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I would like first to pay my respects to the Wurundjeri people of the Coolum nation who belong to the land on which we gather, and to the wisdom and generosity of their elders. I also want to thank the mercurial Felicity Hill, who wrote the disarmament chapter in the report card on Australia and the UN you have in your hands. 
I am pleased to be here with you. If humans do manage the mighty challenge of transitioning to some kind of sustainable future, by ridding ourselves of all weapons of mass destruction before they are used in war, and learning fast to live within the capacity of the ecosphere to absorb our impact and sustain us, the UN is likely to have played a decisive role. This chronically underresourced and small organisation in shabby and crowded buildings alongside the corporate glitz and glam; because of the inevitable rightness of the vision “to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war”, and because global problems demand global responses. Because in the 1936 words of Winston Churchill:
“The era of procrastination, of half-measures, of soothing and baffling expedients, of delays, is coming to its close. In its place we are entering a period of consequences.”
The focus of my remarks will be on the 27,000 nuclear weapons, because they alone could kill hundreds of millions, end human civilisation and catastrophically disrupt the capacity of the ecosphere to support life, in the space of a few hours. A few reminders of their reality are apt, because we must be reminded, and because as Mark Twain said, denial ain’t just a river in Egypt:

· Just one of the largest nuclear warheads currently deployed could unleash more explosive power than all of the 1939-45 “war to end all wars”. 
· The radiation from nuclear weapons is uniquely hazardous, persistent and indiscriminate, damaging our most precious legacy, the core human blueprint stored in our DNA and passed on to future generations. 

· Recent work has shown that tens of millions of deaths and severe global climatic consequences persisting over a decade and drastically affecting global food production could be expected to follow use of 100 Hiroshima-size weapons, less than 1 thousandth of the global nuclear arsenal, and within the capacity of 8 nuclear-armed states. In nuclear terms small is not proportionate – the predicted smoke emissions and deaths per kiloton of explosive yield for such tactical size weapons targeted on cities are 100 times those expected from nuclear attacks with high-yield weapons. 

· Radioactivity from earth-penetrating nuclear weapons cannot be contained. 

· Any use of nuclear weapons would pose serious, unpredictable and uncontrollable risks of escalation.
In the shadow of the nuclear bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the highest priority, reflected in the very first resolution of the newly-formed UN General Assembly on 24 Jan 1946, was a call for plans “for the elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons and of all other major weapons adaptable to mass destruction”, and “for control of atomic energy to the extent necessary to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes”. Furthermore, “Each representative on the Commission (to Deal with the Problems raised by the Discovery of Atomic Energy) may have such assistance as he may desire. The Commission shall have whatever staff it may deem necessary” – times have changed! 
Both measures – the elimination of nuclear weapons, and managing the intrinsic capacity of nuclear fuel chain facilities to be used to produce fissile materials able to be used in nuclear weapons, are needed more urgently than ever to enable prospects for human and planetary health and survival. Instead of one state which had used its 2 nuclear weapons, 62 years later we have 9 nuclear armed states with 27,000 weapons between them; all developing new, more usable weapons and battening down to hang on to them apparently indefinitely, proliferation has slipped out of control, nuclear technology and material are widely available, still often poorly secured, an extensive international black market in uranium enrichment technology and Chinese nuclear weapons designs has operated for years, disarmament is completely stalled, use of nuclear weapons is increasingly likely, and well-organised and supported international terrorists are serious about buying, stealing or building nuclear weapons. 
Disarmament is not only stalled – it is going backwards. The painfully won, fragile architecture of arms control and disarmament agreements is being dismantled. The abrogation of the AntiBallistic Missile Treaty by the US was a dangerous precedent. President Putin has made repeated and explicit threats, in response to US plans to deploy missile defences in Poland and the Czech Republic, that in response Russia will escalate its nuclear weapon development programs, numbers, deployments and targeting. A renewed nuclear arms race – never abandoned to the dustbin of the worst baggage of the last century where it belongs, is already ramping up. Last week came the news that Russia has recommenced 24 hours a day flights of long-range strategic bombers, armed with either 6 or 12 nuclear tipped cruise missiles, each with explosive power equivalent to 20 of the bomb that destroyed Nagasaki.  
At its annual meeting last week, in the lead-up to a forthcoming federal election, the National Council of MAPW issued a Prescription for a healthy and secure world. It begins with diagnosis of a critical condition: 

“We face two preeminent threats to the survival and health of Australians, our country and our Earth: the existence of 27,000 nuclear weapons with growing dangers of their use; and global warming.

Both dangers are aggravated by poverty, depletion of vital natural resources, and massive investments in the machinery of war. A climate-stressed, more disaster-prone, inequitable world with growing numbers of refugees and more fingers on nuclear triggers is the worst place for nuclear weapons. Proliferation risks inherent in nuclear reactor programs, vast stocks of fissile material usable in nuclear weapons, and terrorism make dealing with the nuclear threat a global emergency.”

It should follow that the central task of governments to protect the lives, rights and security of their citizens means that abolishing nuclear weapons should be at or very near the top of the list for anyone who deserves to be called a leader. The right to life is after all the most fundamental of all rights. The great unfinished business of 61 years of the UN, and for every government the most critical aspect of its responsibility to protect its citizens and their future, is to remove the spectre of nuclear devastation.  
Australia has made some important contributions to the founding of the UN and to its disarmament work, most notably on the Chemical Weapons Convention and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, yet to enter into force. So is Australia on the mark now? On its contribution through the UN to these critical issues that will determine our children’s future, last year Australia scored a disappointing C+.
On non-nuclear issues, positive but rather low in profile, Australia worked to support universalisation of the Biological Weapons Convention, led the GA resolution urging ratification of the Landmines Convention, supported a program of action on small arms and regulation of the trade in conventional weapons. However it did not accept Norway’s invitation to participate in a conference of 49 states which agreed to develop a new treaty prohibiting cluster munitions. Recently a Senate committee supported ADF plans to acquire so-called ‘smart’ cluster munitions. This is reprehensible, and inconsistent with Australia’s commendable support for the Landmines Convention. Australia should not acquire cluster munitions and should vigorously join in efforts to outlaw these indiscriminate and persistent weapons.
On key nuclear disarmament resolutions, our representatives voted in support of:

· A call for another GA special session on disarmament

· Entry into force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
· A nuclear weapon free Southern hemisphere

· Japan’s ‘Renewed determination’ resolution covering a range of nuclear disarmament and nuclear safeguards measures included elsewhere eg by NPT Review Conferences, SC resolutions

However Australia voted against:

· a call for a UN conference to address nuclear dangers that would include the non-NPT states with nuclear weapons – Israel, India and Pakistan 

· the NAM resolution including a call for nuclear disarmament within a specified timeframe and binding negative security assurances (commitments that a nws will not use nw against nnws)

· a call for the CD to commence negotiations on a convention prohibiting use of nuclear weapons


Australia abstained on:

· the New Agenda Coalition resolution which embodies an aspirational approach to nuclear disarmament

· a resolution calling for Israel to accede to the NPT and accept full-scope IAEA safeguards on all its unsafeguarded facilities
· a resolution supporting negative security assurances

· the Malaysian resolution following up the 1996 ICJ advisory opinion that use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is generally contrary to international law, calling for multilateral negotiations leading to early conclusion of a NWC, and supported by 125 countries

Being an Australian public servant currently working on nuclear disarmament must be tough going. 

Why was the superb work of the Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons buried and sidelined rather than advocated and furthered?

Why has the Australian government not responded in any substantive way to the detailed and authoritative work of the Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission?

Why, during 11 years of office, can I not recall our Prime Minister ever having something substantial to say about the necessity of getting rid of nuclear weapons?

Why has there been not any government response to the model Nuclear Weapons Convention, no work with 125 other governments and NGOs to address the obstacles and challenges and work towards creative solutions to progress a Nuclear Weapons Convention?

When Felicity organised a meeting of 13 NGOs with senior foreign affairs officials in Canberra in the lead up to this year’s NPT PrepCom, the best we were offered was that while Australia did not currently support a NWC, “Australia would not lag.” 

Regrettably, Australia’s role in helping to abolish the world’s worst weapons of terror is severely constrained and compromised by several shackles.

First, in the words of Defence Minister Dr Brendan Nelson, “Australia relies on the extended deterrence provided by US nuclear forces”. Australia is increasingly deeply enmeshed in providing facility, materiel and logistics support; intelligence eyes and ears; and command, control and communications facilities for the world’s nuclear superpower. Australia is not known to be critical of any reckless or illegal aspect of US nuclear policy – not first use of nuclear weapons, not using nuclear weapons pre-emptively, including to prevent proliferation of nuclear weapons, not explicit threats against states without nuclear weapons. Any use of nuclear weapons by the US in Asia of the Middle East is likely to involve facilities in Australia, presumably with or without Australian knowledge or consent. We must be frank: we are collectively willing to be party to use of nuclear weapons to incinerate innocent men, women and children. We host facilities which enable nuclear weapons to be targeted and delivered. We officially negate that nuclear weapons undermine rather than enhance security, including of those who posses them. We officially accept that there are no legitimate uses for biological or chemical weapons or landmines, but that there is a legitimate role for the worst weapons of mass destruction. Thus our credibility, integrity and independence are fundamentally undermined. We are a part of the nuclear problem.
US Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman General Peter Pace affirmed last year:

“It is the absolute responsibility of everybody in uniform to disobey an order that is illegal or immoral.” Any use of nuclear weapons would be both immoral and illegal. No Australian government should put any Australian personnel, military or civilian, in a position where they could play a part in any use of nuclear weapons. 
As a country which exports large amounts of uranium - potential bomb fuel - Australia has a critical responsibility to ensure that it does not inadvertently aggravate nuclear proliferation. The safest and most effective way to do this is to help phase out the world’s most hazardous technology and invest massively and urgently in a benign, sustainable energy future based on energy efficiency, conservation and a mix of renewable energy sources. In the meantime, there is much more that Australia could do to minimise the proliferation dangers associated with nuclear power, though we must remember that the geologic timeframes of the hazard and weapons potential of enriched uranium and plutonium mean that the current complexion of human institutions such as governments and agreements become ephemeral and largely irrelevant. Previous plans to export uranium to Iran illustrate this.
Proliferation dangers relate particularly in enrichment of uranium and reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel to extract plutonium.
· We could work with other major uranium producing countries, and the UN, as Dr ElBaradei has proposed for years, to ensure enrichment of uranium only in designated internationally monitored  facilities. Existing facilities could be put under international control very quickly

· We could insist on no reprocessing of spent reactor fuel

· We could not export uranium to states with nuclear weapons, all of which are in breach of their NPT obligation to disarm
· We could not export to countries which are not fully compliant with international non-proliferation and disarmament obligations, signatories to the NPT, accept full-scope safeguards and the Additional Protocol, have ceased production of fissile material, or signed and ratified the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
We should certainly not be exporting uranium to India, rewarding that country’s nuclear proliferation, assisting its further weapons development, undermining the already fragile and flawed non-proliferation regime with the NPT at its centre, and putting Australia in breach of tis obligations under the South Pacific Nuclear Weapons Free Zone Treaty. 

Australia’s export of large amounts of uranium and plans to ramp these up dramatically is irresponsible in the context of a free-for-all in uranium enrichment and spent fuel reprocessing, inevitably aggravating proliferation and terrorist dangers.
A further dimension of Australia currently weighing more heavily on the side of being part of the problem of nuclear dangers rather than the urgently needed solutions is the flawed and deeply compromised nature of what is supposed to be Australia’s nuclear proliferation watchdog – the Australian Safeguards and Non-proliferation Office. Today a detailed critique of ASNO, of which I am an author, is being released by the EnergyScience Coalition, a group of independent energy and nuclear experts. Regrettably, we conclude that the Safeguards Office is selling the long-term security interests of Australians short. The report outlines a pattern of falsehoods, incompetence and lack of professionalism. For example, the Office denies the proliferation risks associated with power reactors, and has undermined and contradicted the IAEA. It adds no meaningful verification capacity to IAEA safeguards, and essentially undertakes retrospective bookkeeping exercises which provide little more than an illusion of protection. We recommend that an independent public inquiry into ASNO is warranted.
President Bush’s proposed Global Nuclear Energy Partnership, which may well be supported by the current Australian government, is based on unproven technology with substantial proliferation, accident, terrorist and waste issues, and is fatally flawed at the outset by its selectivity and inbuilt double standards. In not getting strongly behind UN proposals to regulate the nuclear fuel chain comprehensively and multilaterally, Australia further undermines non-proliferation. We must treat all nuclear weapons as being created equal. 

The practical approach needed to break through the current logjam and deliver on both disarmament and non-proliferation is to abolish nuclear weapons. Proliferation and nuclear terrorism will be very much easier to prevent in a world which has abolished nuclear weapons. 

I am pleased that on 15 August shadow Foreign Minister Robert McClelland committed a future Rudd Labor government to making work for a nuclear weapons convention a priority. The Democrats and Greens have made a similar commitment. Let’s have a race to the top rather to the bottom. Could we dare to imagine all political parties aligned on such a critical issue of health, security and survival? Let’s all finally get serious about delivering on GA resolution 1(1). 
I commend and thank the UNAA for becoming the first Australian partner in the International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons. We need many more partners to mobilise the irresistible groundswell of pressure from people around the world that will compel our governments to finally abolish to nuclear weapons. It is time. 
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