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Commodity Watch Radio ς 20 February 2007  

Robert Wallace, Yellowcake plc. 

 
 
¸ƻǳΩǊŜ ƭƛǎǘŜƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ Commodity Watch Radio with Dominic Frisby at Minesite.com. 
 
Dominic With me now on Commodity Watch Radio is Robert Wallace, the Chief Executive of 

Yellowcake, the first pure uranium investment company in the world.  Formerly a 
journalist, he penned in September 2004 on the Minesite website, the article Ψ! New 
¸ŜƭƭƻǿŎŀƪŜ !ƎŜ 5ŀǿƴǎΣΩ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀǊǘƛŎƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴŦƻƭŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǊŀƴƛǳƳ 
story.  Robert Wallace, hello, welcome to Commodity Watch Radio. 

 
Robert Hi there Dominic. 
 
Dominic bƻǿΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǳǊŀƴƛǳƳ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ǎǇǊƛƴƎƛƴƎ ǳǇ ŜǾŜǊȅǿƘŜǊŜΣ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǿƘƻƳ ǿƻƴΩǘ 

ever produce any uranium.  One of the brokers at TD Waterhouse said to me just last 
ǿŜŜƪΣ ƘŜΩǎ ƎŜǘting more enquiries and people wanting to buy uranium companies 
than any other sector.  The shares in uranium companies are doubling and tripling; 
ǘƘŜ ǳǊŀƴƛǳƳ ŎƻƳƳƻŘƛǘȅ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ Ƙŀǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘŜŘΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŜǾŜǊ ƎƻƴŜ ǳǇΣ 
and I actually had one of Ƴȅ ƎǳŜǎǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǎƘƻǿ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƻǳǎ ƭŀǎǘ ǿƻǊŘǎ άLǘΩǎ 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜΦέ  {ǳǊŜly this market is due a serious correction? 

 
Robert One day there will be a correction, Dominic, like every market there will be.  But that 

day is a very long way off.  The fundamentals for uranium have never looked better 
and the market can only expect in the future, for the next 5 or 10 years, continuous 
increase in demand and not a reaction in terms of supply.  It takes some 10 years 
from discovering the deposit of uranium to turning that into a production facility.  So 
we know that, well ahead with uranium, that there will be a continuous shortage for 
some years ahead.  2015, demand and supply figures published by the World 
Nuclear Association, show that the gap between demand and supply scheduled for 
2015 is over 150 million pounds of uranium a year.  So with that sort of background I 
think uranium is indeed one of the best investments in the medium term. 

 
Dominic LΩƳ ǇŜǊǎǳŀŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ only real alternative to 

ōǳǊƴƛƴƎ Ŧƻǎǎƛƭ ŦǳŜƭǎΤ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŜǘƘŀƴƻƭΣ ƻǊ ǿƛƴŘ ǇƻǿŜǊΣ ƻǊ 
ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŜƴŜǊƎȅΣ ōǳǘ ƛǘΩǎ ōȅ ƴƻ ƳŜŀƴǎ ŀ ƎǳŀǊŀƴǘŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ 
everyone is going to turn to nuclear power. 

 
Robert No, but letΩǎ ȅƻǳ ŀƴŘ L ǎǘŜǇ ōŀŎƪ and let one of the founders of Greenpeace express 

this better than perhaps either of us can.  James Moore, as I said one of the founders 
of Greenpeace, no longer a member of Greenpeace should I say, James Moore said 
in an article ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴ tƻǎǘ ƭŀǎǘ ȅŜŀǊ άbǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ƴƻƴ-
greenhouse gas-emitting power source that can effectively replace fossil fuels and 
ǎŀǘƛǎŦȅ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΦέ  .ŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǿƛƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƭŀǊ ǇƻǿŜǊ, for example, are dependent 
on the weather - no wind equals no power generation; whereas it is the base load 
electricity the electricity you need 365 days a year, 24 hours a day and 7 days a week 
which is the one nuclear power serves.  It has to be available at all times when you 
want to be able to switch on; it cannot be dependent on the vagaries of the weather 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ Ŏƻŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ Ǉƭǳǎ ǘƘŜ Ŧƻǎǎƛƭ 
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ŦǳŜƭǎ ƻŦ Ǝŀǎ ŀƴŘ ƻƛƭΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ǾŜǊȅΣ ǾŜǊȅ ǇǊŜŎƛƻǳǎΣ ƻƛƭ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅΣ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ 
for us to continue as a world to use up in power generation. 

 
Dominic Will nuclear power be used in the transportation industry? 
 
Robert When you say the transportation industry, the only one it has been used in since 

1956 was actually the very first commercial nuclear reactor produced, was in the SS 
Nautilus which is an American submarine, that submarine is driven by nuclear 
power, by nuclear reactor in the actual submarine.  So transportation in that sense is 
quite possible and indeed many of the nuclear submarines produced across the 
years are still in very good service. 

 
Dominic What about trains and cars and planes? 
 
Robert  Not really appropriate.  Nuclear power is a very large-scale operation and requires 

ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ōǳƛƭǘ ƛƴǘƻ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǎŜƴǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ have trains enclosed 
in concrete for example, which is what a nuclear power station really requires. 

 
Dominic {ƻ ǘƘŜ {{ bŀǳǘƛƭǳǎΣ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀΣ ƛǎ ƛǘΣ ƛǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ ŜƴŎƭƻǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴŎǊŜǘŜ Ŏŀƴ ƛǘΚ 
 
Robert That was 1956, and the shielding around the nuclear reactor in a submarine is not 

built from concrete, no.  But on the other hand it is considerable. 
 
Dominic How many power stations, nuclear power stations, are there in the UK do you know? 
 
Robert Well there are 20 power stations in the UK, of which 19 are operable, operated now.  

{ƻ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ мф ǊŜŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ƻƴŜ ŦƛŦǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƻǿŜǊΣ ǘƻǘŀƭ 
electricity supply for the United Kingdom. 

 
Dominic And are any more being built? 
 
Robert No because current plans, as carried out by the present government, have not been 

ǇǳōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ƴƻ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ 
now, they were mostly built up until 1995, Sizewell B was the last one but the 
majority of the others, the last one built was 1983.  So we are talking about reactors 
that are reaching the end of their useful lives and, in fact the last one, current plans 
will see all but Sizewell B retired by 2023; no plans have been advanced, firm plans 
ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǊŜŀŎǘƻǊǎΦ  !ǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ ǿŜΩǊŜ in a very, very 
bad situation in the UK because 20 percent of our energy comes from nuclear and 
that is all reckoned to be phased out in the next years up to 2023. 

 
Dominic It sounds like someone is being a little shortsighted, which is never an accusation you 

could level at a government, well not an English one anyway!  Now were we to go 
down the French route, what is their percentage generated by nuclear power?  Is it 
80 or 90 percent?  Am I right? 

 
Robert Well just a slight exaggeration there Dominic.  I think the official figure is 79 percent 

from 57 reactors and, unlike the British government, the French government has 
taken a decision to build another reactor, at least one reactor, which is under 
construction, and increase the percentage of power coming from nuclear. 
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Dominic LǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ŦƛƴŘ ȅƻǳǊǎŜƭŦ ǇǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘΚ 
 
Robert The French have definitely got a march on us.  We import power from France; as a 

country France produces more electricity than it needs and we are an importer of it; 
anŘ ƛǘΩǎ ǊŜƳŀǊƪŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ that in Britain a large percentage of our power is 
generated completely emissions free but it is generated in France.   

 
Dominic {ƻ ƛŦ ǿŜΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ Ǝƻ Řƻǿƴ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ ǊƻǳǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǿƛǘŎƘ ǘƻ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƻǿŜǊΣ Ƙƻǿ 

many nuclear power stations do we need to build if only to replace the existing ones; 
Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ƛǎ ƛǘ ŀƭƭ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƻǎǘΤ ǿƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ŦƻǊƳΤ Ƙƻǿ ƭƻƴƎ 
is it going to take? 

 
Robert L ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ȅƻǳ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ƛǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ Ƙave to 

say what size the reactors are.  The latest nuclear station being built in Finland is 1.6 
mega watt station, most of ours are 1 mega watt or less.  So, fewer nuclear reactors 
of a larger size would be more appropriate.  The answer to your second part of your 
question is carried out by that Finnish station; it is the fifth reactor in Finland and 
being larger than the others is increasing the generating capacity by about 30 
ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘΦ  LǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŦƛƴƛǎƘŜŘ ƴƻǿΣ ōǳƛƭǘ ōȅ !ǊǊƛǾŀΣ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ŀƴŘ it is 
ōŜƛƴƎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ ŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀƴȅ ǊŜŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ нл ȅŜŀǊǎΩ 
ƻŦ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ Ŧƭƻǿ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘƛǎŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ōŀƴƪǎ ǿƘƻΩǾŜ 
put up the money and some of the largest European utilities, electricity utilities, 
have guaranteed to take supplies from that station for 20 years; on the back of that 
the construction money has been advanced by the private sector.  So there is no 
need Britain to fund, as a government, ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ .Ǌƛǘŀƛƴ ǘƻ ŦǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
building of new stations.  It can be arranged by the financial markets easily. 

 
Dominic And how much uranium will this Finish power station consume in a year? 
 
Robert The average 1 mega watt station requires 25 tons of uranium a year.  Compare to 

that a 1 mega watt coal station requires 3.3 million tons of coal a year, involving 
enormous movement and transportation costs, but the bigger cost to the world is 
the 7 million tons of carbon monoxide emissions which that coal station will create 
whereas the nuclear station, of course, creates no carbon emissions.  Inside the 7 
million tons of pollution is mostly carbon monoxide but on the other hand there is a 
heavy pollution mix including arsenic, and strangely enough coal like everything else 
in the world, contains a minute percentage of uranium, which is not disposed of 
during the coal firing process and a considerable proportion of that pollution consists 
of uranium distributed by a coal station. 

 
Dominic {ƻΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƛǊƻƴƛŜǎΦ  bƻǿΣ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ clean coal or normal 

coal? 
 
Robert LΩƳ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ Ŏƻŀƭ.  Clean coal is a wonderful phrase created by the coal 

industry; iǘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ȅŜǘ.  There is a lot of very heavy scientific 
effort being put into producing so called cleaƴ ŎƻŀƭΤ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
moment, indeed some of the proposals for the coal industry are bizarre, for example 
sequestering the sulphur and carbon emissions of a coal station, putting it in 
underground ex-oil wells, alternatively natural gas wells; they recognise that you 
cannot at this time create a thing called clean coal and the proposal therefore is just 
to store the pollution underground. 
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Dominic 25 tons of uranium ς how much does uranium cost per ton at the moment? 
 
Robert It costs now $75 US a pound.  But the cost of uranium in the greater mix of things, in 

the term of cost of generating electricity is about 5 ς 7 percent of the total cost of a 
nuclear reactor; by far the greatest share of costs of a nuclear reactor is the 
depreciation on the building of the station and the actual cost of the uranium is only 
about 5 ς 7 percent.  So if uranium were to double from here to $150 per pound it 
ǎǘƛƭƭ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ мл ς 15 percent or so of the cost of generating electricity, 
and even then the generating of electricity is not really related directly to the cost to 
ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƛǊŜΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ  
{ƻ ŜǾŜƴ ŘƻǳōƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǳǊŀƴƛǳƳ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘǊƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ 
more than 2 or 3 percent increase to the cost to the consumer.  And in the 
meantime, by the way, nuclear power is extremely competitive compared to coal - in 
the US the figures are that it is cheaper than producing from coal. 

 
Dominic Let me ask you - with a nuclear power station, what can go wrong? 
 
Robert ²Ŝƭƭ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ǘǿƻ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎΣ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎƻƳŜ ƳƛƴƻǊ 

instances around the world, but there have only been two instances of things going 
seriously wrong.  One of the greatest things about nuclear poweǊ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎƴΩǘ 
understood by the public ς it has the best safety record of any form of power 
generation.  The only two instances of course were Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania 
in 1978, where there was a nuclear meltdown; but the reactor design even in those 
days, proved wonderful in that no, although there was a nuclear meltdown, no 
radiation escaped the three concrete skins of that building; it was all contained in 
ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŎƘŀƳōŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƴƻƴŜ ƻŦ ƛǘ ŜǎŎŀǇŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ŀƛǊΦ  LΩǾŜ ǊŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ 
transcripts of ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘ ŎŀǎŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ мрлл ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƘŜȅΩŘ Ǝƻǘ ƭŜǳƪŀŜƳƛŀ, 
in-growing toenails and every other malady you can imagine from that incident, and 
LΩǾŜ ǊŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀǘƘƛƴƎ ǊŜƳŀǊƪǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƧǳŘƎŜ ǿƘƻ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ǎǳŜŘ ƛƴ 
that respect, and all their lawyers, were to be heavily deprecated for bringing 
malicious but frivolous claims, because there was no proof that any radiation 
escaped that building.  Chernobyl of course, in the Ukraine, was a different matter 
where the station blew up and caused a considerable number of deaths.  On the site 
there were 31 people killed at Chernobyl, but Chernobyl was totally out of the 
ordinary.  They were conducting an experiment at the time which involved switching 
off all of the safety systems and withdrawing fuel rods from the reactor as part of an 
unauthorised experiment, and it was that that led to that particular tragedy.  Those 
31 people still remain the only people to have been killed on a nuclear station 
anywhere in the world at any one time, and since Chernobyl the world has had 
13000 reactor years of completely death free operation.  It is the only fuel source 
that has that sort of record.  The numbers of people killed through coal stations is 
considerably larger than 10000; even hydroelectric power has caused 4000 deaths, 
that was through the bursting of two dams in India during the period, and oil, even 
oil and gas had up to 1500 deaths across that period.  There have been none at any 
nuclear station; it has the best safety of, in the last 20 years, of any power 
generation source.  For the number of reactors that being, actually under 
construction, there are 28 right now but those reactors are of a completely different 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ōŜŦƻǊŜ мффл ǿƘŜƴ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƴŜǿ ǊŜŀŎǘƻǊǎ 
were built.  So the prospects are only better, in terms of safety record, going 
forwards. 

 



 

5 
 

Dominic L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ ǊŜŀŘ ²ƛƭƭƛŀƳ 9ƴƎŘŀƘƭΩǎ ōƻƻƪΣ ! /ŜƴǘǳǊȅ ƻŦ ²ŀǊΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
basically details all the oil wars through the 20th and beginning of the 21st century, 
but in it he suggests that the negative consequences of the Three Mile Island 
incident were deliberately exaggerated by a pro-oil American government. 

 
Robert That sounds exceptionally correct at that time and those sorts of rumours, and those 

malicious emissions if you like, from that incident have cost the United States dearly 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ǎǘƛƭl only got the 103 reactors which it had at the time of Three Mile 
Island, ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜƴΩǘ ōǳƛƭǘ ƻƴŜ ǎƛƴŎŜΦ  IŀŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴŜ ǎƻΣ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏƻntinued the 
building scheme whiŎƘ ǿŀǎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘΣ ǘƘŜȅΩŘ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŀōƻǳǘΣ ƭƛƪŜ CǊŀƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜȅΩŘ 
have about 80 percent of their electricity production through nuclear and at that 
point the USA would be a virtually an emission free country.  As it is, only about 20 
percent of electricity in America is nuclear and their particular coal burning activities 
are a major cause of world-wide pollution. 

 
Dominic !ƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ƛƴ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ǇƛŎƪƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ aƛŘŘƭŜ 9ŀǎǘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊΦ 
 
Robert ²ƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ǎŀȅ Ψƻƛƭ ǿŀǊǎΩ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǳǇ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀ ǇŜǊƛod when uranium will 

become, I think, a strategic commodity.  Russia has already announced, Russia, you 
Ƴŀȅ ƪƴƻǿΣ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ол ǘƻ пл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ǳǊŀƴƛǳƳ 
supplies for many years by down blending nuclear weapons, their stock pile after 
nuclear weapons were outlawed really, under the SALT Treaty in 1982, and ever 
since then Russia has been down blending the plutonium from its weapons to 
produce peaceful nuclear material for, uranium in any other words, for the nuclear 
power industry.  Russia has now announced it will not down blend any further 
weapons from 2012 for use by western nations; it will in fact keep all, the uranium, 
to its self and is spending $25 billion on new nuclear stations within Russia so that it 
can export all its gas.  At that point the western world, the European world, will be 
very, very, very heavily dependent on gas from Russia to keep itself supplied with 
ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ŘŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴΦ  9ǾŜƴǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ 
control uranium wƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǊŜŦǊŜǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
note, that the biggest suppliers of uranium are Australia, Africa and North America, 
Canada particularly, and sources within those, from those as it were safe areas, will 
amount by about 2015 to about 64 percent all uranium produced. 

 
Dominic Uranium mining and the building of nuclear plants is going to boost demand for 

equipment and services; so what are the related companies that we should be 
looking at? 

 
Robert In the UK, especially with the decommissioning programme of some 20 reactors 

closing represents a considerable sum involved and there are a number of world 
construction companies like Vectel etc who are jostling for nuclear decommissioning 
ǿƻǊƪΦ  L ŎŀƴΩǘ ƎƛǾŜ ȅƻǳ ŀƴȅ ƴŀƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƴǳƳbers, personally, but certainly the 
decommissioning expenditure in the next 20 years in the UK and in countries around 
the world where stations are being reviewed, will be a very useful source of revenue 
and profit which will form a good investment case.  In terms of supply, I think we 
ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǳǊŀƴƛǳƳ ƛǘǎŜƭŦΤ L ǎǘƛƭƭ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƛǎƛƴƎ 
sector to invest in the years ahead. 

 
Dominic But if only a dozen or so of the uranium explorers will make it to production, how do 

you pick the winners? 
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Robert There are some 400 so called uranium producing or so called uranium producing or 
exploration companies around the world and as you said earlier, a lot of them have 
got very little hope of producing, ever, uranium.  In Canada they have this phrase 
ΨaƻƻǎŜ tŀǎǘǳǊŜ /ƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ōȅ ƳƻƻǎŜ ǇŀǎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴȅōƻŘȅ ǿƘƻ ǎǘŀƪŜǎ ǳǇ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ 
ƻŦ ǘǳƴŘǊŀ ǳǇ ƛƴ ƴƻǊǘƘ /ŀƴŀŘŀ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅǎ ΨǿŜΩǊŜ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǳǊŀƴƛǳƳΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ōŜ 
classed along with those people who have the right chance of producing uranium 
and the reward for an exploration company finding commercial deposits of uranium 
are colossal; for example if a deposit is found with reserves, proven reserves, of 20 
million pounds of uranium, which is not an enormous number in the scheme of 
things, many of the top exploration companies have that capacity, and even $50 a 
ǇƻǳƴŘΣ ƭŜǘΩǎ ǎŀȅ ƛǘ Ŧŀƭƭǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƭƻƴƎ-ǘŜǊƳΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ϸм ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ 
and the rewards are colossal.  Many of the current exploration companies around 
the world have market caps under $100 million and the prospects for such 
companies are electric.  How do you differentiate the wheat from the chaff, as it 
were?  One of the best measures of all is that there was an enormous amount of 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфтлн ŀƴŘ ΨулǎΣ ΨслǎΣ Ψтлǎ ŀƴŘ Ψулǎ ŀƴŘ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ Řŀǘŀ 
remains intact and finding a deposit where there were historically proven reserves, 
not reserves but resources, where drilling was actually done and there was an 
ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿΣ нлΣ олΣ плΣ рл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇƻǳƴŘǎ of uranium in the ground, 
where they are being regenerated and people are now going back to those 
historically proven resources is a very good first step.  For example UraMin, which is 
one of the companies quoted in London, has a number of deposits but in the central 
African  Republic there is the Bakouma Deposit which was completely explored back 
in the Ψ70s and Ψ80s and reckoned to contain some 20 to 23 million pounds of 
uranium, and then of course all the exploration was halted after Chernobyl because 
there was no demand for uranium, further uranium supplies at that time, all those 
records remain and its only for UraMin to redrill and reprove those resources in 
ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ǘƛƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘΦ  {ƻ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ǎŀŦŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǘƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ƛƴΣ ŀ 
company that has that sort of capacity. 

 
Dominic When we spoke last night, you mentioned the future of nuclear power and what the 

ǇƘȅǎƛŎƛǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƻƴΣ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ рл ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘŜƭƭ ǳǎ 
briefly about that? 

 
Robert Nuclear power today is carried out by nuclear fission which is a way of generating 

the power from neutral uranium.  Five or six countries including China, Russia, 
France, Britain and America, including those countries and I think other capital 
countries, are working on a new replacement technology called nuclear fusion.  
Basically the power for nuclear fusion is, can be generated from sea water; after 
нлрл ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǾŜǊȅ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǎǘ ŘŀǘŜ ƛǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŎƪƻƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ Ŧƛǎǎƛƻƴ 
being tested properly and all the scientific investigations completed, we could move 
to that form of propulsion and uranium, whilst it would continue to supply existing 
ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀǊ Řƛǎǘŀƴǘ ŦǳǘǳǊŜΦ  !ǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀǘ 
ƭŜŀǎǘ ул ȅŜŀǊǎΩ ƻŦ ǳǊŀƴƛǳƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ǳǎ Ŧorward, of know and recognisable 
ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ǎƻ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊΩǎ ŀ ƭƻƴƎ ǘŜǊƳΣ Ǿŀǎǘƭȅ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ŀƛŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ 
carbon free electricity. 

 
Dominic wƻōŜǊǘΣ ƛǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ǊŜŀƭ ǇƭŜŀǎǳǊŜΤ ƛǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ŦŀǎŎƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΦ  ²Ƙȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ȅƻǳ 

give out the website address of your company and you ticker symbol as we close? 
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Robert We Yellowcake Plc, the website is www.yellowcakeplc.com and all the details of the 
company are on there. 

 
Dominic Robert Wallace, thank you very much. 
 
Robert A pleasure Dominic.  Goodbye for now. 
 
 
 
Disclaimer 
This is a transcript of a Commodity Watch Radio show from www.minesite.com.  The transcripts may contain errors and inaccuracies and 
in no way should they be relied upon for investment decisions.  Please remember neither Commodity Watch Radio nor Minesite make any 
recommendations to buy stocks in any company or any commodity.  The show is for informational purposes only and is provided as a 
means for investors to supplement their research.  Investors should always do their own research or take advice from their professional 
adviser before buying or selling any stocks or other investment instruments.  The value of these investments may rise or fall and you may 
not get back the money you invested. 

 

http://www.yellowcakeplc.com/
http://www.minesite.com/

