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NUCLEAR FACILITIES PROHIBITION BILL 2007 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 20 June. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [4.41 pm]:  This bill is nothing more than a political stunt.  It is an abuse of 
parliamentary time for us to be spending time this week debating this issue.  Because the bill is a stunt the 
opposition will oppose it.  We will not be opposing the bill because we in any way believe that nuclear energy is 
either desirable or justified for Western Australia for anything like the foreseeable future, if forever.  As I said, 
we will oppose the bill because it is nothing more than a political stunt.  The fact that that is the case is 
manifested very clearly by the timing of this debate.  This bill was introduced into this chamber in June of this 
year, which is five months ago.  We are 11 days out from the forthcoming federal election and the government 
brings the bill on for debate.  One would have thought that, in the last three sitting weeks of Parliament, the 
government would have higher priority issues to deal with.  Indeed, there are some reasonably significant 
matters on the notice paper.  All of a sudden this matter has become important to the state Labor government.  
Why has it become important?  It is because it believes that there might be some sort of flow-on beneficial effect 
to the federal Labor Party and Kevin Rudd.  This is a desperate attempt to ensure that there is a change of 
government at the federal level. 

The reality is that there is no prospect of nuclear power plants being established in Western Australia.  That is for 
a number of reasons.  One of the most significant reasons, of course, is that there is a large amount of other 
energy sources available to us in this state.  In particular, large amounts of gas are available off the North West 
Shelf.  Further north, the Browse Basin is about to be developed.  In the longer term gas is to be developed in the 
Dongara region.  There are also other prospective deposits in this state that will certainly last for in excess of 100 
years or so.  That is even taking into account the increasing amount of liquefied natural gas that is being exported 
to overseas destinations.  There are also large amounts of coal, particularly in the Collie area, and in other 
deposits in Western Australia.  There are sufficient amounts of coal to last, as I understand it, in excess of 
100 years as well.   
There are also increasing amounts of renewable energy being developed.  We have seen over the past decade or 
so - certainly starting in the time of the previous coalition government and developing during the time of the 
current Labor government - an increasing amount of wind power generation being installed and constructed.  
There are increasing amounts, albeit to a lesser extent than wind power, of solar generation through photovoltaic 
cells and so on being established.  An incentive scheme is in place through the federal government to encourage 
more photovoltaic cells to be installed, including in residential premises.  There is also the prospect of wave 
power being further developed in the state.  There are some interesting and exciting trials underway at the 
moment.  There is a lot of promise for the use of renewable energy through wave power in the future.  Only six 
to eight weeks ago we debated a bill, which was supported by the opposition, to facilitate a regulatory regime for 
the development of geothermal energy in Western Australia.  Although the prospect of getting large amounts of 
energy from geothermal sources may be quite some time away, there are some good prospects in the longer term.  
Perhaps less prospective, but nevertheless also a possibility, is the use of large amounts of tidal energy in the 
north west of the state, the Kimberley region in particular.  Although there are some major obstacles to 
overcome, perhaps in the longer term there is the prospect of tidal power being developed in the Kimberley 
region as well. 
It is also interesting to note in the context of needing to reduce greenhouse gas emissions - it is something I will 
come back to a little later - that in May this year BP and Rio Tinto announced a joint venture to develop the 
prospect of a so-called clean coal project for Western Australia, which is to be located at Kwinana.  It is a coal-
fired power generation project that will be fully integrated with carbon capture and storage to reduce the 
emissions of greenhouse gases.  In essence, the project will involve the gasification of coal from the Collie 
region in order to produce hydrogen and carbon dioxide.  The hydrogen will be used for electricity generation 
and the carbon dioxide will be captured and stored in areas under the seabed off the Kwinana region.  There is a 
long way to go with that project and there will not be a final investment decision made - according to the media 
statement - until 2011.  At least the commitment is being made to further investigate the prospect of that project.  
It would certainly be very exciting if that were able to be established.  It would be part of a proposed 
development with two other hydrogen power projects: one in Scotland and one in California in the United States.  
There is the prospect of all that sort of technology in Western Australia as well, which would make much more 
sustainable use of the large coal reserves that we have in this state. 
The second major reason nuclear power is not likely or desirable for Western Australia is that it is not 
economically viable, particularly given the size of the electricity market that we have.  At the moment, to get 
anything like reasonable economies of scale it would be necessary to have a nuclear power plant of at least 
1 000 megawatts to ensure that it would be economically viable.  The cost of such a nuclear power generation 
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plant would be well in excess of $1 billion.  One thousand megawatts would be the minimum size of an 
economically viable plant in Western Australia.  That is in contrast to the total capacity of the south west 
interconnected system at the moment, which is in the order of 3 500 megawatts.  To talk about putting in a 
1 000-megawatt power plant when the current capacity is only in the order of 3 500 megawatts is clearly to 
suggest something that would not be economically viable.  Where nuclear electricity generation may be more 
likely and viable is in the eastern states of Australia, which is where the national electricity market has been 
established.  Queensland, New South Wales, the Australian Capital Territory, Victoria, South Australia and now 
Tasmania have all been linked together in the one electricity market and the one overall grid.  I am not sure what 
the total capacity in that grid would be, but it would have to be in the order of 30 000 to 35 000 megawatts, I 
would think.  The prospect of establishing one or more nuclear power plants as part of that grid would make a lot 
more sense if it were supported by communities in those jurisdictions.  Clearly, that is not an issue for Western 
Australia, and it is certainly not an issue for the Western Australian Parliament.  The fact that this is nothing 
more than a political stunt is very clearly demonstrated by the timing of this debate.  As I said earlier, we are 
11 days out from a federal election, and the bill has been sitting here in Parliament for five months.  This 
indicates that the state Labor government is desperate to do anything it can to help achieve a change of 
government at the federal level.   
The other conclusion we can draw is that this is an attempt to divert public attention from the many failings of 
this government that are on show at the moment.  For example, in the health portfolio, it was revealed only last 
week that the cost of Fiona Stanley Hospital has blown out at an enormous rate, to something in the order of 
$1.8 billion, and beyond the control of the Minister for Health and the state government.  We heard from the 
member for Dawesville, in referring to an incident that occurred in this chamber yesterday, that Sir Charles 
Gairdner Hospital was on ambulance bypass at 10 o’clock on a Monday morning.  It is extraordinary that one of 
our major hospitals is on bypass at that time of day and so early in the week.  That is another indication of the 
failure of our health system.  We have heard many debates about failings in the education system at the moment.  
The state government has failed to provide qualified teachers in so many locations, particularly in rural areas.  It 
has launched a glossy advertising campaign, featuring BMW sports cars, to try to attract teachers from the 
eastern states, largely on false pretences, because we know that the accommodation provided in many areas is 
substandard.  We see many failings in the area of law and order and the frequency of criminal activities in the 
community; no more so than in the amount of graffiti, hoon behaviour and reckless driving.  The government is 
obviously aware that those issues are very much on the mind of the community because it has engaged in an 
extensive advertising campaign on both issues to try to convince the community that it is doing something 
effective.  We know that the government is engaging in an enormous amount of feel-good advertising, using 
about $1 million a week of taxpayers’ money.  Some of that advertising is probably justified, such as the 
advertising of job vacancies, but a large amount of it is clearly unjustified.  A large amount of advertising is 
being undertaken in the water resources portfolio, and in other areas of government, designed to do nothing more 
than create a good impression about the Labor government, rather than to provide the community with useful 
information.  The government has many failings, from which the Labor Party is trying to divert attention. 

We know that there are major failings and major problems in the energy portfolio at the moment; in particular 
the issue I raised during question time today.  It has been raised before, as the minister pointed out, but the 
minister needs to understand that the issue will not go away, and he will be asked about it again and again, 
because the level of importance and intensity of public debate will only increase.  I refer in particular to the 
future of Verve Energy, and the large amount of money that is being lost by that organisation as a result of the 
contractual arrangements that the state government has required to be put in place through the legislation it 
introduced and sought support for.  This has resulted in Verve Energy losing in excess of $1 million a week.  A 
completely unrealistic situation has developed, and the government must be held to account for that.  I know that 
staff at Verve Energy are not at all happy with the situation.  They see staff at Synergy Energy, for example, 
which is in a much stronger financial position, being awarded bonuses, while the people they used to work 
alongside in Western Power are being financially penalised.  Verve Energy is hamstrung by the policies of this 
government and is losing large amounts of money as a result of the contractual arrangements with Synergy.  The 
impression given by the government that lower energy prices would result from the disaggregation of Western 
Power has resulted in this issue coming back to haunt the Labor government.  We need to know from the 
minister how much electricity prices will increase after the next election.  We know that they are on hold, and 
that the minister is doing everything he can to conceal the information that he clearly has. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  Do you honestly think so? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Tell us more.  The minister said today that he would not reveal the information because it is 
commercially sensitive or whatever.  He should give us the advice he has from the Office of Energy about how 
much electricity prices need to rise to make Verve viable.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 13 November 2007] 

 p6973b-6987a 
Mr John Day; Acting Speaker; Mr Colin Barnett; Ms Sue Walker; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Terry Redman 

 [3] 

Mr F.M. Logan:  You asked for commercially sensitive information about the forward estimates of Verve’s 
own finances.  When you came to the issue about how much tariffs would rise, which was your second question, 
I said that a public review was on the way, to which you can contribute.  It will be finished by the end of the 
year.  Don’t you worry; you will be told about how much tariffs will go up.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  We need to have, from the minister, the advice that he has received from the Office of Energy 
about how much tariffs need to increase to ensure that Verve -  

Mr F.M. Logan:  I do not have that information.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Have there been no discussions about it? 

Mr F.M. Logan:  A review is underway; they have not given me the results yet.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  During question time we heard one of the most remarkable revelations.  In effect, the 
government is undertaking a poll or survey of the community to determine how much electricity prices should go 
up.  

Mr F.M. Logan:  I don’t think so.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  The minister is welcome to ask me, and he is welcome to ask anybody else in the community, 
but in the end these matters need to be determined by financial considerations.  

Mr F.M. Logan:  Were you aware of the review? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Not in particular.  

Mr F.M. Logan:  No, you’re not.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Tell us more. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  You criticise it, but you’re not aware of it.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I am aware of what the minister told us during question time today, which was in effect that a 
survey was being undertaken to determine how much electricity prices should go up.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  It is not appropriate that the member for Cottesloe and the 
Minister for Energy carry on a shouting match across the chamber, when neither of them have the call.  The 
member for Darling Range has the call, and he is the member we should be hearing at the moment.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  We have also seen a very substantial broken commitment by the Labor government on 
domestic electricity tariffs.  It was very clearly promised by the then Minister for Energy - now the Premier - that 
there would be no increase in the price of electricity for domestic consumers before the next election; in other 
words, during this term of government.  However, the government has increased the price of electricity to people 
who are doing the right thing from an environmental point of view and using natural power - that tariff has gone 
up by 8.25 per cent - and for people who are using smart power; in other words those trying to do the right thing 
to reduce demand, which is in everybody’s interests.  Their electricity costs have gone up by a maximum of 
25 per cent, and by an average of about 15 per cent.  We have debated that issue in Parliament, and the 
government has been exposed as having misled the people of Western Australia by allowing those increases to 
occur.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You are very generous; others might say “lying”.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  That comment could certainly be made.  We can see that the government is much more 
interested in political spin and stunts than in doing things of substance for the people of Western Australia, such 
as addressing issues of future generation capacity in the electricity industry, and ensuring that costs to business 
and domestic consumers are kept at the lowest possible levels.  There are some major issues within the electricity 
arena.  The fact is that the demand for electricity in Australia is expected to double over the next 40 years or so, 
and Western Australia will certainly be no exception.  Indeed, I expect growth in Western Australia to be greater 
than that of most other parts of Australia, given the growth of our economy and the consequent growth in 
population and substantial increase in demand for electricity and other forms of energy that will occur.  The 
reality is that there will need to be a substantial increase in generation capacity, but for the reasons I outlined 
earlier, the Liberal Party does not believe that that will need to come from nuclear power plants; therefore, this 
bill is a complete and utter waste of time.   

We also need to pay serious attention to the issue of greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.  The 
observation has been made by Dr Ziggy Switkowski - verbally, in various forums and in the report of the review 
he chaired last year entitled “Uranium Mining, Processing and Nuclear Energy - Opportunities for Australia?” - 
that if Australia is to ensure it has a close to zero increase in greenhouse gas emissions in future, it will need to 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 13 November 2007] 

 p6973b-6987a 
Mr John Day; Acting Speaker; Mr Colin Barnett; Ms Sue Walker; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr Terry Redman 

 [4] 

keep emissions close to the current levels.  In other words, if there is to be only a minimal increase in Australia’s 
contribution to climate change, we need to ensure that there is zero increase in greenhouse gas emissions in 
future.  That will certainly be a major challenge, and a range of different forms of technology and renewable 
forms of energy need to be considered.  Maybe, as part of that overall scenario, nuclear energy will be something 
that is relevant to the national electricity market for the other Australian jurisdictions I mentioned.  However, 
given that Western Australia is a much smaller market and is stand-alone, and because of our large and diverse 
sources of other forms of energy, the opposition is certainly not of the view that nuclear energy is relevant for 
Western Australia.   

It is worth noting for the record that nuclear power generation currently accounts for about 15 per cent of world 
electricity generation.  It is produced in 31 countries around the world from a total of about 443 reactors.  
Nuclear energy is hardly something new or untried, and it is certainly not something that is shunned by many 
countries in the world, including OECD countries, Western European countries, the United States and 
increasingly many developing countries, including China, India and others.   

If the government were serious about putting into practice its stated views about reducing nuclear energy 
production in Australia and the world, it would introduce legislation to ban the mining of uranium in this state.  
The state Labor government says its policy is to keep in place a prohibition on the mining of uranium in Western 
Australia.  However, if it were serious about this issue, it would introduce legislation to put that into effect.  Why 
is it not doing so?  Why is a ban on the mining of uranium not part of this bill?  The reason is that the 
government knows there would be uproar in the mining industry if it did that.  The government wants to have 
two bob each way; it wants to say that this is its policy, but on the other hand it does not want to actually put its 
words into effect through the introduction of legislation into Parliament.  The other reason is that at a federal 
level, the Labor Party’s policy is to support the expansion of uranium mining in Australia, which by definition 
includes Western Australia.  The state government does not want to offend the federal Labor Party by 
introducing such legislation.  In doing so, it is clearly being very hypocritical and is trying to have two bob each 
way, but it is showing itself to be engaging in nothing more than sham with this legislation.   

This bill seeks to ensure that there is a prohibition on the construction of nuclear power plants and any 
transmission facilities associated with such power plants in Western Australia.  It also seeks to ensure that a 
referendum would be held in the event that there is the prospect of a nuclear power plant being built in Western 
Australia.  The legislation is nothing more than a political stunt because neither of those scenarios are likely 
realities for Western Australia in the foreseeable future, if ever.  The government has chosen to bring this debate 
on at this time for no other reason than that the federal election will be held on Saturday week.  It is really quite 
astounding that the government seeks to use parliamentary time on this stunt at this time of the year, when there 
are far more pressing issues to deal with.  It is really nothing more than a waste of time.  For all those reasons the 
opposition opposes this bill. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [5.06 pm]:  This is a very arrogant government.  It is doing all right in the 
polls.  It gloats and boasts and thinks it is terrific.  However, it should sit back and look.  It has now been in 
power for seven years.  I give the government credit for the south metropolitan railway project; it can tick that 
one off.  It was built in the government’s time.  However, the government should look around and think back.  
What other significant achievement can the government truly point to?  Western Australia has a buoyant 
economy and there is low unemployment.  There is a lot of prosperity around.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  However, what can the government point to as something of significance that it has 
initiated and brought to fruition?  I give the government credit for the south metropolitan railway project.  The 
ADHD-affected member is getting excited, so I will take his interjection! 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  I was going to say that there are 1 000 fewer kids on amphetamines than there was when you 
were in power, and you acknowledged that problem and didn’t actually have the courage to tackle it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not discount that; I will refer to drugs in a moment.  The point I make is that the 
government has been in power for seven years and it has little in the way of tangible achievements.  The 
government boasts about how great it is; members look at each other and say how wonderful the government is, 
but it should look at its record.   

I want to reflect on some of the events of recent times.  There was a catastrophic case of lead poisoning in the 
town of Esperance, due primarily to the incompetence of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  There is a 
chronic situation of methamphetamine and ice usage and abuse among young people.  These are not primary or 
secondary school kids, but people in their late teens and early 20s.  There are 100 teachers missing from school 
classrooms, and we are well into the fourth term.  We are near the end of the school year and we are still 
100 teachers short.  There are chronic problems of bypass, overcrowding and violence in hospital emergency 
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departments, and yet there are empty wards.  The government has done nothing about housing affordability.  
There are crises in Aboriginal communities in the north of the state.  The government claims it is doing 
something about it, but I tell members that the problem has grown during the Labor Party’s time in government.  
The member for Darling Range spoke about the electricity industry.  The fool who is the Minister for Energy 
cannot tell members by how much his agency expects the price of electricity to rise in 2009.  Is he so 
incompetent or so uninterested that he does not want to know?  Is the backbench so uninterested in the plight of 
their constituents that they are not concerned about a 40 per cent plus increase in electricity prices?  A series of 
inquiries are taking place before the Corruption and Crime Commission.  What are they all about?  They are all 
about Labor, just as they were in the 1980s and WA Inc.  It goes on and on almost on a daily basis.  Every 
weekend there are violent attacks, murders and stabbings in our community.  There was another one last night.  
Almost every day there is violence.  Members opposite are sniggering.  I will tell them what they are not doing.  
They are not governing for the people of this state; they are governing for their own self-interest to try to retain 
office.  They are not doing their duty as ministers and members of Parliament who have sworn to act properly 
and sincerely in the interests of the people of Western Australia.   
They do not deal with the big issues; they deal with the trivia.  I refer to the start of the parliamentary session 
today.  One after the other, ministers made brief ministerial statements mostly about trivia such as which 
function they had been to and who had won an award.  I was waiting to hear whose birthday it was.  They are not 
dealing with the big issues facing Western Australia.  

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is the member for Yokine’s birthday.  Happy birthday!  I am surprised no ministerial 
statement was made to acknowledge it.  Everything else was acknowledged.   
As the member for Darling Range said, this Nuclear Facilities Prohibition Bill reflects the government’s priority.  
In the last three weeks of this Parliament, it has introduced a bill to ban the construction of a nuclear power 
station.  Hang on!  Where is the proposal to build one?  Who out there is proposing to build a nuclear power 
station?  No-one has come to me and said that they have a great site and want to build a nuclear power station.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Dennis Jensen says build one in Tangney.  
Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Okay, some members of federal Parliament support nuclear power for Australia.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  In their own electorates.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Good luck to them if that is their position.  What is this government doing?  Is there a 
proposal to build a nuclear power station?  Do members opposite have any idea how much it would cost to build 
a nuclear power station?  It would probably cost $3 billion to build a 1 000 megawatt station.  Western 
Australia’s grid is only 3 400 megawatts.  It would be physically impossible to plug a nuclear power station into 
our system.  It would be economic lunacy to do so.  What is the government seeking to ban?  Is there anyone in 
the corridors or under the bed with a proposal for a nuclear power station?  There is no-one.  Members opposite 
should tell me, please, whether there is one company or one individual in Western Australia or even outside 
Western Australia with a developed, serious proposal for a nuclear power station in Western Australia.  If so, 
please name him or her?  Can members opposite table a proposal?  Has anyone come to government and said 
that he wants to build a nuclear power station?   

Mr F.M. Logan:  I tell you what has happened.  After the Switkowski report and after the promotion of the 
nuclear power industry by the federal government, the minister responsible for energy indicated there was a 
significant number of companies internationally that were interested in building nuclear power stations in 
Australia.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Wow!  My goodness!  Australia, a top 20 nation, might actually at some stage have 
nuclear power!  Why not?  It has been around since the 1950s.  I will say quite clearly now - I agree with the 
member for Darling Range - that I cannot imagine any possible scenario, at least within the next 50 years, when 
nuclear power will be used in Western Australia, particularly because of its abundance of natural gas.  The major 
cities of Melbourne and Sydney are on the south eastern corridor of Australia.  I think it is probable - in fact, I 
hope - that nuclear power generation is established in Australia in the next 20 years.  If it is not, we will make 
very little substantial progress in reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  Our grid does not even cover the whole 
state.  Our grid covers Perth and the south west, and that is it.  Nuclear power will not be included in that grid 
system.  We do not need it.  The Minister for Energy was formerly a Minister for Science.  Why is he opposing, 
essentially, nuclear technology?  What an incredible message he is sending by seeking to ban a non-existent 
proposal for a power station that will not be built within 50 years; yet he is saying that this is the government’s 
top priority.  We can forget about drugs, violence and abuse on our streets.  The minister’s top priority is the 
banning of a non-existent nuclear power station.  What a bunch of absolute clowns are in government.  
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I want to say more about the nuclear industry.  Members opposite seem to be in denial.  At the last count 
31 countries in the world were using nuclear power.  The number has probably already exceeded that; it is 
increasing.  There are more than 440 nuclear power stations in the world.  Nuclear power produces 16 per cent of 
world energy.   

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Members opposite, including the Brian Burke spokesperson, are little pretenders in their 
concern for the environment.  With current technology there is only one means of large-scale, baseload, reliable, 
low-cost power generation for the world, and that is nuclear power.  In previous generations there was scope for 
hydro power.  In Australia there is obviously very little opportunity for hydropower.  Hydro-electricity is already 
generated from, principally, the Snowy Mountains Scheme and a couple of other smaller projects, including the 
Ord River Dam.  In reality, Australia is hooked on coal.  It produces 85 per cent of its electricity by coal.  The 
minister and his mate Kevin Rudd talk about 20 per cent renewables by 2020.  That is a good target; however, 
given it is now 2007, we will not make any advance for 13 years.  The government will build more wind farms 
and bits and pieces of other technologies.  There is no scope for much more hydro-electricity, so renewables will 
involve wind farms and a little bit of solar energy.  The government will turn its back on the one technology that 
is proved - 15 per cent of the world’s energy and increasing dramatically - and that can produce large amounts of 
baseload generation without greenhouse gases.  Because the government thinks it is popular to say that it is 
antinuclear and to support the Greens and the fairies at the bottom of the garden, it has nothing substantial to 
offer the people of this state or this country. 

What about the developing countries?  Only three per cent of electricity in China and India is generated from 
nuclear power.  Both countries have major programs to expand their nuclear capacity.  What is the government’s 
attitude to that - that those countries should not be doing that?  Peter Garrett, the wonder boy, has been carrying 
on about all the emissions.  If anyone will not be an environment minister, it will be that guy.  Even if Rudd wins 
the election, Peter Garrett will be well on the back bench; he is an absolute fruit cake.  He will not get a 
guernsey.  He goes on about greenhouse gasses in China and India.  What arrogance!  The developed world can 
use energy and all the prosperity that comes with energy, but the developing world apparently cannot go that 
way, according to the philosophy of members opposite.  What will happen?  About 30 nuclear power plants are 
being built around the world now.  Another 70 are in the planning stages.  As I have said before in this 
Parliament, the horse has bolted; the world is going nuclear and, in due course, Australia will go nuclear too but, 
in this state, not for 50 years.  

Mr A.D. McRae interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I think there is one in Finland right now.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  No; it has not been approved, not been funded and not started. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Riverton can argue that.  I will show him all the figures.  The world is 
going nuclear, big time.  Why does the member think the price of uranium has increased about eightfold?  The 
world is going nuclear.  I hope Australia too will use nuclear as part of its energy mix.  

I want to say something about the federal election campaign.  The campaign on energy has been inept.  Both 
sides of politics have been talking about greenhouse gas emissions and wondering: “Will we sign the Kyoto 
protocol or will we sign post Kyoto?  How much will we commit to?  We will sign only if other countries sign.”  
Both sides of politics have been as intellectual as that.  We are setting targets for renewable energy that are 
admirable in advancing renewable energy.  However, they will make very little difference because our 
greenhouse gas emissions are likely to increase far more.  The world is set for a major increase in power 
generation, probably almost doubling by 2030.  Yet Australia actually has an opportunity to do something 
significant right now.   

As I said previously, Australia is hooked on coal.  It is its biggest export and accounts for 85 per cent of power 
generation.  Coal, a fossil fuel, produces large amounts of greenhouse gases.  What is the solution?  Kevin Rudd 
says that he supports the use of coal.  Why would he not?  He comes from Queensland; it is Queensland’s 
biggest industry.  The solution is that we will have clean coal.  Clean coal is a contradiction in terms.  There is 
no such thing as clean coal.  Coal produces vast amounts of greenhouse gas emissions.  The hope, wish and 
prayer of clean coal is that we can somehow capture the carbon dioxide emissions and the other greenhouse 
gases and put them into reservoirs below the ground.  That assumes that there are suitable geological structures 
beneath or near the existing power stations in Australia.  There are about 35 major coal-fired power stations in 
Australia.  Clean coal is a wish and a prayer.  The technology is unproven.  If it is proven, it will probably be 15 
to 20 years away.  What will we do?  Greenhouse gas emissions will continue to grow at an alarming rate 
because Kevin Rudd’s clean coal solution is not a realistic solution for the next 20 years.  Everyone in the 
scientific and engineering community knows that.  The only alternative that has been debated by John Howard is 
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nuclear energy.  I give him points for having the courage to put the nuclear issue on the table.  Labor dismissed it 
and said that it is in favour of clean coal.  Clean coal is unproven and unlikely to succeed.  Nuclear is proven; it 
does work.   

There is one option left.  The national Labor Party is stuck on clean coal.  It is conning the public.  It is telling 
people that the solution is clean coal.  It is not a solution at all.  It is effectively lying to the people who care 
about greenhouse emissions and the environment.  Australia has an alternative.  We happen to have 113 trillion 
cubic feet of natural gas off our north west coast, ultimately 200 TCF of gas.  Australia uses about one TCF a 
year.  We have a 100-year resource.  Why do members think the rest of the world - China, Japan, Korea, 
America and continental Europe, the European Union - are queuing up to buy our gas?  Because it is clean.  It is 
not cheap but it is clean.  If we use gas for power generation, we produce greenhouse emissions but only about 
half of what are emitted from coal.  That is why these countries are queuing up to buy our gas.   

What has been the position in this federal election campaign?  We have seen complete ignorance or complete 
disinterest in this great natural resource that Western Australia and Australia have.  Very simply, we have the 
potential to take natural gas from the north west of Western Australia and the Northern Territory and pipe it into 
the Cooper Basin in central Australia where there are existing pipes that distribute gas to the major cities on the 
east coast.  The reserves of the Cooper Basin and Moomba area probably have only 10 years of life in them.  
They are small.  If Australia had the good sense to make use of its own vast natural gas resources, we could 
transform the energy industry in this state.  Instead of building more and more coal-fired power plants, we could 
start to build gas stations.  Gas power stations are a lot cheaper to build and run.  They are very efficient and very 
clean.  There are still greenhouse gas emissions.  The difference is that gas power stations produce less than half 
the greenhouse emissions of coal-fired power plants to produce a comparable amount of energy.  In one measure, 
one bit of pipeline from the north west coast to central Australia is no big deal.  It would cost a couple of billion 
dollars and it would be commercially profitable.  No government subsidy would be needed, just a bit of political 
willpower.  Governments, whether they be federal or state, on the other side of Australia should be committing 
to gas contracts to build gas power stations in Australia.  Within 18 months we could start to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions substantially below what they would have otherwise been.   

Why is no-one in this federal election campaign talking about gas?  No-one is talking about the one real 
solution - it is not a perfect solution - that reduces emissions significantly.  No-one is talking about it because 
eastern Australia is hooked on coal.  No-one wants to question coal.  It is our biggest export.  It produces 
85 per cent of our power and all the other state governments have shares in or ownership of major coal-fired 
power stations.  The debate about energy in this federal campaign has been intellectually bereft, inconsistent and 
incomprehensible.  Other countries have realised this.  When I was a minister in the good old days I went to 
Korea and met the president of KOGAS, the gas utility.  This would have been in about 1994.  At that stage, 
Korea had built a gas pipeline infrastructure right down the Korean Peninsula.  It did not have any gas of its own 
and it did not even have contracts to buy it.  It made a national decision in the early 1990s that it would swap 
from coal to clean gas.  It was going to develop its economy on green energy as much as possible.  Yet Australia 
is sitting back and allowing this massive gas resource of ours, probably Australia’s most valuable natural 
resource for this century, to be signed up and committed in contracts to overseas countries with little or no 
Australian participation.  There will be little or no supply of gas into the Australian market.  We are blitheringly 
dumb on energy policy in Australia.  Other countries are after our gas because they know it is clean energy and a 
way of reducing greenhouse emissions.  That is why they are queuing up to buy it.   

I will conclude with one anecdote.  An American who managed a very large mining business in Western 
Australia - he is now the world head of his company - visited Western Australia a few years ago.  He came to see 
me.  He said, “Colin, it’s great since I’ve been here that you’ve found all that natural gas in Western Australia.  
I’m telling you, we will buy it in America but why aren’t you sensible enough to use some of it for yourself?”  
Australia is dumb on energy policy. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [5.27 pm]:  I do not profess to have anywhere near the knowledge on this issue 
that the previous speakers have.  When the Nuclear Facilities Prohibition Bill 2007 was introduced a couple of 
months ago, I became interested in the issue and did some poking around on the Internet.  I thought I would look 
at Ziggy Switkowski’s report.  I found it quite honest and objective.  I thank the government for introducing this 
bill because I have learnt something from it.  I have learnt something about Chernobyl and the Three Mile Island 
incident.  I have informed myself, and I think that is important.  I would like to inform the Assembly.   

I oppose this bill for three reasons.  Firstly, after reading it and going through it, I do not think it is necessary.  It 
is a stunt.  Secondly, I think it is irresponsible to adopt an ideological position on an issue that is of tremendous 
importance to the people of Western Australia who wish to be informed of the issues so they can determine their 
own position.  My electorate expects me to look at a bill such as this, lay out the issues and show a reasoning 
process as to why I decide to vote for or against the bill.  That is what I normally try to do.  In this instance when 
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I looked at this bill, I decided that I was unable to vote for it at this stage.  I am not at a stage in my awareness of 
the issues that I can categorically shut the door on the possibility of the establishment of facilities outlined in this 
bill.  That is particularly relevant today in light of the condition of our planet, which may or may not be as a 
result of human activity.  Some people may think this is a good move by the state government, given some of the 
commentary we have received from Canberra on nuclear facilities.  I think this was because both Canberra and 
the Australian Labor Party misunderstand the community’s concerns.  If they do understand them, they are not 
telling us whether those concerns can be allayed.  Those concerns are quite obvious from reading the report that 
the member for Darling Range referred to entitled “Uranium Mining, Processing and Nuclear Energy - 
Opportunities for Australia?”  I am not saying I read this report because the Prime Minister commissioned it; I 
think he did.  I watched a program on SBS one night and listened to a range of speakers on this issue.  Ziggy 
Switkowski’s reasoning process impressed me.  Therefore, I thought I would look at the report and I was 
impressed by it.   

I am concerned about this issue.  I know that the Nuclear Facilities Prohibition Bill 2007 is a stunt and I will tell 
members why.  I am concerned about the state of the planet.  I do a lot of reading on this subject to enable me to 
inform my electorate on the associated risks.  

I will refer to the report titled “Uranium Mining, Processing and Nuclear Energy - Opportunities for Australia?” 
to inform my electorate what really happened at Chernobyl and Three Mile Island.  Frankly, I get very concerned 
when certain phrases are used.  The definition of “nuclear facility” in the bill is as follows - 

. . . means a facility that is one or more of the following - 

(a) a facility for the enrichment of a radioactive substance, for example, an isotope 
separation plant;  

(b) a facility for the transformation of a radioactive substance into a form suitable for use 
as fuel in a nuclear reactor, for example, a fabrication plant;  

(c) a nuclear reactor;  

If this government were really serious about this issue this bill would not provide for a fine of only $500 000 to 
be imposed on a person who constructs or operates a nuclear facility in this state.  I am sure the minister will 
come forward with some sort of scare tactic on nuclear waste, and I am not saying that is not an issue.  I do not 
know enough about the waste issue, but I know that this bill is a stunt.  If it was not, why would the legislation 
not provide for the lengthy imprisonment of a person who constructs or operates a nuclear facility?  For 
goodness sake, I am sure that other members could tell me how long it takes to complete a nuclear facility.  This 
bill is a joke.  I think the member for Capel will tell the house that under the Radiation Safety Act nuclear energy 
is used for medicines and the like.   

I turn to the summary in the report titled, “Uranium Mining, Processing and Nuclear Energy - Opportunities for 
Australia?” which refers to three issues and states that - 

The world’s first civilian nuclear reactor commenced operation in 1955.  According to the International 
Energy Agency (IEA), today there are 443 nuclear reactors operating in 31 countries, producing 15 per 
cent of the world’s electricity.  

I am not referring to this report to support nuclear energy, but I am relaying the facts to the house.  About 
Australia the report states - 

As a substantial holder of recoverable reserves (38 per cent of known low cost global reserves) and 
producer of uranium (23 per cent of global production), Australia is well positioned to increase 
production and export of uranium oxide to meet market demand.  There is an opportunity for Australia 
to be a participant in the wider nuclear fuel cycle given international confidence in the quality of our 
production processes, . . .  

Nuclear power has a much lower greenhouse signature than Australia’s current major energy sources 
for electricity; namely brown and black coal, and gas. Although the priority for Australia will continue 
to be to reduce carbon dioxide emissions from coal and gas, the Review sees nuclear power as a 
practical option for part of Australia’s electricity production.   

The section in the report titled “Key findings of the Review” includes the following - 

Disposal of high-level waste including spent nuclear fuel remains an issue in most nuclear power 
countries.  
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It is also an issue for Western Australians.  It is important for politicians to understand the concerns of the 
community, address those concerns and continue to inform the community on its concerns.  The key findings of 
the review continue - 

There is a consensus that disposal in appropriately engineered deep (500-1200 metres underground) 
repositories is the answer and such facilities are under development in many countries.  Australia has 
areas suitable for such repositories, which would not be needed until around 2050 should nuclear power 
be introduced. 

I could refer further to the key findings of the review, but I was really surprised to learn about what happened 
with the Chernobyl and Three Mile Island nuclear reactor accidents.  If anybody bothers to read my speech I can 
refer them to this report to get an honest appraisal of what happened on those two occasions.  The report states at 
page 201 - 

The Chernobyl accident was the product of a flawed reactor design combined with human error.  It is 
the only accident at a nuclear power plant in the history of commercial nuclear power generation that 
has caused direct and known fatalities from radiation.  

. . .  

The accident at Chernobyl Unit 4, on 26 April 1986, did not occur during normal operation.  It 
happened during a test designed to assess the reactor’s safety margin in a particular set of 
circumstances.  The test had to be performed at less than full reactor power and was scheduled to 
coincide with a routine shut-down of the reactor.  

The four reactors at the Chernobyl site are all pressurised water reactors - 

The report goes into the detail of the design of those reactors and further on it states - 

The Chernobyl plant did not have the massive containment structure common to most, but not all, 
nuclear power plants elsewhere in the world.  Without this protection, radioactive material escaped into 
the environment during the 1986 accident.  

. . .  

The test undertaken at Chernobyl Unit 4 was designed to demonstrate that, in an emergency, a coasting 
turbine would provide sufficient electrical power to pump coolant through the reactor core while 
waiting for electricity from the stand-by diesel generators to come on line and power the pumps.  The 
circulation of coolant was expected to be sufficient to give the reactor an adequate safety margin.  

Further on the report states - 

The test began early in the morning of 26 April 1986.  The turbine was shut down, reducing the 
electrical supply to the reactor water pumps.  This in turn reduced the flow of cooling water through the 
reactor.  

The report then outlines what happened with the power surge and states -  

The explosion lifted the 1000 tonne cover off the top of the reactor, rupturing the rest of the 
1660 pressure tubes, causing a second explosion and exposing the reactor core to the environment.  
About 50 tonnes of nuclear fuel evaporated and released into the atmosphere.  The graphite moderator, 
which was radioactive, burned for 10 days, releasing a large amount of radiation. . . . It should be 
emphasised that there was no nuclear explosion.  No commercial nuclear reactor contains a high enough 
concentration of U-235 or plutonium to cause a nuclear explosion.  The Chernobyl explosions were 
chemical ones, driven by gases and steam.  

What remains of the Chernobyl 4 reactor is now enclosed in a hastily constructed concrete structure 
(‘sarcophagus’) that is growing weaker over time.  

I do not want to go on about this but the reason this report is important is that it informs us about nuclear 
facilities.  People, including me, get scared when we think of Chernobyl and do not want to be responsible for 
legislation that might, somewhere down the track, cause another disaster to human life similar to Chernobyl.  
Further on the report states - 

The most recent study of the impacts of the Chernobyl accident, ‘Chernobyl’s Legacy: Health, 
Environment and Socio-Economic Impacts’, was published in September 2005 by the Chernobyl 
Forum.  The Chernobyl Forum comprises the Commission of the European Communities, United 
Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation (UNSCEAR), World Health 
Organization . . . The objective was to examine all the available epidemiological data to settle the 
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outstanding questions about how much death, disease and economic fallout really resulted from the 
Chernobyl accident. 

The main findings are: 

Most emergency workers and people living in contaminated areas received relatively low 
whole-body radiation doses . . .   

About 4000 individuals, most of whom were children or adolescents at the time of the 
accident, were stricken with thyroid cancer as a result of the contamination, and 15 of them 
have died from the disease by the end of 2002. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Are you going on holiday there? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I thought the member might be interested to know what happened to these people.  
Obviously he is not. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Most of them died. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Most of them did not die.  It is terrible that any of them died.  What I am trying to do is 
look at the facts.  I am not trying to either support or defend anyone; I am trying to inform people.  The study 
predicts - 

Some 4000 people in the areas with highest radiation levels could eventually die from cancer caused by 
radiation exposure, and of 6.8 million others living further from the explosion who received a much 
lower dose, another 5000 may die as a result of that dose. 

This report is very honest.  That is what I wanted to say.  It is very honest about what happened at Chernobyl and 
it wants to inform people in an honest way.  It looks at all the material and the evidence and gives us an opinion 
about whether we should mine uranium.  Under the heading “Could a Chernobyl-type accident occur 
elsewhere?” the report states - 

All US power reactors have extensive safety features to prevent large-scale accidents and radioactive 
releases.  The Chernobyl reactor had no such features and was unstable at low power levels.  A large 
power reactor lacking safety features, with inherent instabilities, and lacking a massive containment 
structure, could not be licensed in the US. 

. . .  

The Chernobyl accident was concealed from authorities and the local population by the plant operators.  
As a result the government did not begin limited evacuations until about 36 hours after the accident. 

In the United States, nuclear power plant operators are required to have in place evacuation and 
emergency management plans . . . They must also alert local authorities . . .  

Comment on the Chernobyl and Three Mile Island nuclear reactor accidents and their impacts is found from 
about page 200, and other references are scattered throughout the report.  The incident at Three Mile Island in 
1979 was caused by a cooling malfunction.   

The report states - 

•  In 1979 a cooling malfunction caused part of the core to melt in the number 2 pressurised 
water reactor . . . at Three Mile Island near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania in the USA.  The reactor 
was destroyed.  The accident occurred because of a false reading . . . 

The operator error in diagnosing and responding to the problem led to - 

a loss of coolant water and partial meltdown.  The containment facility was not breached. 

•  Some radioactive gas was released two days after the accident, but not enough to cause any 
dose significantly above background levels to local residents. 

•  There were no injuries or adverse health effects from the accident.  The radiation exposure 
from the release of a small amount of radioactive gas may lead to, at the very most, one 
potential additional cancer death in the long term. 

Some might say that is one death too many.  I will continue to read the report because I would like to inform 
myself.  It refers to nuclear waste and what is happening with it around the world.  The community is concerned 
about nuclear waste and about accidents.  It is our role as politicians to inform ourselves and to read as much as 
we can about this issue so that we can do the right thing by the people of Western Australia in regard to uranium 
mining. 
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I have said previously in this chamber that each year I open the Nannup Flower and Garden Festival.  I always 
go out to dinner with some of the locals, including academics and other people, and I talk to them about the 
issues of the day.  A couple of years ago I asked them what they thought of uranium mining and they surprised 
me because they all said that they thought it should go ahead.  There is a general feeling in the community that 
people are worried about the planet.  They want cleaner energy and they want to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  I hope that when the people in my electorate read my speech, they will read this report because it is a 
good starting point for anyone who wants to know about uranium mining.  Perhaps they can then look at this bill 
and determine whether, if this government was really serious about preventing uranium mining, it would have 
included in the bill a clause as ridiculous as clause 6, which provides that people must not construct or operate a 
nuclear facility in the state; if they do, they will receive a fine of $500 000.  That is a ridiculous provision and 
shows that the bill is a stunt. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr G. Woodhams):  Before I give the call to the member for Alfred Cove, I ask 
that members who bring mobile phones into the house leave them turned off.  I am not being overly difficult to 
deal with at this point, but any further violations of that particular instruction will be noted. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [5.45 pm]:  Like many people, I wondered why the Nuclear Facilities 
Prohibition Bill 2007, which was put on the table several months ago, was being put on the table at that time, and 
I now wonder why it has suddenly been brought on for debate this week.  We know that it has been brought on 
for debate this week because the federal election is being held next week.  I am waiting to see which members 
from the other side of the house will speak on the bill.  It is pure politics.  The Minister for Energy began his 
second reading speech on this bill by stating - 

The Carpenter government believes in a Western Australia without nuclear power. 

If we asked members of the community whether they wanted nuclear power, they would ask how much nuclear 
power would cost them.  When told the amount it would cost to provide nuclear power, they would say, “You 
must be joking!”  However, that does not mean that in 30, 40 or 50 years’ time the community will remain 
opposed to nuclear power when the issue of waste disposal has been adequately researched and the community 
can be reassured that there will not be a problem with waste disposal.  Again, the second reading speech says 
that the government believes in a Western Australia without nuclear power.   
This government has been very slack about promoting renewable energy.  Not many weeks ago the Minister for 
Energy stood in this house and criticised the Electricity Industry (Western Australian Renewable Energy 
Targets) Amendment Bill 2005, which is Hon Paul Llewellyn’s bill.  The minister said that the bill had not been 
properly thought out.  He said that the member had not looked at the renewable energy targets or mandatory 
renewable energy targets and that the bill was only so thick.  Now the federal Australian Labor Party is saying it 
wants a target of 20 per cent renewable energy.  I think that this government is also going to accept that the 
target should be to produce 20 per cent of our energy from renewable energy. 

It took the Minister for Energy four months to answer the questions that I put to him on renewable energy.  I am 
now looking at the minister’s responses.  I have said previously in this house, when we first discussed Hon Paul 
Llewellyn’s bill, which the member for Churchlands tabled in this house, that I did not think that the percentage 
was high enough.  I was very concerned that the bill looked at the south west interconnected system and not the 
north west interconnected system.  Based on the figures that the minister has given me, which I am putting 
together, the amount of energy on the NWIS in the next 20 or 30 years will exceed the amount of energy that is 
being used on the SWIS.  A few weeks ago the minister said that the government could not commit to that 
amount of renewable energy.  It was a silly comment to make.  Maybe it was not a silly comment, but I do not 
think that his advisers had done their homework, which is why it took them three months to answer my 
questions.  The advisers should sit down with the minister and go through the answers with him.  A part-time 
research officer has been looking at those statistics with me to see what is happening and what will happen in the 
future. 

In his second reading speech, the Minister for Energy says - 

We do not believe that the solution to this state’s energy needs lies with nuclear energy. 

A paper prepared for Friends of the Earth states - 

Renewable energy and energy efficiency can deliver the power we need - without the problems.  
Renewable energy, mostly hydroelectricity, already supplies 19% of world electricity, compared to 
nuclear’s 16%.  The share of renewables is increasing, while nuclear’s share is decreasing. 

Dr S.C. Thomas interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Nineteen per cent compared with nuclear’s 16 per cent.  It goes on to talk about the 
respective growth in nuclear energy and renewable energy.  We should be focusing on renewable energy.  We 
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have this bill on the table but no-one is thinking of establishing a nuclear power plant in Western Australia at the 
moment because of the cost.  Who is going to move into an area that is going to cost more than the current 
sources of energy we already have?  Why is this bill on the table?  It is on the table because next week we have a 
federal election.  The second reading speech states that the state passed legislation in the form of nuclear waste 
storage and transportation in 1999, which bans the storage and transportation of nuclear waste.  It also states that 
the government has announced that it will not allow the mining of uranium in the state.  My question to the 
minister is: what about the state agreement that is currently on the books, namely the Uranium (Yeelirrie) 
Agreement Act 1978?  When it was first signed it had a 21-year lease, which was renewed in 1999.  The next 
renewal date is 2020.  The government is saying that it is not going to have nuclear facilities in the state.  
However, when one reads the bill carefully one can see that it refers to “in the State”.  Is the government saying 
that it will not have nuclear power here and that that is because of community concerns about harm from nuclear 
power?  If that were the case, surely the government would say that we are not going to have nuclear power 
stations or the mining or export of uranium to other countries?  The bill poses a big question mark about the 
government’s commitment.  Personally, I do not think that there will be support for nuclear power because of the 
cost.  However, that is not to say - as I said before - that some of the big players, such as the multinationals in 
Western Australia, might not want to put money into nuclear power.  If that is the case, what we and future 
Parliaments should be doing is ensuring that if there is mining - we already have one state agreement for mining 
and export to other countries - we have in place proper safeguards for the storage of the waste.  Member for 
Darling Range, how long does radioactive waste last? 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  I would say - 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  U-235 has anything between 5 000 and 10 000 years as a half-life.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Ten thousand years for a half-life?  That is something that needs to be looked at.  The 
second reading speech goes on to state that the government has announced that it will not allow the mining of 
uranium.  However, as I have just pointed out, there is a current state agreement, which is the Uranium 
(Yeelirrie) Agreement Act 1978.  The speech goes on to state - 

With the state having abundant resources of low-cost coal and gas, the view was that nuclear energy, 
with its high costs, was unlikely ever to be seen as economically viable. 

I agree; it is not going to be economically viable for many years.  I have met with some scientists who say that 
the fourth generation pebble reactors could be introduced sooner and might supply an area in which there is large 
industry or several big industries or an area with a very large population.  We know that the local population has 
said no because people are concerned about waste and what may happen.  I have travelled around many 
countries in Europe that have nuclear power.  It is what we should be looking at in the future.  I think we should 
be leaving the door open.  The second reading speech goes on to state - 

However, a new threat has emerged.  The Howard government . . . is using nuclear power as its solution 
to global warming.  

I do not think it is using it as a solution to global warming.  However, I believe that the federal government has a 
lot of catching up to do concerning renewable energy.  I do not see that the reason the bill is on the table now is 
because the federal government is trying to use nuclear power as a solution to global warming.  That is because 
of the time it would take to establish and the costs we know are associated with other forms of renewable energy.  
I was going to talk about nuclear waste but I will move on because of the time. 

The government has said that nuclear power is more expensive than conventional power by between 20 and 50 
per cent.  It has also said that it is looking at this legislation because of accidents and waste.  I again point out 
that, when the government refers to accidents and waste, what is missing is legislation.  If this government is so 
certain that there should not be uranium mining because of radioactive waste, it leads me to again quote from the 
document written by the Friends of the Earth (Australia) and the Australian Conservation Foundation, which 
states at page 47 - 

Radioactive wastes arise across the nuclear fuel cycle: 

•  Uranium mines typically generate large volumes of long-lived, low-level waste which is kept 
on site.  For sample the Roxby Downs copper/uranium mine in South Australia has a 
radioactive tailings stockpile of about 60 million tonnes, growing at 10 million tonnes 
annually. 

Having a mine creates that waste.  The second reading speech refers specifically to clauses 6 and 7 of this bill.  It 
states - 
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Should the commonwealth attempt to construct a nuclear facility, clause 6 as a state law may not be 
effective in preventing it from doing so.  Clause 7 therefore makes it an offence to transport materials to 
be used in the construction or operation of a nuclear facility other than those exempted under clause 6.   

Clause 7 states - 

7. Prohibition against transporting certain material to a nuclear facility site 
(1) A person must not transport equipment or material in the State that is intended to be used for 

or in the construction of a nuclear facility in the State. 

If the government is saying that it will not allow transportation because of safety measures, is it saying that it 
does not want the Western Australian community exposed to safety risks but that it is okay for uranium to be 
mined and shipped abroad?  The clause should state that a person must not transport equipment or material in the 
state that is intended to be used for, or in the construction of, a nuclear facility.  As such, it should not refer just 
to the state.  The bill gives two messages.  One message is that the government is doing this because it is going 
to protect the community from John Howard, who is going to force nuclear power stations on the Western 
Australian community.  The government knows that we already have one state agreement.  It is not saying that it 
will prohibit uranium mining which, as I have quoted before, creates waste.  I believe it is the position of federal 
Labor to not have nuclear facilities.   

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  As I was saying before dinner, I cannot support the Nuclear Facilities Prohibition Bill 
2007 for many reasons; the main one being the hypocrisy in the bill.  The government is saying that there will be 
no nuclear facilities in Western Australia.  However, it is not saying it will not mine and export uranium so other 
countries will be able to have nuclear facilities.  That is hypocrisy.  It is hypocrisy in terms of the actual mining 
and the construction of the facilities.  People may not want nuclear power stations now because of the costs and 
because of concerns surrounding the disposal of nuclear waste.  However, we do not know what people may 
want in the future.  As I mentioned earlier, some people have told me that the fourth generation pebble reactors 
could be operational in 10 or 20 years by which time there will not be as much waste created and we might better 
know how to manage that waste.  However, the other hypocrisy contained in this bill is the fact that it will dictate 
to future Parliaments what they can and cannot do.  Where were government members when the Fiona Stanley 
Hospital Construction Account Bill was before this house recently?  The government said, “No, we are only 
putting $1.9 billion into this account because we are only going to make a commitment for the next three or four 
years.”  The government said that it could not make a commitment for future governments, even though the 
Labor government promised in 2005 to build the 1000-bed Fiona Stanley Hospital.  It said, “No, we can only 
commit $1.9 billion because we are not going to commit another government to expenditure of those funds.”  
However, in the case of the Nuclear Facilities Prohibition Bill the government is quite happy - because there is 
an election next week - to say that there will be no nuclear power stations in WA now or in 10 or 20 years.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Are you opposing this bill? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I am opposing this hypocrisy.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Your electorate will be very happy to find out about that.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  This is true hypocrisy.  Member for Riverton, my electorate will not be anything of the 
sort.  My electorate knows that I have said that at the moment people do not want nuclear power because of the 
costs and the consideration for waste disposal and safety.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  The green liberal in favour of nuclear power - very interesting!  They are not going to like it.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  Member for Riverton, I think that you have had your say.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  However, in 20 or 30 years’ time things may be different.  The member for Riverton is 
in government now.  Why is this government saying on the one hand that it cannot bring forward bills that 
commit the community on a matter of public health such as the needs of people in the south metropolitan area, 
but it is willing to say on the other hand that there will be no nuclear power stations in Western Australia?  The 
government is not saying there will be no mining or exporting of uranium to other countries.  Surely, if this 
government was concerned about safety this bill would not just prohibit the transport of certain materials to a 
nuclear power facility in Western Australia; rather, it would prohibit the transport of certain materials to nuclear 
power facilities - full stop.  That just shows the hypocrisy of this bill.   

I will not support this bill that has been put on the table of the house, not because of a genuine belief in this area, 
but simply because the government is currently looking to see where it can possibly score some brownie points.  
It is interesting that the member for Riverton is here.  I was hoping that I would hear him speak on this bill 
before I did because I was looking forward to hearing some of the comments that I am sure he is going to make 
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about the electorate of Tangney and the comments made by Dennis Jensen MHR about this issue.  I will not be 
supporting this bill. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [7.07 pm]:  I want to make a number of comments about the Nuclear Facilities 
Prohibition Bill 2007.  I am not speaking on behalf of the National Party.  I am speaking on my own behalf.  I 
consider this bill to be a stunt.  There is no doubt about that; it has been highlighted on a number of occasions by 
members on this side of the house who have spoken, in this case, against the bill.  I would much rather talk about 
the plight of the Western Australian beef cattle industry, which is under extreme pressure as a result of the cost-
price squeeze.  I would much rather talk about regional education services because I consider them to be more 
important than a debate about this issue.  I would much rather talk about the electricity headworks issue and the 
charges imposed by this government on people who live on the fringe of grid areas of regional Western Australia 
and who have to bear the burden of excessive costs in order to set up a business.  However, I find myself in this 
case debating the Nuclear Facilities Prohibition Bill 2007.   

Despite saying all that, I actually intend to support this bill and I am going to make a number of statements in 
support of my case.  A number of members have spoken about future energy sources for Western Australia and 
they have highlighted the abundance of natural gas supplies in this state.  There is absolutely no doubt that gas is 
a good energy source in terms of greenhouse gas emissions.  A number of renewable energy resource proposals 
are on the table.  Indeed, members will recall that the National Party, along with other members on this side of 
the house, supported the 20 per cent renewable energy target by 2020 in the bill that was recently introduced by 
the member for Churchlands.   

Also, I have mentioned a number of times in this house the need to develop the oil mallee industry in regional 
Western Australia and, indeed, to support regional biomass energy production facilities.  We have had those 
debates at other times, so I believe there is a whole raft of other options that we need to consider well before we 
look at the nuclear option.  However, I remain open enough to say that I have little doubt that down the track the 
debate about nuclear energy will happen again.  I am sure that it will happen on a number of occasions in this 
place and that it will be 15 or 20 years before the option is put.  It may well come to pass that we have a nuclear 
energy production facility in Western Australia.  There will be a number of drivers of that debate at that time.  I 
am sure that as time goes on, the pressure of concerns about greenhouse gas emissions will encourage that debate 
again.  Never before have I had a year in this house, which is not that long, in which there has been such a large 
number of debates around the greenhouse gas issue.  Clearly, even at a federal level, that debate has been 
absolutely raging.  I am sure that the community expects us, as politicians, to raise that debate and to seek 
solutions to the issues of global warming and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.   

As time goes on, the energy debate will also be driven by the price of electricity; it does not take too much of a 
change to draw concerns from members of the public.  We constantly look for cheaper energy production 
options, so we find ourselves with competing interests: trying to reduce emissions but at the same time trying to 
keep the price of electricity down.  That makes it very tough because we all know that, certainly up to this point, 
most of the renewable energy options are more expensive than, in this case, the coal production that we largely 
have at present in Western Australia.   
I believe the nuclear debate will come on at some stage in a number of years and that the drivers that I have just 
outlined will contribute to that debate.  However, I believe that it is important that the public engage in the 
debate with the full knowledge of the science that is attached to it, and with the full knowledge of the 
implications of having either a mining site or, indeed, a nuclear production facility in close proximity to where 
one lives.  I am all too familiar with the fact - I am sure that the Minister for Energy is as well - that in my 
electorate there have been a number of debates over the location of wind farms and powerlines as well as, if I use 
Bridgetown as the example, the location of biomass production facilities.  These are all great debates and in 
many cases people support the proposals in principle, but when it comes down to whether they would be 
prepared to have one in their own backyards, a number of people take a different view.  I guess it is for those 
reasons that I see myself supporting this bill because legislating not to set up a nuclear facility in Western 
Australia means that we will need to have this debate again, if we want to change our position.  That would put it 
right back into the public forum again.  If we were to defeat this bill, we would need to replace it down the track, 
and that may well happen.  I support putting this debate into the public forum, hence my support for this bill 
now, which would certainly force that to happen. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  That would be the appropriate process for it. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Of course it is the appropriate process and I guess that is why I have supported this, 
member for Riverton.  I am going against the grain a little bit because I know we had a number of discussions on 
this issue in our party room.  I do not believe that people in my electorate would readily support a nuclear power 
plant in their electorate in close proximity to them.  I guess, as with a number of issues in my electorate, they 
would need to engage in the debate if it was going to happen.  It may well be that down the track, for the reasons 
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I outlined before in terms of greenhouse gas emissions and the price of electricity, that debate may well advance 
to the point where they are prepared to change their position.  I have tried to read my electorate and, in this case, 
I read them as not supporting a nuclear power plant in the Stirling electorate and for that reason I support the bill.  
If that position changes, and I am certainly open to that, then it must come up for parliamentary debate once 
again and that will be the opportunity for the people of Western Australia to engage in those discussions and to 
put their position forward. 

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr J.C. Kobelke (Leader of the House). 

[Continued on page 6997.] 
 


