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URANIUM POWERED ENERGY 
Statements 

HON VINCENT CATANIA (Mining and Pastoral) [9.45 pm]:  There has been much debate recently, at least 
on this side of the house, on the issue of uranium mining in our state.  I take this opportunity in this chamber to 
further debate the issue without being hamstrung by urban myth and hysterics and maybe, just maybe, we can 
look at the facts and try to discover whether Western Australia can benefit from further considered debate.  The 
debate is not one dimensional.  It is too simplistic to claim that we have only one choice.  This chamber and its 
members have a duty to the people of Western Australia, and it is our responsibility to participate in considered 
debate on myriad and often emotive subjects.  We must weigh up the facts and try to remove the spin from the 
people and organisations with vested personal and/or professional interests. 

I now read to the chamber a resolution of an Australian Labor Party branch to be put to the Australian Labor 
Party (Western Australian Branch) State Conference.  My notes read - 

This Branch calls on the State Conference to pass a motion calling on the Western Australian Branch of 
the ALP to form a working party to discuss the energy generation provision needs of Western Australia.  
The working party will consist of government representatives and community and industry stakeholders 
and will be able to call upon relevant professional expertise for detailed information. 

All facets of energy generation should be considered, including, but not limited to, wind, wave, solar, coal, gas 
and uranium.  The goal of the working party will be to formulate a holistic energy generation strategy that will 
meet the triple bottom line criteria - namely, the social, environmental and economic benefit of the people of 
Western Australia - and to cater for the projected energy needs of the state for the twenty-first century.  We 
cannot continue to depend solely on fossil fuels.  We have a considered, studied and well thought through 
proposal from the people of Kalgoorlie - the people that the Leader of the Liberal Party is supposed to represent.  
They realise that this is a very significant issue, particularly to the communities of the goldfields; however, the 
person elected to represent them has no particular interest or opinion on the subject.   

I am 28 years of age and the youngest member of this Parliament today.  I hope in 20 years I will still be in this 
Parliament, but I do not wish to be still debating this issue.  I agree with the Kalgoorlie ALP branch motion.  We 
need a holistic approach to the energy requirements of our state.  We must look at long-term sustainable ways of 
generating energy.  We must approach this sensitive issue with clarity of thought.  We must be scientific.  A 
report released only this month states that electricity generation accounts for 37 per cent of total greenhouse gas 
emissions in Australia.  The report also outlined that the worldwide electricity consumption increased at an 
average of three per cent a year between 1980 and 2001, resulting in an overall increase of 88 per cent.  Strong 
future growth is predicted.  The report was commissioned and financed by such groups as the Friends of the 
Earth, Greenpeace and the Australian Conservation Foundation.  The report also stated that as a nation, we have 
fallen significantly behind other western nations in our approach to diversified methods of energy generation.  
Germany is on track to supply 13 per cent of its electricity from renewable sources by 2010.  Spain expects to 
source 26 per cent of its electricity from renewable means by 2010.  Denmark, which already provides 13 per 
cent of its needs through wind, will supply 29 per cent of its electricity by these methods in 2010.  Australia 
generates only eight per cent of its electricity from renewable means, which is down from 10 per cent in 1999.  
The argument from some quarters is that uranium-powered energy in this country is uneconomic.  That may well 
be the case; however, we are sitting on 40 per cent of the global known reserves of uranium.  Let us investigate 
all avenues to find a solution that will indeed meet the triple bottom line criteria of social, environmental and 
economic benefit to the people of Western Australia and cater for the projected energy needs of the state for the 
twenty-first century.   

Three issues should be debated and action on them immediately implemented: firstly, the examination of 
alternative energy sources the imperative of which is great today and will be even greater in 20 years; secondly, 
the supply of uranium to the rest of the world and how to control the supply so that it is not placed in the hands 
of nations that will use it for other than positive energy needs; and, thirdly, the safety issues that arise from 
uranium mining and how to deal with those waste deposits that result from processing uranium.  If we do not act 
immediately to address all three issues, we will be irresponsible.  We will be irresponsible towards the protection 
of our environment and the dangers posed by greenhouse gases; irresponsible for not evaluating the benefits to 
the economy of not using the dominant position of a nation with 40 per cent of the world’s known deposits of 
uranium; and, finally, irresponsible for not helping to find a safe solution for dealing with the processing and 
depositing of uranium waste.  It might take 20 years to find a solution, but I hope I will still be in this house to 
record the results.   

It is safe to say that the mining and resource areas that I represent have greatly contributed to the wealth of both 
state and federal governments.  We have heard the wonderful news that the state government will achieve a 
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$1.2 billion surplus.  We should expect some of that wealth to be cycled into research for what could be another 
mining bonanza in the future.  Let me make it quite clear that I support the Premier and the Australian Labor 
Party’s stance on no uranium mining because we have no solution to the safety issues.  I intend to pursue the 
establishment of a uranium safe research centre in Western Australia.  It should be funded jointly by the state 
and federal governments, and I am certain that the private mining and resource sector would make its 
contribution.  I stated in my inaugural speech that there is an overflowing, too-hard basket at local, state and 
federal levels.  It is up to all of us to roll up our sleeves and take up the difficult issues.   

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [9.53 pm]:  I congratulate Hon 
Vince Catania and indicate that I am very pleased to hear his remarks made publicly.  Obviously, I have heard 
about them through the media but I had not heard them expressed in the way they have been expressed tonight.  I 
am still confused about his motive for making his comments.  I gather he wants to have a debate on it but he 
supports Dr Gallop’s stance, which is vehemently and adamantly opposed to uranium mining.  Therefore, I 
cannot quite understand his position, but it demonstrates to me at least that some members of the Labor Party are 
prepared to talk about uranium mining and to decide whether there is a future in it.  

It is a pity that in his address he sought to attack the member for Kalgoorlie by claiming that he cannot make up 
his mind on the issue.  The situation is simply that, for as long as I can recall and since I have been a member of 
Parliament, the Liberal Party has supported uranium mining on the basis of certain conditions being addressed 
such as safe mining practices, environmental concerns and proper safeguards on the export of yellowcake.  
However, in recent history no-one has made an application to mine uranium.  The issue of whether we would 
allow it has not surfaced, particularly not during the time of the Richard Court government.   

I was interested to hear Hon Vince Catania say that in 20 years he will support this proposition.  I know he will 
be excited to hear this, but if he reads my maiden speech, which I made in 1977, he will read a speech promoting 
the benefits of Yeelirrie, which is in our electorate.  I said things to the effect that Yeelirrie must proceed for the 
economic benefit of the east Murchison region, which in those days was suffering quite serious economic 
depression.  Yeelirrie remains as a deposit.  The hole in the ground is full of water, and nothing has happened in 
the 28 years since I made that speech.  That is not to say that my speech had anything to do with it.  In 20 years, 
it will be interesting to see - I will not be here - whether the member’s comments have had an effect.   

The Leader of the Opposition publicly said that although the Liberal Party had a particular view in the past, he 
was not sure whether the public supported uranium mining and that he was interested in the public’s view.  That 
is an appropriate view for a political leader.  He also said that because the state conference of the Liberal Party 
will address a motion on uranium mining, the parliamentary Liberal Party’s policy will be guided by the views of 
the Liberal Party’s lay party.  That is an appropriate way to do business.  As Hon Vincent Catania said, a motion 
will be moved at the Labor Party’s conference to determine the Labor Party’s view.   

Hon Barry House:  Is that the conference it has once every five years?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right.  

There is one significant difference between the Labor and Liberal Parties; namely, the decisions made at the 
Liberal Party’s state conference are not binding on the parliamentary party.  However, I gather that the decisions 
of the Labor Party lay party are binding on the parliamentary Labor Party.  I may be wrong.  In the Liberal 
Party’s case, we are not bound by decisions made at state conference.  We are looking forward to hearing the 
views of the lay Liberal Party on this matter.  After we hear them, the shadow cabinet will work out the policy of 
the parliamentary Liberal Party.  It is a strange scenario that the Liberal and Labor parties are going through the 
same process.  I wonder whether they will reach the same conclusion.  That in itself will be interesting, because 
if the Labor Party decides to support uranium mining, Dr Gallop will be dealt a serious slap to the face.  During 
his speech in the other house, which I listened to, he equated uranium mining with the disposal of nuclear waste 
in Western Australia which, to my knowledge, nobody is arguing for.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Hon Colin Barnett once said that, if we mine uranium, we have a moral obligation to deal 
with the waste.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  One thing about Hon Colin Barnett is that he was a former leader of the Liberal 
Party - let us get that straight.  As Hon Ken Travers would know, we introduced legislation to prohibit the 
disposal of nuclear waste in Western Australia.   

Hon Ken Travers:  How can you mine it if you don’t dispose of it?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If we send iron ore overseas, does all the dust come back to Western Australia?  
The member should not be so silly.  Whose side is Hon Ken Travers on?  Is he on the side of Hon Vincent 
Catania or Dr Gallop?   

Hon Ken Travers:  I am on the side of Hon Vincent Catania and Dr Gallop because we are all on the same side!  
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What Hon Vincent Catania said is the clearest policy position I have ever heard -
“We have to have a debate on uranium - that is a wonderful thing to do - but I support Dr Gallop who is against 
it!”  One of these days I will work out what he means.  It is very brave of Hon Vincent Catania to state that he 
thinks that the Labor Party should rethink this issue and to support the Kalgoorlie branch for bringing it forward 
for debate in the Labor Party.  That is encouraging and excellent.  His colleague Hon Shelley Archer has similar 
views.  However, I will not quote her because I have not personally heard her views.  A number of government 
members have indicated that they do not have a problem debating this issue of uranium.  That is a good thing, 
because it is always good to have debates on these types of issues.  Hon Ken Travers must stop saying that if we 
export uranium, we must take care of the nuclear waste, because that is not the case.   

Hon Ken Travers:  You don’t think there’s a moral obligation?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Has Hon Ken Travers ever talked to Mr Rann in South Australia or Mrs Martin in 
the Northern Territory?  Do they work on the basis that, if they sell uranium overseas, they expect to take back 
the waste?   

Hon Ken Travers:  That is their moral dilemma -  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  With respect, they are both Labor leaders.  Hon Ken Travers is saying that 
somehow or other we on this side of the house should have a moral obligation if we pursue uranium mining, but 
that it is okay that the Labor Premier in South Australia and the Labor Chief Minister of the Northern Territory 
do not.   

Hon Ken Travers:  I do not agree with them if they do not accept that moral obligation.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hon Ken Travers’ head is so significantly buried in the sand that he cannot 
understand that Roxby Downs has the biggest uranium deposit in the world.  Certainly it is far and away the 
biggest deposit in Australia.  Uranium is a by-product of copper.  It is the biggest copper mine in the world.  If it 
transpired that the policy of the state Labor Party was imposed on the Roxby Downs development in South 
Australia, there would be no mining at that deposit, because copper cannot be mined without mining the 
uranium.  That is the dilemma facing the state government and why it refuses to introduce legislation to ban 
uranium mines.  The government does not know how to stop uranium mining when it might be a by-product of a 
significant base metal deposit of some other description, such as at Roxby Downs.  That is the government’s 
problem.  Added to that is the problem it has in dealing with thorium and other waste that comes out of mining 
mineral sands and things like that; it does not know how to handle it because the Greens (WA) would prefer that 
the government did not allow that to be mined either.  The Labor Party has a problem with that also.  Five live 
mining leases in Western Australia were granted prior to the government’s decision on uranium mining in June 
2002.  If the government were to stop those companies from mining, either by legislation or some other 
administrative action, it would cost the government a vast amount of money because it would be denying those 
companies the right to mine, which right is contained in the Mining Act.  That is why it has not done it. 
The Labor Party is waiting for somebody like Hon Vince Catania to tell it to get its head out of the sand and 
think seriously about uranium mining.  All manner of issues need to be resolved.  Let us stop being juvenile 
about it and talk about the issue in a serious and mature way.  I congratulate Hon Vincent Catania and other 
members of the Labor Party who have done that.  I look forward very much to the decision that the Liberal Party 
will make, and I hope that the Labor Party makes the same decision in due course. 

HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [10.00 pm]:  I cannot resist this. 
Hon Kim Chance:  You can if you try really hard! 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I am trying extremely hard.  The public has been engaged in the debate about 
uranium for as long as I can remember, certainly since the early 1970s.  I would like to draw Hon Vince 
Catania’s attention to the fact that we must speak with a straight tongue about the motive for raising the uranium 
debate.  If people talk about it in the context of the climate change, they cannot legitimately bring uranium 
mining and power generation into the debate.  The most authoritative studies to date show that nuclear power 
generation produces more greenhouse gases through its life cycle than does using coal.  When responsibility is 
taken for not only mining the uranium but also processing it in nuclear reactors and for the long-term disposal of 
the waste, it is clear that it leaves a major legacy for future generations.  The waste will last much longer than 
Hon Vince Catania’s 20-year parliamentary life cycle; it will last for 200 000 years.  Members cannot 
responsibly talk about dealing with the matter of climate change and environmental decline by mining uranium. 
Hon Ken Travers:  Apart from the amount of time it takes to build up uranium. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I thank the member.  The debate has already started.  The Greens have always 
been involved in the debate on uranium.  We do not have to start having the debate because we have been 
involved in it for many years.  If Hon Vince Catania has been seduced by the arguments that uranium or nuclear 
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power has a contribution to make to electrical generation and that we need to default to uranium and nuclear 
power to meet our electrical generation needs, he is falling foul of another myth.  I refer to the myth that nuclear 
power is a desirable technology to provide sustainable energy.  Clearly it is not.  Most nuclear power reactors are 
very big and are centralised.  The member is not paying attention.  He wants to have a debate about uranium 
mining and power generation but he is not paying attention.  By necessity, nuclear power generates its power in a 
highly centralised way.  It is very unusual for nuclear power plants to be under 1 000 megawatts.  That means 
that we will be relegating our electrical power generation to centralised power generation and distribution.  We 
know that the most expensive part of the power system involves maintaining the poles and wires.  We have 
spoken about this at length. 

Hon Vincent Catania:  I said that it is the best alternative of all the other sources of energy.  You are focusing 
on one.  How about the rest?  I am saying that we should have an in-depth study into all of them and become 
serious about it.  If you want to do something about it, let us have a proper study. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I respect the member’s call for that, but I have the suspicion that this debate on 
uranium mining is not being driven by the need to protect the climate, but rather by the mining industry.  The 
miners are not sensitive new-age guys in the climate change area.  In fact, the mining industry has been 
particularly opposed to any initiatives to introduce new technologies or emissions trading.  That is not to say that 
I am opposed to mining.  Extracting minerals to supply human needs is a very necessary and good part of the 
economic order of our society.  However, the miners have not been friends to climate change initiatives, or to the 
environmental wellbeing of Australia.  We will become captive to that debate if we start collapsing the matters 
of power generation, climate change and the mining industry into one another.  We need to separate them out.  If 
we want to have an investigation of renewable energy generation, there is certainly a lot that should and could be 
done to expand renewable energy generation.  We have spoken about that.  Those measures will be greenhouse 
positive and will not pose any risk.   

In this society, we ban the cultivation, manufacture and sale of opium and heroin.  When separating the copper 
out of the mine, we should leave the radioactive elements in the ground where they belong.  Just because we can 
make money out of it, does not mean that we should do it.  It is a very good analogy.  If we can ban tobacco, 
heroin, cocaine and marijuana, we should be seriously considering banning uranium, because it has such huge 
deleterious impacts, not only on all species of animals - radiation does not respect the boundaries of species - but 
also on the workers.  I do not believe that there is a safe pathway to mine and process uranium, use nuclear 
power and take responsibility for the waste stream for generations to come, that will not damage the health of not 
only the workers but also other species.   

Hon Ken Travers interjected.  

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  We do not even want to talk about the costs.  In the United States, nuclear power 
stations have been shut down because they are so ridiculously expensive, and it is much better to invest in 
efficiency and renewable energy.  The point I really want to make is that we should not collapse these 
arguments.  The question of climate change is a really important one, and we need to deal with it.  The question 
of power generation - both the need to generate electricity more cleanly and the sheer need for power - is a 
separate matter and should be dealt with separately. 
With regard to taking responsibility for the full consequences of taking uranium out of the ground and exporting, 
we have heard Hon Giz Watson talk about the poor environmental credentials of the countries to which we 
intend to send this uranium, leaving aside their ability to take responsibility for the full nuclear fuel cycle.  Quite 
clearly we cannot dig that stuff out of the ground, send it to other countries and not take responsibility for the 
disposal of the waste products.  They will be sending it back to us on ships, when it gets too hot to handle over 
there. Those countries will be looking at Australia and saying, “There’s a big, empty continent” - which it is - 
“why do we not leave it over there?” 

In regard to the long-term safety of the industry, I challenge any member, in particular Hon Vincent Catania, to 
consider the industrial complexes in China and India, to which we will be sending our uranium, and compare 
them with the Swedish and German industries that we have been seduced by.  They have been digging holes 
miles under the ground in a very orderly way to dispose of their waste.  Sweden and some other highly 
developed and orderly European societies spend vast amounts of money trying to be responsible by keeping their 
waste in their own soil.  However, I cannot foresee that happening in most other countries of the world.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Just let them choke on coal dust, CO2 and all the rest of the stuff! 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  We know that a range of technologies will obviously replace coal, about which I 
am sure we will have more discussions in the future.  However, as I said, we ban heroin; we should be banning 
uranium as well. 

House adjourned at 10.10 pm 
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