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NUCLEAR ACTIVITIES (PROHIBITION) BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 September 2002. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.25 pm]:  The Government supports 
the spirit of this legislation as outlined in the second reading speech by Hon Giz Watson, particularly with 
respect to the two key areas of opposition, first, to the mining and exporting of uranium from Western Australia 
and, secondly, to Western Australia being used as a place to store nuclear waste.  I have been in long-standing 
opposition to both those issues.  The Government will not support this legislation for a number of reasons.  
However, the Minister for State Development announced in June 2002 that the Government would bring in its 
own legislation that would prevent the mining of uranium ore in Western Australia.  I expect that legislation to 
be presented to Parliament in the very near future.  Every mining lease that has been issued since the minister’s 
announcement does not permit the mining of uranium ore in Western Australia.  The Government and I strongly 
support the view that we should not be mining and exporting uranium from Western Australia.  However, the 
unfortunate problem with this legislation is that it has a range of unintended impacts and a different approach is 
needed.   

The key issue with this legislation is that it provides for the retrospective removal of an established right held by 
mining leases.  There is no doubt that if this legislation were passed, it would expose the State to potential 
compensation claims, even in a case where a company was not necessarily going to mine uranium.  This 
Government might end up paying out compensation to a company for something that it never intended to do.  
This Government will not support legislation that will make it liable for paying out compensation to mining 
companies for something that the Government does not think they should be doing in the first place.  Currently, 
there are no uranium mines in Western Australia.  The Western Australian Labor Party is strongly opposed to 
uranium mining, it has always opposed it and will continue to do so.   

In her second reading speech, Hon Giz Watson referred to the support for this legislation by way of petitions 
containing 20 000 signatures.  The legislation that this Government intends to bring before the House will meet 
the request in those petitions to stop the mining of uranium.   

The proposed wording of the definition of nuclear activities in this Bill could have serious consequences for the 
Western Australian mineral sands industry.  I note that in her second reading speech, the member indicated that 
the legislation was not intended to stop that industry or the mining of ores other than uranium but which may be 
found in the same places as uranium.  The definition of nuclear material may also encompass the legitimate uses 
of radioactive substances by hospitals, industry and research organisations.  Having read the member’s second 
reading speech, I do not think she intended the definitions contained in this legislation to inadvertently interfere 
with those uses.  However, the Government has received advice that under the Radiation Safety Act 1975, there 
would be a problem with clause 9(1) of the Bill, which could cause unintended consequences in those areas.   

I will elaborate further on mineral sands and scandium.  I would have thought that all members would be keen to 
support the mining of scandium.  The addition of scandium to aluminium makes it very strong.  Therefore, it is 
used to build lightweight cars.  Scandium is found with uranium.  Scandium could be mined while allowing 
uranium to be extracted, although not for the purpose of sale, export or for any other use.  Uranium is found in 
many areas of Western Australia.  I note that the member made reference to the fact that this legislation is 
modelled on the Victorian legislation.  However, it has some differences in the levels of thorium and uranium 
that can be consequentially mined.  The levels contained in this legislation are higher than those contained in the 
Victorian legislation.  I assume that is because the member recognises that the geology of Western Australia is 
different from the geology of the eastern States and that to leave this legislation the same as the Victorian 
legislation would have unintended consequences.  Unfortunately, the amendments that the member has made to 
the Victorian legislation in this Bill do not adequately address these issues.   

The Government will ensure that when a company is issued with a mining lease, it will not have the right to 
mine uranium.  It can be taken out of the ground, but the company cannot do anything with it; therefore, there is 
no commercial benefit.  Uranium ore will not be mined in Western Australia.  As a result of the differences in 
the geological structures of Western Australia and Victoria, this legislation could impact on the mineral sands 
industry, although the member indicated in her second reading speech that that was not her intention.   

This legislation goes further than the Labor Party’s policy and its election commitment, which was to ban the 
mining of uranium.  We did not commit to ban exploration.  Although the Government would be happy if no-one 
explored for uranium ore in Western Australia, it is impossible not to identify uranium as part of an application 
to explore for other minerals, because uranium is a very important indicator material used to identify the 
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presence of other minerals.  To ban uranium exploration is a nonsense and unenforceable.  It would potentially 
greatly complicate exploration for other minerals in Western Australia.   

Since the minister’s announcement, it is clear that people are not exploring for uranium in Western Australia.  
There has been a dramatic decline in the number of people exploring for uranium ore.  Interim measures are 
already in place and when the State Government’s legislation is passed, people who explore for uranium ore will 
be wasting their money.  Uranium ore will not be mined in Western Australia while there is a Labor 
Government.  We intend to introduce legislation that will hopefully continue that ban into the future unless both 
Houses of Parliament repeal the legislation.  I will comment on that later.  It would be a nonsense to place a ban 
on the mining industry for the exploration of uranium in Western Australia.  We do not want uranium to be 
mined.   

This Bill seeks to prevent Western Australia from being used as a nuclear waste dump.  It also seeks to repeal 
existing legislation that prevents that from occurring.  During the last Parliament, the ALP introduced legislation 
to prevent Western Australia from being used as a nuclear waste dump because of the Pangea proposal.  It is 
unfortunate that regardless of current legislation or the passage of this Bill, the federal Government can 
potentially override the wishes of the Western Australian community and impose a nuclear dump on us.  If it did 
that, I suspect that the State Government and the federal Government would go to court to decide which 
legislation took precedence.  I assure the House and all members that this Government will vigorously oppose 
the establishment of a nuclear waste dump in Western Australia.  On a number of occasions, the Premier has 
indicated his strong personal opposition to a nuclear waste dump facility being built in Western Australia.   

Earlier today I was at a tourism symposium at which a number of key members of the tourism industry made it 
clear that it would be an absolute disaster for Western Australian tourism if the federal Government imposed a 
nuclear waste dump on Western Australia.  We have been fortunate and can be proud of the fact that uranium has 
never been mined for commercial purposes in Western Australia.  That gives us a strong moral argument.  We 
have not been part of the nuclear cycle and nor should we be seen as the end part of the nuclear cycle.  If the 
federal Government wants to impose a nuclear waste dump on a State, it should consider imposing it on a State 
that has been involved in the nuclear cycle.  We must be vigilant against the federal Government in that regard.   

A key objective of this Bill is to oppose the mining of uranium in Western Australia.  The Labor Party opposes 
uranium mining.  We will introduce legislation that we believe will do that effectively but will not have 
unintended consequences or expose the State to the risk of having to pay compensation, unlike this legislation.  
If such a Bill were passed the only risk that Western Australia would become a uranium miner in the future 
would come from a change in the composition of both the lower House or this House.  If I recall correctly, the 
current Leader of the Opposition in the other place is on the record as having given support to the Pangea 
proposal and has previously been supportive of uranium mining.  It is unfortunate that, with the current electoral 
boundaries in Western Australia, we could very easily see a change in the nature of the Houses that may lead to a 
repeal of any legislation we put in place.  Under the current system or the Bill passed some time ago, which was 
part of a recommendation from the Greens (WA) to move to six-member electorates, it still provides the 
opportunity to change the composition of this House in such a way that would allow for a majority of parties that 
are supportive - or have indicated support in the past - of nuclear waste dumps in the State.  The current Leader 
of the Opposition has certainly indicated support, as well as support for uranium mining.  It might be possible for 
those parties to get control of both Houses without support from the majority of voters across the State.  That 
would be against the will of the majority of Western Australians.  That represents the only risk for Western 
Australia in the future for uranium mining. 

The Minister for State Development has not issued a mining lease that would allow the mining of uranium since 
he announced the implementation of the Labor Party’s policy last year.  In the very near future, it is the 
Government’s intention to introduce legislation that will make it clear once and for all that the mining of 
uranium is prohibited.  It will be done in a way that does not have the unintended consequences that the 
Government believes this legislation will have.  The Government opposes this legislation although it is totally 
opposed to the mining of uranium and a nuclear waste dump in Western Australia. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [2.42 pm]:  The Liberal Opposition will also not support this Bill 
for the reasons I will outline.  For the record it should be recognised that the House is dealing with the Nuclear 
Activities (Prohibition) Bill 2002, which is described as - 

An Act to prohibit in Western Australia certain activities associated with the nuclear fuel chain, and for 
related purposes. 

This Bill also intends to repeal the Nuclear Waste Storage (Prohibition) Act 1999 and the Nuclear Activities 
Regulation Act 1978.  The Nuclear Waste Storage (Prohibition) Act 1999 was an Act agreed to by both Houses 
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of the Parliament in 1999.  The Act was designed to prohibit the storage or disposal in Western Australia of 
certain nuclear waste.  It was also designed to amend the Nuclear Activities Regulation Act 1978 and the 
Radiation Safety Act 1975 and for related purposes.  There is no doubt that both Houses of Parliament and, as I 
recall, all parties in both Houses supported the position that we did not want a nuclear waste storage facility built 
in Western Australia.  Members from the agricultural regions in Western Australia made it very clear what a 
potential nuclear waste storage facility would do to the export of the State’s agricultural products.  Western 
Australia is currently able to claim that it has a clean, green environment.  It is something that some substantial 
overseas buyers look to when deciding from which country they will buy commodities. 

It is clear that this Bill targets the exploration, mining, milling, conversion, enrichment, fabrication, use, 
reprocessing, storage or disposal of nuclear material, in particular uranium and thorium.  Members would be 
aware of the uses to which uranium can be put.  Some members may not be as familiar with thorium.  It is used 
in a wide array of products and processes.  It is used in the production of ceramics, in carbon arc lamps, in 
strengthening particular alloys, and in mantles for lanterns.  It is also used as a coating for tungsten welding rods 
because it has characteristics that provide a hotter arc.  It is also used when making reflective glass.  I am advised 
that it allows for small and more accurate camera lenses to be manufactured.  It also acts as a catalyst for the 
oxidisation of ammonia to nitric acid.  It is fair to say that thorium’s special properties make it useful when 
intense light or extremely high temperatures are involved. 

Clause 2 of the Bill deals with the interpretation of the meaning of various words.  It is important to recognise 
some of the meanings given to specific words.  For example, nuclear material is defined as widely as to mean 
“any radioactive substance associated with the nuclear fuel chain, including fertile and fissile material, spent fuel 
and waste”.  The Bill refers to mining in a number of instances and indicates that the word mining “has the same 
meaning as defined in the Mining Act 1978”.  The definition of mining in that Act includes fossicking, 
prospecting, exploring for minerals and mining operations.  The Mining Act contains a definition of mining 
operations, which is substantial.  The Act also contains a definition that relates specifically to the word 
fossicking.  There is a need to refer to other Acts to find out how wide the application of this Bill would be or is 
intended to be. 

Clause 3 of the Bill sets out the objects of the Bill.  They are to - 

(a) protect the health, welfare and safety of the people of Western Australia;  

(b) limit deterioration of the environment by prohibiting nuclear activities. 

It is important to note clause 5 of the Bill, which sets out a prohibition against exploration and other activities for 
uranium and thorium.  The clause contains a qualification.  Clause 5 (3) states - 

It is a defence to a charge under subsection (1) for the person to show that - 

(a) the extraction of thorium or uranium is incidental to, or unavoidable in the course of, 
a mining operation; and  

(b) the mining product contains, by weight, not more than 0.05% uranium and not more 
than 2% thorium. 

In those cases it would be a defence to an action in respect of clause 5(1).  Clause 5(1) states - 

Despite the provisions of a mining tenement, it is an offence for any person to carry out a mining 
operation, or permit exploration, for thorium or uranium.   

Clause 5(2), which will have a significant economic impact, reads -  

The Minister must cancel any mining tenement held by a person who or which is convicted of a second 
offence under subsection (1).   

In such circumstances, the minister will be required to cancel a mining lease notwithstanding the amount and 
value of the buildings and other improvements that may be located on that lease.  Most Bills contain a monetary 
penalty and sometimes a prison sentence.  The maximum fine for breaches by individuals is $250 000 and for 
corporations is $500 000; and for continuing breaches it is $50 000 a day.  If a second breach occurs, there is a 
mandatory requirement for the minister to cancel the mining tenement.  That in itself is an extreme measure.  For 
example, if improvements to a mining lease amount to $10 million, the fine will be equivalent to the value of the 
improvements on that lease.  As a part of their operations, some mining companies have upwards of $50 million 
or $100 million worth of improvements on their mining leases.  If the Bill is passed, that provision will have a 
very significant impact.  The Bill defines  “exploration” as -  

. . . searching for uranium or thorium ore bodies using either radiometric or other survey techniques;   
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Clause 5 requires the minister to cancel a mining tenement if an individual or corporation is convicted of a 
second offence.  That raises the question of sovereign risk.  There is no doubt in my mind that this provision will 
have negative ramifications for the sovereign risk of mining titles that are issued in Western Australia.  Given 
that Western Australia is, fortunately for us, the most resource-rich State of Australia and has the biggest mining 
operations, it contributes hundreds of millions of dollars each year in royalties to both the State and 
Commonwealth Governments.  It also contributes royalties from its mining and export of iron ore and the 
recovery and export of gas.  The return to the federal Government clearly impacts on Australia’s balance of 
payments and represents an important part of the Australian economy.  Any threat to the sovereign risk of 
mining titles is a matter that must be taken extremely seriously in not only Western Australia but also Australia, 
because it will be recognised internationally.   

I have already referred to the definition of nuclear activities.  It is interesting that it will also be an offence for 
any person to transport or cause to be transported any nuclear material.  Given that this Bill will have application 
in Western Australia, and given that the waters adjacent to the coast are subject to the laws of Western Australia, 
is it the case - perhaps Hon Giz Watson will indicate if this is right - that any ship that carries nuclear waste to 
other places for reprocessing purposes cannot enter Western Australian waters?   

Hon Giz Watson:  They stay well out.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I know that, because they are often traced around the world by various groups and tend 
to keep a fair way from any land mass.  However, I believe that if they want to enter Western Australian waters, 
they cannot be prohibited.  They choose not to enter Western Australian waters because they sail to the ports that 
service the reprocessing plants.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  They are allowed into Australian ports only for medical purposes and crisis situations, not 
for any other purpose.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Hon Ken Travers has raised an important issue.  If those vessels that carry nuclear 
material are not able to enter Western Australian waters, quite clearly warships that are nuclear powered or that 
carry nuclear materials - merchant vessels could be included because, as defined in the Bill, merchant vessels 
that are nuclear powered or carry nuclear material - will be prevented from entering Western Australian waters.  
In response to Hon Ken Travers’ interjection, which was in response to Hon Robin Chapple’s comment that 
merchant vessels that carry waste around the world to reprocessing plants are allowed to enter Australian waters 
for the purpose of seeking medical attention for their crew, I argue that this Bill, in its present form, would 
prevent that from happening because it provides for an absolute prohibition against the transport of nuclear 
material in Western Australia.  That includes the waters adjacent to our coast; that is, the waters that are waters 
of Western Australia.  One can also argue that that could be extended to the boundary of the commonwealth 
waters because of the provisions of the Off-Shore (Application of Laws) Act 1982.  Some members may have 
read a recent article in which it was reported that the passenger ship Superstar Virgo was to go on a cruise from 
Fremantle for a few days and wanted to open a casino once it had left port.  However, because of Western 
Australia’s laws, the ship was warned that it would be unlawful to operate a casino within 200 miles - it may 
have been kilometres - of the coast of Western Australia.  The application of that law clearly related to both 
Western Australian and commonwealth waters.   

I must acknowledge that some of the facts and figures I intend to recite to the House have been provided by the 
Uranium Information Centre in Melbourne, Victoria, to which I am indebted.  Information on this issue is not 
readily available unless one wants to read a technical publication.  I am satisfied that the Uranium Information 
Centre has some understanding of the exploration, mining and use of uranium.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  It is run by a mining corporation.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Indeed, it is related to mining houses in not only Australia, but also around the world.  
Equally, that could be said about some of Greenpeace’s activities, because it is funded by organisations that want 
to push their point of view.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Greenpeace holds a mean cake stall.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  If that is the case, I guess the same could also be said of the Uranium Information 
Centre.  The point I make is that I have relied on information provided by that organisation because it was 
published in a convenient form and not in a technical journal.  I say that because I was very interested to 
determine current uranium production levels around the world.  I was aware that Canada is the world’s leader in 
the production of uranium; however, I am now advised that its production represents 35 per cent of world 
production.  That is followed by Australia with 22 per cent of world production.  That comes from Australia’s 
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proven reserves, which are said to be 28 per cent of the world’s reserves.  Members would be aware that there 
are only three operating uranium mines in Australia at the moment because of the three uranium mine policy that 
was originally put in place by the Australian Labor Party.  The oldest operating mine is the Ranger mine in the 
Northern Territory which was opened in 1981.  The Olympic Dam mine in South Australia was opened in 1998.  
The Beverley mine in South Australia was opened in 2000.  A fourth mine is under construction at the moment 
in Honeymoon in South Australia.  That is about 75 kilometres north west of Broken Hill.   

For 2002, the total production of U308 was 8 083 tonnes, which is worth about $375 million in export income to 
Australia.  The Australian uranium production is exported to the United States, which takes about 40 per cent; 
Japan, which takes about 40 per cent; South Korea, which takes about 10 per cent; the European Union, which 
takes about five per cent; and Canada, which takes about five per cent.  I am advised that Australia’s uranium is 
sold strictly for electrical power generation, with safeguards in place to ensure that this objective is maintained.   

Members would be aware that there are no operating uranium mines in Western Australia.  However, three 
significant uranium ore deposits have been located at Kintyre; which is near the Rudall River; Manyingee, which 
is near Onslow; and Yeelirrie, which is between Wiluna and Leinster.  Of those deposits, Kintyre grades at about 
0.2 to 0.4 per cent with 35 000 tonnes of proven U308 reserves and resources.  That deposit is owned by Rio 
Tinto Exploration and was discovered in 1985.  I have visited that site on at least two occasions.  When 
travelling to that site, one is taken to the small surface outcrop that was detected in rather a sparse and vast area 
on the edge of the Great Sandy Desert in the eastern Pilbara region about 70 kilometres south of Telfer and some 
1 200 kilometres north-north-east of Perth.  Manyingee is currently owned by Paladin Resources.  It was 
discovered in 1974.  It is located in the northern part of the Carnarvon basin, about 85 kilometres south of 
Onslow.  The grades of that deposit are in the vicinity of 0.12 per cent and the resource is estimated to be about 
17 600 tonnes of contained U308. 

The Yeelirrie deposit was discovered by Western Mining Corporation in 1972.  It is located between Wiluna and 
Leinster about 500 kilometres north of Kalgoorlie and close to the goldfields gas pipeline.  The Yeelirrie deposit 
grades at about 0.15 per cent and the resource is estimated at about 52 000 tonnes of contained U308.  It is 
interesting to note that when exploring for the Yeelirrie deposit, Western Mining Corporation and its partners 
spent about $35 million on exploration and preparing to develop Yeelirrie as an open-cut mine.  In the early 
1980s, a $350 million project was envisaged for that area and sales contracts were being negotiated.  However, 
as a result of the 1983 federal election and the implementation of the ALP three uranium mines policy, 
permission to negotiate the sales contract was withdrawn from Western Mining Corporation in 1983.  Since that 
time WMC has concentrated its efforts on developing its Olympic Dam mine site.   

In most respects the environmental aspects of a uranium mine are the same as those for any metalliferous 
mining.  Some people might think that an extreme statement, but it is a question of the radioactivity associated 
with uranium ore that requires special management in addition to general environmental controls that are 
required at any mine site.  Uranium has a relatively low level of radioactivity.  Some say that it is similar to 
granite in Western Australia.  Virtually all the radioactive material from associated minerals in the ore that is 
processed ends up in the tailings dam.   

With regard to occupational safety in the mining industry, there has been more than 40 years’ experience of 
applying radiation safety regulations at uranium mines around the world.  Australia and Canada, as major 
producers, have implemented radiation safety regulations that are said to be among the most comprehensive and 
stringent in the world.  Radiation doses at Australian and Canadian minesites are well within current limits.  
Again, I indicate that this is information provided to me by the Uranium Information Centre. 

Most countries participate in international initiatives designed to limit the proliferation of nuclear weapons.  
International systems of safeguards have been operating since about 1970.  It is argued that they have 
successfully prevented the diversion of fissile material into weapons.  It is currently being extended to address 
undeclared nuclear activities.  The International Atomic Energy Agency undertakes regular inspections of civil 
nuclear facilities and audits the movement of nuclear materials.  Those safeguards are backed by diplomatic and 
economic measures. 

It is fair to say that with the Commonwealth Government, having the constitutional power to grant or not grant 
an export licence, has the ultimate say in whether uranium oxide is exported from Australia, because it has the 
capacity to refuse an export licence.  Technically, in Western Australia it is lawful to mine and process uranium, 
but such an operation would prove to be economically futile if one could not gain an export licence for the 
uranium product.   

Over the years, mining exploration companies have spent tens of millions of dollars exploring for uranium in 
Western Australia.  Hon Ken Travers raised the question of compensation resulting from that lawful activity.  As 
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has already been said, no Western Australian deposits are currently being mined.  However, there is no doubt 
that this Bill in its present form would prevent any further exploration or development of a uranium or thorium 
mine irrespective of the changes in technology and potential future world demand.  It is interesting that at the 
moment the amount of uranium that is mined and the amount of uranium that is consumed each year is 
considerably out of kilter; that is, we use more uranium than we mine but we in fact reintroduce some uranium 
into the system as a result of reprocessing waste materials. 

The Bill, as has been acknowledged by the Greens (WA), is to satisfy an election commitment that was given by 
the Greens that they would prevent the exploitation of uranium exploration, mining or processing in Western 
Australia.  We as an Opposition say that the Bill has significant economic and political ramifications.  It 
basically dispossesses companies of their right to exploit a mineral product without any provision for 
compensation after they have lawfully expended exploration funds, often with the encouragement of 
government. 

There is no doubt that Western Australia is a world leader in a number of mining operations and is regarded, 
politically, as relatively stable.  It is also regarded as a safe place in which to invest funds compared with other 
countries.  We argue that this Bill has the potential to put into question the suitability of Western Australia as a 
safe destination for international investment funds.  We also say that the Bill is wrong in principle.  It is directed 
at abolishing current lawful property rights without a hint of providing compensation to acknowledge the funds 
that have been expended or a just measure of damages to compensate for profits forgone.   

Given the many issues that the Bill raises and the very important issue of sovereign risk that arises from the 
provisions of the Bill, we say that it would be an affront to the mining industry to do anything other than oppose 
the Bill.  Accordingly, we will oppose the Bill. 

In response to the suggestion by Hon Ken Travers that the Leader of the Opposition, Colin Barnett, is a supporter 
of nuclear dumps in Western Australia, I suggest that a careful reading of what the Leader of the Opposition has 
said on that subject will indicate that he is not a supporter of nuclear dumps in Western Australia that would be 
able to receive nuclear waste from other countries. 

Hon Ken Travers:  He gave Pangea Resources Australia some comfort though. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  My understanding is that he did not do that.  However, I would be interested to be shown 
a document by Hon Ken Travers in which the Leader of the Opposition said he was a supporter of nuclear 
dumps.  Clearly that was not the position that the Leader of the Opposition and other members of the Liberal 
Party took when the Nuclear Waste Storage (Prohibition) Act - 

Hon Ken Travers:  That is right.  I guess I am asking whether he opposes them. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The member should read the debate on the Nuclear Waste Storage (Prohibition) Bill to 
see how the Leader of the Opposition voted.  He will see that the Leader of the Opposition voted in favour of the 
Bill being passed by the Parliament.  I note, on the question of the Leader of the Opposition’s support for 
uranium mining in Western Australia, that he has taken the position that any member who has regard for current 
lawful rights would take; that is, that it is technically possible to mine uranium in Western Australia.  The law 
that has been passed by this Parliament provides for that.  It would be irresponsible to say that, although the law 
provides for the mining of a product, there is a reason that would prevent that happening.  Hon Ken Travers has 
indicated that his party intends to bring into Parliament a Bill to prohibit the mining of uranium in Western 
Australia.  When that Bill comes into the House I will be interested to see how it will tackle the question of 
property rights.  Uranium mining has been lawful in this State for in excess of 100 years, insomuch as the 
Mining Act has provided for it.  When exploring for minerals generally, as Hon Ken Travers acknowledged, it is 
difficult at times in a geological zone not to find uranium, assuming it is present in that zone.  As someone who 
has significant interest in and respect for the mining industry of Western Australia, I will be interested to see just 
how the Government will overcome some of the serious technical issues that will arise.   

Hon Ken Travers:  It is not our intention to seek to ban exploration for uranium.  We accept that is impossible.  
We want to ensure that if people find uranium, they cannot mine it.  I understand your point.  The difficulty is 
the balancing act in moving from a regime that allows it to be mined to a regime that will not allow it to be 
mined in the future. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  As I said, I will be interested to look at how the Government will overcome the 
significant issues that will arise when it bans the mining of a particular mineral, including the penalties that it 
will prescribe for the breach of such an Act.  As I said, it is technically possible to mine uranium in Western 
Australia today.  It is interesting to note that if an application to mine uranium were made by a company to the 
minister responsible for mines, there is every chance that he would be required to agree to such an application.  
The law currently provides for it.  If he refused to agree to such an application because he did not like the idea, 
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and his opinion was formed on nothing more than not liking the idea and not on proper grounds, one would 
assume that the company would seek a writ of mandamus from the Supreme Court to require the minister to do 
what he was required to do by law.  However, that is another issue that we can deal with on another day.  

Given the format of the present Bill, the Opposition cannot support it. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [3.16 pm]:  I rise to speak on a few issues in support of my 
colleague and to point out a few matters to my colleagues in the Australian Labor Party.  Point 3 of the ALP’s 
policy, as it appears on its web site, states that Labor will allow no uranium mining or development in Western 
Australia.  It is interesting to note that the position has changed somewhat and it will now allow uranium mining 
in what we understand to be the pre-existing sense.   

Hon Ken Travers:  That is not the case.  It is absolutely outrageous to suggest that.  Is there a uranium mine in 
Western Australia?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  No. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Have we approved a uranium mine in Western Australia? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  No. 

Hon Ken Travers:  We are complying with our policy, thank you. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The answers to questions raised in this place by Hon Giz Watson and me about the 
minister’s decision to allow uranium mining are distinctly vague.  One question asked - 

Will mining tenements covering uranium deposits granted prior to the election of the current 
Government be invalidated by the enacting of the proposed government legislation to ban uranium 
mining? 

The answer to a previous question was - 

Under the Mining Act 1978 the Minister for State Development is required to examine each application 
on its merits.  He must do this at the time the application is before him. 

The answer to the question I have quoted was - 

The Government’s legislation will seek to ban the mining of uranium in a way that seeks to maintain 
the State’s high reputation as a reliable place to invest and do business. 

Obviously the Greens read that answer as no. 

Hon George Cash:  Equally, the position in WA is that the minister cannot refuse to agree to it. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I quite agree with Hon George Cash; that is a very valid point.  However, point 3 of 
the relevant Labor Party policy is that “Labor will allow no uranium mining or development in Western 
Australia”.   

Hon Ken Travers:  We have not allowed uranium mining.  When have we approved a uranium mine?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I make the point that the Government has not put in place any legislative process or 
conditions that would prohibit the development of existing mines.  The member has indicated in his debate that 
he would not wish to do that.  

Hon Ken Travers:  If we take your approach, we will render ourselves subject to compensation.  Our policy does 
not say that we will legislate to do it, although I have indicated that we intend to bring legislation into the 
Parliament.  That is not what the Labor Party policy says.  The policy says that the Labor Party will prohibit the 
mining of uranium in Western Australia.  To the best of my knowledge, there is no current proposal to mine, 
there is no mine operating in Western Australia, and there will be no mining of uranium under a Labor 
Government.  We did not say we would do that by legislation, but we have indicated that we intend to bring in 
legislation.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members!  Hon Robin Chapple might like to address his 
comments to the Chair, and interjectors might want to keep their interjections under five minutes.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Only the federal policy, under item 64, says that Labor will not allow the mining and 
export of uranium except in limited circumstances and under the most stringent conditions.  If it is the intent of 
the Western Australia Labor Party to vary its position on uranium mining, one would assume it would follow the 
policy laid down by its federal counterpart.  In his press release of 22 June 2002, Hon Clive Brown stated - 
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The policy will be ratified with a Government bill which will also specifically amend the Mining Act 
1978 to prohibit the mining of uranium for nuclear purposes. 

There is nothing in that press release that deals with nuclear waste.  Hon George Cash has already referred to the 
Nuclear Waste Storage (Prohibition) Act 1999.  One of the fundamental elements of my colleague’s Bill is to 
resolve a major problem in that Act, which states, in section 3, Interpretation - 

“nuclear waste” means any radioactive substance - 

. . .  

 except for any radioactive substance which has been - 

(c) generated in Australia otherwise than from waste radioactive substances imported into 
Australia; 

We have recently heard in the media the comments from South Australia, and by the federal Minister for 
Science, Peter McGauran, about the intermediate level waste dump that will not now be located in South 
Australia.  There is nothing in the original legislation, nor in what we assume is proposed in the press release of 
Hon Clive Brown that would indicate that we will have to deal with the possible importation of nuclear waste 
from other States into this State.  I hope Hon Ken Travers might, by way of interjection, be able to identify any 
such loophole.  

Hon Giz Watson:  You are not supposed to invite interjections.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I am sorry, I did not invite an interjection! 

The reports of the Bureau of Resource Sciences since 1992, up to the phase 3 study released in 1997, show four 
locations ascribed for a national nuclear waste repository, meeting what are referred to as fairly significant 
criteria.  Two have very good criteria, and two have lesser criteria.  There are two sites in the Northern Territory 
and one in Queensland.  When those sites were evaluated, as has been done by the Australian Nuclear Science 
and Technology Organisation and others, it was found that only one site meets significant criteria suitable for 
intermediate nuclear waste.  That happens to be Jackson in Western Australia.  The very elements of my 
colleague’s Bill would have fixed up the loopholes in the legislation introduced by Hon Geoff Gallop that 
allowed for the introduction of nuclear waste from other States into Western Australia.  

Hon Ken Travers:  If this Bill is passed, will it stop a federal Government imposing that on anyone?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  If we do not have legislation in place, the federal Government may place nuclear 
waste in Western Australia.  If we do have legislation in place, the federal Government may seek to overrule the 
State, which would result in legal action at the very highest level.  Therefore, the federal Government will have 
to overrule the State.  That is the significant difference.  It is an immense political decision to go against the State 
and overrule its internal legislation.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Do you have legal advice on that?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes, we do.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Will you table it?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That would be a tad difficult.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Why is that?   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members! We are now entering into a dialogue between the two members.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Hon George Cash mentioned a number of deposits in Western Australia.  He 
mentioned Yeelirrie, Kintyre and Manyingee, but there are many others.  When I was doing the research a 
number of years ago, I accounted for 300 tenements in Western Australia - not including the many tenements 
over Yeelirrie - that covered uranium deposits.  

Hon Giz Watson:  Does that include multi-metal tenements?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes, there were certainly other minerals involved, but the prime information on the 
Department of Mines register was that they were for uranium.  I will read out some of them, so that people can 
get some idea of the expanse of uranium deposits in Western Australia.  Bulman Waterhole, Myroodah,  Mount 
Mansbridge, Killi Killi Hills and Browns Range are all in the Kimberley, as are many deposits around 
Oobagooma.  Further south there is Kintyre and Kintyre East, which are actually quite separate deposits.  
Kintyre is made up of a number of deposits, but Kintyre East is separate.  Turee Creek and Angelo River are near 
the Karijini National Park.  Manyingee has been mentioned.  It is near Onslow, along with Bennet Well.  Jailor 
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Bore is on the Ashburton River system.  Other deposits are Boree Creek, Yinnietharra, Gascoyne, Murchison 
Downs, Wiluna, Two Mile, Murchison River, Nowthanna, Lake Austin, Cogla Downs, Wondinong, Anketell, 
Windimurra, Lake Mason, Lake Maitland, Centipede-Millipede, Lake Way, Officer Basin, Mulga Rock, 
Ponton/Cundeelee and Lake Raeside.  There are many others.  To say that we have only a couple of major ones 
is a bit of a nonsense.  If this State is to keep its clean green image and prohibit uranium mining, we must put in 
place a legislative framework that will allow a future Government to overturn that decision only by taking it to 
both Houses of Parliament.  The Greens (WA) have clearly identified that we do not want any further uranium 
mining to occur in Western Australia, irrespective of whether that puts the State at some risk.   

I turn to comments made by Geoff Gallop, now Premier of the State, when dealing with the Nuclear Waste 
Storage (Prohibition) Bill.  He spoke about the Labor Party’s position on uranium mining and the development 
of anti-waste dumping legislation.  During debate on a motion on nuclear waste dumps on 7 September 1999, Dr 
Gallop stated -  

If the people engaged in the nuclear power or weapons industries want a signal from Western Australia 
on its position, the clearest signal we can send is that we are opposed to uranium exports.  It is the same 
signal as that sent by the Beattie Labor Party in Queensland before Queensland’s last election.  We will 
send the same message in the next Western Australian state election. 

It is interesting that the Beattie Labor Government brought in legislation that opposed all uranium mining, even 
from existing tenements.  One assumes that there has been a change of heart.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The Government should introduce the legislation.  My colleague has introduced 
legislation.  By way of interjection -  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members!  Hon Robin Chapple, you do not actually have to 
interject.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I am getting confused as Hon Ken Travers is 
speaking all the time.   

The usual process in this place is that if legislation is introduced that does not cover the issues in the manner in 
which a member wants it to, that member can seek to amend it.  Why has the Government, which fundamentally 
supports the gist of this legislation, not dealt with the waste issue, as this legislation does, or not sought to amend 
the legislation to reflect its concerns?  This is more about the Labor Party wanting to take the high ground on this 
issue by not supporting a Greens Bill so that it may get some kudos at some stage down the track for a half-
watered-down model of the Greens Bill.  I hope, with all sincerity, that if the Labor Party does introduce 
legislation, it will look long and hard at Hon Giz Watson’s legislation and bear in mind the significant issues that 
have been raised about nuclear waste.   

I quickly turn to the comments of Hon George Cash.  He read from papers of the Uranium Information Centre 
that discussed the safeguards on the export of uranium.  Although this issue does not form part of my colleague’s 
Bill, it is important to note that those safeguards have been proved, through Senate and other inquiries, to be 
lacking.  For example, label swapping has occurred on Australian uranium in France.  It is interesting to note that 
there is no way of proving that our uranium ends up where we want it to go.   

Hon George Cash:  That was not included in the notice that was provided.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Worker protection is another important point.  The nuclear regulatory authorities 
regulate the time workers can spend at uranium mines.  Depending on the radon and radioactive emissions of a 
mine, workers are allowed to work for only so many hours, days or weeks at that site.  The big problem is that no 
record of workers at uranium mines is kept in any way, shape or form.  Off the top of my head, I think a person 
is allowed to work every two years in five at a uranium mine.  However, because no records of workers are kept, 
once a worker finishes at one uranium mine he can go to work for another; there is no follow-up to discover how 
many hours or years a person has worked at various uranium mines.  The occupational health and safety 
standards for uranium mining workers are extremely poor.   

One policy commitment of the Australian Labor Party was that it would not only introduce legislation, but also 
immediately seek to ensure that residual stockpiles from post-exploration and mining activities were made safe.  
Members can go to the web site http://www.anawa.org.au/wa/yeelirrie.html, which states that 35 000 tonnes of 
uranium oxide is located on the surface at Yeelirrie and is blowing in the breeze.  Where is the Labor Party 
policy to deal with the residual stockpiles?  I hope that at some stage one of the honourable interjectors will 
return to his seat so that he can answer that question.  The Government has not fulfilled that policy position.  
Hon Giz Watson’s legislation would deal with that issue immediately.  The Labor Party is exhibiting a high 
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degree of expediency in trying to water down the policy that the Greens and the community sincerely believed it 
was fair dinkum about.  It will be interesting to see whether that legislation will come before this place and, if it 
does, what it will contain and whether it will do the job it was intended to do.   

As I have already identified, the lack of development of an intermediate waste facility in South Australia has 
meant that Western Australia has been targeted.  We should hope that we never have a federal Labor 
Government.  Senator Bolkus has stated that Western Australia would be the most appropriate place for an 
intermediate nuclear waste facility to dispose of national nuclear waste, and that a mining State known for its 
mining culture might not harbour as many problems as South Australia.  I suspect there has been a bit of a 
backflip by the ALP.  It is not even coming to the party by attempting to get legislation through that it 
theoretically supports, nor has it considered amending legislation.   

My colleague will talk more extensively on the points of her legislation and how it deals with the concerns raised 
by Hon George Cash and Hon Ken Travers on items that contain fissile material.  I support the Bill.   

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [3.40 pm]:  I will make a few 
comments on this Bill and put it in the context of this week’s proceedings in the Legislative Council.  The 
Liberal Party has described this week as a “green week” because, for various reasons, the Government has 
decided to give the Greens (WA) a fair amount of the House’s time.  We spent all of Tuesday dealing with green 
legislation plus the Government’s cannabis Bill and a number of other green Bills that have come about during 
private members’ time.  The Greens’ agenda for this week so far has been the Wildlife Conservation (Fauna 
Protection) Amendment Bill, the Burrup planning motion moved by Hon Robin Chapple, which we did not get 
to, and the Nuclear Activities (Prohibition) Bill.  The next Bills with which we must deal - if we get to them - are 
the Burrup Peninsula (Crown Land) Bill and the Voluntary Euthanasia Bill.  We have also been dealing with the 
Government’s cannabis Bill, which is enthusiastically supported by the Greens.  The good thing about having a 
green week - if there is such a thing - is that it tells the community what the Greens stand for and what they 
would do if they ever had the power to have their legislation passed into law.  It is important to note what the 
Greens have been seeking to do this week and to contemplate that in the context of the Greens’ view of the world 
and what they hope to achieve in Western Australia.  It is also important to understand their thinking on these 
sorts of issues, because they have the balance of power in this House and an extraordinary influence over the 
way in which the Labor Party operates.   

Interestingly, today the Labor Party has opposed the wildlife conservation Bill and the nuclear activities Bill.  I 
do not know what its views are on the next two Bills, especially the Voluntary Euthanasia Bill -  

Hon Ken Travers:  We are all individuals on that one.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Good grief!  Does the member mean to say that there are occasions when members 
opposite can actually think for themselves publicly?  I know they are allowed to in Caucus -   

Hon Ken Travers:  We do it publicly all the time.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  They all say the same thing; they are a pale imitation of each other.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have crossed the floor twice in my time.  It has not happened many times but it is 
two times more than the member opposite has.  I have not yet finished my work here, so there may come a time 
when I do it again.   

Hon George Cash:  That is once every twelve and a half years - 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is becoming a regular occurrence!  I suspect that the Government, having given the 
Greens their week, is somewhat regretting that decision, having seen the Greens take a more extreme position 
than the Government is prepared to take and finding that it has to vote against the Greens’ legislation.  On the 
other hand, I think the Greens are seeking to ensure that the Labor Party does not support their legislation 
because it is important for them to be greener than the Labor Party.  It would be a terrible thing for the Greens if 
the Labor Party agreed with everything they said because suddenly one of the parties would become irrelevant! 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Redundancy is what I am aiming for. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Does the member want to make the Labor Party redundant? 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I want it so that we no longer need to be involved in Parliament, but it is not looking like 
that at the moment.  
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If the Western Australian community were to understand more about what the 
Greens stand for - that they are not just some warm fuzzy creatures who want to ensure that the sun shines every 
day and we are all happy - and to examine some of the Greens’ economic policies and what they have in mind 
for the economy of this State and the employment of Western Australians, then I suspect that the Greens would 
not be a force in this Parliament in the future.  However, it is important for both major parties and anybody who 
is interested in the future of the Western Australian economy to take some notice of what the Greens are all 
about.  Some of the Bills on today’s Notice Paper tell us what the Greens are all about.  The wildlife 
conservation Bill was all about reducing the amount of logging in our forests, having almost convinced the 
Labor Party to stop it altogether.  The Burrup planning motion that Hon Robin Chapple wanted to talk about had 
its genesis in the desire of the Greens to ensure that the development that is planned for the Pilbara is slowed 
down, curtailed or stopped.   

Point of Order 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  Given that the Burrup planning motion is on the Notice Paper, it is probably not in 
order for the Leader of the Opposition to be referring to it in this debate. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  While I recognise that the Leader of the Opposition has mentioned 
the motion, it has been in the way of a few passing comments in the context of general attitudes, so there is no 
point of order.   

Debate Resumed 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am simply trying to put this Bill in the context of what the Greens are seeking to do 
in the Legislative Council this week.  I am referring to what they are doing and what it would mean for Western 
Australia.  I will not talk about the Burrup planning motion; members can talk about it whenever they like.  
However, that motion and an upcoming Bill, which I cannot talk about, have the same intention; that is, to make 
sure that development in the Pilbara is either curtailed or at least slowed down dramatically.  If passed, the 
nuclear activities Bill will ensure that the mining of uranium does not occur in this State and that no nuclear 
industry or material is located here.  The Voluntary Euthanasia Bill is obviously another issue.   

In the past year or so in Western Australia the term “sovereign risk” has been used more times in my presence 
than in the rest of my 25 years in this place.  The people in the investing community of Western Australia who 
spend the money, develop the industries and create the jobs and the wealth that we all enjoy are seriously 
concerned that the future of Western Australia is becoming clouded and that the sort of certainty that one could 
expect from the processes of government in Western Australia in the past will not continue into the future.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  This Bill provides a certainty that the current Labor position doesn’t.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The certainty provided by the Greens is that they would not be able to do anything.  
If the Greens could bring in a Bill to say that from now on no-one will develop anything in Western Australia, 
that would make the Greens very happy.  The only problem with that is that people still have to eat and work and 
this State must still have an economy that functions.  If the Greens could bring in a Bill to close down the mining 
industry tomorrow, they would.  If they could bring in a Bill that closed down the entire logging industry, they 
would.  I suspect that if they could bring in a Bill to close down the fishing industry, they would do that also.  
That is what people need to understand about the Greens: they are against development and the creation of 
wealth and employment.  I suspect that the Greens are also against human beings.  I do not know why.  In his 
speech Hon Robin Chapple said words to the effect that even if it puts the State at some risk, it does not matter.  
Yesterday the Greens talked about the forests and said that even if it was going to cost a lot of money to do what 
they wanted to do, so what!  Where do they think the revenue, the wealth and the capacity to do these things 
comes from?  It does not grow on trees - I suspect the Greens would like that to happen.   

In Western Australia there are loads and loads of uranium, as Hon Robin Chapple pointed out.  I have a 
particular interest in Yeelirrie because some 25 years ago in this place I made a speech - my very first - in which 
I argued that Yeelirrie should be developed.  It is now 25 years later and it still has not been developed for all 
sorts of reasons - I suspect it was mainly economic reasons in the early days.  That company invested vast sums 
of money - 

Hon Louise Pratt interjected.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Has the member ever been to Sandstone, Wiluna and those places?  When I made 
that speech in 1977, people were in very serious financial circumstances.  The pastoral industry had suffered 
from a massive drought for about five years, the gold industry had closed down and the nickel industry was 
struggling.  There was virtually no employment for people in my electorate but there was the possibility of a 
mine being developed between Sandstone and Wiluna on the pastoral station of Yeelirrie.  I argued that it would 
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be good for the economy of the east Murchison district if that mine was developed.  It would have been good for 
the economy of Western Australia.  Hon George Cash has pointed out that the consumption of uranium is greater 
than the supply.  Therefore, eventually, significant pressure will be applied to the Western Australian 
Government - whichever it might be - to allow uranium mines to be developed, and that development would be 
good for Western Australia’s economy.   

I do not know what the Labor Party’s problem is with uranium mining.  Is it concerned that it will be used for 
nuclear weapons?  Does it not like uranium dust, as does Hon Robin Chapple?  Does it think that it is okay to 
have a world nuclear power industry as long as we do not contribute to it, knowing that if a world Government 
passed a Bill tomorrow to stop uranium mining, vast numbers of people in Europe and North America would 
freeze next winter?  Vast amounts of the energy generated and consumed in Europe, the United States and other 
parts of the world comes from nuclear power stations.  Nuclear energy produces 60 per cent of the power in 
France.  If uranium mining were stopped and the supply of fuel to the nuclear power industry were cut off, it 
would have a massive impact on the economies of many countries.  
Hon Ken Travers:  If you accept that argument and you accept that nuclear waste will be generated, what should 
the world do about nuclear waste?   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The world is handling nuclear waste quite well at this time.   
Hon Giz Watson:  Get away!  
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order members!  This is not question time.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Greens (WA) and their supporters argue that unless an absolute guarantee can be 
given that certain things will happen in every respect in the future and if there is a risk attached to it, lies are 
being told, which should be laughed at.  Motor cars run over and kill people.  Will the Greens argue that we 
should get rid of cars because somebody might be run over tomorrow?  Should we not use motor cars unless an 
absolute guarantee can be given that no-one will be run over?  Assurances cannot be given in every aspect of 
human life.  However, as far as I know, no-one wants to destroy the world through the misuse of nuclear waste - 
not a soul.  Some people, including Tony Blair’s Government, supported the Pangea proposal.  The British 
Government was a part owner of Pangea.  They were looking for places where nuclear waste could be safely 
stored.  Hon Ken Travers was here when we passed legislation to not allow nuclear waste to be stored in Western 
Australia.   
Hon Ken Travers:  What is your personal view?   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not support nuclear waste being stored in Western Australia.   
Hon Ken Travers:  Is it okay to generate the uranium but not to store the waste?   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not have a problem with our storing our own waste.  However, I do not support 
importing nuclear waste.  My view is that if we had a nuclear industry in Western Australia, we would have a 
responsibility to look after our own waste.  I do not have a problem with that point of view.  The termination of 
the nuclear energy industry would have a massive impact on the world economy.  People who suggest the 
termination of the nuclear energy industry ignore the fact that power generation from coal-fired power stations 
and gas is a significant contributor to the greenhouse problem.  Nuclear power does not generate greenhouse 
gases.   

Hon Dee Margetts:  Ha! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Here we go again.  The Greens have read a book somewhere that says it does and 
they ignore all the evidence that tells them something different.  I do not know what the Greens want.  Do the 
Greens think that wind and solar energy will provide the world with its energy needs?  Do the Greens want to 
consign the vast millions of people in the third world to continue to live in abject poverty?  Is that what they 
have in mind?  Perhaps they would prefer it if we all lived in third world poverty.  Energy is vital to maintain the 
living standards of the western world.  It is vital that the developed world spends more time and energy seeking 
to raise the living standards of people in the third world.  Bringing us down to the standard of living of the third 
world is not the answer; the answer is the other way around.  The community must consider all ways and means 
of generating energy because it is fundamental to the modern economy and the maintenance of our living 
standards, which we consider important.  If the Greens think we should not maintain those living standards, they 
will tell people to reduce their energy consumption.  I suspect that is what they have in mind.   

I am interested to know what is the current Labor Party’s position on uranium mining in Western Australia.  It 
says that it does not support uranium mining and that the minister has not allowed any mining tenements to be 
granted for uranium mining.  I rhetorically ask whether any company has sought an application to mine uranium 
in the past two years.  I suspect that none has.  That Labor Party cannot take the high moral ground and say that 
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it is standing firm and will not give anybody the chance to mine uranium.  I suspect that nobody has asked to 
mine uranium.  The Government will find itself in an interesting situation when a company makes an application 
to develop a uranium mine.  As Hon George Cash pointed out, companies are probably entitled to do that under 
the current law.   

I would be interested to know what compensation would have to be paid if the Government did not allow 
uranium mining to proceed.  I am interested to know what effect that would have on sovereign risk issues to 
which I referred earlier.  Mauds Landing can be thrown into the sovereign risk basket.  That is another issue for 
the Government.  It has already had to deal with the forest issue, the Greens have raised the nuclear issue and the 
Government must deal with tourism development issues.  All those issues put doubt into the minds of the 
investment community about the sovereign risk issues in Western Australia.  To that can be added the problems 
Alcoa is going through.  I hope that what I read in the paper the other day is true - I understand the minister will 
make an announcement about this soon - and that Alcoa will spend more money in Western Australia to expand 
its operations.  I hope it expands in Wagerup, Pinjarra or wherever.  Alcoa is a good corporate citizen.  Its 
environmental credentials, with regard to rehabilitation, are first class and are internationally recognised.  The 
Greens would probably say that the people who recognised Alcoa’s credentials are the wrong type of people.  
That is the sort of argument I would expect from them.  The issue of emissions must be sorted out.  I trust that it 
will be sorted out, because it is the sort of thing that can be sorted out.   

We must be careful about the way in which people comment on these issues and the way in which they can 
create concern, and indeed terror, in the minds of some people by continuing to promote arguments that are not 
true.  All these issues combine to create a situation in Western Australia that I thought I would never see in 
which investors will start to think about the sovereign risks of this State.  Investors must understand that five 
members in this Chamber - I will not refer to their nicknames, which were provided to us this morning - have a 
significant amount of political clout because they have the balance of power.  The Labor Party will go to 
extraordinary lengths to meet their demands.  It even gave them half of Tuesday this week to talk about their 
legislation.   

Hon Ken Travers:  If we had a responsible Opposition, maybe we would not have to! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This Opposition is responsible; it has supported government legislation it believes 
should be supported even when it could have voted with the Greens (WA) and knocked it out.  We have taken 
the responsible position that we will be the next Government.  We would then expect members opposite, as an 
alternative Government, to do the right thing with legislation.  That is the nature of the Western Australian 
political system.  Alternative Governments must operate on the basis that they will be the Government some 
time down the track and must make responsible law.  It is incumbent upon Oppositions to look at legislation on 
its merits and not just vote against it because it is the Opposition.  The Opposition has not voted against a lot of 
the Government’s legislation.  Those sorts of comments are unbecoming of the parliamentary secretary.  I do not 
propose to say anything more except that I agree with Hon George Cash’s comments on this legislation.   

This Bill raises all sorts of strange issues that probably had not even been thought of.  I am interested in the 
question of compensation.  Does Hon Giz Watson believe that if someone’s mining tenement granted for 
uranium exploration is taken away that person is entitled to compensation?  What effect does she think this 
legislation will have on visiting nuclear-powered vessels?  Does it mean that the United States Navy cannot send 
a nuclear-powered vessel to Western Australia? 

Hon Giz Watson:  Unfortunately, they can still come here. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  They can still come here, can they?  The member does not want them to come.  She 
has just said it would be better if they did not come here.  I do not know whether Hon Jim Scott, who has his 
office in Fremantle, has talked to the traders of Fremantle about the economic benefits of United States Navy’s 
visits to Western Australia.  Does he go down the streets in Fremantle and say that all the customers with their 
money should not be there?  Does the member say that?  Members opposite cannot keep chopping off all the 
avenues of generating revenue in this country.  They cannot keep saying that we cannot have such and such 
because they do not like it or that there should not be any industry at all because they do not like it.  If we do not 
have industry we do not have revenue.  People do not get paid.  Members opposite would not get paid.  They get 
paid from the taxes contributed to this nation by people who are in productive enterprise.  If the member wants to 
give her salary back, that is fine. 

This type of legislation is designed for the Greens (WA) to out-green the Labor Party.  I am pleased that the 
Labor Party has not got into some form of auction in respect of this to see which is greener.  I am glad it is taking 
a responsible approach with this legislation and voting against it.  We will be very interested to see what is 
contained in the Labor Party’s legislation.  When that happens, we hope it does not go down the path of creating 
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even more concern in the community and exacerbate the issue of sovereign risk.  Between now and the next 
election I hope that the Labor Party does not work on the basis that the only way it can get re-elected is to try to 
grab the green vote from the Greens (WA).  If it does that, it will do the State a great disservice.  I support the 
comments of Hon George Cash in opposition to this Bill. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [4.03 pm]:  This Bill was originally introduced in 2000 and 
reintroduced in 2002.  Unfortunately, due to time constraints placed on private members’ business, I will keep 
my comments brief.  If this Bill is not concluded in this session, it never will be.  I have been negotiating with 
the Labor Party for the past two years to have time allocated for this debate.  I have a signed agreement from the 
Leader of the House that the debate would occur before Christmas last year.  The agreement was reneged on.  It 
is exceedingly frustrating to try to adequately debate a Bill under the constraints imposed primarily by the 
Government. 

I will comment on some of the matters raised by Hon Ken Travers.  I acknowledge my appreciation for support 
given for the spirit of this Bill.  I again ask when the Government intends to introduce its legislation.  I heard the 
parliamentary secretary say it will be in the very near future.  I am also in receipt of correspondence from the 
Minister for State Development stating that it would be in the last session before Christmas last year.  There is no 
firm commitment and no indication that even when the legislation is drafted it will be anything near as 
comprehensive in fulfilling the Labor Party’s policies on this matter. 

I will speak on some specific matters raised as perceived unintended consequences of the Bill.  The question was 
asked whether the Bill affects the legitimate use of radioactive materials in areas such as medicine and research.  
The Bill does not impact on those legitimate uses.  All provisions are subject to the operation of the Radiation 
Safety Act 1975, as stated in clause 9(1) of the Bill.  Regarding the medical and research uses of radioactive 
material, I am aware that the promised cyclotron to be located at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital is due to be 
completed by the end of next month.  That will ensure that nucleides are available other than from reactors.   
Hon Robin Chapple has tackled the issue of whether the Bill would affect existing mining leases.  It will affect 
leases that have been granted.  The Labor Party must have been aware of this problem during the election 
because of its platform to ban uranium mining.  The challenge is the same as that raised by old-growth logging.  
It is an issue that we need to tackle regarding existing leases.  To tackle it the way the Labor Party is proposing is 
a nonsense.  That would leave mining leases to be mined at any time in the future.   
The question was asked whether the Bill would affect the sand mining industry in Western Australia.  The 
answer is no.  Western Australian mineral sands contains only 10 per cent heavy minerals, which in themselves 
contain up to three per cent monazite.  The monazite is made up of seven per cent thorium.  Therefore, Western 
Australian mineral sands only ever contain up to 0.02 per cent thorium.  It is interesting that Hon George Cash 
quoted the same sources of information as I used.  The information was sourced from the Uranium Information 
Centre Ltd. 
I will respond briefly to some of the points made by Hon George Cash.  The Bill will not impact on visits by 
nuclear-powered or nuclear-armed vessels, whether from United States, France or any other country.  It is 
because the naval vessels operate in commonwealth waters at all times.  The member asked what would happen 
about an emergency at sea on a vessel.  He is drawing a fairly long bow.  It is not an issue I have contemplated.  
With most emergencies at sea, when a vessel is far offshore, helicopters are used.  It is very unlikely to have a 
situation in which a vessel would be required to enter Western Australian waters.   
I will conclude my remarks.  I apologise to members for having been brief in responding to points they raised.  I 
will undertake to make further comments during what is known as the “One Nation half-hour” because there are 
other matters that I have not properly addressed.  However, because it is clear that the Government intends to let 
the Bill languish on the Notice Paper, I intend to bring it to a vote this afternoon.   
Hon Ken Travers:  You now have your own time to deal with legislation.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The next opportunity to deal with this legislation is in approximately three months.  I 
commend the Bill to the House.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  
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Ayes (5) 

Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp Hon Giz Watson Hon Robin Chapple (Teller) 
Hon Jim Scott 

Noes (26) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Adele Farina Hon Frank Hough Hon Tom Stephens 
Hon George Cash Hon John Fischer Hon Barry House Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Peter Foss Hon Norman Moore Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Ed Dermer Hon Graham Giffard Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Kate Doust (Teller) 
Hon Bruce Donaldson Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Louise Pratt  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Ray Halligan Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  

Question thus negatived.   

Bill defeated.   

Sitting suspended from 4.16 to 4.30 pm 
 


