
URANIUM FOR INDIA  

  

Generations of Australian school students have been indoctrinated about the insidious 

dangers of nuclear power. Scientific evidence and knowledge shows that this is based on 

irrational fears. The position today can be summed up by comparing the advantages and 

disadvantages of nuclear power compared with fossil fuels. Appendix 1shows that nuclear 

power may have advantages even in Australia where coal is cheap. Nevertheless it will take 

more than my blog to dismiss these fears and the rest of this paper assumes that Australia 

would not use uranium in the near future.  

Australians' attitude to their uranium resources is similar to their attitude to the nation's 

resources of sea cucumbers (beche de mer), shark's fins and seaweed. They do not value them 

for their own consumption and are happy to let foreigners come and collect them, taking as 

much as they want overseas for processing. They are happy for Australia to be a uranium 

quarry. Depletion of the resource would be welcomed, like disappearance of sharks. 

 The carbon tax will reduce exports of coal and natural gas. Export prices for coal and 

natural gas are determined in competition with other exporters. The export prices determine 

reserves, which are calculated as the known part of the resources that can be profitably 

extracted. Profitability depends on the price exceeding the total cost, including a carbon tax if 

one is payable. To retain competitive position, prices realisable for Australian export fossil 

fuels could not increase by the full amount of the carbon tax. Therefore, some reserves 

previously profitable will become unprofitable and marginal reserves will become 

uneconomic. Less will be available for export. 

It is curious that we are assigning this resource to India at a time when its value has never 

been higher, due to the carbon tax. Uranium, which is not subject to a carbon tax, has become 

more attractive for nuclear power stations that replace base load coal-fired capacity and for 

new stations required for growth in electricity supply. Implicit in offering uranium for export 

to India is the assumption that increased attractiveness of nuclear energy for Australian 

domestic use will not take up all of uranium supply capability, or that export to India is 

valued above the uranium price realisable from customers elsewhere. Either way, supply to 

India is favoured.  

 

The Table below shows why.  

 

 

 INDIA AUSTRALIA 

Population 1,180,000,000 22,300,000 

Population ratio 53 1 

Land area square kilometres 3287263 7 692 024  

Coal reserves, billions tonnes 114 76 

Coal production, Mta 526 326 

Coal life Bt/Bta years 216 233 

Uranium reserves, t 0 1,176,000 

Thorium reserves, t 650,000 300,000 

Electricity production, TWh 565 266 

Electricity  prodn per capita 0.48 11.9 

from fossil fuel 81.7% 92.2 

hydro 14.5 4.6 

nuclear 3.4 0 

other 0.3 3.2 



We have favoured India because they need our uranium more than we do. Suppose you 

live by yourself in a big house, 'Australia', in the suburbs. A few street away, there is a 

neighbour, 'India', who has a family with 53 people on a block half the size. They have as 

much coal reserves and mine a similar amount to you, but you personally use 25 times 

more electricity than any one of them. However, they are developing fast. Evidently their 

accommodation has few appliances. You have many electrical appliances that even a large 

group cannot afford: air conditioners, heaters, pool pumps, stoves, washing machines, 

tumble driers and computers. 

What would be the attitude of India and other developing countries in the neighbourhood 

to Australian lifestyles?  

 

A. We admire Australia's standard of living and accept that we can never achieve it. 

B. We feel sorry for Australians that they are so dependent on technology. 

C. Australia should share its energy resources with us so we can catch up to their standard. 

D. Australia should accept many more migrants from us than they do at present. 

What could happen if Australia does not share resources with neighbours?  

 

A. Australians could pursue economic growth with more resources per capita available. 

B. Neighbours could economically acquire our land, industries, mines and sovereignty. 

C. Neighbours will not cooperate in preventing illegal immigration. 

D. India could invade northern Australia using nuclear weapons. 

 

How would Australia's imports be affected by uranium exports? 

 

A. Australians will be able to afford European goods. 

B. Indian goods will be cheapest and supply growing demand. 

C. Chinese imports will grow fastest. 

D. Chinese import prices will reduce. 

 

Would keeping uranium in the ground to meet national emissions requirements not be more 

attractive?  

Possible reason would be because:  

A. construction of nuclear power stations in Australia lies beyond the next election. 

B. regional demand for uranium cannot be forestalled. 

C. export of uranium would generate jobs and revenue before the next election. 

D. the USA's regional plan is to support the development of India. 

 

If export of Australian uranium to India is a bulwark against Chinese economic hegemony, 

what is China's reaction to the deal likely to be? 

A. Chagrin 

B. Joy 

C. Jealousy 

D. Indifference 

 

 



Appendix 1 

 

ADVANTAGES 

Nuclear electricity is produced without air pollution and therefore is climate friendly. Nor 

does it produce the gases in fossil fuels that cause acid rain and ecosystem damage. There are 

no fly ash particles to escape and coat plant matter and buildings. There are no effluents from 

coal stockpiles running into surface waterways. It can be brought in a couple of trucks per 

year, rather than requiring a port or railway depot. The quantity of residual uranium and other 

wastes is small. The uranium fuel supply chain is technologically complex but involves much 

smaller quantities of material and is safer to personnel than the underground mining of coal. 

Nuclear reactors are reliable and personnel safety is designed to be higher than in coal 

handling, milling, furnaces and boilers. The possibility of bursting a high pressure steam tube 

resulting in a boiler explosion is lower. 

DISADVANTAGES 

 I can verify from my family's experience that emissions from nuclear power stations are 

normally within safe levels throughout the life of the power station. The 750MW nuclear 

power station Hinkley Point A, in the UK, was built on woodland's site on the end of our 

farm in the 1950s. When the BBC interviewed my brother, they introduced him as 'the person 

with the closest experience of living beside a nuclear power station in the UK.' A second B 

station, was being commissioned when I worked there in the science laboratory as a vacation 

student in 1965. My job was to assist in photographing warranty claim faults in the reactor. I 

also measured particulate emissions caught on tacky shades around the site.  

I moved away, but kept in touch with my family. If there had been any problems, I would 

have heard. Sometimes I asked, for example about aborted livestock and mutated offspring 

but they had noticed nothing extraordinary. To my knowledge, there were never any leaks or 

scares. The 'A' station shut down at the end of its working life and is now incarcerated in 

concrete. That to me is the biggest disadvantage that beautiful woodlands have been taken 

and living things have been excluded forever. 

Chernobyl is the worst of very few world-wide nuclear accidents. It may not have caused 

the premature death of more than 75 people according to a BBC report on the web. There 

have been many more people than that who have suffered cancer and attributed it to the 

accident. These may have been background illnesses that would have occurred regardless. It 

is possible to distinguish the increase in death and disabilities and these might not be much 

more than in a bad coal mining accident. In China there were 7,000 deaths in coal mine 

accidents in 2004. 

The jury is still out on the time needed to retain the exclusion zone of 30 km. It is a 

wonderful park and the wild life is thriving. It is the best outcome from the accident - where 

else is there such a park? 

Fukushima may have been mostly a waste storage accident, with the reactors being safely 

shut down when the power supply failed. Drums of waste, stored in a "cooling pond" until 

their radioactivity had declined sufficiently for transport to long term storage, were spilled by 

the tsunami. This was an accident of naive engineering that did not anticipate such an event. 

It was not a failure of inherently unsafe nuclear technology. It should never be repeated. 


