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URANIUM MINING - POLICY OF FEDERAL LABOR LEADER 
Motion 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [5.33 pm]:  I move - 

That this house calls on all Labor members to support their federal leader, Hon Kim Beazley, MP, in his 
new approach to uranium mining in which he is quoted as saying -  

(a) “I will seek a change to Labor Party’s platform to replace the no new mines policy with a new 
approach based on the world’s strongest export safeguards.”  (Australian Labor Party media 
statement, 24 July 2006.) 

(b) “The real issue is what we do with the uranium we mine, not how many places we mine it.”  
(Sydney Morning Herald, 25 July 2006.) 

(c) “Banning new uranium mines would not limit the export of Australian uranium to the world, it 
would simply favour incumbent producers.”  (Sydney Morning Herald, 25 July 2006.) 

I move that motion because, although I am not a great admirer of Kim Beazley, I do respect him and I 
acknowledge the fact that he has at least joined the twenty-first century.  He has at least recognised that the 
world is moving on, that Australia has very large uranium reserves, that nuclear power will increase very 
dramatically during this century and that Australia should be part of it.  He has also recognised that a policy of 
limiting mining to existing mines or limiting mining in one particular state will have absolutely no impact on the 
amount of uranium produced and exported from this country, nor have any impact on the nuclear power industry 
globally.  All it will do is disadvantage projects and states that are not part of it.  I therefore congratulate Kim 
Beazley for at least joining this century and shaking off the anachronistic policy under which the Labor Party has 
suffered for the past 20 or 30 years. 

When I first came to this Parliament I was attracted, and am still attracted, by issues of economic development, 
particularly as they pertain to Western Australia.  It seems to me that four particularly important issues right now 
are uranium mining - today’s debate; water resources through this century; the wheat export industry from this 
state and the future of the Australian Wheat Board and the single desk - an important issue, not even debated in 
this chamber; and another issue, which has not been debated in this chamber to any great extent, 
telecommunications policy, Telstra and the role of high-speed, high-volume broadband.  They are four 
substantial issues of importance to Western Australia, yet we, the members of the Parliament of Western 
Australia, rarely touch upon them.  I do not know why that is, but it continues to disappoint me.  I therefore at 
least have the opportunity to again comment on uranium. 

I spoke on this subject some time ago and I apologise if I repeat some of the comments I made.  However, I say 
right from the outset that I support the expansion of nuclear science, I support the development of nuclear energy 
at a global level, and I support the mining of uranium in Australia, including Western Australia.  Anybody 
seeking to develop a project in Australia faces a complex regime.  Essentially there is a two-by-two matrix.  
People have to deal with Labor and Liberal policies, and federal and state powers.  Anyone in the uranium 
industry who thinks that he or she can ignore any of those four parts of that two-by-two matrix is naive; but I 
will come back to that. 

I also recognise that there is a high degree of public interest in uranium.  Indeed there can be a fair level of 
hysteria at the mere mention of the word.  That hysteria tends to rise progressively as we go from mentioning 
uranium mining to nuclear power and - God forbid! - nuclear waste dumps.  There are different levels of hysteria 
and public emotion attached to each. 

However, I will go back and provide some background on, first, nuclear power, and I restate what I said in this 
Parliament before: there is nothing new about nuclear energy; it has been around since the 1950s.  There are 
today 440 nuclear power stations around the world, spread across 31 different countries, most of them developed 
nations at this stage.  They account for 16 per cent of the world’s electricity - not a particularly high share, but 
one that is about to increase.  In the United States of America, which has the largest concentration of nuclear 
power, nuclear power stations are in 31 of the 50 states.  Nuclear power has been around for a long time.  Let us 
look at some of the other countries.  Eighty per cent of France’s electricity is nuclear.  Over the border, Italy 
prides itself on not having nuclear power.  It does not need to; it buys its electricity across the border from 
France.  Sweden is often thought of as clean and green.  Sweden has 50 per cent of its energy coming from 
nuclear sources.  Most developed countries - the United Kingdom, Japan, Germany, Russia and the United States 
- produce between 20 and 30 per cent of their electricity from nuclear sources.   

Nuclear energy is widespread and well established, and has been for decades.  Why is it in Australia and 
parochial old Western Australia that we are having a debate that the rest of the world dispensed with decades 
ago?  We are way behind on many issues and particularly this one.  The developing world is moving into nuclear 
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energy.  At the moment, less than three per cent of the power of the most populated countries of the world - 
China and India - comes from nuclear sources.  That is about to change dramatically as less-developed countries 
with higher populations go nuclear. 

It is true that there have been accidents.  We remember the tragedy of Chernobyl.  It is true that there have been 
delays, effectively a moratorium, on nuclear power in the United States and some other parts of the world.  That 
has changed dramatically.  There are a number of reasons why it has changed.  For a start, developing nations 
want to raise their living standards, and improve employment and industry.  They want better health, better 
education, electric light, computer technology and broadband.  All those things depend on electricity and energy.  
The developing world sees its future economic prosperity and the welfare, health and education standards of its 
people dependent on a reliable, clean power supply.  In the developed world, the part of the world that already 
has a significant amount of nuclear energy, there is a realisation that the greenhouse effect is probably real.  
There is a realisation of global warming, climatic change and a danger of more violent weather events.  There is 
also a practical realisation that if we are not to dramatically compromise living standards and if we wish to 
reduce the amount of carbon dioxide emissions, we have no alternative but to replace fossil fuels, particularly 
coal-powered generation, with nuclear power.  That conclusion has been reached right around the world.  Every 
developed country has come to that conclusion.  Every international agency has come to that conclusion.  The 
developing nations have come to a similar conclusion.  They do not want to worsen or create environmental 
problems.  Despite this, we are still having a silly debate in Australia.  The debate is over; it finished years ago 
around the world.  Indeed, some of the more thinking and scientifically based environmentalists, who probably 
historically and philosophically opposed nuclear energy - perhaps dating back to the demonstrations of the 1970s 
and so on - now, to their credit, realise that nuclear power is not a threat to the environment but is probably an 
imperative to protect the environment.  That is the realisation.  I will provide some quotes.  The chief executive 
of WWW Australia - the World Wildlife Fund - Greg Bourne, told The Australian on 3 May 2006 that Australia 
was - 

. . . destined under all governments, to be mining uranium and exporting it to a growing world market.   

One of the cofounders of Greenpeace, Patrick Moore, said on the ABC AM program on 8 June 2006 - 

How much sense does it make for a country that has 40% of the world’s uranium reserves to not be 
adding some value to that resource? 

That is an endorsement of uranium by one of the founders of Greenpeace.  There has been a significant shift in 
public attitude.  It is still shifting and it is going in one direction.  Recent opinion and survey polls show that.  A 
recent Morgan poll showed that 54 per cent of Australians support uranium mining and export.  According to the 
poll, a majority already support uranium mining and export despite all the rhetoric and scaremongering that goes 
on.  A Newspoll in The Australian similarly showed more support for nuclear power at 47 per cent compared 
with 40 per cent of people who said they opposed it.  In July last year a Westpoll found that 48 per cent of 
Western Australians believed that uranium mining should be allowed while 44 per cent were not in favour.  The 
pendulum has swung.  It is not overwhelming, but more people in this country, including in this state, favour 
uranium mining than are opposed to it.  I suggest that in the next couple of years the proportion of people 
supporting it will increase dramatically because people are becoming informed.  They are conscious of global 
warming and the dangers and threats of that to our future.  They recognise that nuclear power will be a major 
part of the solution if there is a solution to be found. 

Nuclear power will grow.  It will grow for the environmental imperative as an alternative to fossil fuels.  It will 
grow because of the economic development of developing nations, particularly India and China.  It will grow 
because the cost of alternative fuels - oil, coal and gas - has risen.  All those factors drive the need for nuclear 
energy and improve the economics of nuclear energy.   

The world currently produces 16 per cent of its electricity from nuclear energy.  The International Energy 
Agency has predicted that electricity demand and production will double by 2030.  Regardless of what happens, 
the amount of electricity produced in the world will double between now and 2030; that is, the next 25 years.  
Nuclear power already represents 16 per cent of energy production.  I believe it is absolutely inevitable that the 
share of nuclear energy will double over the next 25 years.  In other words, 16 per cent of current production is 
set to double.  In my view, there will be approximately a fourfold increase in nuclear power generation over the 
next 25 years.  It will be driven by economics and the demand of the worldwide community to reduce carbon 
emissions into the atmosphere.  That is what is happening.  No-one is thinking about it anymore because the 
decisions have been made.  Members should be under no misapprehension.  As far as nuclear energy is 
concerned, as I said before, the horse has bolted.   

I today coincidentally received a copy of the newsletter of the Uranium Information Centre.  It is a pro-uranium 
lobby; I do not deny that.  It includes within it an account of what is happening internationally.  It is factual 
material.  I will give the house a sample of what is in this month’s newsletter.  In the United States a company 
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called NRG Energy has announced plans to build new base load capacity across the United States, starting with a 
new plant worth $US5.2 billion at a south Texas site.  The United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission has 
licensed construction of the national enrichment facility in New Mexico.  In Europe the United Kingdom 
government has confirmed the replacement of 25 gigawatts of old coal and nuclear capacity over the next two 
decades.  That will be substantially through new nuclear plant.  The federal government of Russia has approved 
a $US25 billion program by 2015 to boost construction of 10 new nuclear units and to start building a further 10 
under a following program.  Also in that part of the world Russia and Kazakhstan have signed three nuclear joint 
venture agreements worth $US10 billion for new nuclear reactors for uranium production and enrichment.  The 
French Atomic Energy Commission has signed a four-year €3.8 billion research and development deal with the 
government, which includes the development of fast neutron reactors.  Two municipalities in Sweden - this is 
interesting - have voted to be candidate locations for deep geological repositories for Sweden’s high-level 
nuclear waste.  Communities are competing for the right to be the site of a deep geological structure to store 
waste.  In India a 490-megawatt Tarapur-3 nuclear reactor has been connected to the electricity grid four weeks 
after starting up.  In Japan the ruling Liberal Democrat Party has urged the government to accelerate 
development of fast breeder reactors to have cleaner technology for the future.  In China, site works at 
Hongyanhe, near Dalian in Laioning province have started.  An agreement for the first 2000-megawatt stage of 
the Bailong nuclear power plant in Guangxi has been signed and is under way.  These are massive investments.  
In Canada the Ontario government has confirmed that new nuclear capacity will be an important part of its plan 
to tackle looming electricity shortages.  It goes on and on.  It does not matter which part of the world is referred 
to - the Americas, Central Asia or Europe - they are all investing in nuclear power plants.  They are being built 
now.  The point is - I repeat myself from an earlier debate - the horse has bolted.  There is nothing we can do in 
Australia, let alone in Western Australia, that will have the slightest impact on decisions already made by 
national governments, provincial governments and international agencies to go down the nuclear path.  It is 
under way.  What about Western Australia?  We are fortunate because we have large-scale gas reserves.  Indeed, 
Australia has a lot of coal on the east coast.  I do not believe that Australia will go down the nuclear power path 
for probably another 20 years, maybe longer.  It may be another 40 or 50 years in this state - maybe never in 
Western Australia or not in our lifetime.  It is interesting to talk about nuclear power, but it is not currently the 
issue for Australia.  It will be at least 20 years away, and everyone agrees on that.   

The issue for Australia is not nuclear power or nuclear waste because, apart from the small Lucas Heights 
facility, we will not be in that industry for a long time.  The only issue facing Australia now is the mining of 
uranium.  I know members opposite will bleat on pathetically about nuclear waste and storage and that we will 
be the waste dump of the world.  However, it is not the issue before us.  Only one issue before us is relevant to 
this state; that is, do we mine uranium in Western Australia?   

Australia has 28 per cent of the world’s uranium; it is the largest reserves of any country in the world.  It has 
38 per cent of the world’s easily recoverable uranium.  In Western Australia there are at least 25 known uranium 
deposits.  The best known are Yeelirrie and Kintyre.  Both are interesting because two out of the five largest 
undeveloped uranium reserves in Australia are in this state - namely, Yeelirrie and Kintyre.  They are viable 
projects as the economics continue to improve.  Uranium mining is not new in this country.  It started in 
the 1930s at Radium Hill in South Australia.  Ironically, it was uranium mining for application where?  Do 
members have any ideas?  It was for medical research in the 1930s.  Its first development was for medical 
purposes.  Sure, it took off in the 1950s during the Cold War environment, the arms race, and projects like Mary 
Kathleen and Rum Jungle were developed essentially to produce uranium for nuclear warheads.  It is part of the 
world’s history.  The attitude of a lot of people towards uranium follow from that period, and I understand the 
philosophical objection that arose out of that era.  That was back in the 1950s and 1960s.  It was a long time ago.  
A lot of members of this Parliament are carrying a badge of honour for an era that many of them were not part 
of.  It is absurd. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I was.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Yokine and I were part of that era.  The member for Yokine certainly 
was; he was an elderly gentleman at the time.   

I remember the period well, but many members in this place would not have a clue what all that was about.  It 
was mixed up in the Vietnam War and other issues.  It was a very different period of Australian history.  
Currently, there are three mines - Ranger in the Northern Territory, Olympic Dam and Beverley in South 
Australia.  The Honeymoon site in South Australia is currently being developed.  Australia has three projects and 
another is about to come on stream.   

Western Australia has some extensive uranium reserves.  Notionally, under Geoscience Australia, our reserves 
are only eight per cent of the Australian total, but no-one believes that, because there has not been significant 
exploration in proving up deposits.  There is no doubt that we have two out of the top five undeveloped reserves 
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and that in time reserves will prove to be much more than eight per cent.  WA has substantial reserves here.  I 
put it to the house that the ban that this Labor government has dates back to the 1970s and is completely out of 
touch with what is happening in the modern world.  The ban on uranium mining is absolutely nonsensical.  I will 
be fascinated to see whether anyone can mount a serious argument for it.   

Is yellowcake dangerous?  We could have a drum of yellowcake sitting on the table of the house and it would be 
absolutely harmless.  It would do no harm to any of us.   

Mrs J. Hughes:  Nor would arsenic. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No.  That is an interesting point.  Do members know that cyanide solution is transported 
in trucks around Western Australia?  Cyanide solution is far more dangerous than yellowcake.  If cyanide 
solution spills into the groundwater, we will have a major environmental problem.  If a truck transporting 
yellowcake rolls over, the yellowcake could be scooped up in a wheelbarrow and put back into a drum.  It is to 
be treated with care, but it is not as dangerous as petrol.  It will not explode or burn.   

There are about a dozen isotopes of uranium.  The one that matters for the purpose of this debate is naturally 
occurring uranium 235, which is about 0.7 per cent concentration of uranium in a deposit - in other words, just 
over half of one per cent.  Therefore, there is about half a per cent of uranium in a drum of yellowcake.  There 
has not been any talk in Australia about upgrading uranium, but I cannot see a problem with upgrading it in the 
future.  If we did, we would take uranium 235 up to about four per cent concentration for a power station.  
Weapons grade - nasty dangerous stuff - is over 90 per cent.  Even upgraded uranium for use in a power plant is 
not a helluva lot different from what occurs naturally in the environment, including the Darling Ranges of Perth.  
That range is full of uranium.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  What per cent is it for a power plant?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is about three or four per cent - very low levels of concentration - because it is not an 
explosive environment.  However, the attitude that Labor clings to, and suffers under, were formed in the 1970s.  
As a result of the environmental and economic development and high cost of alternative fuels, the price of 
uranium has gone from $US10 a pound to its current price of about $US45 a pound.  It is a highly valuable 
resource.  Western Australia is arguably the world’s leading mining economy and it has substantial reserves of 
uranium.  The price of uranium has increased fourfold and it is set to remain at a very high level, and we are not 
mining it. 

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Asbestos is dangerous; uranium is not.  Every time the member of Yokine goes on a 
picnic in the Darling Ranges, he is sitting on naturally occurring uranium.  Every time he walks past a building 
in Perth with a granite facade, he will get a dose of radiation.  It will be about as harmless to him as the 
fluorescent watch he may wear on his wrist.  That is where it is at.  I will not convince the member for Yokine.   

South Australia makes $30 million a year in royalties out of its uranium operations, principally Olympic Dam, 
and that is set to substantially increase because the operations are being expanded and other projects are coming 
on stream.   

Uranium can be misused, and for that reason the world, including Australia which has been a leading light, has 
set up a whole lot of safeguards and regulations.  Even though a uranium industry does not exist in this state, it is 
already a highly regulated and safeguarded industry, as it should be.  I am not suggesting that the standards 
should be relaxed in any way.  Kim Beazley has made the point that safeguards and standards are important.  In 
Australia regulations are divided between the commonwealth and the states.  Essentially, the states decide 
whether to mine it and the commonwealth decides whether to sell it.  It is about the division of responsibility.  
We are a signatory to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  Australian uranium can be used only for peaceful 
purposes.  Beyond the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which a Labor Prime Minister signed, is a whole lot of 
bilateral safeguards and an export licence that attaches to it strict environmental conditions at the point of mining 
and transport.  At a state level, we have the normal structure of mining law and I suggest that any uranium 
mining development should be by way of state agreement.  Under the coalition government, I took the Kintyre 
project, when it looked as though it would proceed, through cabinet and it was agreed that any development of 
that project and, therefore, by implication, any uranium project, would be by state agreement.  In other words, it 
would come through this Parliament.  It would not be kept secret and Parliament would be informed, which is 
not what this government is doing with a liquefied natural gas project.  It was agreed by the coalition 
government that the Kintyre project would be open and brought to the Parliament so that everyone in the 
community could see it.  The Roxby Downs project in South Australia operates under an agreement.  The 
essential power the state has, and one the industry overlooks, is that it has that sovereign power of ownership.  
The states in Australia own the resource; the state of Western Australia owns the uranium.  I know some people 
have speculated that the commonwealth may override the states by using corporations power.  I suggest that that 
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will not happen because, at the end of the day, the state owns the resource.  The states have the ability to ban 
uranium.  It is a stupid policy, but they can do it.   

This motion is about the politics of uranium, because all the scientific issues have been resolved.  There are no 
outstanding scientific issues.  I know that government members will disagree, but they have all been resolved.  
The only real issue is the politics of uranium.  That is the only thing that is holding up the development of 
uranium mining in Western Australia. 

The history of uranium mining - it is mainly a federal history - and the changing and shifting positions are 
interesting.  We just happen to be having a debate in 2006, but the debate on both sides of politics has wandered 
from side to side.  Government members should not think that they have some immutable, set-in-stone Labor 
Party position, because they do not and they never have had.  Indeed, it has been easier for the Liberal Party, but 
it has wandered around a bit on the issue as well.  I will retrace some of the history.  In the post-war years, the 
Chifley Labor government offered tax incentives to encourage uranium exploration in Australia.  It not only 
tolerated, but also actively encouraged, uranium mining.  That was under Chifley - one of the heroes of the 
Labor Party.  The subsequent Menzies government allowed nuclear testing at the Montebello Islands in Western 
Australia and at Woomera in South Australia.  It also allowed the development of projects, particularly Mary 
Kathleen and Rum Jungle, which had their origins under the Chifley government but came into production under 
the Menzies government.  The McMahon Liberal government then started to get cold feet.  That was when the 
protest movement was raging against nuclear proliferation, and complicated by unrest in various parts of the 
world.  The McMahon government cancelled a plan for a nuclear power plant at Jervis Bay in New South Wales.  
Australia nearly went nuclear, and it was a Liberal government that cancelled that plan. 

In 1973 in came the Whitlam government.  No-one will forget those years.  To his credit, Gough Whitlam signed 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  He then panicked and the Fox Ranger inquiry took place in the Northern 
Territory, which was very much driven by the anti-uranium sentiment, so Labor was going that way.  Whitlam 
went and in came Malcolm Fraser.  He was very strongly pro-uranium, and so there was the development of the 
Ranger, Olympic Dam and Nabarlek mines.  The Labor opposition during the Fraser years went the other way 
and introduced a policy that banned uranium mining and exports across the board.  That was the Labor Party’s 
policy in the Fraser years in the late 1970s.  That was probably the peak of the antinuclear movement.  In 1984 
the Hawke Labor government came to power and it adopted the three-mines policy; in other words, the status 
quo.  The Ranger, Olympic Dam and Nabarlek mines continued.  It was a sit-on-the-fence policy.  It did not 
change anything, but it was a policy of allowing, and effectively endorsing, uranium mining.  Presumably it tried 
to placate the left by saying that there would be no new mines.  The Labor Party moved away from that period 
under Whitlam, when it effectively had a policy of no uranium mining. 

The Howard government has obviously taken a pronuclear stance, and that can be seen in three ways.  It has 
taken direct control of approvals from the Northern Territory; because it is a territory, the Howard government 
can do that.  The Prime Minister has announced a review of uranium mining and processing and nuclear energy.  
That is fine, and we should be looking to the future.  However, the only aspect that matters now is uranium 
mining.  In a significant change, the federal government has talked about uranium sales to China.  Australia has 
always been able to sell uranium to China because China is a signatory to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, 
but we would not have contemplated sales to China 20 years ago.  It is a major shift in policy, and one that we 
should endorse.  We have also contemplated uranium sales to India.  Although India has been seen to be closer 
to, and more aligned with, Australia through the Commonwealth of Nations and so on, India is not a signatory to 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  The federal government - its control is whether uranium can be sold - is 
opening the door to China and India, the two most populous countries in the world and, arguably, the two most 
important economies to Australia during this century.  The federal government has been forward looking.  
Indeed, only last month the Australian Uranium Conference was held in Fremantle.  It had an outstanding group 
of speakers.  Martin Ferguson and a number of industry people attended the conference.  There were 25 
representatives from the government, the nuclear industry and research organisations in China.  Do members 
know what happened?  The booming economy of China is driving our development, but members of the state 
government would not get into their chauffeur-driven limousines and drive down Stirling Highway to meet them.  
So much for embracing China.  These representatives came to Western Australia for a conference on uranium to 
meet the current and future producers and to talk about government policy and regulation, and this crowd, which 
reckons that China is our future, would not travel 12 kilometres down the road.  The government is absolutely 
useless.  It insulted this state by not turning up.  It was seen at the conference as an embarrassment and a joke.  
Governments should not treat major trading partners in that way, but that is what Labor did, because of its old-
fashioned, ideological objection to uranium mining. 

The Liberal Party has had its slight shifts in policy; I admit that.  Essentially, the Liberal Party across the country 
has been, and is, strongly supportive of uranium mining.  However, where is the Labor Party?  At least Kim 
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Beazley has shown some direction.  However, there is still a bit of confusion.  Martin Ferguson, whom I met at 
the conference, was an outstanding speaker.  He was one of many outstanding speakers at the conference. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  A champion. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, a champion.  The Labor Party’s national industry spokesman described the no new 
mines policy as nonsensical.  They are not my words; they are the words of Martin Ferguson, a prospective 
future federal minister - if the federal Labor Party can win an election.  Labor leader Kim Beazley has said that 
the policy will be dropped at Labor’s national conference in 2007.  That is remarkably decisive for Kim Beazley.  
His chauffeur, the member for Rockingham, had better have a chat to Kim Beazley the next time he is running 
him around.  However, it is not all crystal clear.  I have never met Anthony Albanese, but he said that nuclear 
reactors have no place in Australian communities.  He argued for the phasing out of uranium mines in Australia.  
I do not reckon he will go too well at the national conference.  What is happening at the state level?  What did 
the Premier of Queensland, Peter Beattie, have to say?  He made it clear that nothing will interfere in the 
development of Queensland, and so did Mike Rann, the Premier of South Australia.  South Australia is actively 
expanding Olympic Dam and developing new projects.  It is charging ahead.  The federal colleagues of Labor 
Party members, and their colleagues in the other states with significant uranium reserves, South Australia, 
Queensland and the Northern Territory, are actively pursuing the development of the uranium industry. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  I saw a press release from the Labor government in the Northern Territory the other day 
stating that the next mine must be in the Northern Territory. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Northern Territory wants it and I can understand that.  What is happening in Western 
Australia?  What is the history of the ridiculous policy of the Labor Party?  I will focus on that.  The Leader of 
the Liberal Party supports uranium mining.  I support uranium mining.  I think all Liberal Party members do.  
We would like Western Australia to develop a uranium mining industry and be part of what could arguably be 
the most rapidly growing energy sector this century.  Why should we stay out of it?  There would not be any 
impact from staying out of it, other than hurting ourselves and employment, investment and royalty income in 
Western Australia.  It will not make a squat of difference to what happens globally or to the total uranium 
production in Australia and uranium exports. 

The origins of the Labor policy go back to former Premier Dr Geoffrey Gallop.  I have no doubt that Dr Gallop, 
as a product of the 1970s, was philosophically and ideologically opposed to uranium mining.  I do not doubt his 
sincerity.  I am sure that he was marching up and down in various moratoriums and peace protests.  He would 
have been right in amongst it.  I have no doubt that he believes it. 

Mr M. McGowan:  I thought you were conscripted. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I can assure the member that I was not. 

Mr M. McGowan:  I heard you once say that the Whitlam government saved you from going to Vietnam. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That does not mean that I marched.  I said that it is a historical fact that, having been 
called up, I was not conscripted because of the change of government. 

Mr M. McGowan:  I seem to recall you expressing some gratitude for that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I did not want to go into the Army.  I would not have gone to Vietnam at that stage, as a 
conscript.  I did not want to go to Vietnam, and I did not want to go into the Army.  

Mr M. McGowan:  So in effect you were a beneficiary of what Dr Gallop did. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That is drawing a long bow. 

Mr M. McGowan:  He just said that he was marching up and down and he did not want to go into the Army, 
and he did not go to Vietnam, so he was a beneficiary.  He should be saying “thank you”. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I never protested about Vietnam, and I never protested about uranium in the 1970s, but I 
am sure that the former Premier, Dr Gallop, did.  I do not doubt that Dr Gallop had an ideological objection to 
anything nuclear, but I do doubt the sincerity of people sitting opposite today.  That is the difference. 

What did Dr Gallop do?  When he was Leader of the Opposition he introduced, and had passed, I might say, the 
Nuclear Waste Storage and Transportation (Prohibition) Act 1999.  That was a political act, which is what 
oppositions do, but it was passed.  Good luck to him.  The act sought to ban any international facility for nuclear 
waste storage in Western Australia.  It was introduced in response to public apprehension, largely whipped up by 
Dr Gallop, over this state being one of several sites worldwide identified by Pangea Resources Australia as being 
suitable for such a facility.  Quite a few sites around the world, being geologically and politically stable, were 
also identified as potential sites.  Dr Gallop whipped up the community, saying Western Australia would be the 
site of the world’s waste dump.  How corny it was!  Was the world’s waste dump also going to be in the 
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Northern Territory, South Australia and Queensland?  What about all the other parts of the world that mine 
uranium?  How corny it was, but the Labor Party whipped up public opinion in the pre-election environment and 
got the bill through.  It was good politics, but bad legislation.  However, Dr Gallop went further.  In government, 
he amended that act to apply also to nuclear waste generated in Australia.  Does it matter that that nuclear waste 
might have been used for saving lives through medical treatment, or in science, engineering, agriculture or 
biotechnology?  That is probably where most of it comes from.  But no, Dr Gallop did not want any of that nasty 
stuff stored in Western Australia.  He did not hesitate to use what was produced at Lucas Heights, which is used 
right throughout Western Australia.  He amended the act, and according to Hansard of 13 August 2003, the 
stated purpose was to “make it as difficult as possible for the Commonwealth to establish a nuclear waste dump 
in Western Australia”.  How federalist was that?  What a penny-pinching attitude that was! 

However, the whole waste dump issue that was used by the Labor Party at that time is not relevant to the issue of 
uranium mining.  We do not produce any waste.  We will not be the international waste dump.  The only issue 
today is uranium mining.  What happened to this policy of Labor to ban uranium mining?  In June 2002 the 
Gallop government announced an administrative ban on uranium mining.  The ban was to apply to any future 
mining leases, and was implemented under section 110 of the Mining Act 1978, which allows the minister to 
limit mining in the public interest to only those minerals specified in a lease.  It was also stated that the policy 
would be ratified in legislation, through the early introduction into Parliament of a government bill.  That was in 
June 2002, but it is now August 2006 - more than four years later.  I have not seen any urgent bill come before 
the house.  The government has not even done what it said it intended to do.  So hypocritical is Labor that it put 
out press releases and put an administrative ban in place applying to new mining leases that, as the member for 
Kalgoorlie pointed out in debates last year, would not apply to existing leases.  Then the government promised 
that it would legislate to lock it away in concrete.  Four years later the government has not brought in the bill.  It 
does not even believe its own rhetoric.  It does not even do what it considers to be one of the cornerstones of its 
policy. 
Interestingly, over the past year or so a number of Labor members of Parliament, to their credit, have stood up 
and called for the ban on uranium mining to be reviewed.  Good on them.  At least they are standing up for 
Western Australia.  At least they are standing up for the economic future of the state, not playing some silly little 
political game that, in the words of Martin Ferguson, is nonsensical.  I know that members opposite will not 
support this motion, because they are not allowed to think for themselves, let alone act for themselves.  I thought 
the current Premier would have been a little more rational and pragmatic.  As I say, Dr Gallop has gone.  He had 
a philosophical, ideological objection to anything uranium.  It made his hair stand on end, I presume.  He could 
not stand it.  That is okay, but he is gone now.  I thought the present Premier was at least a bit more pragmatic.  
After all, he has been Minister for State Development, and one would have thought that he had learnt a little bit 
about the mining industry and its high standards, but what did he do?  He said that we would not have uranium 
mining here, even though the federal Labor leader, Kim Beazley, the federal industry spokesman, Martin 
Ferguson, and a number of government backbenchers in this place have come out publicly in support of it.  We 
all know that, privately, when government members chat around the corridors, most of them say things to the 
effect that they do not know why their party is opposing uranium mining.  Most government members do not 
oppose uranium mining, and they do not have a clue why they are opposing it. 
The horse has bolted.  The nuclear industry is growing.  Australia has massive uranium reserves.  It has a 
wonderful, world-leading reputation for the safe handling of uranium, and international safeguards to protect its 
use.  All that is in place.  Uranium mining is already expanding in Australia, particularly through the Olympic 
Dam project in South Australia.  Western Australian companies will be developing uranium deposits in 
Queensland within a couple of years.  How ludicrous is that?  Our companies will be spending their money in 
Queensland, and who will be welcoming them and cutting the ribbon?  One Peter Beattie, I suggest.  
Mr A.D. McRae:  Is that a prediction of the result of the Queensland election? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is pretty likely, I suspect.  I do not have much doubt about it.  The Liberal Party has 
a fair amount of ground to make up in Queensland.  Peter Beattie will be opening the mine, and who will he be 
thanking under his breath?  He will be thanking Labor Premier Alan Carpenter in Western Australia for being so 
stupid as to follow the ideological approach of his predecessor. 

I have one more criticism to make.  Where is the mining industry in Western Australia?  Mining companies have 
been absolute wimps on this issue.  Why do they not stand up for mining?  They have been ducking and diving 
around the edges instead of standing up for the straightforward issue of supporting safe uranium mining 
practices, transport and the highest international standards.  Why they are scared of the issue is absolutely 
beyond me.  They should be out there promoting it every day.  It is in the interests of this state that they do so. 

The Labor Party will have its national conference in April next year, will it not?  Government members do not 
even know when their party’s national conference will be held, but I will tell them.  It will be held in April 2007.  
Where will it be held? 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt:  Over east, I assume.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Over east - that will be right!  Members from Western Australia will have no say at all.  
By that time Kim Beazley will be six months out from an election, and he will come along and say that the Labor 
Party will drop the no new uranium mine policy, introduce safeguards and allow mining.  Martin Ferguson will 
get up in support, as will Peter Beattie and Mike Rann.  Anthony Albanese will stay up in a corner and wave a 
little protest flag, and where will the Western Australian members be?  The Western Australian delegates, from 
the leading mining state, will be queued up behind Anthony Albanese, with their little protest flags.  It will be a 
joke. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt:  You should go and protest out the front, Colin.  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  The member for Victoria Park will address the member by the 
name of his electorate.  
Mr B.S. Wyatt:  My apologies.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No offence is taken.   

The Western Australian delegates will be lined up with Anthony Albanese.  What a fantastic outfit they will be!  
It will be just terrific!  The member for Rockingham, who is single-handedly wrecking Cockburn Sound - a 
relevant environmental issue for this state - will now get up and bleat on about nuclear waste dumps.  We have 
actually mined uranium in Western Australia.  Yeelirrie has actually test mined it, and drums of yellowcake were 
sent away.  Kintyre also mined it, I think.  This government is now going to say that it will not be part of that.  
The government is also saying that if uranium were mined in WA, we would magically become the world’s 
centre for nuclear waste dumps.  Presumably members opposite will tell Mike Rann in South Australia that 
South Australia will have to be the world’s nuclear waste dump because uranium is mined there.  They will have 
to tell Peter Beattie that Queensland will have to be another of the world’s centres for nuclear waste dumps 
because uranium will be mined in Queensland, as will the Northern Territory, which is also under a Labor 
government.  Apparently, under this government’s policy there will be four world centres for nuclear waste 
dumps in Australia, yet we will not have a nuclear power industry.  Is that the logical conclusion of the policy?  
Do members opposite realise how blindingly stupid their policy is?  The next time Kim Beazley’s driver, the 
member for Rockingham, is running Kim Beazley around the polling booths, picking up his dry-cleaning or 
whatever he does, why not ask Kim why he changed his mind.  Just as Batman might say to Robin, Kim might 
say that it is because he has joined the twenty-first century; it is happening.  Some 20 or 30 per cent of power in 
Europe is generated by nuclear energy, and it is in America, Russia, Central Asia and South America. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  How many nuclear power stations are being built now? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  About 70 are either being planned or are under construction right now.  The member 
should read my publication and find out where they are being built. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Your publication? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member can read this excellent paper. 

Mr M. McGowan:  The best thing you said was that you were going to conclude, but you said that five minutes 
ago. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am enjoying myself too much.  I can see the Batman and Robin scenario.  Batman will 
tell Robin that we are now in the twenty-first century and that he must recognise that if we are to be part of the 
Asian development, larger and more powerful countries than ours will want to buy our resources.  We have a 
responsibility, as a major owner and provider of uranium, to make sure it is used only for peaceful purposes, 
which we have the capacity to do.  The member for Kingsley is shaking her head.  She might be a leftover 
product of the 1970s or 1980s, although I think she is younger than that.  I can accept it if the member has a 
philosophical objection.  What I cannot accept is the chardonnay set of the Labor Party who do it because it suits 
their current politics.  I cannot stand that.  If people are genuinely opposed to all things nuclear, I can understand 
and respect their opinion, although I disagree with them.  I cannot accept or respect the others.  Some people will 
say that we should use renewable energy.  Beaut.  Fantastic.  What are we going to use?  What is currently the 
world’s major source of renewable energy? 
Mrs J. Hughes:  Hydrogen? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, it is hydro-electricity.  How many places around the world do members think are 
available for hydropower?  That is probably what the greenies would object to.  Many dams and power stations 
are suffering from reduced rainfall.  The prospect of dam construction and flooding valleys is becoming more 
and more difficult.  There are limited international opportunities.  Most of the obvious hydro-resources around 
the planet have already been developed.  There are limited opportunities.  The member for Kingsley must be a 
disciple of Wilson Tuckey’s.  He claims he will solve the world’s problems with hydrogen.  He needs to come 
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back in 30 or 40 years.  The hydrogen revolution is a long way away.  It may be important, but the hydrogen still 
must be produced.  How is it produced? 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  Electricity. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Either by using electricity from fossil fuels, through an electrolysis process, or by natural 
gas, which uses carbon.  Once the hydrogen has been produced it is great; the problem is the hydrogen must be 
produced in a non-polluting way.  That is the big obstacle.  What other options are there for renewable energy?  
Solar has not advanced far.  It is very expensive and has only limited applications, such as for mobile telephones 
on freeways and remote stations.  It has not developed, which is disappointing.  The only form of renewable 
energy that has made any real progress is wind power, but it is still way off matching the costs of fossil fuel.  
Wind power will improve but there is growing opposition to wind power among environmentalists, and 
appropriate sites are already becoming limited.  It is not easy to do.  The use of wind power will increase.  Can 
any member seriously suggest to me that if the world’s power generation must double between now and 2030, 
wind power will meet that growth?  China is putting up wind turbines.  Members opposite should go to China or 
the poor villages of India and offer to help them by giving them a wind turbine.  What would the people say?  It 
is not realistic.  We should be encouraging renewable energy and hopefully it will increase its share of power 
generation.  However, if we are to replace coal generation in particular, the only viable, large-scale alternative is 
nuclear energy.  The technology of nuclear energy is continually improving and is getting safer and better. 

The government’s argument against uranium mining will be based on the disposal of nuclear waste.  Waste is an 
issue, but it is only a small volume.  Government members will make speeches about the half-life of uranium and 
how many tens of thousands of years it lasts.  Think about the science.  What does it mean?  It means that the 
waste product emits radiation at an extraordinarily slow rate.  The waste from nuclear power stations is difficult 
to handle when it is physically hot, and so it is stored in water tanks for 50 years.  Most of the world’s nuclear 
waste is currently on the site of nuclear power stations, which is not desirable.  It must be disposed of.  Australia 
led in synroc research.  Yuka Mountain is a proposed repository in the United States, and there is also a deep 
geological repository in Sweden.  Countries have been slow to address the issue, but it is not a show stopper.  
There are far more threats to human life on this planet than the storage of a fairly small amount of nuclear waste, 
particularly if global warming and high sea levels affect Bangladesh, the Pacific Islands, the low-lying parts of 
some African states and elsewhere.  Ironically, Australia has the capacity to store nuclear waste.  It appears that 
Australia’s nuclear waste storage facility will be located in the Northern Territory because it does not have much 
choice.  At the end of the day, if it is in central Australia, it is all part of one country. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  If there is so much public support for it, why does it go to the one jurisdiction in Australia 
that, as you say, has no choice? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Only a stupid Labor government would contemplate building multiple facilities.  
Australia will have one nuclear waste dump facility, and it will be located in a geologically remote part of central 
Australia.  Whether it be in the Northern Territory, South Australia, Queensland, New South Wales or Western 
Australia, it will be located somewhere in central Australia.  It will be thousands of kilometres from where we 
are right now.  Do members opposite think it will make any difference to the kangaroos jumping over the top of 
it?  It will not make a squat of difference.  The science has been resolved.  All Labor Party members will do is 
try to frighten the people.  The Premier talks about science, as did the previous Premier, yet when a scientific 
issue is being debated, the government’s policy and approach remains in the 1970s.  The government is 
completely captured by old causes and old battles.  When organisations, such as the World Wildlife Fund and 
Greenpeace, and the federal Labor party and the Queensland and South Australian Labor governments move on, 
it is only the Western Australian Labor Party that will be left out there by itself, except for Anthony Albanese.  I 
hope members opposite enjoy his company because he is probably the only person who will have a chardonnay 
with government members at the forthcoming Labor Party conference. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  What is more potentially dangerous: yellowcake at Fremantle or a nuclear submarine? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not think there has ever been a nuclear accident on a submarine. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Have you asked the Russians? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It was a torpedo error.  We must get this clear because we have a former naval 
representative in the chamber.  Do members opposite oppose the visits by American nuclear warships to Western 
Australia?  I do not.  I have always supported them.  When I was with the Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
of Western Australia, I helped host some of the visits.  I do not oppose them at all.  The member for Murray’s 
question is right.  The ships do have uranium on board in the reactors.  If they are carrying nuclear weapons on 
board, there is highly enriched uranium too.  We could make sandbags out of yellowcake.  We ought to put some 
on the table and see whether our Hansard reporters will grow two heads!  I do not think they will.  I have spoken 
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for long enough.  I genuinely hope for the benefit of the state that Labor Party members will get away from their 
corny, parochial politics and endorse what Kim Beazley is trying to do and draw members into this century. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham - Minister for the Environment) [6.29 pm]:  It is very interesting to listen 
to the member for Cottesloe on these matters because it becomes very apparent very quickly that the member has 
a couple of fixations in his life, one of which is uranium.  We participated in a debate on this matter in this 
chamber on almost the same question a couple of months ago.  As the member for Cottesloe continues his 
speeches they tend to get longer and to drag and, towards the end, his language becomes more and more 
rambunctious, aggressive and perhaps a little more out of control.  His other great fixation is former Premier 
Dr Geoff Gallop.  The member for Cottesloe can barely stand up in this Parliament and speak on anything 
without running down Geoff Gallop in a disparaging tone.  Geoff Gallop is, of course, the man who thrashed him 
in the state election a little more than year ago.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That is ironic because Geoff Gallop was thrashed in the election before.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I think the Leader of the Opposition has forgotten that this government won two elections 
in a row.  Perhaps his knowledge of history is not very good.  The Leader of the Opposition needs a few lessons 
in history; his knowledge is probably a little lacking.  

As I was saying, Geoff Gallop is the other great fixation of the member for Cottesloe, which comes through in 
much of what he says in this chamber.  I am reminded of his remarks on events of the 1970s such as the Vietnam 
moratorium.  I was a child at that point.  The member for Cottesloe disparages Geoff Gallop because he took a 
stand on Vietnam, a stand which, as we have just learnt, benefited the former Leader of the Opposition.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  How?   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition probably does not know this because his knowledge of 
history is very lacking.  He will find that Australia’s involvement in Vietnam started in 1962 and it withdrew its 
troops in January 1973.  When we first went to Vietnam we started with a small number of advisers.  In 1969, at 
the time of Australia’s maximum commitment, there were many thousands of troops.  

Mr M.J. Cowper:  When was the battle of Long Tan? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  It was 18 August 1966.  

Mr J.N. Hyde:  When was the battle of Trafalgar.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  That was in 1805.  Members can ask me any questions on history and I will be happy to 
answer them.  

Mr J.N. Hyde:  When were the Tolpuddle Martyrs?  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I must say that I am better at twentieth century history.  I think the answer to the member 
for Perth’s question is 1832 in England.  

Mr J.N. Hyde:  I am convinced.  I will believe anything the minister says on uranium.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition asked me about Vietnam, so I will tell him.  The total 
extent of Australia’s commitment was more than 50 000 Australian service personnel, who served in one fashion 
or another during the 10 years of that conflict.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Did you get that out of the Listening Post?  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition will find that I have done some study on these matters.  He 
might also like to do a little study on matters of history.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Nobody else would have done it.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I have not done that study for this debate.  It is something I studied earlier in life.  Geoff 
Gallop joined many thousands of Australians in his stand on the Vietnam War, including a large number who 
had served in the forces beforehand and Gough Whitlam, who was leader of the Labor Party when our troops 
were withdrawn.  Gough Whitlam served as navigator on various bombers during the Second World War.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What sort of bombers?   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  He flew on a Lockheed PV-1 Ventura and a Consolidated B-24 Liberator.  He joined the 
Air Force on 8 December 1941, the day after the bombing of Pearl Harbour.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Was he a conscript or a volunteer?   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  He was a volunteer.  He became a navigator, and that meant he kept a record of his 
service history.  He flew on very dangerous missions hunting for Japanese submarines and Japanese war ships in 
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waters to the north of Australia.  Along with merchant seamen in the North Sea, he had one of the most 
dangerous jobs that the Allied forces offered.  

He once told me about a debate in 1960 in the federal Parliament in which he participated with Sir Robert 
Menzies, who was then Prime Minister.  Does the Leader of the Opposition know the length of Sir Robert 
Menzies’ tenure as Prime Minister and how often he served as Prime Minister?  I am sure he does not know.  
Does he know the answer to that question?   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  No, I don’t.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I did not think he would.  Does the Leader of the Opposition know what year the Liberal 
Party was formed?   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Yes.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  What year was it?   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I’m not telling you.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  He does not know.  Does he know who the conservative Prime Minister was before Bob 
Menzies?   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Earle Page.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I thank the member for Perth.  Who was Prime Minister before that?  There were two.  
Earle Page was Prime Minister before Robert Menzies.  Who was Prime Minister before that?  It was Joe Lyons.  
Menzies became Prime Minister in 1938 when Lyons died.  Earle Page had a short term in office of about five 
weeks.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Does this have anything to do with the uranium debate?  I know 
that the minister is very knowledgeable and I am a great fan of Geoff Gallop, but I would like to hear the 
minister discuss uranium.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Thank you for your guidance, Mr Acting Speaker.  I am coming to the issue of uranium.  
The member for Cottesloe referred to the role of Bob Menzies in Australian history.  

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I will come to that very shortly.  Menzies served twice - once from 1939 until he was 
forced to resign in October 1941.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  He was not in the Liberal Party then.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  That is right; he was part of the United Australia Party.  Funnily enough, his successor as 
leader of the United Australia Party was Billy Hughes.  He formed the Liberal Party in 1944 at that famous 
meeting.  Where was it Leader of the Opposition?  It was in Albury, New South Wales, in 1944.  

I am coming to the subject of Vietnam and the history of uranium in Australia.  In 1960, Gough Whitlam was 
participating in a debate in federal Parliament with Bob Menzies, who was running the line that he was tough on 
defence; he was the man to make sure Australia was properly protected!  Whitlam went to the despatch box and, 
referring to Menzies’ history in 1914 when Menzies had been a member of the Melbourne University Regiment 
as a young lieutenant, as I recall, said these immortal words, “Of course, Prime Minister, your dazzling military 
career was cut short by the outbreak of war.”  I asked Gough how Menzies took his comments.  Gough said that 
he did not like them.  The war declared on 4 August 1914 was one that Menzies absolutely and fundamentally 
supported in support of Britain and so forth.  Menzies, of course, resigned from the Melbourne University 
Regiment immediately war was declared so that he would not have to serve.  One can draw the conclusion that 
Gough signed up and flew bombers in the Second World War against Japanese shipping and submarines, and 
that Menzies, at the same point in his life, resigned from the Melbourne University Regiment because he might 
have had to join the war.  Of course, I am reminded of the member for Cottesloe in this context.  Being a good 
Liberal, coming from the western suburbs and being a supporter of the Liberal Party for his whole life, when it 
came to the crunch and he was put in a similar situation, he was very reluctant.  As I recall from a radio 
interview he once did, he was quite relieved by the election of the Whitlam government, because at the time he 
was threatened by the danger of being sent to Vietnam. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not mind debate, but the minister is slurring my character.  He is suggesting that I 
was unwilling to accept that obligation.  I want to make it very clear on the public record that I had had my 
medical and I was prepared to go with the intake, had I been conscripted.  When the Whitlam government was 
elected, I received notification that I was no longer required by the military. 
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Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is not a point of order.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am not going to stand in this chamber and let this person try to slur my reputation like 
that. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  When the member for Cottesloe was speaking before, he made 
some rather damning remarks about the member for Rockingham and about his being a carry-boy for Mr 
Beazley.  I let that go because I thought it was said in banter.  I feel this is the same situation.  If the member is 
going to hand it out, he must accept it. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  That demonstrates that he can give it, but he cannot take it. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You volunteered as well? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I did volunteer. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Which area of conflict did you serve in? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I served in the military. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  Let us get back to the debate on uranium and leave everything else, such as 
personal insults, alone. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Everyone knows he is a wimp. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition.  The Leader of the Opposition’s side of the 
chamber is going crook about the level of debate, but he is bringing it down even more. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  To return to the issue of uranium, the two fixations of the member for Cottesloe are Geoff 
Gallop and uranium.  He today quoted a uranium industry magazine as his source, as though it were 
authoritative.  I would have thought that if someone wanted to run an argument on these issues, he would not run 
his argument based on a glossy magazine produced by a uranium industry advocacy group and suggest that it is 
an authority on these issues.  Be that as it may, that is the way the member for Cottesloe has decided to run this 
issue.   

As you rightly point out, Mr Acting Speaker, the member for Cottesloe has attempted to slur my character in 
relation to Mr Beazley.  I take it with a grain of salt and as a humorous remark.  I am very proud to say that I am 
supportive of Kim Beazley.  Kim Beazley is a fantastic man and a great Australian.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I think he will be a very good Prime Minister. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The coward keeps going. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Who is that? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member for Cottesloe. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The minister will withdraw that last remark. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Of course, Mr Beazley has announced the policy he intends to take forward.  As I 
understand it, the policy will allow other states to make their own decisions and to exercise those traditional 
powers that states have had over mining and land management issues.  We hold those traditional values.  The 
Liberal Party used to hold those traditional values when it thought that states should be able to exercise some 
authority over their own landmass.  As I understand it, Mr Beazley will be taking that policy to the national 
conference.  I have no difficulty with that.  Let each state make its own decision.  That is what is being proposed. 

Let us look at the Liberal Party and the reasons we have these difficulties.  Mr Howard has run this debate.  I will 
not bother referring to all the newspaper clippings, but he has said basically that if a state or country has a role in 
the production of uranium, it has a role in the handling of the waste.  Members opposite may ask people to 
disregard all that, which is the argument that the member for Cottesloe ran when he stated that it is merely a 
furphy and irrelevant, but they cannot get away from what Mr Howard has said.  He has said that any state that 
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has a role in the mining of uranium has a role in the handling of the waste.  A number of local federal Liberal 
MPs have said that they support enrichment, mining, waste dumps and nuclear reactors in this state.  I could 
name five Liberal members who have said that, one of whom is Dr Dennis Jensen, the soon-to-be former 
member for Tangney.  What is the view of the electorate’s local Liberal Party members of the position he has 
adopted?  I read in today’s newspaper the remarks of his putative successor, the apparatchik who has just moved 
to the state and decided he wants a federal seat.  He intends to knock someone off.  He had a job as chief of staff 
to a federal minister.  He has been in the state 18 months and said that he would have the seat.  He has said that 
he will concentrate on local issues, while Dr Jensen is off worrying about nuclear issues.  What have local 
Liberal Party members in the electorate said?  They have said that they are a little concerned about what Dr 
Jensen is saying.   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  They have not said that at all. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  That is what they have said. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  They did not say that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Why did they vote that way?   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  That had nothing to do with it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Was it just a stack?  It was either one or the other, or a decision based on - 

Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Murray! 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Perhaps they made a decision based on what Dr Jensen has been saying, because he has 
been saying that he supports a nuclear reactor in his electorate.  I could produce the article. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What kind of reactor? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  It was in June this year, Leader of the Opposition. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  He has been saying that, but local Liberal Party members, of course, have said that they 
are not interested.   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  They have not said that at all. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the member for Murray to order for the first time.  I have warned him three 
times. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  I did not hear you, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Had the member been concentrating and listening to what the minister was saying, 
he would have heard me. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The Prime Minister has been talking about nuclear waste and reactors and uranium 
mining and enrichment.  The former Leader of the Opposition, the member for Cottesloe, has said in various 
pieces of commentary that if people have a role in the mining of uranium, they must be part of the debate.  Those 
were the words he used when speaking of waste. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is correct.  It is a responsible position. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  When he says today that waste is not part of the debate, that goes directly against what he 
said before.  He ran down the former Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop, who is an extremely honourable and decent 
man.  He ran down the bill that Dr Gallop brought in to prevent a waste dump in this state, even though in this 
very chamber he voted for it.  The bill would have been debated in cabinet, and cabinet would have decided to 
support it.  That is just an interesting little piece of history.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Where is your bill to ban uranium mining? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Western Australians have a lot to be concerned about with the issues of nuclear reactors 
and uranium mining and enrichment.  I will refer to a couple of other facts.  The Labor Party took this policy to 
the election and was elected to government.  In effect, the opposition is asking us to break our election promise.  
That is an important point.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Will you answer one question? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I did not interject on the member for Cottesloe.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 23 August 2006] 

 p5126b-5141a 
Mr Colin Barnett; Acting Speaker; Mr Mark McGowan; Mrs Judy Hughes 

 [14] 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Yes, you did - all the time.  

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I did not.  I made one interjection during which I asked the member for Cottesloe to 
conclude his speech.  

The member for Cottesloe read from a big nuclear lobby group document and referred to Sweden.  He said that 
Sweden is expanding its capacity and that it is very keen to do so.  The one country that I have had something to 
do with recently is Sweden.  I met with some Swedish people who work in the country’s environmental agency.  
Sweden is actually phasing out nuclear power.  The member for Cottesloe said the exact opposite when he 
quoted from a glossy document.  Sweden is phasing out nuclear power.  Sweden has to be one of the best 
countries I have ever visited.  It is advanced, high tech and has a very good social system.  It is a wonderful 
country with wonderful people.  It recognises all the difficulties that we have been referring to.   

Western Australia is doing very well.  We have a very stretched labour market and we are having difficulty 
keeping up with demand.  The mining industry is very happy with the situation in Western Australia because it is 
expanding capacity and making money.  Indeed, it is doing extremely well because of this government’s 
management of the economy.  That is something we intend to continue.  We do not intend to be sidetracked by 
the spurious and unnecessary debates as promoted by the Liberal Party of this state.   

MRS J. HUGHES (Kingsley) [6.54 pm]:  Unfortunately, I do not have a great deal of time in which to debate 
this matter.  This is a big subject and it should be given more time.  

The motion before us should not be before the house.  The policy of the Labor Party should be decided on in the 
right place and at the right time, and not in this house.  The current policy of no mining in Western Australia is 
the one to which we should be speaking.   

It amazes me how most of the arguments are focused on money - money, money, money - as though it will make 
everything okay and as though the decisions we make will have no consequences.  I have heard the narrow 
argument that the decisions we make today about uranium mining will have no effect tomorrow.  That is a 
completely narrow and simple-minded view.  Every single decision we make in this house is imperative to the 
future.  If we all made decisions without thinking about what we will be doing tomorrow, we would be in a very 
dangerous place.  Members have talked about safeguards.  What safeguards will be involved if we were to sell 
uranium to the two countries that have not signed the treaty of non-proliferation?  Is that the type of safeguard 
that members opposite are promoting should we decide to mine uranium?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  We haven’t done that.   

Mrs J. HUGHES:  No, but it is happening throughout the world.  We are following the leader.   

I refer to the issue of trusting the federal government about how things will work.  In December 2005 the 
Commonwealth Radioactive Waste Management Act came into being.  The Northern Territory’s Nuclear Waste 
Transport, Storage and Disposal (Prohibition) Act 2004 became totally obsolete after the federal government 
passed the Commonwealth Radioactive Waste Management Act.  When we talk about uranium mining we 
simply say that it is mining.  We do not open up the door to anything else - it is just mining.  This 
commonwealth act reveals that the federal government has far more than mining in mind.  The definitions of 
commonwealth contractor and subcontractor are contained in the act.  The effect of those two definitions 
combined with sections 4 and 12 is that persons and companies with very remote legal contractual connections to 
the commonwealth will potentially be exempted from state and territory law when undertaking work connected 
to the proposed facility.  The act was passed last December without a murmur, which is disappointing.  Section 
4(3) provides a non-exhaustive list of the sorts of activities that would fall into the categories within the act, 
including absolutely anything from transportation and clearing to native vegetation.  It can also override 
commonwealth biodiversity and native title legislation.  These are the types of things that have been put in place 
prior to us having the nuclear debate.  Are we all blind, or are we just simply following the actions of the rest of 
the world?  It is easy to say that because the rest of the world is doing something that we should do the same.  I 
disagree.  Leaders do not follow; leaders pave the way for new, safe and clean technology, technologies that will 
not only help us today but help future generations.  That is our job.  It is not our job to do what countries around 
the world are doing.   

Each year $4.4 billion is spent purely on promoting the nuclear industry.  The American government spends 
$14.5 billion to encourage the nuclear industry while it tells the rest of the world who can have it and who 
cannot.   

There is no research to indicate what will happen to the fluorocarbons that are produced when this stuff is mined 
and milled.  The hydrofluoric carbons that are emitted are 87 times, if not more, destructive to our atmosphere 
than carbon dioxide.  I refer to a document about nuclear power, which reads -  
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Another assumption contained in the calculation of the carbon emissions of nuclear power is that the 
reactors last for the practical maximum of 24 full-power years.  For shorter-lived reactors, the quantity 
of carbon dioxide emissions per unit of electricity is higher . . .  

These estimates of carbon dioxide emissions understate the actual contribution of nuclear energy to 
greenhouse gas emissions, because they do not take into account the releases of other greenhouse gas 
gases which are used in the fuel cycle.  The stage in the cycle in which other greenhouse gases are 
particularly implicated is enrichment.  

Western Australia is talking enrichment and Australia generally is talking enrichment.  It is interesting that we 
try to isolate ourselves from the rest of Australia.  We are Australians, and we should all be working towards a 
better industry.  If I had my preference, Australia would not have a nuclear industry.  I have a strong 
philosophical view on this issue.  Indeed, I took offence at some of the comments members opposite made 
earlier.  The document continues -  

. . . global warming potential of halogenated compounds is many times that of carbon dioxide . . .  

That is also another by-product of the process.  The document also reads -  

. . . for instance, is nearly 10 000 times greater than that of the same mass of carbon dioxide.  Moreover, 
other halogens, such as chlorine, whose compounds are potent greenhouse gases, along with a range of 
solvents, are extensively used at various other stages in the nuclear cycle, notably in reprocessing.   

That is something we often talk about.   

The other point, of course, is that some people say there will be no link between nuclear power and the 
production of nuclear weapons.  I have some quotes here.  They are pretty well backed up by some world views; 
they read - 

 The original function of nuclear reactors was plutonium production for weapons.  Nuclear power is the 
only energy source with a direct and repeatedly demonstrated connection to the production of weapons 
of mass destruction.  India, Israel, Pakistan, South Africa and possibly North America -  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


