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The Synod of Victoria and Tasmania, Uniting Church in Australia, welcomes this opportunity to
make a submission to the Victorian Standing Committee on Environment and Planning inquiry
into the current nuclear prohibition in Victoria. The Synod supports the maintenance of the
Nuclear Activities (Prohibitions) Act 1983. The Synod opposes Victoria becoming part of the
nuclear industry. The Synod opposes uranium mining on the grounds that export controls have
been weakened so that such uranium can be provided to India where it may assist their nuclear
weapons program. More generally, any state that develops a civilian nuclear power industry
becomes capable of becoming a nuclear weapon state.
The Synod opposes the development of nuclear power generation facilities in Victorian the on
the grounds that the waste from nuclear power must be stored for generations and that nuclear
power is a distraction from what needs to happen for power generation to shift to a low emission
future. It would take far too long for a nuclear power facility to be established in Victoria with
large capital costs for both the power generation facility and the waste storage facility. There are
low emission alternatives which are far quicker to deploy and cheaper and do not generate a
waste storage problem.
The Synod has a long standing opposition to nuclear power and uranium mining. The
resolutions of Synod meetings of hundreds of delegates of Uniting Church members in Victoria
and nationally outlining this position since 1977 are attached as Appendix A.
The Synod notes with concern the experience of Gregory Jaczko, who was the US Nuclear
Regulatory Commission Commissioner from 2005 to 2009 and then the chairman of the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission from 2009 to 2012. In his book Confessions of a Rogue Nuclear
Regulator, he states his experience was that the regulator was “overwhelmed by the industry it
is supposed to regulate and a political system determined to keep it that way.”1 He also has
stated:2
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When I started at the NRC, I gave no thought to the question of whether nuclear power
could be contained. By the end, I no longer had that luxury. I know nuclear power is a
failed technology.
He reports in his book that after the Fukushima disaster he had attempted to see license
conditions imposed on new nuclear power plants to address the concerns raised by the
Fukushima disaster. These efforts were blocked.3 He then attempted to see new plants have a
reporting condition that would require them to report to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission well
in advance of the start of operations about how their plants would cope with problems identified
after Fukushima.4
He concludes that:5
Soon the pressure to bolster the industry will become even more extreme because the
economic case for nuclear power is slowly falling apart. That’s because nuclear power is
one of the most expensive ways to generate electricity. Over the decades the cost of
operating nuclear power plants has remained stable or even increased, unlike wind and
solar and other sources of electricity, which have decreased dramatically in cost….
Nuclear power does, after all, create little to no air pollutants; it does not spew particulate
matter, mercury, sulfur dioxide, or any other typical by-product of fossil fuel combustion
into the air. More important, nuclear plants emit no carbon dioxide or other greenhouse
gases into the atmosphere. Still, it is becoming ever clearer that there are better,
cheaper ways to create energy and combat climate change, especially as the
marketplace continues to make renewable energy and energy efficiency more
affordable.
Today the motivation for continuing to rely on this controversial form of electricity
generation stems primarily from the powerful companies that have already made billions
of dollars from this technology and the need for a source of power that does not emit
significant amounts of greenhouse gases.
The issues raised by Dr Jazko and the experience with other nuclear industry regulators in other
jurisdictions means the Synod is concerned about the ability of any government to properly
regulate nuclear businesses and not ultimately compromise public safety in the pursuit of jobs
for those businesses and economic outcomes.
Nuclear power generation is on the wane globally, so it is not surprising to see the aggressive
efforts to assert itself in Australia to try and find a new market. As pointed out by The World
Nuclear Industry Status Report 2019, the number of reactors in operation peaked in 2002, the
share of nuclear power in the electricity mix peaked in 1996, and the number of reactors under
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construction peaked in 1979.6 As of mid-2019, there was one less unit in operation globally than
in 1989.7
While a record 165 GW of renewable power generation were added to the world’s power grids
in 2018, up from 157 GW the previous year, only 9 GW of nuclear power generation were added
globally.8 Globally nuclear power generation reached 370 GW, a historic maximum, up from 368
GW in 2006.9 Globally, wind power output grew by 29% in 2018, solar by 13% and nuclear by
only 2.4%.10
Over the past decade, levelised cost estimates for utility-scale solar dropped by 88%, wind by
69%, while nuclear power generation costs increased 23%.11
The World Nuclear Industry Status Report 2019 reported that in many countries that already
have nuclear power plants, new renewables can compete economically with existing nuclear
power plants.12 New nuclear power plants take 5 to 17 years longer to build than utility scale
solar or onshore wind power, so existing fossil-fuel power plants emit far more greenhouse
gases while awaiting substitution by the nuclear power option than renewable energy sources.13
There are currently Commonwealth legislative restrictions that would prohibit Victoria from
building a nuclear power plant and other nuclear facilities.
Section 140A of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 states.
The Minister must not approve an action consisting of or involving the construction or
operation of any of the following nuclear installations:
(a) a nuclear fuel fabrication plant;
(b) a nuclear power plant;
(c) an enrichment plant;
(d) a reprocessing facility.
Section 10 of the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Act 1998 states:
(1) Nothing in this Act is to be taken to authorise the construction or operation of any of
the following nuclear installations:
(a) a nuclear fuel fabrication plant;
6
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(b) a nuclear power plant;
(c) an enrichment plant;
(d) a reprocessing facility.
(2) The CEO must not issue a licence under section 32 in respect of any of the facilities
mentioned in subsection (1).

Concerns about uranium exports to India
The Synod has been deeply concerned about the Australian Parliament’s decision to allow
uranium to be exported to India. India is not a States Party to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT). Victoria should not be contributing to uranium exports to India.
Indian nuclear facilities lack the necessary levels of safeguards. In 2009 a nuclear reactor
employee in southwest India poisoned dozens of his colleagues with a radioactive isotope,
taking advantage of numerous gaps in plant security.14
The paramilitary Central Industrial Security Force, which has the job of keeping nuclear
materials safe from being stolen from nuclear power plants and other sites, is short-staffed, illequipped, has low morale and is inadequately trained according to a leaked report of the Indian
Home Ministry from 2013.15
It has been alleged that the Indian Government moves fissile materials around in unmarked
trucks that “look like milk tankers”, without obvious armed escorts16, making them vulnerable to
capture by terrorist groups in India should they be detected.
As has been highlighted by Robertson and Carlson (2016) the Separation Plan of the Indian
Government with regards to its nuclear reactors has produced three streams: “civilian
safeguarded”, “civilian unsafeguarded” and “military.” They point out the relationships and
overlap between the three streams are not transparent. Some civilian facilities, even when
operating under certain provisions of India’s safeguards agreement with the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA), may contribute to India’s stockpile of unsafeguarded weapons-usable
nuclear material.17
India has military nuclear facilities, which are primarily designed to produce fissile material for
nuclear weapons and naval propulsion. India is currently expanding its fissile material
production capability.18 India continues to increase its quantity of nuclear materials for military
purposes.19
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In general, there is no formal verification whether facilities in the “civilian unsafeguarded” stream
are contributing nuclear material to India’s nuclear weapons program. Many of India’s
Pressurised Heavy Water Reactors have reportedly been used as sources of weapons-grade
plutonium for its military program, both through recovery from low burnup first irradiated fuel
discharges and through at least one dedicated campaign in the late 1990s.20
As of early 2016, the 500MW Prototype Fast Breeder Reactor, scheduled to achieve criticality in
April 2016, and which India has not placed under safeguards, introduces a new pathway for the
production of both electricity and unsafeguarded plutonium.21 In 2006, Prime Minister Singh
stated that Fast Breeder Reactors would be excluded from safeguards during the development
stage in order to avoid “encumbrances” on the program. India has maintained the option of
using its Fast Breeder Reactors to produce plutonium for nuclear weapons.22
In March 2016, Unit-I of KASP nuclear power reactor in Gujarat had to be shut down following a
leakage in its heavy water coolant system.23 Fortunately, no people working at the plant were
reported to have been exposed to radiation from the leak and there was no radiation leak
outside of the plant into the local communities.24
Despite the safeguards in the treaty to export uranium to India that seek to ensure that
Australian uranium and nuclear technology can only be used for civilian purposes, our concern
stems from the risks that uranium sales to India will facilitate nuclear weapons proliferation and
undermine the existing international treaties aimed at preventing such proliferation and
promoting nuclear weapons disarmament.
The Synod notes the concerns about the treaty were publicly expressed by John Carlson, who
headed the Australian Safeguards and Non-Proliferation office for more than two decades until
2010. He wrote: “Now that the text of the agreement has been quietly made public, some
substantial departures from Australia’s current safeguards conditions are evident. These
suggest, disturbingly, that Australia may be unable to keep track of what happens to uranium
supplied to India.”25 India is not required to get Australia’s ongoing consent for use of plutonium
from reprocessing spent fuel. Australia’s usual demand that any breach of the agreement will
automatically invoke a right to have the nuclear material returned is missing.26 There is no
formal dispute resolution mechanism within the agreement and no specified arbitration process
in the case a dispute cannot be resolved by negotiation.
20

Kalman Robertson and John Carlson, ‘The Three Overlapping Streams of India’s Nuclear Programs’,
Harvard Kennedy School, Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, April 2016, 7.
21
Kalman Robertson and John Carlson, ‘The Three Overlapping Streams of India’s Nuclear Programs’,
Harvard Kennedy School, Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, April 2016, 1.
22
Kalman Robertson and John Carlson, ‘The Three Overlapping Streams of India’s Nuclear Programs’,
Harvard Kennedy School, Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, April 2016, 5.
23
Iftikhar Galani, ’Delhi N-leak: Clamour for safety regulator grows’, Daily News and Analysis India, 10
October 2016, http://www.dnaindia.com/india/report-delhi-n-leak-clamour-for-safety-regulator-grows2262790
24
Pallava Bagla, ‘Gujarat Nuclear Plant Shut Down After Major Leak, All Workers Safe’, NDTV, 12 March
2016.
25
Daniel Flitton, ‘Nuclear deal with India lacks normal safeguards’, The Age, 5 October 2014.
26
John Carlson, ‘Is the Abbott Government abandoning Australia’s nuclear safeguards standards for
India?’, http://www.lowyinterpreter.org, 1 October 2014.

5

5 of 18

LC EPC Inquiry into Nuclear Prohibition
submission 70

According to John Carlson:27
If India succeeds in delinking foreign-obligated nuclear material from individual bilateral
agreements, making it impossible to identify which batch of material is covered by which
agreement, then India could work a ‘pea and thimble’ trick in which no supplier could tell
whether their material was being used contrary to bilateral conditions. The mere
possibility of this is sufficient to call into question India’s commitment to observing
bilateral agreements.
In the agreement with India, the Australian Government effectively gave consent in advance for
India to reprocess in accordance with an ‘arrangements and procedures’ document India
concluded with the US in 2010. The document covers safeguards at two reprocessing plants
that India plans to build, but includes only a vague reference to management of plutonium, and
nothing corresponding to programmatic consent.28
The Australia Government’s standard condition has been that, if for any reason IAEA
safeguards cease to apply, the parties are to establish safeguards arrangements that conform
with IAEA safeguards principles and procedures and provide equivalent assurance. The
agreements with India required only that the parties consult and agree on ‘appropriate
verification measures’, a vague term readily open to differing interpretations.29
India has not committed to nuclear disarmament; still refuses to sign the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty; continues to produce fissile material for weapons and to expand its nuclear
weapons and missile programs more generally. India’s safeguards agreement with the IAEA
does not impose the same restrictions as bilateral agreements in areas such as reprocessing,
higher enrichment, retransfers to third countries, research and development or the production of
tritium (which has uses in nuclear weapons).30 The deal struck between India and the US for
uranium export to India does not preclude India building new, unsafeguarded reactors or other
facilities for its weapons program.31 The agreement allows the same Indian personnel to work
on both India’s civilian and military nuclear sectors. India is able to divert more of its own
uranium to weapons with the US-India deal allowing India to increase its capacity to produce
fissile material for nuclear weapons if it chooses to do so. Uranium exports from Australia to
India would seem to only make that situation worse.
For states with comprehensive safeguards agreements with the IAEA, the additional protocol
creates additional reporting obligations and extends the IAEA’s right of access to nuclear27
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related sites. However, India negotiated with the IAEA a much more limited additional protocol
in 2009: the reporting and access provisions of India’s additional protocol are effectively
restricted to India’s export activities. Consequently, India’s safeguards agreement and its
additional protocol do not have any practical application to its uranium and thorium mines,
heavy water production facilities, nuclear fuel cycle-related research activities, or plants where it
manufactures equipment for its nuclear facilities.32
India operates 22 nuclear facilities under continuous IAEA safeguards, which include 14 of
India’s power reactors, six conversion and fuel fabrication facilities for these reactors and two
spent fuel storage sites.33 At the same time a number of facilities, including eight of its
pressurized heavy water power reactors that serve a civilian or commercial function are not
listed in India’s safeguards agreement and are not subject to safeguards (except in specific
circumstances where India may introduce safeguarded nuclear material into them).34 India’s
safeguards agreement with the IAEA permits the transfer of nuclear material subject to
safeguards into a facility in the “civilian unsafeguarded” stream, provided that the facility is
placed under temporary safeguards while that material is present (articles 11(f) and 14(b)).35
In deciding whether or not to place a nuclear facility under IAEA safeguards, India’s Separation
Plan pointed to “a judgement [by the Indian Government] whether subjecting a facility to IAEA
safeguards would impact adversely on India’s national security”. A facility could be excluded
from safeguards because it is co-located with military facilities or otherwise related activities of
strategic significance. This appears to be the basis for excluding all of India’s existing
reprocessing and enrichment facilities from being listed for continuous safeguards.36
The provision for temporary safeguards over otherwise unsafeguarded facilities is most likely to
become problematic if the Indian Government uses it in combination with provisions that allow
safeguarded material to be used alongside unsafeguarded material (for example, articles 25
and 96 of India’s safeguards agreement). Article 25 allows nuclear material (including spent fuel
containing weapons-plus plutonium) that “has been produced in or by the use of safeguarded
nuclear material” to be exempted from safeguards under particular conditions. Specifically,
article 25 exempts a proportion of the plutonium produced in a reactor provided that less than
30% of the fissionable material in each loading is safeguarded material.37 In effect, the IAEA
safeguards agreement with the India Government permits the India Government to use its
safeguarded plutonium to produce significant quantities of unsafeguarded plutonium per year.38
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India is also believed to have unsafeguarded separated plutonium from power reactors, which is
available to its nuclear weapons program and could hypothetically be used to increase the size
of India’s nuclear arsenal. India may be deliberately holding some of this material to enhance
what it believes is a nuclear deterrent.39
In the IAEA safeguards agreement, the Indian Government undertakes not to use items subject
to the agreement, including any facility under temporary safeguards while safeguarded material
is present, to further any military purpose (article 1). However, Robertson and Carlson point out
that due to the absence of any verification, the international community has no assurance that
the Indian Government is not building nuclear weapons with plutonium that has been produced
using safeguarded material by use of the exemption articles in the safeguards agreement. The
Canadian-supplied Cirus reactor provides an example of how nuclear material can be diverted
to nuclear weapons when safeguards are not applied. Prior to shutting down the Cirus reactor in
2010, the Indian Government used it to produce unsafeguarded plutonium for nuclear weapons,
despite being under an obligation not to use the reactor or any products resulting from its use
for military purposes. This example illustrates that a simple undertaking not to use plutonium for
military purposes is not adequate to prevent such misuse in absence of verification.40
As an example of how the Indian Government could manipulate the IAEA safeguards
agreement should its nuclear weapons program ever face a temporary shortage of
unsafeguarded uranium from its own national sources, Robertson and Carlson point out the
Indian Government could load the core of the Prototype Fast Breeder Reactor with
unsafeguarded uranium and plutonium, while making blankets out of a mixture of safeguarded
and unsafeguarded uranium (as long as the safeguarded uranium makes up less than 30% of
the total fissionable material at loading). After unloading the spent fuel, India could claim an
exemption from safeguards for up to 70% of the plutonium in this fuel. To make up this 70%, the
IAEA safeguards agreement appears to allow India to claim exemption for all of the weaponsgrade plutonium in the blankets and part of the reactor-grade plutonium in the core.41
Uranium trade with India undermines a fundamental principle of the global non-proliferation and
disarmament regime. This is the principle that only signatories to the NPT can engage in
international nuclear trade for their civilian nuclear programs. The precedent set by nuclear
trade with India increases the risk of other countries pulling out of the NPT, and building nuclear
weapons with the expectation that civilian nuclear trade would continue.
The Synod is greatly concerned that India lacks an independent nuclear regulatory mechanism
with the mandate to ensure that high standards of safety and security are observed in India’s
civilian nuclear facilities.42 The Indian Atomic Energy Regulatory Board (AERB), established in
1983 through a gazette notification, is tasked with regulating the safety and security aspects of
the country’s civilian nuclear facilities. However, it is not an autonomous body as it depends on
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the Department of Atomic Energy for all practical purposes. It has, as a result, been unable to
perform its regulatory functions effectively.43
The demand for India to establish a truly autonomous nuclear regulatory authority has been a
long standing one. In 1997, the Raja Ramanna Committee report had recommended that the
Atomic Energy Act 1962 should be amended to enhance the effectiveness of the nuclear
regulatory system in the country. Even though the Union Government, in 2000, had directed the
Department of Atomic Energy to suggest the necessary amendments to the 1962 Act, nothing
substantial happened for almost a decade.44
In 2011, the Nuclear Safety Regulatory Authority (NSRA) Bill was drafted by the Department of
Atomic Energy and submitted to the Union Cabinet for approval. The Department of Atomic
Energy note that sought approval from the Cabinet to introduce the Bill in Parliament had cited
both the Mayapuri and the Fukushima accidents as the factors that contributed to the urgency to
strengthen the country’s nuclear regulatory mechanism. However, even the NSRA, envisioned
by the Department of Atomic Energy, does not propose the establishment of a truly autonomous
regulatory authority.45 The Bill was never passed into law.
The Comptroller and Auditor General of India had undertaken a “Performance Audit on Activities
of Atomic Energy Regulatory Board” which was tabled in Parliament in August 2012. It
concluded that “the legal status of AERB continues to be that of an authority subordinate to the
Central Government, with powers delegated to it by the latter”, and recommended to the
government to: 46
ensure that the nuclear regulator is empowered and independent. For this purpose, it
should be created in law and should be able to exercise necessary authority in the
setting of regulations, verification of compliance with the regulations and enforcement of
the same in the cases of non-compliance.
Following the Comptroller and Auditor General report, the Public Accounts Committee of
Parliament also produced a report in 2013 entitled “Activities of Atomic Energy Regulatory
Board” in which it agreed with the view taken by the Comptroller and Auditor General on the
functioning of the AERB. The PAC also highlighted the observation made by the Parliamentary
Standing Committee on Science and Technology, Environment and Forests in 2012 that the
NSRA lacks autonomy. The Public Accounts Committee was critical of the functioning of the
AERB as well as the proposed NSRA Bill and stated in its report that the “DAE should seriously
re-examine the provisions of the Bill and take necessary steps urgently so as to ensure that the
nuclear regulator becomes an independent and credible body at par with similar regulators in
other Countries.”47
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In short, India lacks a genuinely autonomous, transparent and accountable institution that is
capable of regulating India’s nuclear power sector.
The consequence of the lack of a genuine independent regulator of the nuclear power sector in
India is concerns about safety and security. For example a leaked revelation revealed one of the
containment domes for the new reactors at the Kudankulam plant was finished without critical
cabling.48 There were also allegations in an official Russian corruption probe that an unknown
number of substandard parts were installed in critical areas of the same nuclear facility.49 In
2013 a group of Indian scientists called for “a fresh independent and thorough quality inspection
of the components used in the two reactors.” The scientists warned “The ramifications of such
corruption need to be taken very seriously as they have implications for the long term safety of
the nuclear plant.”50
No public inquiry was carried out and instead in August 2014 a report by the Indian
Government’s Intelligence Bureau into the activities of 65 non-government organisations,
including some of those that supported the Kudankulam protests. The report accused the
groups of being “tools for the strategic foreign policy interests of Western Governments”.51 The
Indian security forces allegedly mounted a campaign of harassment and intimidation against
people protesting against the building of the Kudankulam nuclear power plant. The campaign
included the use of mass arrests, destruction of school property, cutting off electricity to
communities where members have been involved in the protest and freezing bank accounts of
the Catholic diocese of Tuticorin based on allegations the accounts had been used to channel
foreign funds to anti-nuclear protestors.52 The Synod does not believe this is an environment
into which Victoria should be selling uranium.

Dr Mark Zirnsak
Senior Social Justice Advocate

Timothy Molineux
Social Justice Officer
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Appendix A: Relevant Uniting Church resolutions on nuclear
power and uranium mining
In 1977 the Synod meeting resolved:
(a) That the first Synod of the Uniting Church in Victoria does not feel free to be silent about a
most important issue which is now before the Australian nation: the matter of the mining and
exporting of uranium.
(i) Christ's disciples are called to be "the salt of the earth" and a "city on a mountain" by
what they are among themselves and also in their concern for the world. They have
heard Christ's commandment to love God and their neighbour and they are called to
obey Him in His Lordship over God's creation and his protest against all forces that
endanger and damage it. They look forward to a new heaven and a new earth, indeed a
new universe that glorifies God's name, a universe where all that is receives God's
gracious gifts in harmony, abundance, safety and security.
(ii) In this context the Uniting Church feels constrained to express concern about the
policy of the Australian government to mine and export uranium. The Uniting Church
wants to speak to its own membership and to the nation, to all men and women,
irrespective of their political affiliation.
1. We do not share a popular belief in the inevitability of the use of uranium as a source
of energy. Many people argue that the world has entered the nuclear age - that a
number of nations are mining and exporting uranium, making handsome profits and also
serving the world in its energy needs. They argue that we in Australia cannot put the
clock back; that we should not stay behind in the development of the world. We do not
share such a belief. We do believe that Australia and the world need a thorough study of
the energy problem in its totality in connection with our standards of life; and the glaring
differences in the use of energy in the wealthier and poorer parts of the world.
2. We do not share the optimistic belief in man as a being who could overcome all the
risks connected with the use of nuclear energy if he only set his mind to it. We have
witnessed in our century that man can become a dangerous monster, led by demonic
forces to destroy humanity. There are no absolute safeguards against the use of
uranium and its waste products for destructive purposes.
3. We share the widely held anxiety in regard to the dangers of waste products plutonium and others. We feel that present-day generations have no right at all to
impose on future ones the enormous cost of human resources to care for the wastes
and obsolete installations they leave behind them, to say nothing of the continuous risks
this involves.
The 20th century is already, in many respects, bearing the burden of guilty decisions and
attitudes of former periods of history. We must not increase that burden.
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The life-style of the wealthier parts of the world would only be prolonged for a very small
period of time, without helping the under-developed nations to have the bare necessities
of life.
(iii) The above mentioned concerns are only a few of the many reasons which make us
believe that it is the primary duty of the Australian Government to continue studying the
use and possible misuse of uranium as a source of energy.
We plead for the Government to pause again on the decision to mine and export
uranium. It should try to involve the whole nation at all levels in the study and discussion
of these problems.
The uranium issue is a matter of life and death. It must not become a matter of partypolitics; the nation as a whole is responsible.
In this context we believe in the right of every man and woman, young and old, to
express an opinion in this matter in public. Endeavours to limit or suppress public
demonstrations can only create explosive situations. "Children should obey their parents,
but parents should not provoke their children to anger".
(b) That members of the Synod and members of the Uniting Church in Victoria be requested:
(i) to study material produced by the Australian Council of Churches, the Commission for
World Mission, and the Northern Synod concerning the ethical and social issues
involved; the effect on Aboriginal communities and the future implications of the decision
to mine and export uranium.
(ii) to respond by continuing participation in the public debate, and as individuals to take
appropriate action according to the request of the Australian Council of Churches, the
Commission for World Mission and the Northern Synod.
(iii) to responsibly review our use of personal and church resources and lower our
standard of living;
(iv) to convey to the Government that we believe no mining of uranium should take place
in Australia for a five-year period from the publication of the second part of the Fox
report.
(c)

(i) That resolutions (a) to (b) be forwarded to the leaders of all Federal political parties,
and to the Premiers of the various States, and their responses be sought in writing;
(ii) that the replies received be published in "Church and Nation" with the consent of the
Editor.

In 1978 the Synod meeting resolved:
(a)

To reaffirm the statement of the 1977 Synod on the mining and export of uranium.

(b)

To remind the Federal Government of the recommendations of the first report of the
Ranger Uranium Environmental Inquiry, viz.
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(i) to take immediate steps to institute full and energetic programs of research
and development into alternative energy resources; and
(ii) that there be a national program for energy conservation.
(c)

To request the Government to implement these resolutions as a matter of urgency.

In 1980 the Synod meeting resolved:
(a) To call upon the State Government immediately to instruct the S.E.C to pursue policies
which will not necessitate the introduction for nuclear power to Victoria.
(b) To call upon the State Government to amended the S.E.C Act so that nuclear power will not
be an option for the future.
(c) To advise the State Government of its concern with the agreement which the State
Government has made with Alcoa in relation to the building of an aluminium smelter at Portland,
because the project will take such large quantities of electricity that it may provide a justification
for the establishment of a nuclear power plant in Victoria.
(d) To inform the State Government that it questions the wisdom of the proposal to establish
coal liquefaction plants in the Latrobe Valley, because of the environmental problems and the
rapid depletion of brown coal reserves, this provided a possible justification for the introduction
of nuclear power for electricity production in Victoria.
(e) To call on the State Government to encourage the development of decentralized energy
systems using renewable sources, and to introduce measures by which industries, as well as
households, may be encouraged to conserve energy from fossil fuels.
(f) To request, as a matter of urgency, at all levels of the Church’s life, the study and discussion
of the use of energy and to encourage participation of members in community discussion and
debate, making use of resources available from the Division of Social Justice.

The 1981 Synod meeting resolved:
(a) That the Board of Property and Finance act as follows:
(i) By Synod 1982, dispose of any shares, debentures, stock or notes or any other
marketable security held by the Board, being an investment of the Common Fund or the
specific investment of any other fund held by the Board, which represent an investment
in any company whereby any part of the business of that company as at October 1981,
is engaged in the actual mining of uranium or a substantial part of the business of that
company as at October 1981, is involved in the processing, export, transport,
transhipment or handling of uranium or its derivatives.
(ii) To report to the Standing Committee by June 1982, the action being taken pursuant
to the above resolution including any capital profits or losses which may have resulted
from its actions, and whether the board considers that all companies believed to be
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involved in the uranium industry, and whose marketable securities were held by the
Board, are being suitably researched and the necessary action being taken in terms of
the above resolution.
(iii) To refrain immediately from the purchase of new securities, extensions to present
holdings, or option of rights to any marketable security in any company involved in the
uranium industry as defined in resolution (i).
(b) That any company, as defined in resolution (i), whose sole business involvement in the
handling of uranium, or its derivatives, is in the area of medical research or for medical
purposes, be exempted from action under resolution (a).
(c)

(i) That a Task Group of seven persons be established to carry out an investigation of all
companies whose marketable securities are held within the Common Fund or any other
fund held by the Board, to ascertain their involvement through financing or secondary
investment or otherwise in any way whatsoever in any company which is deemed to be
involved with the uranium industry, and to bring a report of such third party involvement
in the uranium industry to Synod 1983.
(ii) That the Task group comprise three members appointed by the Property and
Finance, one of whom shall act as Convener, two members appointed by the Division of
Resources, and two members appointed by the Division of Social Justice.

(d) To encourage all members, agencies, institutions of the Uniting Church to study their
involvement through financial investment in the uranium and nuclear industries, in the light of
the decisions of this Synod, and to act accordingly.
(e) To urge strongly the Federal Government to review and reconsider its stated intention of
transferring the control and operation of the uranium and nuclear industries to individual State
Governments of this country.
In 1982 the Synod meeting resolved:
To support the concept of declaring Victoria a zone free of the mining of uranium, the
processing of fissionable material, the storage, transport and waste disposal of fissionable
material, and inform the Victorian and Federal Governments accordingly.
In 1982 the Synod meeting resolved:
(a) To endorse the action of the Task Group in carrying out its work under the minutes of 1981
Synod.
The identification of eight levels of involvement as follows:
(i) Companies solely engaged in uranium mining;
(ii) Companies directly engaged in uranium mining as part of their total operations;
(iii) Companies holding a substantial or controlling interest in a company in categories (i)
and (ii);
(iv) Companies providing services to companies involved in uranium mining e.g. banking,
insurance, transport;
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(v) Companies supplying capital equipment to companies involved in uranium mining;
(vi) Companies having an indirect involvement with the uranium industry not identified in any
one of the above categories;
(vii)Companies providing ancillary services to communities established at uranium centers;
(viii) Companies with no identifiable involvement in the uranium industry.
The classification of companies within the Synod Portfolio according to the above levels of
involvement.
(b) That the Synod cease to hold shares in companies as described in the first three categories
listed above:
(i) Companies engaged solely in uranium mining;
(ii) Companies directly engaged in uranium mining as part of their total operations;
(iii) Companies holding a substantial or controlling interest in a company in categories (i)
and (ii).
(c) That the task of reviewing the Uniting Church portfolio be the responsibility of the Investment
Review Committee established by the Resources Commission.
(d) That the Task Group be thanked and discharged.
In 1994 the Synod meeting resolved:
To reaffirm its opposition to the mining and export of uranium.
To urge the Federal Government to resist attempts to abandon the existing "three mine" policy
of the Australian Labor Party so that new mines may be allowed to operate.
In 1996 the Synod meeting resolved:
To inform the Federal Government of its disappointment and opposition to their decision to
abandon the existing “three mine” policy of the previous Federal Government in order to
establish new uranium mines in areas including National Parks, World Heritage Areas and
aboriginal owned land.
The 1999 National Assembly meeting resolved:



The Uniting church policy of a moratorium on uranium mining;
The Federal Government request to the Uniting Church to research and review our
policy concerning uranium;
 The Uniting Church resolutions and efforts to be in solidarity with the people affected by
uranium mining;
 The complexities of Australia’s and the world’s energy needs for the future;
 The Uniting Church’s commitment to nuclear non-proliferation; and the Uniting Church’s
commitment to the rights of nature and the rights of future generations;
And acknowledging:



Our failure to live up to our commitments; and
The failure of present procedures to deal justly with Indigenous people;
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Direct Social Responsibility and Justice to draft a new policy for presentation to the
November meeting of the Standing Committee concerning the nuclear fuel cycle, its
impacts and role in the provision of energy in the future;
Direct National Social Responsibility and Justice to prepare resources to inform councils
and individual members concerning the Church’s policy and the implications for action
that arise from it.

In 2000 the National Assembly Standing Committee resolved:
Receive the report [on the Uniting Church’s policies concerning the nuclear fuel cycle];
Adopt the policy statement as stated in the report;
Adopt the key statement ‘The UCA is committed to the development of environmentally benign,
renewable energy sources and the cessation of uranium mining. Recognising the complexity of
the issues we call on individuals, churches, industry and government to work together to end
involvement in the nuclear fuel cycle;
Request the Assembly in 2000 to endorse Standing Committee’s action in adopting the Policy
Statement;
Encourage individual members, congregations, presbyteries, synods and the Assembly of the
Uniting Church to:



Study and reflect on the Policy Statement;
Act upon the intent of the Statement by
o Seeking to reduce energy needs;
o Investigating and engaging in the use of environmentally benign, renewable
sources of energy as quickly as is practicable;
o Contributing to the 1 per cent fund for Nature and Future Generations;

Request the National Social Responsibility & Justice Agency to:





Publish the broadsheet on the Nuclear Fuel Cycle making it available to the members of
the church, government, industry and other interested parties.
Set up, promote and administer a 1 per cent fund for Nature and Future Generations.
Contribution to the fund shall be voluntary. The purpose of this fund is to:
o Fund the preparation of educational resources concerning the nuclear fuel cycle
and its impacts;
o Fund congregational initiatives in environmentally benign, renewable energies;
o Fund advocacy related to the nuclear fuel cycle and its impacts;
o Fund advocacy related to research and development of the environmentally
benign, renewable sources of energy.
o Support Indigenous participation in negotiations relating to issues of the nuclear
fuel cycle;
Report the Assembly 2003 on progress made toward achievement of the decisions of
Assembly arising from the policy;
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Continue in dialogue with the environmental, alternative energy and anti-nuclear
organisations, governments, Indigenous Australians, the Australian Mining Industry
Council and Mining companies in relation to the reviewed and revised policy on the
nuclear fuel cycle, its impacts and role in the provision of energy in the future;
Seek opportunities for dialogue and common action with agencies of other churches and
ecumenical bodies, nationally and internationally, calling for the responsible care and
use of God’s creation, and seeking a nuclear free world;
Express our appreciate to the environmental, alternative energy and anti-nuclear
organisations, political parties, mining companies and key individuals that have assisted
National Social Responsibility and Justice over the past three years in policy review.

Call on the mining industry to:



Employ higher standards of risk assessment using the precautionary principle as
opposed to the utilitarian principle;
Recognise the need for public accountability and make transparent all decision-making
and reporting with regard to all aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle; work toward an
internationally-agreed self-funded management plan of all fuel and wastes which
guarantees the long term protection of people and the environment.

Call on government to initiate a more active program including:


Direct government initiatives in developing models of energy use which minimise
production of greenhouse gases and increases the use of environmentally benign,
renewable resources;
 Tax credits for those working towards development of renewable, environmentally
acceptable alternatives, and tax penalties on those who fail to meet targets set by
government for reduced pollution; significant increases in the provision of subsidy
support for initial research, development and implementation of potentially viable
alternative energies, with a view to becoming a leader in research, development and
implementation of environmentally benign, renewable alternatives.
 Target government purchases toward enterprises consistent with these policy
objectives;
 Do all in its power to accelerate the move in Australia from commitment to uranium
mining and involvement in the nuclear fuel cycle towards more acceptable
alternatives.
And, urge the government to:



Apply precautionary principles in their assessment of risk making decisions
concerning the nuclear fuel cycle;
Ensure any sale of uranium is contingent upon an internationally agreed
management plan that protects people and the environment; ensure public
accountability by requiring industry to make the levels of radiation at and near mine
sites and storage facilities a matter for public record;
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Ensure government guidelines do not erode the gains of the Mabo and Wik High
Court Decisions.

In 2006 the National Assembly Standing Committee resolved to:
Encourage Uniting Church members to:
(a) Advocate for government to implement policies that significantly reduce our dependence
on fossil fuels and increase our use of non-nuclear renewable energy sources;
(b) Engage in dialogues, shared learning and action with non –government environment
action groups.
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