r efused  it  without 
giving  any  r easons,  as  did  the  Magyar 
Hírlap  at  first,  a lthough  it  d id  make 
r efer ence  t o  commer cial  i nter ests  in  its 
explanation  (Paks  being  amongst  thei r 
most  i mportant  advertisers)  but 
followed  suite  once  Népszabadság  had 
run  the  ad.  The  fact  t hat  a  p r ess  re lease 
had  been  issued  announcing  the 
campaign  and  naming  the  newspaper s 
r efusing  to  print  the  paid  advertisement 
helped  cause  a  scandal  and  likel y 
helped  f or ce  the  newspapers'  change 
of  heart. 
On  the  same  day ,  Parliament  began 
general  discussions  on  the  r esolution 
pr oposal  but  since  four  modification 
pr oposals  (pr epar ed  by  Ener gy  Club  as 
one  modification  but  split  into  four  by 

MPs)  we re   submitted  to  the  original 
r esolution,  no  vote  could  be  taken.  The 
debate  lasted  for  just  over  two  hours 
and  in  that  time  only  one  MP ,  Zolta n 
Illes  of  the  opposite  party  (Fidesz, 
Y oung  Democrats)  voiced  opposition  to 
PLEX. 

The  two  most  important  modifications  - 
one  of  which  re jects  the  Bátaapáti 
scheme  and  does  not  modify  Paks,  t he 
other  one  vice  versa  -  wer e  accepted 
by  the  envir onmental  committee  on 
November  10.  I nter estingly ,  none  of  the 
gover nment's  MPs  on  the  committee 
showed  up  to  vote  but  the  opposition 
members  came  out  i n  favour  o f  the  tw o 
modifications,  which  was  strange 
considering  that  the  opposition  is  also 
in  favour  of  PLEX.  The  economical 
committee  did  however  vote  against 
the  modifications. 
A  detailed  debate  lasting  one  hour  and 
a  half,  including  the  modifications,  was 
held  in  Parliament  on  November  14  and 
consisted  of  Zoltan  Illes  ar guing  against 
the  whole  Parliament.  Seven  days  later 
the  vote  on  the  modifications  was 
finally  held.  The  first  modification,  which 
excludes  the  Bátaapáti  part,  but  l eaves 
PLEX  unchanged,  gained  7  "yes"  votes 
(out  of  the  386  MPs)  and  4  abstentions, 
the  second  modification  got  10  "yes" 
votes  and  8  abstentions,  thus  neither 
modification  was  accepted.  This  was 
followed  by  a  vote  on  the  pr oposal's 
original  text  and  this  was  accepted  with 
339  'yes'  votes,  4  'no's'  and  8 
abstentions. 

The  discussions  during  the  general  and 
detailed  debate  wer e  pr eposter ous.  The 
pr o  nuclear  MPs  kept  r epeating  th e 
same  unr eliable  mantra  over  and  over  - 
that  Hungary  needs  Paks  for  electricity , 
that  r enewables  a re   too  expensive  to 
r eplace  nuclear ,  that  Paks  would  hel p 
fulfil  Kyoto  tar gets.  Ther e  was  no 
r esponse  to  the  questions  posed  and 
facts  pr ovided  by  Zoltan  Illes  and  no 
other  voices  of  opposition. 
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HOW  TO  DO  BATTLE:  THE  STORY  OF 
PORT  HOPE  CANADA 
In  many  ways,  Port  Hope,  an  Ontario  t own  of  16,000  residents  on  the  shores  of  Lake  Ontario,  i s 
idyllic.  Its  19th  Century  main  street  is  celebrated  as  an  unspoiled  architectural  gem,  its 
Ganaraska  River  as  a  fishing  paradise  with  its  r olling  hills  and  rural  surroundings  still  fighting  of f 
urban  sprawl.  On  the  other  hand,  this  beautiful  town  suffers  from  a  debilitating  stigma,  that  of 
being  a  dumpsite  for  radioactive  nuclear  waste. 

( ( 6 6 3 3 9 9 . . 5 5 7 7 3 3 6 6 ) )     T T o o m m     a a n n d d     P P a a t t     L L a a w w s s o o n n -  Sixty  years  of  radioactive 
and  toxic  contamination  has  scar ed  of f  potential  j ob  cr eation 
enterprises  in  Port  Hope,  and  led  to  a  CA$250  m illio n 
(US$215  million)  federal  p lan  to  clean  up  the  waste  scatter ed 
thr oughout  the  community .  Cameco  Corporation's  nuclear 
fuel  facility  continues  to  dominate,  deface,  and  pollute  the 
waterfr ont.  A  minor  employer ,  THE  major  pollute r,  m ost  of  its 
employees  living  outside  town,  yet  many  townspeople  ar e 
har dly  able  to  imagine  the  town  without  it. 

This  town  has  a  long  history  of  informed  grassr oots  activism . 
In  1972  it  fought  of f  a  massive  scheme  to  dump  To r onto's 
garbage  just  west  of  town.  Ontario's  Regional  Gover nment 
initiative  ran  into  Port  Hope  citizens'  stonewall.  In  1995  a 
Federal  T ask  For ce  spent  CA$1  million  (ar ound  US$  860,000 ) 
on  bribery  and  blackmail  to  persuade  the  townspeople  to 
allow  a  million  tons  of  radioactive  and  toxic  waste  to  be 
buried  right  under  t he  town's  shor eline  in  19  caver ns.  Again 
the  townspeople  rallied  to  challenge  these  "Pirates  of  Port 
Hope",  and,  after  an  epic  struggle,  fought  of f  the  "Crazy 
Caver ns". 

The  most  r ecent  challenge  has  been  Cameco's  pr oposal  to 
pr ocess  enriched  uranium  (SEU)  at  its  Port  Hope  facilit y. 
Once  again  the  people  have  rallied.  A   door -to-door  blitz  by 
Families  Against  Radiation  Exposur e  (F ARE)  r ecruited  160 0 
members,  and  a  car efully  c rafted  campaign  has  br ought  the 
SEU  pr oposal  to  a  grinding  halt. 
Simultaneously ,  two  other  citizen  gr oups,  t he  Envir onmental 
Nuclear  W atchdogs  and  the  Community  Health  Concer ns 

Committee,  have  made  substantial  headway  in  monitoring 
Cameco's  activities,  and  in  demanding  a  genuine  health 
study  of  local  people;  Past  studies,  all  inconclusive  by 
design,  have  measur ed  contamination  levels  against 
"acceptable"  levels,  which  shift  with  politics. 

These  campaigns  ar e  never  easy .  The  industry  has  enviabl e 
r esour ces,  involving  about  20  identifiable  techniques  (see 
below)  t o  vacuum  up  key  figur es  and  mar ginalize  opposition. 
Their  Regulator ,  the  Canadian  Nuclear  Safety  Commission 
(CNSC),  trumpets  its  Mission  as  the  Health  and  Safety  of  the 
People,  but  every  decision  it  has  made  shows  that  its 
Mission  is  r eally  the  health  and  safety  of  the  nuclear  industry .  

It  seems  that  a  political  decision  has 
been  made  and  that  the  political  e lit e 
have  succeeded  in  pushing  thi s 
pr oposal  thr ough  parliament  r apidl y, 
excluding  the  public  f r om  the  decision- 
making  pr ocess.  The  enti re  p r ocess 
was  completely  undemocratic.  Ener gy 
Club  was  not  given  the  opportunity  to 
expr ess  its  opposition  fully  as  it  wa s 
only  allowed  to  addr ess  the  economi c 
committee  meeting  for  a  few  minutes  - 
the  committee  chair  was  irritated  at 
having  to  allow  it  at  all,  claiming  that 
the  public  debate  was  long  over  and 
that  Ener gy  Club  should  have  spoken 
then,  which  was  ridiculous  since  no 

public  hearing  was  ever  held  on  those 
specific  issues. 
The  most  shocking  aspect  of  the 
pr oposal  being  appr oved  is  that  the 
PLEX  of  Paks  was  agr eed  despite  t he 
fact  that  the  gover nment  has  no 
political  ener gy  concept!  It  has  made  a 
decision  on  this  huge  issue  determining 
Hungary's  ener gy  policy  for  the  next  30 
years,  without  having  a  clue  about  what 
the  country's  ener gy  needs  might  b e 
over  the  next  ten  years,  let  alone  thirty . 
Without  conducting  a  single  study  or 
analysing  any  data  on  ener gy 
consumption  or  supplies,  MPs  of  al l 
parties  (with  the  exception  of  Mr  Illes) 

have  shown  themselves  to  be 
vulnerable  to  the  manipulations  of  the 
nuclear  lobby  by  voting  in  favour  of  the 
lifetime  extension  of  a  danger ous 
nuclear  power  plant  instead  of  casting 
their  vote  for  the  betterment  of  Hungary 
and  its  citizens. 

Source  and  contact: Zsuzsanna 
Koritá r,   Ener gia  Klub,  1 056  Budapest , 
Szerb  u.  17-19,  Hungary 
E-mail:  Koritarzs@ener giaklub.hu 
Te l:  +36  1  411  35  22 
Fax:  +36  1  411  35  29 
W eb:  www .ener giaklub.hu 
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Cameco,  o f  course,  does  whatever  w ill  pr ovide  maximum 
pr ofit  for  its  shar eholders.  Its  "charitable"  activities  in  the 
community  must  never  go  beyond  what  will  make  it  l ook  lik e 
a  Good  Corporate  Citizen.  As  with  all  corporations,  altruistic 
charity  is  not  an  option.  The  only  r eason  Cameco  decided  to 
withdraw  its  application  to  p r ocess  SEU  in  Port  Hope  was 
that  FA RE's  tactics  finally  made  it  mor e  pr ofitable  to  p r ocess 
SEU  elsewher e  -  in  the  US. 

Top  Tips 
During  the  1995  Crazy  Caver ns  crisis,  we  listed  the  following 
techniques  thr ough  which  the  "Pirates  of  Port  Hope" 
attempted  to  i mplement  t heir  insane  scheme. 

1.   V acuum  up  Mayo r,   Council,  Chamber  o f  Commer ce,  and 
local  media  via  sophisticated  'palm  dusting'.   

2.  P r omise  community  participation,  ensuring  it  w ill  be  mer e 
window  d r essing. 

3.  H ir e,  at  whatever  cost,  the  best  lawyer  available  as  key 
spokesperson. 

4.  Draft  (again  at  whatever  cost)  a  r esident  " Informatio n 
Of ficer"  to  peddle  your  l awyer's  p r opaganda.  

5.  P ro mote  division  within  the  community .  
6.  Set  up  negotiations  for  compensation,  keeping  it  fuzzy  till 

success  is  assur ed.   
7.  Hold  Open  Houses  (NEVER  debates)  w ith  "experts"  and 

car efully  doctor ed  questionnair es.  
8.  Use  sophisticated  bribery  and  blackmail  thr oughout.  
9.  Never  attend  public  meetings  or ganized  by  citizens 

("Prior  commitments").  
10.  Enlist  local  p r ess  with  full-page  ads,  p r ewritten  articles, 

and  pr essur e  to  "balance"  Letters  to  the  Editor .  Above 
all,  keep  publicity  local.  

11.  Send  Councillors  abr oad  "to  inspect  similar  facilities".  
12.  Use  personal  attacks  on  citizen  leaders  when  unable  to 

handle  their  ar guments.   
13.  Release  the  r eal  f acts  in  d rips  and  drabs,  and  only  when 

necessary .  
14.  If  necessary ,  fabricate  and  boost  a  " Y es"  Committe e 

even  if  i t  has  no  support.  
15.  If  failu re  l ooms,  p r eplan  a  way  out  with  dignity  (e.g. 

Inadequate  compensation).  
16.  NEXT  TIME,  engineer  a  b inding  legal  agr eement  w ith 

Council  rather  t han  a  r efer endum.  

He re  i s  a  summary  of  how  John  Ralston  Saul,  in  h is  1992 
book  Vo ltai re 's  Bastar ds,  describes  these  "Pirates",  t hese 
technocrat/bur eaucrats  who  have  come  to  wield  such 
powerful  i nfluence  in  gover nment  and  business  ci rc les: 

"These  people  concentrate  on  structur e,  accounting, 
r eporting,  manoeuvring,  and  mastery  of  detail.  Pr ecision  and 
har d  work  ar e  their  prime  virtues.  They  ar e  devoted  to  th e 
service  of  established  power .  They  ar e  systems  men.  They 
operate  within  and  thr ough  the  systems  that  make  it  almost 
impossible  for  the  Law  to  judge  illegal  that  which  is  w r ong. " 

"The  whole  colossal  arms  industry  that  is  cr eating  hell 
thr oughout  the  world  is  an  extension  of  this  kind  of  thinking. 
The  best  way  to  make  an  arms  industry  economically  v iabl e 
is  t o  pr oduce  lar ger  runs  of  each  weapon,  and  to  sell  th e 

surplus  abr oad,  wher ever  t her e  ar e  buyers,  i ncluding 
enemies  and  potential  enemies.  Thus  we  achieve  the  lar gest 
market  in  the  history  of  the  world.  Pur e  r eason,  yes,  but 
common  sense?" 

"The  technocrat's  b izar re   management  method  consists  of 
attempting  at  all  costs  to  initiate  any  dialogue,  using  massive 
quantities  of  information,  enormous  briefing  books,  a  sea  of 
facts,  to  cr eate  confusion  and  exhaust  critics.  Facts  and 
figur es  parade  as  signs  of  honesty ,  charts  and  graphs  as 
indicators  of  inevitability .  All  ar e  chosen  arbitrarily  t o  pr oduce 
a  given  solution.  This  is  the  technocrat's  rhetoric:  a 
r eplacement  of  e legance  by  suf focating  baf flegab. " 

"Imagination,  c r eativity ,  knowledge,  a  social  conscience  -  all 
these  wither .  With  no  r oom  for  any  r eal  link  between  r eason, 
common  sense,  and  moralit y,  i s  it  any  wonder  that  an 
educated  public  r esponds  with  g r owing  distrust,  r esentment , 
and  finally  outrage?" 

How  do  concer ned  citizens  pr otect  their  communities 
against  such  pr essur e?  He re  a re   some  guidelines  the  citizens 
of  Port  Hope  used  to  win  the  Crazy  Caver ns  battle: 

1.    Expect  t o  be  outspent  and  misr epr esented  as  il l 
informed,  emotional,  negative.   

2.   A void  car eless  er ro rs;  do  your  homework;  have 
alter natives.  

3.    Demand  r eal  participation.  On  your  t erms.   
4.    Do  not  attack  the  media.  Educate  it.  Use  it.  
5.   R eject  W orkshops,  Open  Houses,  Kitchen  Committees. 

Demand  formal,  structur ed  debate.  
6.   F ind  legal  mechanisms  to  make  new  standar ds  apply  to 

old  facilities.  
7.   A void  mud  slinging  and  the  Orwellian  baf flegab  of  the 

pr oponent.  
8.    Persever e!  They  depend  on  wearing  you  down.   
9.   A lways  visualize  success.  Say  their  scheme  "would  be", 

never  " will  be".  
10.  Never  pr ejudge  what  will  tip  the  scales  in  your  favour . 

Expect  surprises. 
11.  Expect  them  to  use  compensation  (fuzzy  or  r eal)  to  kill 

debate.  
12.  Get  people  to  bring  something  to  meetings.  They'll  tur n 

up!   
13.  Use  humor ous  ridicule  (never  nasty)  as  a  prime  weapon. 

Get  a  cartoonist!   
14.  Campaign  without  ego.  Laugh  at  yourselves.  For get  who 

takes  cr edit.  
15.  Devise  powerful  s logans  (e.g.  "Ignorance  is  toxic")  
16.  Involve  all  kinds  of  people.  Shar e  power .  
17.  Keep  asking  questions.  It's  win-win.  Just  publicize  any 

r efusal  to  answer .  
18.  Be  ambitious  in  fundraising.   
19.  Be  intensely  local,  but  lar ge  in  vision.  
20.  Lur e  a  r espected  celebrity  to  town.  ( Handwrite  your 

appeal  f or  help).  
21.  Letters  to  the  Editor ,  and  to  political  r eps.  F lood  them! 

Get  i nto  major  media. 
22.  LA WN  SIGNS,  C AR  STICKERS,  F L YERS,  a  F ILM  
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During  the  SEU  battle,  F ARE  has  been  fortunate  in  having 
among  its  members  a  key  municipal  Councillo r,  a   brilliant 
r esear cher ,  several  experienced  l awyers  with  substantial 
understanding  of  gover nment  pr ocesses,  and  a   considerabl e 
body  of  informed,  passionately  committed  c itizens. 

A  key  element  in  its  strategy  has  been  to  inundate  the 
nuclear  industry  and  i ts  r egulator  with  a  sea  of  questions  that 
must  be  answer ed  befor e  plans  can  be  implemented.  When 
20  citizens  travelled  to  Ottawa,  at  their  own  expense,  to 
expr ess  their  concer ns  to  the  Regulator ,  the  session  lasted 
fr om  8.30  am  to  1   am,  w ith  no  br eak  for  supper!  But  d urin g 
that  16-hour  marathon,  i t  became  clear  that  the  nuclear  staf f, 
on  whom  the  Commissioners  depend,  had  s imply  not 
informed  the  Commissioners  on  at  least  one  key  issue. 

Then,  when  the  Regulator  agr eed  to  come  to  Port  Hope,  i t 
was  faced  w ith  t he  pr ospect,  not  of  20,  but  of  over  100 
"Interventions".  These  included  an  extraor dinary  body  of 
highly  informed  scientific  material,  all  r equiring  r esponse,  and 
much  of  it  seriously  damaging  to  the  r eputation  of  the 
Regulator .  The  visit  was  cancelled,  and  Cameco  r emoved  its 
application  to  p r ocess  SEU  in  Port  Hope.  It  was  a  classi c 
case  of  o rd inary  citizens  in  one  small  town  bringing  a 
powerful  corporation  to  its  knees  on  a  key  issue.  A 
memorable  F ARE  party  f ollowed ! 

Of  course,  w inning  a  battle  and  w inning  a  war  a re  t wo 
dif fer ent  things.  For  example,  Cameco,  moving  elsewher e  to 
pr ocess  SEU  "mor e  pr ofitably",  intends  to  bring  it  back  into 
Port  Hope  to  be  encased  i n  fuel  r ods. 
And,  having  lear ned  nothing  fr om  the  Crazy  Caver ns  fiasco 
of  1995  other  than  how  to  avoid  the  tactics  that  failed  in  Port 
Hope,  t hey  have  launched  a  s imilar  pr oject  twice  as  big  at 
Kincar dine  on  the  Bruce  Peninsula.  They  have  changed  thei r 
rhetoric  f ro m  "Out-of-sight,  Out-of-mind  D isposal"  to 

"Monito re d  and  Retrievable  Storage",  but  t he  pr oject  r emains 
much  the  same,  engineer ed  by  the  same  dedicated 
"Pirates" . 

Perhaps  most  disturbing,  the  same  Port  Hope  individual s 
who  spearheaded  t he  Crazy  Caver ns  ar e  in  char ge  of  selling 
a  CA$250  million  gover nment  scheme  to  concentrate  all  Port 
Hope's  known  radioactive  and  toxic  wastes  in  a 
questionable  pr oposed  d ump  just  west  of  town.  The 
pr oponents,  like  foxes  in  char ge  of  the  chicken  coop,  contr ol 
the  envir onmental  assessment.  They  have  even  sent  the  co- 
opted  m ayor  abr oad  to  trumpet  Port  Hope's  "solution"  in 
Eur ope  without  a  shovel  having  gone  into  the  gr ound.  The 
citizens  ar e  demanding  an  independent  Panel  Review . 

So  the  war  goes  on!  No  far ewell  to  a rms.  No  fr ee  lunch.  N o 
time  even  for  a  r espite.  But  no  bor edom!  And  Port  Hope' s 
concer ned  c itizens  ar e  not  going  to  disappear .  When  you 
love  your  community ,  and  i t  is  i n  tr ouble,  running  away  is  n o 
option. 

Contact: T om  and  Pat  Lawson,  l awson@eagle.ca 

T om  and  Pat  a re  l ocal  r esidents  who  have  campaigned  o n 

envir onmental  i ssues  for  over  f our  d ecades  between  them.  Pat,  an 

activist  for  over  30  years,  is  running  for  the  Gr een  Party  in  t he 

upcoming  elections  having  been  passed  the  baton  by  To m  wh o 

stood  d uring  the  last  thr ee  elections.  Her  commitment  and 

involvement  in  community  issues  has  ear ned  P at  numer ous  honours 

fr om  local,  pr ovincial  and  f ederal  bodies.  She  also  r esear ched  Penny 

Sager's  Blind  Faith  (a  h istory  of  Port  Hope's  nuclear  industry  up  to 

1975).  To m  began  his  activism  during  the  Crazy  Caver ns  campaign 

and  i nitiated  the  Citizens'  Coalition  that  finally  d efeated  the  scheme. 

The  couple  celebrate  50  years  of  m arriage  in  t he  next  f ew  months  - 

many  congratulations  to  you  both! 
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SOUTH  AFRICA'S  PBMR  NIGHTMARE 
CONTINUES 
The  move  to  i ncrease  nuclear  power  w ithin  South  Africa  with  Eskom's  proposals  to  build  a 
Pebble  Bed  Modular  Reactor  (PBMR)  demonstration  plant  at  Koeberg,  near  Cape  Town  would 
lead  to  t he  export  o f  over  200  of  t hese  reactors  and  to  a t  least  another  10  being  built  around 
South  Africa. 

(639.5737)  Earthlife  Africa -  But  still,  it 
is  d if ficult  to  see  how  Eskom 
pr ojections  can  be  met  by  a  suppl y 
technology  that  is  yet  to  get  of f  th e 
drawing  boar d,  that  does  not  have 
necessary  gover nment  l egal  appr ovals 
and  that  is   still desperately  seeking 
investors. 

Earthlife  Africa  (ELA)  took  the 
Department  o f  Envir onmental  A ff airs 
and  T ourism  to  court  in  January  over 
the  decision  to  appr ove  the  PBMR 
Envir onmental  I mpact  Assessment  ( EIA) 
and  won.  ( See  WISE/NIRS  Nuclear 
Monito r 623.5663  "Earthlife  victory  on 
PBMR  EIA")  The  court  agr eed  that  t he 
EIA  pr ocess  was  fatally  f lawed  and  the 
decision  was  overtur ned.  The  draft  EI A 
that  was  cir culated  for  comment  was 
substantially  dif fer ent  to  the  final  EIA  on 
which  the  decision  was  made  and  th e 
submissions  made  by  appellants  wer e 
not  even  r ead  by  the  decision  maker .  

Since  the  court  ruling  Eskom  has  taken 
a  decision  to  incr ease  the  output  of  the 
Demonstration  Plant  fr om  302  to 
400MW  (thermal).  This  will  r esult  in 
changes  to  the  pr oposed  layout  and 
fuel  r equir ements  amongst  other  things. 

This  cannot  be  dealt  with  in  a n 
addendum  t o  the  pr evious  EIA  r eport 
and  a  new  application  by  Eskom  was 
submitted  on  August  29  and  a  new  EI A 
pr ocess  with  the  normal  scoping  and 
EIA  phases  will  now  be  followed. 
Inter ested  and  Af fected  Parties  will 
have  another  opportunity  to  participate 
and  comment  on  the  PBMR  and  then 
the  department  w ill  make  a  new 
decision.  However ,  the  consultants 
used  in  t he  first  flawed  EIA  pr ocess  ar e 
being  used  again  the  second  time 
ar ound,  j ust  under  a  d if fer ent  name! 

(Formally  A fr osear ch  now  Mawatsan) 
ELA  will  be  part  of  t his  pr ocess 
performing  their  watchdog  r ole  to 
ensu re  t hat  t he  pr ocess  is  followed 
corr ectly  and  that  suf ficient  information 
is  pr ovided  to  ensur e  that  meaningful 
participation  is  possible. 

Eskom  p r ovided  insuf ficient  information, 
including  on  issues  of  safety  and 
economics,  thus  no  meaningful 
participation  was  possible  in  the 
pr evious  EIA.  Despite  ELA  r equests, 
Eskom  r efused  to  supply  the 
information  on  the  gr ounds  of 
commer cial  confidentiality .  Earthlife 
Africa  took  Eskom  to  court  in  August  in 
an  attempt  to  gain  access  under  the 
Access  to  Information  Act  but  the 
judgement  has  not  yet  been  made. 
However ,  during  this  case  Earthlif e 
r eceived  some  information  fr om  Eskom , 
which  Eskom  claimed  contained  trade 
secr ets  and  was  given  by  mistake. 
Eskom  got  an  Inte rd ict  against  Earthlife 
Africa  pr eventing  them  fr om  publishing, 
disseminating  or  otherwise  dealing  with 
the  information  r eceived  in  a   desperat e 
attempt  to  undo  their  mistake.  ( See  also 
WISE/NIRS  Nuclear  Monito r 634.5715 
"South  Africa:  Earthlife  gagged  for 
Eskom  blunder") 

ELA  believes  that  it  is  vital  that  this 
information  is  made  available  to 
gover nment  and  that  it  i s  in  the  public's 
inter est  to  know  what  the  documents 
contain  but  now  cannot  r eveal  the 
contents  because  of  the  apartheid-style 
decr ee  silencing  it. 

The  PBMR  p r oject  is  of ficially  ten  years 
behind  schedule,  w ith  t he 
demonstration  plant  expected  to  b e 
completed  by  2013,  and  costs  ar e 
escalating  alarmingly .  R2  billion  (ar ound 

US$315  million)  has  alr eady  been  spent 
and  it  i s  expected  to  cost  another  R12 
billion  (nearly  US$1.9  billion)  to 
complete.  No  or ders  have  been  placed 
and  no  for eign  investors  have  been 
found.  Parliament  r ecently  appr oved  th e 
expenditur e  of  an  additional  R580 
million  (ar ound  US$91.5  million)  on  the 
PBMR  even  though  the  EIA  has  yet  to 
be  appr oved.  PBMR  Company  is 
continuing  to  secur e  contracts  with 
overseas  companies  even  though  the 
EIA  pr ocess  has  not  yet  been 
completed  nor  the  licence  for  the  plant 
issued. 

The  Department  o f  Envir onmental 
Af fairs  and  T ourism  commissioned  a 
feasibility  study  by  an  Inter national 
Panel  o f  Experts  on  the  PBMR  in  2002, 
which  has  not  yet  been  published.    

The  Legal  Resour ce  Cent re   has 
commissioned  an  economic  study  on 
the  PBMR  by  Steve  Thomas,  one  of  the 
Inter national  Panel  o f  Experts  and  a 
senior  r esear ch  fellow  at  the  University 
of  Gr eenwich.  The  paper  has  been  peer 
r eviewed  by  the  ex-US  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commissioner ,  who  has 
supported  his  conclusions. 

His  conclusion  is  that  the  pr oject  is 
financially  risky  and  entails  a  significant 
risk  of  waste  of  a  substantial  amount  of 
public  money .  Further  expenditu re 
needs  to  be  car efully  and  independentl y 
appraised  to  pr event  wasting  money  on 
a  costly  white  elephant  that  is  alr eady 
costing  12  times  mo re   than  originally 
stated  to  Parliament.   

Source  and  contact: Olivia  Andr ews  at 
Earthlife  A frica,  Cape  T own, 
olivia@earthlife-ct.or g.za 
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The  Russian  fr eighter ,  Kapitan  Kur optev ,  arrived  in  S t. 
Petersbur g  with  its  car go  of  some  450  tonnes  of  radioactive 
uranium  waste  on  December  7 .  The  car go  vessel  was  met  by 
Gr eenpeace  activists  in  inflatables  attempting  to  block  its 
entrance  into  the  port  at  St.  Petersbur g.  The  pr otestors  wer e 
eventually  for ced  to  abandon  their  action  after  being  r epelled 
by  the  ship's  cr ew  wielding  water  hoses  -  the  water  f r oze 
rapidly  in  t he  subzer o  temperatur es.  

Gr eenpeace  had  alr eady  tried  to  stop  the  vessel  leaving  the 
Fr ench  port  of  La  Havr e  when  activists  ther e  occupied 
loading  cranes  in  e f forts  to  stop  the  waste  fr om  the 
Pierr elatte  uranium  enrichment  p lant  i n  the  Rhone  Va lle y 
being  loaded.  Both  pr otests  ar e  to  highlight  the  30-year 
practice  of  illegally  transporting  and  dumping  nuclear  wastes 
pr oduced  in  Eur ope  to  Russia.  Some  of  Eur ope's  lar gest 
ener gy  companies,  like  EDF ,  EoN  and  V attenfall,  ar e  guilty  of 
lar ge  scale  dumping  of  radioactive  waste  while  trying  to 
portray  the  industry  as  clean  and  climate  friendl y. 

A  new  r eport,  "Eur ope's  Radioactive  Secr et",  by  th e 
envir onmental  g r oup  details  the  illegal  trade  that  sees 
contaminated  uranium  fr om  r epr ocessing  activities  at  La 
Hague  and  depleted  uranium  fr om  nuclear  f uel  enrichment 
facilities  in  France  and  Ur enco  facilities  in  G r onau  (Germany), 

Almelo  (Netherlands)  and  Capenhurst  ( UK)  being  transported 
to  illegal  dumps  in  Russia.  The  containers  used  to  transport 
the  wastes  do  not  even  meet  IAEA  standar ds  and  pose  a 
serious  risk  during  transportation  (over  3,000  kilometr es  by 
rail  to  S iberia)  and  when  eventually  dumped.  A  l ar ge 
per centage  of  the  waste  is  i n  the  form  of  hexafluoride 
crystals  that  can  r eact  violently  with  water  leading  to  the 
dispersal  of  a  toxic  gas  that  can  pr ove  fatal  when  inhaled. 
Gr eenpeace  has  collected  evidence  of  100,000  tonnes  of 
waste  being  shipped  to  Russia  in  the  last  ten  years  alone.  

Gr eenpeace  in  Russia  has  filed  a  case  against  the 
gover nment  export  company ,  T ecksnabexport  with  t he 
Moscow  district  court  because  accor ding  to  article  48  of  the 
federal  l aw  of  2001  "On  Envir onmental  P r otection",  the 
import  of  nuclear  wastes  and  fo re ign  nuclear  materials  to  the 
Russian  Federation  for  the  purpose  of  storage  or  disposal  i s 
pr ohibited. 

The  or ganization  has  also  written  to  the  IAEA's  Dir ecto r- 
General  Dr .  Elbaradei  t o  r equest  that  he  and  the  agency 
desist  fr om  pr omoting  Russia  as  a  multilateral  waste  dump. 

Source: Gr eenpeace  pr ess  re leases,  December  1  &  8 ,  2005 
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IN  BRIEF 

Cogema  guilty ! France's  highest  appeals  court,  the  C ourt  for  Annulment  has  confirmed  that  C ogema  w as  indeed  guilty  of  illegally 
importing  and  storing  Australian  nuclear  w aste  for  the  last  four  years.  The  r egional  Court  of  Appeal  in  Caen  had  alr eady  come  t o 
that  conclusion  in  April  but  Cogema  had  appealed.  Gr eenpeace  and  Cogema  have  been  locked  in  battle  over  this  issue  since 
Mar ch  2001  and  on  December  7  the  Court  of  Annulment  finally  closed  the  case  by  agr eeing  w ith  the  C ourt  of  Appeal  decision  that 
spent  nuclear  fuel  is  in  fact  radioactive  nuclear  waste and  not  an  "intermediate-stage  pr oduct"  as  Cogema  had  ar gued.  The 
decision  is  expected  to  open  the  floodgates  for  further  challenges  on  the  issue  of  nuclear  w aste  and  casts  doubt  on  the  fate  of   all 
nuclear  waste  stor ed  by  A r eva.  W ell  done  to  all  concer ned! 
Platts  Nuclear  News  Flashes  and  Greenpeace  by  e-mail,  December  7,  2005;  Greenpeace  press  release,  April  12,  2005 

60-year  extension  for  aged  plant? India's  first  nuclear  power  plant,  the  T arapur  Atomic  Power  Station  (T APS)  could  be  kept  in 
operation  for  another  60  years  accor ding  to  a  senior  of ficial  at  the  plant.  Reports  have  appear ed  in  the  m edia  suggesting  that  the 
Department  of  Atomic  Ener gy  (DAE)  and  the  Nuclear  Power  Corporation  of  India  Ltd,  which  operates  all  NPPs  in  India,  favour 
extending  the  lifetime  of  the  plant  w ay  beyond  that  specified  by  its  designers. 
Mumbai  Mirror ,  December  8,  2005 

Japan's  54 th nuclear  reactor. The  Higashidori  plant,  a  1,100-megawatt  boiling  w ater  r eactor ,  has  become  the  first  commer cial 
r eactor  to  open  in  Aomori  Pr efectur e,  Japan.  Aomori  i s  alr eady  home  to  a  r epr ocessing  plant  and  a  high-level  w aste  storage 
facility .  The  plant  started  operation  on  December  8  and  brings  the  number  of  nuclear  plants  in  Japan  to  54. 
www.japantoday.com,  December  8,  2005 

Mihama  No.  3  restarting. Kansai  Electric  Power  Co.  has  r eceived  permission  fr om  Japan's  Nuclear  and  Industrial  Safety  Agency 
to  r estart  the  Mihama  No.  3  r eactor  nearly  a  year  and  a  half  after  a  fatal  accident  at  the  unit.  The  N o.  3  unit  w ill  be  the  las t  of 
Kansai's  r eactors  to  r estart  after  the  gover nment  o r der ed  all  eleven  of  the  company's  r eactors  to  be  shut  down  for  inspections 
following  the  deaths  of  five  w orkers  at  Mihama  in  August  2004.  (See  also  WISE/NIRS  Nuclear  Monito r 615.5635  "Mihama,  Japan: 
T racking  down  the  truth") 
www.Bloomberg.com,  December  6,  2005 

US  report  calls  on  Israel  to  disarm . A  r eport  commissioned  and  partly  funded  by  the  Pentagon  has  stated  that  Israel  would 
need  to  begin  nuclear  disarmament  in  o r der  for  Iran's  nuclear  development  to  be  contained  and  a  nuclear  arms  race  in  the  r egion 
avoided.  "Getting  Ready  for  a  Nuclear  Ready  Iran"  published  by  the  US  Army  W ar  College  ar gues  that  m ilitary  and  diplomatic 
tactics  cannot  stop  Iran's  nuclear  development  and  r ecommends  that  the  US  gover nment  persuades  Israel  to  m othball  its  Dimona 
nuclear  r eactor  and  agr ee  to  inter national  m onitoring  by  the  IAEA.  The  full  r eport  is  available  at 
www .strategicstudiesinstitute.arm y. m il/pdf f iles/PUB629.pdf 
Arab  News,  November  28,  2005 

Greens  delay  Belene. In  Bulgaria  envir onmental  g r oups  and  t he  Gr eens  have  been  successful  in  their  latest  attempt  to  challenge 
the  gover nment  on  its  plans  for  the  Belene  nuclear  power  plant.  The  Supr eme  Administrative  Court  agr eed  that  the  tender  pr ocess 
for  the  plant  should  be  delayed  since  the  gover nment  appr oval  for  the  construction  w as  based  on  an  envir onmental  i mpact 
assessment  that  is  still  being  challenged. 
www.neimagazine.com,  November  23,  2005 

Bulgaria  wants  more  decommissioning  funds. Bulgaria  is  seeking  an  additional  280  m illion  Eur o  fr om  t he  Eur opean 
Commission  for  closing  four  r eactors  at  Kozlodui  nuclear  power  plant  early .  To   date,  Bulgaria  has  alr eady  r eceived  550  m illion 
Eur os  for  work  towar ds  the  shutdown  of  the  r eactors. 
Sofia  Echo ,  November  25,  2005 

KEDO  project  scrapped. The  Kor ean  Peninsula  Ener gy  Development  Or ganization  (KEDO)  has  finally  decided  to  scrap  the  1994 
pr oject  pledged  by  the  U.S.  to  North  Kor ea  that  w ould  have  seen  two  light-water  nuclear  r eactors  built  in  the  country .  The  1994 
U.S.-North  Kor ea  nuclear  agr eement  has  been  suspended  since  October  2002  when  the  U.S.  said  that  North  Kor ea  had  admitte d 
to  running  an  illicit  uranium  enrichment  pr o gram . 
Kyodo  News,  November  23,  2005 

Activists  arrested  at  Borssele,  NL . Eleven  Gr eenpeace  activists  wer e  arr ested  a fter  br eaking  into  the  gr ounds  of  the  Borssele 
nuclear  power  plant  to  pr otest  against  plans  to  extend  the  plants  lifetime  and  to  demonstrate  how  lax  security  is  at  the  plant.   The 
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WISE  Amsterdam 
P. O.  Box  59636 
1040  LC  Amster dam 
The  Netherlands 
T el:  +31  20  612  6368 
Fax:  +31  20  689  2179 
Email:  wiseamster@antenna.nl 
W eb:  www .antenna.nl/wise 

NIRS 
1424  16th  Str eet  N W,   #404 
W ashington,  DC  20036 
USA 
T el:  +1  202  3 28  0002 
Fax:  +1  202  462  2 183 
Email:  nirsnet@nirs.or g 
W eb:  www .nirs.o rg 

NIRS  Southeast 
P. O.  Box  7586 
Asheville,  NC  28802 
USA 
T el:  +1  828  675  1792 
Email:  nirs@main.nc.us 

WISE  Argentina 
c/o  T aller  Ecologista 
CC  441 
2000  Rosario 
Ar gentina 
Email:  wiser os@ciudad.com.ar 
W eb:  www .taller .or g.ar 

WISE  Austria 
c/o  Plattform  gegen  Atomgefahr 
Mathilde  Halla 
Landstrasse  31 
4020  Linz 
Austria 
T el:  +43  732  774275;  +43  664  2416806 
Fax:  +43  732  785602 

Email:  post@atomstopp.at 
W eb:  www .atomstopp.com 

WISE  Czech  Republic 
c/o  Jan  Beranek 
Chytalky  2 4 
594  55  Dolni  Loucky 
Czech  Republic 
T el:  +420  604  207305 
Email:  wisebr no@ecn.cz 
W eb:  www .wisebr no.cz 

WISE  India 
c/o  SACCER 
42/27  Esankai  Mani  V eethy 
Prakkai  Road  Jn. 
Nager coil  629  002,  Ta mil  Nadu 
India 
T el:  +91  4652  2 40657  /  253295 
Email:  drspudayakumar@yahoo.com ; 
spuk@vsnl.net 

WISE  Japan 
P .O.  Box  1,  Konan  Post  Of fic e 
Hir oshima  City  739-1491 
Japan 

WISE  Russia 
P. O.  Box  1477 
236000  Kaliningrad 
Russia 
T el/fax:  +7  95  2784642 
Email:  ecodefense@online.ru 
W eb:  www .antiatom.ru 

WISE  Slovakia 
c/o  SZOPK  Sirius 
Katarina  Bartovicova 
Godr ova  3/b 
811  06  Bratislava 
Slovak  Republic 
T el:  +421  905  935353 

Email:  wise@wise.sk 
W eb:  www .wise.sk 

WISE  South  Afric a 
c/o  Earthlife  Africa  Cape  T own 
Liz  Mc  D aid 
P. O.  Box  176 
Observatory ,  7935 
Cape  T own 
T el:+27-21-683-5182 
Email:  liziwe@mweb.co.za 
W eb:  www .earthlife-ct.or g.za 

WISE  Sweden 
c/o  FMKK 
Bar nängsgatan  2 3 
116  41  Stockholm 
Sweden 
T el:  +46  8  84  1490 
Fax:  +46  8  84  5181 
Email:  info@folkkampanjen.se 
W eb:  www .folkkampanjen.se 
c/o  FMKK 

WISE  Ukraine 
P. O.  Box  73 
Rivne-3302 3 
Ukraine 
T el/fax:  +380  362  2 3702 4 
Email:  ecoclub@ukrwest.net 
W eb:  www .atominfo.or g.ua 

WISE  Uranium 
Peter  Diehl 
Am  Schwedenteich  4 
01477  Ar nsdorf 
Germany 
T el:  +49  35200  20737 
Email:  uranium@t-online.de 
W eb:  www .wise-uranium.or g 

WISE/NIRS  offices  and  relays 

Dutch  gover nment  is  expected  to  discuss  the  m atter  keeping  Borssele  open  until  2033  in  the  coming  w eeks  w ith  a  final  decision 
to  made  early  next  year . 
AFP,  November  23,  2005 

U.S.  wants  new  nuclear  bombs. U.S.  nuclear  weapons  l abs  ar e  drawing  up  plans  for  new  nuclear  bombs  to  r eplace  the  ageing 
arsenal  -  w hich  incidentally  should  be  destr oyed  ( and  not  r eplaced)  accor ding  to  some  bothersome  tr eaty  or  other… 
www.npr.org,  November  17,  2005 

Mugabe  to  go  nuclear? Zimbabwe's  Pr esident  Robert  M ugabe  has  told  state  radio  of  a  r ecently  discover ed  uranium  deposi t 
that  w ill  eventually  be  exploited  and  used  to  generate  electricity .  Experts  have  questioned  whether  the  deposits  ar e  lar ge  enou gh 
to  support  a  viable  mine  and  wher e  M ugabe  would  find  the  financial  and  technical  expertise  to  build  a  nuclear  r eactor .  Zimbabw e 
is  known  to  have  close  ties  to  both  N orth  Kor ea  and  Iran. 
The  Sydney  Morning  Herald ,  November  22,  2005 

Waste  transport  opposed. German  activists  wer e  arr ested  after  demonstrating  on  the  track  and  delaying  a  train  transporting 
nuclear  waste  fr om  the  La  Hague  r epr ocessing  facility  in  France  to  the  G orleben  storage  depot  in  norther n  Germany .  Farmer's 
tractors  wer e  also  confiscated  after  they  formed  a  barricade  along  the  r oute.  Some  15,000  police  (equipped  with  water  cannons 
and  t ear  gas)  a re   guar ding  the  nuclear  waste  transfer  -  no  doubt  at  the  expense  of  the  taxpayer  -  fr om  over  3,000  peaceful 
pr o testors 
The  Independent ,  November  22,  2005;  Reuters,  November  21,  2005 



WISE/NIRS  NUCLEAR  MONITOR 

The  Nuclear  Information  &  Resour ce  Service 
was  founded  in  1978  and  is  based  in 
W ashington, US. The W orld Information Service 
on  Ener gy  was  set  up  in  t he  same  year  and 
houses  in  A mster dam,  Netherlands.  N IRS  and 
WISE  Amster dam  joined  for ces  in  2000,   
cr eating  a  worldwide  network  of  i nformatio n 
and  r esour ce  centers  for  citizens  and 
envir onmental  o r ganizations  concer ned  about 
nuclear  powe r,   radioactive  waste,  radiation,  and 
sustainable  ener gy  issues. 

The  WISE/NIRS  Nuclear  Monitor publishes 
inter national  information  in  English  20  times  a 
year .  A  Spanish  translation  of  this  newsletter  is 
available  on  the  WISE  Amster dam  website 
(www .antenna.nl/wise/esp).  A  Russian  version 
is  published  by  WISE  Russia  and  a  Ukrainian 
version  is  published  by  WISE  Ukraine.  The 
WISE/NIRS  Nuclear  Monito r can  be  obtained 
both  on  paper  and  in  an  email  version  (pdf   
format).  Old  issues  ar e  (after  two  months)   
available  thr ough  the  W ISE  Amster dam 
homepage:  www .antenna.nl/wise. 

Receiving  the  WISE/NIRS  Nuclear  Monito r 

US  and  Canada  b ased  r eaders  should  contact 
NIRS  for  details  of  how  to  r eceive  the  Nuclear 
Monitor (addr ess  see  page  11).  Others  r eceive 
the  Nuclear  Monito r thr ough  WISE  Amster dam . 
For  i ndividuals  and  NGOs  we  ask  a  minimum 
annual  donation  of  50  Eur os  (20  Eur os  for  the 
email  version).  Institutions  and  industry  should 
contact  us  for  details  of  subscription  prices. 

W
IS

E/
NI

RS
  N

UC
LE

AR
  M

ON
IT

OR
 

c/
o

  W
IS

E
  A

m
st

er
d

am
 

P
O

  B
o

x 
 59

63
6 

10
40

  L
C

  A
m

st
er

d
am

 
N

et
he

rl
an

d
s 

PR
 IN

 T E
 D

  M
 A

 T T
 ER

 

M
 A

 T I
E R

 E 
 IM

 P R
 IM

 E 


