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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The world needs safe, clean and affordable renewable energy.  The Johannesburg Plan of 
Implementation (JPOI) called for energy that is “reliable, affordable, economically viable, socially 
acceptable and environmentally sound”.  Nuclear power does not meet these criteria.   

The dilemma between building nuclear power or suffering the effects of climate change is a false 
dilemma.  Nuclear energy is slow to build, dirty, dangerous and expensive.   Nuclear energy, with its 
inflexibility, generation of waste, inherent danger and security implications, as well as its hidden costs, 
undermines economic development, social development and environmental protection.  Investments of 
human and economic resources are far better placed into energy efficiency and the numerous 
renewable technologies available to guarantee the right to safe, clean and affordable energy.  In 
diverting resources from sustainable and renewable energy, investment in nuclear energy and 
associated subsidies would erect obstacles to sustainable energy.   

Problems with reactor safety, radioactive waste management, the proliferation of fissile material and 
life cycle cost all mean that nuclear power has no place in the energy mix.  Resources and efforts must 
instead go to the clean and renewable energy and energy efficiency technologies, which have shown 
remarkable growth since 2000.   

Rather than to include nuclear power in the ‘mix’, countries need to focus on implementing the 
commitments made in the World Summit in September 2005 to take action to promote clean energy 
and energy efficiency and conservation, accelerate the development and dissemination of affordable 
and cleaner energy efficiency and energy conservation technologies, and promote and support greater 
efforts to develop renewable sources of energy, such as solar, wind and geothermal.  Nuclear power is 
a problem, not a solution, as recent analyses such as the UK’s Sustainable Development Commission 
(SCD) show.  The SDC gave a unanimous ‘no’ to the question ‘Is nuclear the answer to tackling 
climate change or energy security?’  Their reasons included long-term waste, cost, inflexibility, 
undermining energy efficiency and international security issues, including accidents, terrorism and 
nuclear proliferation.   

Nuclear energy relies on subsidies, including underwriting for construction cost or caps on construction 
costs, operating performance, non-fuel operations and maintenance cost, nuclear fuel cost and 
decommissioning cost, liability caps and guarantees that the output will be purchased at a guaranteed 
price.  Usually absent from consideration are decommissioning costs, the long-term costs of dealing 
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with waste and external costs such as environmental damage, effects on human health and social costs.  
Nuclear power plants are particularly risky for developing countries, with exposure to cost overruns, 
downtime, the cost of dealing with waste and dependence on foreign technology.  Nuclear power is 
quite simply the wrong answer, and would divert scarce resources from investing in renewable energy 
and energy efficiency. 

Both the JPOI and the World Summit speak of economic development, social development and 
environmental protection as interdependent and mutually reinforcing pillars.  Renewable energy is 
reinforcing of these themes, while nuclear energy undermines them all.  Investment of human and 
economic resources would be far better placed into renewable energy and energy efficiency from all 
perspectives.  We now have numerous renewable technologies available to guarantee the right to safe, 
clean and affordable energy: energy which is reliable, affordable, economically viable, socially 
acceptable and environmentally sound. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The world needs safe, clean and affordable renewable energy.  The Johannesburg Plan of 
Implementation (JPOI)1 calls for action to improve access to “reliable, affordable, economically viable, 
socially acceptable and environmentally sound” energy.  This analysis assesses nuclear power against 
each of these criteria in turn and the conclusion is clear: nuclear power is not an acceptable source of 
energy for sustainable development.   

It is clear from both the JPOI and the World Summit held in September 2005 that clean and renewable 
energy is vital to all themes of CSD-14: energy for sustainable development2; industrial development3; 
air pollution4; and, climate change.5  Efficient renewable energy is the only source that can advance 
each of these goals.  

The JPOI and the World Summit6 also argue for the need to integrate the three components of 
sustainable development — economic development, social development and environmental protection 
— as interdependent and mutually reinforcing pillars.7  Renewable energy has the inherent capacity to 
advance all these goals.  It is a cross-cutting theme running through them all.  Nuclear energy, on the 
other hand, undermines them, with its cost, inflexibility, generation of waste, inherent danger and 
security implications.  Moreover, consideration of nuclear energy must weigh the opportunity costs: 
every dollar invested in nuclear is a dollar that could be invested in the solutions – clean and renewable 
energy.    In the context of these sustainable development criteria, it is clear that human and economic 
resources are best invested into renewable energy and energy efficiency. 

Economic development, social development and environmental protection are interdependent and 
mutually reinforcing and fundamental principles of sustainable development.8  These principles, 
together with those of peace, security, economic justice, and human rights, require that the right to safe, 
clean and affordable energy be recognized and implemented.  Nuclear power is neither necessary nor 
capable of meeting the world’s energy needs.  Renewable technologies, in contrast, are available to 
implement the right to affordable energy – cleanly, safely and sustainably.  
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ENERGY IN THE CSD 

The need for clean energy was made clear at the September 2005 World Summit held in New York.  
Countries then committed to:  

 Take action to promote clean energy and energy efficiency and conservation,9  

 Accelerate the development and dissemination of affordable and cleaner energy efficiency and 
energy conservation technologies,10 and 

 Promote and support greater efforts to develop renewable sources of energy, such as solar, wind 
and geothermal.11   

The World Summit particularly highlighted the shipment of nuclear materials,12 and the JPOI pointed 
to the problems of nuclear waste, including shipments of nuclear material.13 

In the JPOI, countries agreed to take joint actions and improve efforts to work together at all levels to 
improve access to reliable and affordable energy services for sustainable development to achieve the 
Millennium Development Goals.  States also called for the implementation of CSD-9 recommendations 
and conclusions, which did not include references to nuclear power.14  In CSD-9 in 2000, the Group of 
Experts stated that acceptable responses be found to the ongoing concerns of reactor safety, radioactive 
waste management, proliferation of fissile material and life cycle cost.15  Acceptable responses have 
not been found to these inherent and intractable problems, particularly those stemming from nuclear 
waste.  Consequently, there is no place in the energy mix for nuclear power. 

Decision 9/1 of CSD-916 observed that energy is central to achieving the goals of sustainable 
development and, while repeating the mantra of ‘advanced fossil fuel technologies’, noted that 
renewable energy sources such as wind, solar, wave, biomass, fuel cells and hydrogen were supported 
by all participants.17  The Decision was highly equivocal on nuclear power. While noting that nuclear 
power currently accounts for 16 per cent of the world’s electricity generation,18 the Decision noted that 
nuclear energy is associated with a number of concerns, regarding nuclear safety, spent fuel, waste 
management, transboundary consequences and decommissioning.19  Decision 9/1 made the following 
recommendations:20 

 

Governments, taking into account their national circumstances, are encouraged to: 

a. Support their national efforts, including research, and international cooperation as an 
effective tool in addressing the issues of nuclear safety and spent fuel and waste 
management; 

b. Strengthen independent national regulatory agencies and promote international 
cooperation in nuclear safety; 

c. Promote a high level of nuclear safety; 

d. Improve the transparency of nuclear safety-related decisions, inter alia, through public 
participation, where appropriate; 

e. Promote public education and participation as well as capacity-building of human 
resources, in the areas of nuclear energy and waste management; 
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f. Further develop technological solutions for long-lived radioactive waste; 

g. Address the safety of their nuclear energy installations, as deemed appropriate, after 
assessment by national regulatory authorities, including consideration of the option of 
phasing out and closing, as appropriate, such installations; 

h. Recalling paragraph 8 of the Governing Council of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) resolution GC (44)/RES/17 and taking into account the very serious 
potential for environment and human health impacts of radioactive wastes, make efforts 
to examine and further improve measures and internationally agreed regulations 
regarding safety, while stressing the importance of having effective liability 
mechanisms in place, relevant to international maritime transportation and other 
transboundary movement of radioactive material, radioactive waste and spent fuel, 
including, inter alia, arrangements for prior notification and consultations done in 
accordance with relevant international instruments. 

These recommendations express significant apprehensions with nuclear power.  The concerns are well 
founded: the intervening years have only underscored that nuclear power does not – and cannot – meet 
the JPOI criteria of “reliable, affordable, economically viable, socially acceptable and environmentally 
sound” energy services.21  The JPOI further calls22 for development and dissemination of alternative 
energy technologies, in order to give a greater share of the energy mix to renewable energies, 
improving energy efficiency and greater reliance on advanced energy technologies.  On all these fronts, 
renewable energy and energy efficiency present a clear and viable way forward. 

Clearly, more needs to be done to increase the share of renewable energies in the mix.  This year, the 
Secretary-General’s report points to 19 new nuclear power plants commissioned since 2000, and cites 
“public apprehensions about the safety, proliferation, terror risks and waste disposal of nuclear 
reactors” as ongoing constraints on expansion.23  We should note that these are substantial constraints 
and that the public apprehensions are well founded.  In addition, we must note the poor economic 
performance of many existing power plants24  

It is not appropriate for nuclear energy to be included in the ‘mix’.  The deliberate effort to legitimize 
nuclear energy by placing it in lists of “broad based energy mixes” or “complex mixes of energy 
resources” is inappropriate and misplaced.  Neither the grave threat of climate change, nor the nuclear 
industry’s opportunistic public relations efforts, can transform a problematic, expensive and unsafe 
industry into an acceptable and appropriate source of energy.  

Significant expansion has occurred in the use of non-hydro renewable energy for power generation in 
all regions from 2000 to 2003,25 with the Secretary-General’s report noting that under suitable 
conditions, with optimized system design, siting and resource availability, modern biomass, small 
hydropower, wind and geothermal plants can produce electricity in the cost range of US $.02-.05  
/kWh.  Wind and solar photovoltaic energy each show an annual growth rate of 29%.26   

Renewable energies and efficiency are ready, they are viable and they are increasingly competitive.   

 Every day, more energy falls on the US than it uses in an entire year, and every day more falls on 
the Earth than its 5.9 billion inhabitants use in 27 years27   

 Solar generated power could provide 10,000 times more energy than the world currently uses28 

 Sweden achieves 29% of its total energy supply from renewable energy, and 51% of its electricity 
(2001), compared to EU averages of 5,8% and 15.5% respectively.29  9% of US electricity comes 
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from renewable energy.30  In California the figure is 27%.31  The US expects renewables to supply 
6.7% total energy in 2030. 

 Offshore wind in the North Sea has the potential to produce nearly twice the electricity needs of the 
North Sea countries. Realizing only 20% of that potential would supply one third of these countries 
electricity.32   

 One of the first solar thermal power plants built since the 1980s will come on line in 2007 at El 
Koraimat, near Cairo.  In two decades, electricity from solar thermal power plants could be 
equivalent to that from 72 coal-fired power stations, supplying enough electricity each year for 
Israel, Morocco, Algeria and Tunisia combined.33 

The International Renewable Energy conference held in Beijing in December 2005 invited the CSD to 
consider an effective arrangement to review and assess progress towards substantially increasing the 
global share of renewable energy as foreseen in paragraph 20(e) of the JPOI,34 stating that this would 
provide a long-term prospective and encourage prompt action.  The Declaration emphasized the 
multiple benefits of increased energy efficiency and the use of renewable sources of energy for 
improving access to energy services.  Renewables and efficiency could thus contribute to the 
eradication of poverty as called for in the UN Millennium Development goals (MDGs) – increasing job 
opportunities, improving air quality and public health, reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 
combating climate change, enhancing energy security, and offering a new paradigm for international 
co-operation.35 

Also crucial is a move towards decentralised energy systems, which are more secure, more efficient 
and create more jobs.  Turning Britain's homes and workplaces into power stations with solar thermal, 
combined heat and power boilers, micro-wind and solar photo-voltaics could cut UK carbon emissions 
by at least 15%.36  The British town Council of Woking has cut its emissions of carbon dioxide by 
almost 80% with such a system.  Germany’s potential for decentralized energy (CHP and RE) by 2050 
is as high as 90%.37   

Nuclear Power is neither safe nor reliable 

Some argue that Chernobyl was simply the result of poor Soviet design and cannot re-occur, and also 
that design and safety procedures have improved since 1986.38  This does a great disservice to the tens 
of thousands of victims of Chernobyl39 and attempts to minimize or justify the permanent 
contamination of food, land and water and ongoing genetic damage.  It also is misplaced.  The UK’s 
Sustainable Development Commission Chair noted that “Chernobyl remains a powerful symbol of just 
how serious and long-lived the consequences of a nuclear accident can be, however ‘remote’ such a 
risk is.”40 

There are numerous ongoing problems of reactor safety which include inherent safety flaws, the 
number of aging reactors, poor safety management, the storage of spent fuel and the threat of nuclear 
terrorism.41 

In addition to Chernobyl, the Windscale fire, and Three Mile Island we must also note:   

• Japan, as one of the largest operators of nuclear power, had its worst nuclear accident in 1999 at the 
Tokai-mura nuclear fuel plant when two workers received lethal doses of radiation; one year later, 
it was revealed that vital safety data and inspections had been manipulated at tens of reactors to 
avoid ‘expensive’ repairs and lengthy closure.  Despite claims that the nuclear industry and 
government had adopted higher safety standards, in 2006 a district court ordered the shut down of a 
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nuclear reactor as it could not withstand severe earthquakes – all of Japan’s reactors are sitting on 
top of one of the world’s most active geological faults.  

• The United States, with the world’s largest fleet of nuclear power plants, only just avoided a 
catastrophic accident at the Davis-Besse reactor in 2002, when it was discovered that corrosion had 
come very close to penetrating the vital pressure vessel – an accident scenario that can lead to a 
complete reactor core meltdown. Greenpeace ten years before had filed a complaint to the U.S. 
nuclear regulator warning of the risk of corrosion at all U.S. nuclear power plants.  The warning 
was ignored; following the discovery at Davis-Besse, it was shut down for two years (costing 
US$600 million), but then given a license to operate until 2017. 

• In France, the nuclear safety agency activated its emergency response center in December 2003 in 
response to torrential rainfall along the lower Rhone River, following the emergency shut down of 
two reactors (Cruas-3 and –4) due to flood affected damage. 

• In 2000, the UK Sellafield nuclear fuel processing site was found to have a fundamental failure of 
safety culture by Government inspectors – but only after public disclosure of violations of quality 
control and safety standards at its newest nuclear plant (Sellafield MOX Plant).  Following British 
Nuclear Fuels’ falsification of quality-control checks on at least ten lots of uranium and plutonium 
mixed-oxide (MOX) cylindrical pellets,42 the Government of Ireland decided to launch a legal 
challenge against the UK government at the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea in 
Hamburg on the issue of nuclear safety at Sellafield. 

• In 1992, a steam line safety relief valve inadvertently opened in the Barsebäck-2 nuclear power 
plant in Sweden.  The steam jet stripped fibrous insulation from adjacent piping system.43  Part of 
that insulation debris was transported to the wetwell pool and clogged the intake strainers for the 
drywell spray system after about one hour. A serious accident might have been avoided just 
because the reactor wasn’t operating at full capacity when the accident happened.  

These are just a few examples of the global and systemic nature of nuclear reactor problems.  

Notwithstanding the threats posed by accidents, nuclear power facilities are also a security threat.  They 
are attractive terrorist targets, and are vulnerable to the theft or diversion of fissile material.44 

Nuclear facilities, in particular spent fuel reprocessing facilities, also create pollution while they are 
operating.  Liquid waste is discharged into the sea and gaseous waste is released into the atmosphere.  
This pollution is not only a cause for environmental concern but also for public health.  When 
communities are exposed, workers are contaminated and sometimes even their families are exposed.   

Every radiation exposure increases our risk of cancer.  Research published in 2002 found that children 
of men exposed to radiation while working at Sellafield nuclear complex have twice the normal risk of 
developing certain types of cancer such as leukemia and non-Hodgkins lymphoma.45   

Nuclear Power is not an answer to climate change  

Nuclear power is not the answer to tackling global climate change.  In fact, it is a negative factor: 
resources spent on trying to advance nuclear power seriously detract from effective measures to reduce 
the threat of global warming, such as investments and supports for renewable energies and energy 
efficiency programs.  A dollar invested in energy efficiency in the United States has been estimated to 
displace nearly seven times as much carbon dioxide as a dollar invested in nuclear power,46 and nuclear 
power saves as little as half as much carbon per dollar as wind power and cogeneration.47   
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Nuclear energy is resource-intensive, expensive, inefficient and dirty.  Nuclear energy actually stands 
in the way of real solutions to climate change.  The dilemma between building nuclear power or 
suffering the effects of climate change is a false dilemma, a public relations contrivance.  

About 440 nuclear power stations provide approximately 6% of the global primary energy mix, as 
calculated by the IEA.48  To even double this figure, over 1000 nuclear reactors would have to be on 
constructed within 25 years,49 requiring approximately one reactor to be put into operation each one or 
two weeks, assuming to be starting this year – clearly not a feasible schedule.  Each reactor would 
require a construction time of 5 to 9 years.  In addition to the long construction lead times and limited 
industrial capabilities for building nuclear power plants and fuel-cycle facilities, any expansion of 
nuclear power would also involve extensive deployment of nuclear technology, including radioactive 
waste dump sites and fuel cycle facilities around the world and accompanying transportation of nuclear 
fuel and nuclear waste.  In 2004, the International Atom Energy Agency presented its scenarios for the 
future of nuclear energy.50  Ironically, the high-growth scenario that assumed higher growth for new 
nuclear reactors, rather than the low growth scenario, would also result in higher greenhouse gas 
emissions.   

As one paper noted, “its higher cost than competitors, per unit of net CO2 displaced, means that every 
dollar invested in nuclear expansion will worsen climate change by buying less solution per dollar.”51  
Nuclear power is quite simply the wrong answer, and would divert scarce resources from investing in 
renewable energy and energy efficiency.52  An effective climate strategy – one that envisages timely 
and sustainable solutions – must, by necessity, preclude nuclear power.53   

The UK Sustainable Development Commission54 asked the question ‘Is nuclear the answer to tackling 
climate change or energy security?’ Its answer was a clear ‘no.’ They found that even if the UK’s 
existing nuclear capacity were to be doubled, it would only yield an 8% cut in CO2 emissions by 2035, 
and nothing before 2010. On the risk side, the Commission’s report identified five major disadvantages 
to nuclear power: 

Long-term waste: safety over the long-term disposal of waste cannot be guaranteed; 

• Cost: the economics of  nuclear plants are highly uncertain, and the taxpayer may have to pay 
any shortfalls; 

• Inflexibility: nuclear would lock the UK into a centralised distribution system, against growing 
opportunities for microgeneration and local distribution network;  

• Undermining energy efficiency: a new nuclear programme would give out the wrong signal to 
consumers and businesses; and  

• International security: plants internationally bring higher risks of accidents, radiation exposure, 
proliferation and terrorist attacks. 

On balance, the Commission found that these problems outweigh any advantages of nuclear power. 

When it comes to development, we know that the poorest peoples in the developing countries are the 
most vulnerable to climate change, and will the hardest hit by its impacts. To compound this 
vulnerability by adding the nuclear risk – and call it a solution to their energy needs – is 
unconscionable. 
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Nuclear Power is not environmentally sound 

Toxic materials and nuclear waste are produced at every stage of the nuclear fuel cycle, from uranium 
mining to the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel, which causes cancer and genetic mutations.  Much of 
this waste will remain hazardous for thousands or tens of thousands of years, imparting a deadly 
radioactive legacy to future generations.   

One of the substances in spent nuclear fuel is plutonium.  It is one of the most radiotoxic and dangerous 
substances in existence.  A single microgram, smaller than a speck of dust, can cause fatal cancer if 
inhaled or ingested, while a sphere of plutonium smaller than a tennis ball can be used to make a 
nuclear bomb capable of killing many thousands of people. 

There is no known way to permanently contain it or dispose of nuclear waste.  Whilst a variety of 
disposal methods have been under discussion for decades, there is still no demonstrated method for 
isolating nuclear waste from the environment for adequate time periods.  

The nuclear waste issue has become a real crisis for the nuclear industry.  Over almost three decades, 
one waste proposal followed the other, either stemming from the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) itself, or from groups of governments, the EU or even private groups.  All failed on a 
combination of legal, political, technical and ethical factors.  

Another important on-going problem posed by the nuclear industry is the shipment of radioactive waste 
and nuclear materials. Countries in the World Summit resolved on this issue:55 

(o) To note that cessation of the transport of radioactive materials through the regions of small island 
developing States is an ultimate desired goal of small island developing States and some other countries and 
recognize the right of freedom of navigation in accordance with international law. States should maintain 
dialogue and consultation, in particular under the aegis of the International Atomic Energy Agency and the 
International Maritime Organization, with the aim of improved mutual understanding, confidence-building 
and enhanced communication in relation to the safe maritime transport of radioactive materials. States 
involved in the transport of such materials are urged to continue to engage in dialogue with small island 
developing States and other States to address their concerns. These concerns include the further 
development and strengthening, within the appropriate forums, of international regulatory regimes to 
enhance safety, disclosure, liability, security and compensation in relation to such transport. 
 

This wording reflected the decision reached by Small Island States in the Mauritius Strategy56 to 
implement the Barbados Programme of Action57 for their sustainable development.  The SIDS, 
including the Caribbean, the Pacific, and the AIMS (Atlantic, Indian Ocean, and Mediterranean and 
South China Seas) regions, were united in their opposition to the transport of radioactive material 
through their regions.  These coastal States cannot be expected to sit idly by while shipments of nuclear 
waste and nuclear material are massively increased by the international community. 

Nuclear power is neither affordable nor economically viable 

Nuclear power is an expensive energy source, the true full costs of which are seldom adequately 
considered.  Early hopes of cheap nuclear energy were based on an expectation that whilst nuclear 
power stations would be more expensive than fossil fuel plants, their running and maintenance costs 
would be extremely low.  Experience has shown that the early optimism was badly misplaced.  

Nuclear power stations are highly capital intensive and take years to construct.  A 1000 megawatt light-
water reactor plant can cost from US $2-3 billion58 or more or up to US $2,000/kW.59  When faced with 
such enormous figures, we must ask what renewable, clean, and democratic forms of energy could 
have been created with such resources.  Nuclear power plants have taken longer than estimated to build 
and have been subject to many unforeseen technical problems, running costs have been much less 
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predictable than projected, and the costs of increased safety demands exceeded expectations.  Current 
estimates range from 5-9 years.60  All these factors are compounded by the enormously expensive cost 
of dealing with nuclear waste, the escalating cost of decommissioning nuclear power stations and the 
difficulty of estimating the costs of a nuclear accident.61 

Meanwhile, renewable technologies are outstripping nuclear power in development and performance, 
while energy efficiency measures remain the most cost effective way to address the need for new 
power.  New-build nuclear power has been estimated to cost about US 7 c /kWh,62 while wind power, 
other renewable sources and energy efficiency are getting cheaper.63  A recent paper64 found that 
efficiency gains plus decentralized sources already add far more capacity per year than nuclear power. 
By diverting scarce resources from renewable sources and energy efficiency, nuclear power far from 
solving the problems of energy shortages and climate change, will make the situation worse.   

Nuclear power demands significant subsidies.  Studies as recent as 2002 have concluded that in a 
liberalized electricity market, electric utilities will not build nuclear power plants without government 
subsidies and guarantees capping costs.65  Government guarantees and subsidies could include 
underwriting for construction cost, operating performance, non-fuel operations and maintenance cost, 
nuclear fuel cost and decommissioning cost, as well as guarantees that the output will be purchased at a 
guaranteed price.   

Subsidies include limited liability under international treaties – estimated to be worth some €20 billion 
a year for the EU-15.66  If a nuclear operator were required to fully cover the potential cost of a nuclear 
accident, the cost of operating a nuclear power plant would increase significantly.  Studies have 
suggested that if no ceiling was in place, insurance premiums to French operator EdF would increase 
the cost of generation by around €0.05 /kWh.67  Additionally, the scale of costs from a nuclear accident 
such as Chernobyl, being in the tens or hundreds of billions of pounds, means that insurance cover may 
not even be available without the limitations offered by the limited liability conventions.68 

Nuclear power plants are particularly risky for developing countries, which are often unable to afford 
the cost overruns, down time and escalating cost of dealing with waste.  They would pay the price for 
their nuclear power facilities in higher interest rates on their international loans and would increase 
their dependence on the west for technology and capital.69   

The true cost of any power source must include external costs.70  Too often such costs do not appear on 
the operators’ balance sheets.  The external costs of nuclear power include the cost of environmental 
damage, the effect on human health and society following an accident, damage to human health and the 
environment during routine operation of nuclear facilities and also long term costs and problems 
associated with nuclear waste and decommissioning of nuclear facilities.  No monetary compensation 
can make up for damage to the environment, to human health or to quality of life. 

Apart from nuclear power’s risks of accidents, inherent proliferation dangers, and problems with its 
waste, human and economic resources wasted on nuclear power will not be spent on renewable energy 
– which is cheaper and more effective in producing electricity and reducing carbon.  

It must also be noted that the production of new generating capacity is not the only way of meeting the 
expanding demand for new power.  The growth in demand for energy can and must be addressed 
directly through energy efficiency initiatives.  

Nuclear power is not socially acceptable 

The Asian Development Bank in 1995 cited “issues related to transfer of nuclear technology, 
procurement limitations, proliferation risks, fuel availability and procurement constraints, and 
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environmental and safety aspects” to justify its policy of non involvement in the financing of nuclear 
power generation.71  Proliferation is a problem that will not go away.  The link between nuclear power 
and nuclear weapons is well known and is one of the most disturbing aspects of the nuclear age. Israel, 
India, Pakistan, North Korea have all demonstrated the link. As nuclear technology spreads around the 
globe, so does the risk of nuclear weapons proliferation. 

It has been estimated that at the end of 2003 there were about 1,830 tonnes of plutonium in the world – 
enough for over 225,000 nuclear weapons.72  Reactor-grade plutonium can be used to make nuclear 
weapons, as was noted in a US Department of Energy study:73  “Virtually any combination of 
plutonium isotopes -- the different forms of an element having different numbers of neutrons in their 
nuclei -- can be used to make a nuclear weapon. In short, reactor-grade plutonium is weapons-usable, 
whether by unsophisticated proliferators or by advanced nuclear weapon states. Theft of separated 
plutonium, whether weapons-grade or reactor-grade, would pose a grave security risk.” 

Nuclear reactors in India, Pakistan, Israel, and DPRK have produced nuclear materials, which were 
used to make nuclear weapons.  Countries pursuing research, production and the use of nuclear energy 
for ‘peaceful purposes’ are contributing to the proliferation of nuclear materials and technology, which 
can all too easily lead to the development of nuclear weapons.  Declarations by the G-8 and others to 
restrict the spread of nuclear material were shown to be as meaningless as the United States granted 
nuclear technology to India just this year.   

Safeguards have shown themselves time and again to be inherently fallible, while the availability of 
raw material for nuclear weapons continues to grow and itself poses a proliferation and security threat.  
The ‘finger in the dyke’ is simply not a sustainable and comprehensive solution, as was seen by the 
revelations surrounding the A.Q. Khan network supplying nuclear technology and materials to third 
parties on the black market.74  IAEA Director-General Dr ElBaradei acknowledged as much in his 
Economist75 article:  

[C]ontrolling access to nuclear-weapons technology has grown increasingly 
difficult. The technical barriers to designing weapons and to mastering the 
processing steps have eroded with time…. Under the current regime there is nothing 
illicit in a non-nuclear-weapon state having enrichment or reprocessing technology, 
or possessing weapon-grade nuclear material. And certain types of bomb-making 
expertise, unfortunately, are readily available in the open literature. Should a state 
with a fully developed fuel-cycle capability decide, for whatever reason, to break 
away from its non-proliferation commitments, most experts believe it could produce 
a nuclear weapon within a matter of months. 

In 1970, it was assumed that relatively few countries knew how to acquire nuclear 
weapons. Now, with 35-40 countries in the know by some estimates, the margin of 
security under the current non-proliferation regime is becoming too slim for 
comfort. 

A panel of international experts convened by the UN Secretary General to look into existing and future 
security threats to the international community, the High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and 
Change, identified further nuclear proliferation as the number one threat to the international 
community, warning that “we are approaching a point at which the erosion of the nuclear regime could 
become irreversible, and result in a cascade of proliferation.”76 

With the threat of nuclear terrorism and nuclear proliferation, the very foundations of the civil nuclear 
industry are being seriously questioned.  The reliance of the industry on highly enriched uranium and 
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the production of plutonium in reprocessing brings about an inherent contradiction with non-
proliferation objectives as know-how is spread along with the technology.   

The IAEA is thus faced with crucial dilemmas:  should it support Iran or India in its 'inalienable right' 
to develop nuclear energy for peaceful purposes?  And how to address the IAEA's historical role in 
facilitating the proliferation of dual-use nuclear technology to 'sensitive' countries? Should the IAEA 
accept criteria that holds that plutonium separation is acceptable for Japan and western countries and 
not for others?  The IAEA received answers to these questions recently when its own public opinion 
poll, conducted in 18 countries, found that the majority of people oppose the expansion of the nuclear 
power industry, and prefer that currently operating plants be phased out.77  

The so-called multilateral nuclear approaches or MNA78 is no answer.  The idea would move the world 
away from the real solution, explicitly acknowledged by its own Director-General, which is that not 
having plutonium and highly enriched uranium is ‘the way to go.’79  Instead, it would increase and 
enhance reprocessing and enrichment, and in doing so would add to the environmental and security 
risks posed by nuclear energy.  Multilateral, centralized nuclear facilities will certainly result in an 
increase in the number of radioactive waste and nuclear fuel transports, exposing coastal states and the 
marine environment to escalating risks, to which they have shown increasing resistance in past years, 
and will still result in increasing plutonium in commerce and in stocks worldwide.80  The proposed US 
Global Nuclear Energy Partnership or GNEP81 suffers from similar implausibilities. 

It is estimated that countries involved in reprocessing currently hold more than 215 metric tons of 
weapons-usable plutonium.  It would take as little as 5 kilograms of this commercial plutonium for a 
state or terrorist organisation to build a nuclear bomb:  the global community must address the threat 
posed by the mere existence of plutonium.  A recent Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 
report found that enough civil and military weapons-usable materials exists globally to produce over 
100,000 nuclear weapons82 and called the continued processing of highly enriched uranium (HEU) and 
the separation of plutonium a global anomaly: “acutely dangerous, expensive, and wholly 
unnecessary.”  

Nuclear Waste: A Toxic Legacy 

Global spent fuel stocks amounted to 220,000 tonnes in the year 2000, and the stockpile is growing by 
approximately 10,000 tonnes each year.83  Nuclear waste remains radioactive for tens or hundreds of 
thousands of years.  The environmental, health and social impacts of nuclear waste all too frequently 
end up being borne by states and communities least able to resist and bear them.  

The nuclear industry and nuclear weapons frequently develop at the expense of poor and indigenous 
communities.  Of the eight nations in the world that have detonated nuclear weapons during the last 55 
years, five have used the land of indigenous peoples.84  As one survivor of nuclear testing said, 
“[s]ecurity for indigenous people means healthy land, resources and body - not the presence of 
weapons and the dangers they engender.”85 

Indigenous peoples suffered from the health and environmental impacts of uranium mining.  As 
Australian Aboriginal leader Jacqui Katona said of uranium mining,86 “[o]ur sacred sites are 
desecrated, our economies are destroyed, our communities are overwhelmed and marginalised and our 
ceremonies to honour our land are prevented. The deaths in our communities resulting from "peaceful 
use" deplete the foundations of our society. The outcomes of indigenous contact with the nuclear fuel 
cycle is a generational impact of cultural destruction. …. The global community cannot aim to build a 
sanctuary of peace through disarmament only – uranium mining, testing and storage of toxic waste 
must be eliminated.” 



Page 12 

Similarly, the poor often bear disproportionate health, safety, economic and social costs of nuclear 
waste dumping.87  Mayak,88 in Russia’s Ural Mountains, the key Soviet and Russian facility for the 
production of weapons plutonium and reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel, has leaked five times more 
radiation than the Chernobyl accident, Britain's Sellafield nuclear plant and all the world's atmospheric 
bomb tests combined.89  Generations of residents suffering from sterility, cancer, asthma, and other 
illnesses, since more than 270,000 people90 have been exposed to high levels of radiation as a result of 
releases of radioactive material from Mayak.91   

Now the Russian Government plans to import 20,000 tonnes of radioactive waste.  In March 2000, 
Greenpeace revealed a Russian White Paper proposing an initial import of 20,500t Spent Nuclear Fuel 
(SNF).  The Russian Ministry for Atomic Energy (Minatom) White Paper envisages nuclear 
reprocessing of the bulk of the imported SNF.  In this way, the West would inflict nuclear waste on one 
country for short-term economic gain and long-term liability, to ease pressure on national waste dumps 
and address the refusal of western democracies to accept nuclear waste in their territory.  While the 
Russian government  is actively promoting Russia as an international SNF storage and disposal 
country, like other countries, Russia doesn't have a final repository for SNF.  Imported SNF would be 
first transported for interim storage to Mayak and/or Krasnoyarsk. 

Reprocessing will only compound Russia's nuclear nightmare, as it leads to an increase in the volume 
of radioactive wastes requiring long-term management, much of which is in a highly volatile liquid 
form.92  Greenpeace opposes the establishment of a multilateral nuclear waste dump in Russia.  As 
there is no current solution for spent nuclear fuel final storage, countries operating nuclear power 
reactors should move as early as possible to a phase out of nuclear power.  They should establish 
national, monitored, above ground dry stores, instead of irresponsibly dumping their nuclear waste on a 
country with a disastrous record for managing nuclear waste.  Large-scale contamination of the 
environment such as at Mayak and Tomsk, and resultant human impacts, will far outweigh any short-
term financial benefits for Russia. 

CONCLUSION 

Nuclear power does not meet the JPOI criteria of “reliable, affordable, economically viable, socially 
acceptable and environmentally sound” energy.  The world needs safe and clean renewable energy.  
Nuclear energy, with its cost, inflexibility, generation of waste, inherent danger and security 
implications, far from furthering the world’s need for energy, undermines economic development, 
social development and environmental protection.  Investment of human and economic resources are 
far better placed into energy efficiency and the numerous renewable technologies available to 
guarantee the right to safe, clean and affordable energy.   

The World Summit Outcome rightly sees nuclear power as a problem, not a solution.  Problems with 
reactor safety, radioactive waste management, the proliferation of fissile material and life cycle cost all 
mean that nuclear power has no place in the mix.  Resources and efforts must instead go to the clean 
and renewable energy and energy efficiency technologies, which have shown remarkable growth since 
2000. 

Nuclear power, far from being any kind of solution, is unsustainable, unsafe, unclean, uneconomical 
and, unnecessary. 

Contacts:   Felicity Hill felicity.hill@int.greenpeace.org Tel. + 31 64616 2018 

                  
Duncan Currie duncanc@globelaw.com  Tel. +64 21 632 335 
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