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NUCLEAR WASTE STORAGE (PROHIBITION) AMENDMENT BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 3 March. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [10.02 am]:  The Bill introduces a definition of “nuclear plant” 
in clause 6, which amends section 3 of the Act by inserting several new definitions.  The definition of “nuclear 
plant” to be inserted into the principal Act states - 

“nuclear plant” means a nuclear reactor, a radioisotope enrichment plant involved in the enrichment of 
uranium or plutonium, a nuclear reprocessing plant or a nuclear weapons facility, whether or not it is in 
a place to which this Act applies; 

The explanatory memorandum that accompanies the Bill states that the purpose of this definition is -  

. . . to make the provisions of the Act easier to read . . .  

As members will shortly find out, there is a little more to it than that.  The Bill also contains a new definition of 
“nuclear waste” to replace the existing definition.  We will see why that definition is being varied and 
accompanied by a new definition of “nuclear plant”. The Bill also proposes new subsections (2) and (3) to 
existing section 3.  I draw the attention of members to proposed new subsection (2), which states - 

For the purposes of the definition of “nuclear waste”, waste of a nuclear plant does not include waste 
that results from the use of the products of a nuclear plant. 

In the course of examining this Bill we will have to examine what that actually means.  The Bill also introduces 
a new section 7A, headed “Prohibition against transporting nuclear waste”, which of course is what this Bill is 
meant to be about.  That proposed new section creates an offence of transporting nuclear waste in the State.  
However, it provides an exemption in the case of transport carried out in an emergency situation to prevent 
danger to human life or health or irreversible damage to the environment.  The Bill also provides for a new 
section 8A, which deals with injunctions.  This proposed new section will also merit a little examination in the 
committee stage to establish for the record what it is really all about and the possible implications that may flow 
from it.  The balance of the Bill contains minor amendments, which are mostly consequential and do not overly 
concern us.  Obviously, the Opposition supports them as being necessary consequential amendments.  We should 
also observe that the Bill seeks to amend the short title of the principal Act.   

The House may wish to consider what we are really dealing with here.  What is nuclear waste under the new 
definition?  The new thrust of this legislation, if passed, will be that it will more closely align the definition of 
nuclear waste with the higher level of waste coming out of the nuclear production process.  I understand that that 
largely involves the processes of nuclear fission.  The Bill separates that class of nuclear waste from other lower 
level wastes associated with industrial and medical processes.  Indeed, in Western Australia and across Australia 
there is widespread use of radioactive substances in medicine.  I would be surprised if anybody in this Chamber 
had not received a benefit from the application of nuclear medicine of one sort or another for either themselves 
or an immediate member of their family.  I had some treatment and indeed an X-ray just the other day.  We are 
all familiar with the benefits that this sort of technology has brought to our community.  The Bill does not seek 
to trespass on the future provision of any of those benefits.  The radioactive material produced at the Lucas 
Heights research reactor in Sydney produces products that enable more than 300 000 Australians a year to 
benefit from enhanced medical procedures.  They can be used for diagnostic purposes - I have already mentioned 
X-rays - and for some therapeutic treatments.   

In the course of researching this Bill I was interested to learn about the very widespread use of nuclear products 
in industry and manufacturing.  I am advised that radioactive products can be used for a range of purposes, 
including testing for leaks in pipelines of different types and for various forms of material analysis.  They are 
also used extensively in the fields of oil and mineral exploration, which I will touch on later.  Radioactive 
products are used in a variety of manufacturing processes to aid in precision measurement, for example.  
Industry has a large range of uses for radioactive material.  Many instruments in hospitals are sterilised by 
radioactive materials, which I was not aware of previously.  Another interesting use of radioactive materials is to 
map the discharge and spread of pollution and effluent in watercourses and on land.  That is a variation on the 
use of such materials in the human body as a diagnostic tool.   

How much of this type of waste is generated in Australia?  I understand that about 3 500 cubic metres of low-
level and short-lived intermediate-level radioactive waste is present in Australia as a result of 40 years of 
research and medical and industrial use of radioactive materials.  Australia produces about 50 cubic metres of 
low-level waste each year.  That is something less than the capacity of a shipping container.  I understand that 
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the United Kingdom and France produce about 25 000 cubic metres of that type of radioactive material annually.  
There is a very big difference between the 50 cubic metres of that type of material that is generated in Australia 
and the 25 000 cubic metres that some other countries generate.  In comparison, Australia produces a small 
quantity of those types of materials.   

The decommissioning of the Lucas Heights reactor in Sydney, which may occur in 2035 - which will come 
quicker than most of us would like - will generate a one-off quantity of around 500 cubic metres of low-level 
radioactive waste.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It is still not a huge amount.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is not a huge amount of nuclear waste in the global scheme of things, but when one 
considers that it is 10 times Australia’s normal production of low-level radioactive waste, it is a big spike.  
However, it is a relatively small quantity.   

I was reminded that in 1992 the federal, State and Territory Governments agreed to dispose of this type of 
material in a single near-surface repository.  All Governments of that day agreed to that proposal, including the 
federal Hawke Labor Government and the Western Australian State Labor Government under Carmen 
Lawrence.  It must be remembered that that agreement was made because now, of course, the current debate is 
about where that near-surface repository should be located.  I will touch on that in the course of considering the 
Bill.   

I have been referring to the low-level and short-life intermediate level radioactive waste Australia produces.  I 
understand that Australia does not generate any high-level nuclear waste because Australia does not have nuclear 
weapons programs and the like.  Australia produces about 50 cubic metres a year of low-level nuclear waste, 
which will continue to be generated in probably slightly increasing amounts in the future.  That waste must be 
disposed of.  By and large, the question of imported radioactive waste simply does not arise.  I addressed that in 
my earlier remarks during the second reading debate the other day, as indeed did the Government.   
I now contrast the old and new definitions of “nuclear plant”.  The Bill seeks to change the definition of “nuclear 
waste” in the principal Act.  The current definition of “nuclear waste” will be replaced by a new definition of 
“nuclear waste”, which also relies on a new definition of “nuclear plant”.  I read the proposed definition of 
“nuclear plant” into the record a few minutes ago.  As I have already indicated, the effect of these new 
definitions will be to create a greater focus in the Act on high-level waste than on low-level waste.  I will ask the 
minister to respond to my suggestion that there may have been some unintended consequences in the principal 
Act that have nothing to do with a country that conducts nuclear testing dumping its waste in Australia.  Some 
unintended and unfortunate consequences must now be redressed  
Hon Kim Chance:  Such as the scale on the drill rods?   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes.  I will ask the minister about that in a moment.  I also read into the record 
proposed section 3(2) and (3) of the principal Act.  Proposed subsection (2) states -  

For the purposes of the definition of “nuclear waste”, waste of a nuclear plant does not include waste 
that results from the use of the products of a nuclear plant. 

The minister will correct me if I am wrong, but I think everyone’s understanding is that the Lucas Heights 
facility fits the definition of “nuclear plant” for that purpose.  That plant generates a range of nuclear waste 
materials for legitimate medical products, for example, which, in the course of their life are used for legitimate 
therapeutic or diagnostic purposes.  Thereafter, residue, a non-reusable piece of equipment or some consumable 
product, which in turn generates a waste product, must be disposed of.  The purpose of this proposed subsection 
clearly states that, for the purposes of this exercise, that is not nuclear waste in the terms contemplated in the 
principal Act.  That will mean that the prohibition on the transport of nuclear waste will not impact on the 
obvious need to transfer that type of nuclear waste product.   
Hon Kim Chance:  Another example is some of the very low-level waste that is generated in places other than 
Lucas Heights, such as radiographers’ jackets and the radioactive indicators that radiographers wear.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank the minister for that interjection because he has neatly rounded out the point I 
was making.  Members may be interested in a statement issued on 11 September 2003 by the Australian Nuclear 
Science and Technology Organisation, which has some interesting points.  It quotes Dr John Harries from 
ANSTO when he spoke at a public submissions hearing of the New South Wales Parliament Joint Select 
Committee on the Transportation and Storage of Nuclear Waste -  

“Each month approximately 4, 700 packages containing radioisotopes for medical and industrial use are 
transported to Australian cities and towns, with about half originating from ANSTO,” . . .  
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That is about the scale of what we are talking about.  Dr Harries said also - commentators are given to making 
these sorts of comparisons -  

“Just one of these source transports would have a radioactive content much greater than a truck load of 
low level waste. 

He is trying to put it into perspective.  He continues -  

“Low level waste is just that, it contains and gives off low levels of radiation.  For example, if you stood 
two metres away from a truck full of low level waste for one hour, you would receive less than the 
amount of radiation you would receive flying to Los Angeles and back,” . . .  

The ANSTO document goes on to say -  

Dr Harries pointed out that no-one questions the necessity to transport a variety of hazardous goods on 
Australian roads every day.   

“The public accepts that we need to transport fuel, gases and other toxic chemicals for use by the 
public, medicine and industry.  Yet spills from these chemicals pose a significantly greater risk to the 
public and the environment than accidents involving vehicles carrying low level waste,” Dr Harries 
said.   

Dr Harries points out also that there are rigorous international and national standards, including the Australian 
Code of Practice for the Transportation of Radioactive Materials.  He goes on to say -  

“Over several decades tens of millions of packages containing radioactive materials have safely 
travelled around the world, and there has never been an accident causing serious human health, or 
economic or environmental consequences,” . . .  

On a technical note, the document states with regard to low-level nuclear waste that -  

The LLW leaving ANSTO will be in a solid form so there will be no liquid and therefore no possibility 
of leakage. The solids will be contained in multiple levels of containment in steel drums, sometimes 
mixed with concrete and then packed securely inside steel shipping containers.   

Transport containers are designed to remain intact in an accident and even if such an event occurred 
there would be no significant or life-threatening radiological consequences.  Any effect to third parties 
would arise primarily from the physical impact of vehicles - as in my road accident.   

Of course none of that is to make light of the need for appropriate safety precautions when transporting even 
low-level waste.  I found Dr Harries comments extremely instructive, and I hope other members will also find 
that information useful.   

One question that has not been dealt with explicitly in the legislation, the second reading speech or the Premier’s 
enthusiastic media statement of 13 August last year but that was alluded to by the minister just now concerns, I 
believe, drilling rods.  Is that right, minister? 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, I believe so.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Those drilling rods would need to be brought onshore for the continuation of normal 
and desirable operations. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  It is actually the linings of the drilling columns. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That is right.  I am aware of that, but I am not familiar with the actual hardware itself.  
I would appreciate it if the minister could comment on that matter, because that unforeseen and undesirable 
circumstance that has arisen is one of the principal reasons that we need to amend the original parent legislation, 
and it is one reason that the Opposition is prepared to fully support the passage of this Bill.  Perhaps the minister 
would be kind enough to tell us a bit about that matter during his closing remarks.   

I turn now to proposed new section 7A, headed “Prohibition against transporting nuclear waste”.  This is a key 
provision of the Bill.  The storage of nuclear waste in Western Australia was banned by virtue of the 1999 Act, 
which was, of course, the anti-Pangea legislation to which I referred in my opening remarks.  In my view, and in 
the view of most commentators, that legislation was powered more by political opportunism on the part of the 
then Labor Opposition than by any real material advantage to the State of Western Australia.  With regard to the 
storage of nuclear waste anywhere, including in Western Australia, there may now be an opportunity for the 
Commonwealth to get around that Act by the use of commonwealth land located in Western Australia.  I would 
appreciate the Government’s advice on whether that may be the case.  I suspect it will be, in which case that also 
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gives substance to my earlier suggestion that this Bill has a large amount of political window-dressing attendant 
upon it, just as did the original Labor Party-inspired Bill of 1999.  Proposed new section 7A creates an offence 
for transporting nuclear waste in the State, the maximum penalty for which will be $500 000.  Proposed 
subsection (4) states -  

Proceedings for a contravention of subsection (1) are to be dealt with by a court constituted by a 
magistrate. 

I do not think we would really want a justice of the peace in a remote town to preside over a case that might 
incur a penalty of that magnitude. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Not that there is anything wrong with their judgment!.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Absolutely not.   

Hon John Fischer:  Their judgments are no worse than many of the judgments of some of the judges who reside 
in Perth.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It would be unfair to give a very hardworking and valuable member of the community 
in the form of a justice of the peace the heavy judicial burden of presiding over such a case.  It would need to be 
presided over by a full-time and fully trained magistrate.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I knew that was what you meant! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I just wanted to make sure that anyone reading this debate would know that that is what 
I meant. 

Hon Kim Chance:  In case one should ever have to appear before one!   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hypothetically, yes.  

This Bill seeks to ban the transportation of nuclear waste.  We have examined the definition of nuclear waste, so 
we can now work out what this proposed section is all about.  It is basically an anti-Commonwealth gesture.  I 
notice that back in 1992 the then state Labor Government was quite happy to join with the then federal Labor 
Government in coming to an agreement that there should be a single near-surface repository of Australia’s 
radioactive and nuclear waste, yet now, with a Liberal Government in power in Canberra, there is a sudden need 
to have a dig at the feds.  Hopefully that attitude will not endure as the federal and the various State 
Governments try to work their way through this issue, which certainly does need to be addressed.  The Labor 
Government in South Australia has introduced legislation that is similar to ours, and I shall watch with interest to 
see how effective that legislation is in trying to thwart the Commonwealth’s attempt to situate that repository in a 
remote area of South Australia.  I suspect that legislation will fail, which again will bear out my earlier remark 
that this Bill is more about political grandstanding than actual substance.  The introduction of a transport ban will 
affect the earlier Act, obviously, because it relates to storage.  It has been necessary therefore to change the 
definitions that I referred to earlier so that there will be no further unforeseen circumstances; for example, the 
circumstances referred to in Dr Harries’ remarks on the need by those involved in medical and industrial 
pursuits, petroleum exploration and the like to transport radioactive materials for the benefit of us all.  Therefore, 
proposed new section 7A is also supported. 

However, I qualify all of the Opposition’s official remarks by noting that many of the amendments that we are 
now contemplating in this Bill are a result of the then Labor Opposition back in 1999 rushing into the House a 
political private Bill that has now been found to be deficient in that it could impact adversely on normal activities 
in Western Australia.   

Finally, I ask the minister in his response to refer to the injunction provisions contained in proposed new section 
8A.  It reads - 

(1) The Minister may apply to a court (including the Supreme Court) for an injunction to prevent a 
person from doing anything that would involve - 

(a) the construction or operation of a nuclear waste storage facility in the State; - 

I cannot see that happening too often -  

(b) the use of any place in the State for the storage or disposal of nuclear waste; - 

Ditto.  I have just discussed that at length - 

(c) the transport of nuclear waste in the State, 

or that would facilitate or provide assistance in relation to any of those matters.   
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The proposed new section also contains provision for interim injunctions, the avoidance of damages or costs and 
associated matters.  I ask the minister whether this is intended as a mechanism to deal with persons acting on 
behalf of the Commonwealth; for example, contractors.  I am sure the minister will agree that it is highly 
unlikely that the State will take the Commonwealth before a magistrate under proposed new section 7A.  I do not 
believe there is the prospect of that happening - highly entertaining and interesting though the prospect may be.  
Is proposed new section 8A intended to provide for injunctions so that the full and significant power of the State 
can be brought down upon the heads of individuals acting legitimately on the part of the Commonwealth in 
going about its business?  I suspect that is what is intended.  I would appreciate the minister’s response on behalf 
of the Government on that matter. 

I have made some qualifications to the Opposition’s support for this Bill - comments that needed to be placed on 
the record - noting the attitude of the Labor Party in opposition when it introduced a politically opportunistic Bill 
that has since been shown to have had unintended consequences.  The Labor Party’s attitude in government in 
introducing this Bill - although it largely addresses those unintended consequences - has actually presented 
another political stunt without reference to the fact that the Bill will fix those unintended consequences.  I 
provided a stark indicator of those consequences when this Bill was rushed into the Parliament on 13 August last 
year by the Premier, Dr “Good News” Gallop, who, after issuing a press release, abandoned sponsorship of the 
Bill to a parliamentary secretary.  Now, almost seven months down the track, I dare say the Premier has 
forgotten it even exists.  We are dealing with it now, and I indicate that the Opposition supports the Bill and 
looks forward to this “very urgent” Bill finally being dealt with by the Parliament.   

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.34 am]:  The Greens (WA) are obviously pleased with the 
Bill and will support it.  However, I want to refer to some elements of the Bill and raise concerns that I hope the 
minister will address.  I also want to go through the history of how we arrived at the situation that we are now 
dealing with; that is, the potential for the location in Western Australia of a low, intermediate or high-level 
nuclear waste repository . 

I will start with the history of the process, initiated many years ago in 1985 in a Commonwealth Government 
program to identify suitable sites in Australia for the deposition of nuclear waste.  It was not identified then 
whether the waste would be low, intermediate or high level.  However, the process began and has gone on, as the 
member opposite correctly said, through many federal Governments, both Labor and Liberal.   

On 11 December 1992, a discussion paper was issued from the National Resource Information Centre titled “A 
Radioactive Waste Repository for Australia: Methods for Choosing the Right Site” to start a project for 
investigating the social and other impacts of such a repository.  That project has basically gone on over time to 
the degree that has led to where we are now.  The project went through three study phases.  The initial proposal 
led to a phase 1 site selection study, which produced a discussion paper in 1993 and which began to define 
criteria for nuclear waste repositories.  The committee investigating this issue received a large number of 
submissions on developing a plan for low, intermediate and high-level nuclear waste facilities in Australia: 350 
from New South Wales; 50 from the Australian Capital Territory; 150 from the Commonwealth Government; 
about 30 from the Northern Territory; 100 from Queensland; 150 from South Australia; about 10 from 
Tasmania; more than 150 from Western Australia; 200 from Victoria; and at least 50 from overseas.  
Interestingly, in those early days in 1993, only two submissions were made in a formal way, rather than letters: 
one from the Goldfields-Esperance Development Commission, Kalgoorlie, WA, and one from the nuclear 
disarmament people in WA.  The Government of Western Australia did not make any specific submissions in 
1993.  It is my understanding, although I do not have it to hand, that the Goldfields-Esperance Development 
Commission at that time indicated some support for the development of a nuclear waste facility in the goldfields 
region.  That was basically phase one of the process.  

The science selection study continued into November 1995 and looked at a number of locations.  It produced two 
documents: “A Radioactive Waste Repository for Australia: Site Selection Study - Phase 2” and the “National 
Radioactive Waste Suppository Site Selection, Phase 2” of November 1995.   

Interestingly, considering that the assessment was made of Australia as a whole, the following sites were 
identified as suitable sites: a site near Mt Isa; Olary - 

Hon John Fischer:  Where is that?   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Olary is in South Australia near the South Australian-Victorian border.  Maralinga was 
considered suitable, along with Billa Kalina, which are both in South Australia.  Everard near Lake Eyre was 
considered suitable, as was Jackson in Western Australia, which is an area between Koolyanobbing and Mt 
Walton.  Bloods Range was considered suitable, as was an area in the western drainage division of the Tanami 
Desert.   
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Various sites were considered, and phase three was released in 1999, which was a critique of the various sites 
and proposals.  The phase three report made to the federal Government considered the various sites, and found 
three sites to be the most suitable.  I refer to Billa Kalina in South Australia, where all the criteria for disposal 
were met.  I could go through the criteria, but they are extensive.  The site with the next highest rating was 
Olary, and the third highest rating site was Jackson in Western Australia.  Everard and Maralinga achieved 
reasonable ratings, but they were about 40 points short of the Jackson site’s rating.  I raise that matter because I 
will discuss later South Australia’s legislative arrangements and the problems the South Australian and federal 
Government have created, and why we need this legislation in Western Australia. 

That is a little history of the matter.  I turn now to a press release issued on 10 June 1998 by Senator Warwick 
Parer that outlines the number of sites considered.  There were 18 possible sites for further investigation.  Sites 
were chosen away from creeks, sand dunes and other areas of potential flooding.  It was concluded that the site 
in the Woomera-Roxby area would undergo some further investigation.   

To a degree, that is how we reached this stage.  As I mentioned earlier, the sites considered were for low-level, 
intermediate and high-level nuclear waste.  The federal Government’s view has always been that it would be 
beneficial to have one site for those categories, although the current process is considering only a low-level 
nuclear waste repository.  We need to understand that low-level waste really is at a low level - it relates to 
clothing used in nuclear experiments, such as gloves.   

Do members want to suspend the sitting of Parliament while we adjust the fan? 

Hon Murray Criddle:  The fan is clicking and it’s disturbing me. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I can see that it is about to take off. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I wonder whether it will stop if something hits the fan. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It is on the honourable member’s side of the House.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The members should not interrupt the member’s speech.  He might lose his train of 
thought. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  As long as it is not nuclear train, Mr President. 

This facility is for low-level nuclear waste.  Intermediate-level nuclear waste is a greater concern because it 
contains both gamma and alpha emitters, and high-level nuclear waste obviously contains beta, alpha and gamma 
emitters.   

Members must remember that regarding locating a waste facility in Western Australia, a position has already 
been expressed by Senator Ross Lightfoot; namely, he would back the Pangea Resources Australia international 
waste repository proposal in Western Australia.  Federal member Barry Haase certainly indicated similar 
support.  Not to be outdone, members must remember that Senator Nick Bolkus indicated that Western Australia 
probably has the right geology and technology for the burial of nuclear waste.  He would not support a nuclear 
waste repository developed in South Australia because he claimed Western Australia is a more suitable place.  
Senator Nick Bolkus happens to come from South Australia, so he might be expected to hold that view.  Two 
members of the Liberal Party at the federal level have indicated support for the location of the international 
waste repository in their State of Western Australia. 
Hon John Fischer:  Did you indicate it was the Shire of Esperance or the Goldfields-Esperance Development 
Commission that expressed support? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The Shire of Laverton at one stage indicated support without the matter going to the 
committee of the shire.  The shire held a referendum.  As a result, the Laverton shire opposed the development. 
Hon John Fischer:  You mentioned Kalgoorlie and the Goldfields-Esperance Development Commission. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Back in 1992, the Goldfields-Esperance Development Commission indicated an 
interest in siting the replacement for the Lucas Heights facility in the goldfields region.  As such, it accepted that 
if waste were to be generated from that plant, it would have to deal with it in Western Australia.  I think the 
member must understand that the initial support from the Goldfields-Esperance Development Commission was 
about taking on the mantle of the nuclear facility and accepting the issue of waste as an attendant matter.   
It is clear that, when dealing with the issue of nuclear waste disposal, we have all been through the debate about 
Pangea Resources Australia.  It is interesting to note that Pangea, when it found it was getting a bit of a beating, 
indicated to the federal Government that should it find a suitable site and go through all the relevant processes, it 
might find itself in a position to manage a facility and use it as a catalyst for its international waste repository.  I 
will deal with the legislation more specifically but, on that matter, Pangea left Western Australia around 2002 as 
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a result of activities carried out by me and the Liberal Government of Western Australia - with the support of 
Labor - in introducing legislation in the other place that prohibited the company establishing in Western 
Australia. 

Pangea went away and the corporation folded.  However, it still exists.  On 22 February 2002 Pangea 
transformed itself into a corporation called Arius.  It is now working with the Belgian, American and Swiss 
Governments.  Several other Governments have joined it at the governmental level to investigate the possibility 
of international waste storage.  I will discuss later what they are up to.  In its latest newsletter, dated January 
2004, it comments on Australia - 

Australia: The siting of the national low-active waste repository continues to be a party political issue, 
with the Labour opposition party saying that it would rescind the decision to develop the repository in 
South Australia, as a due process of consultation was not carried out.  

The federal Government wants to put the low-level waste facility in South Australia but the South Australian 
Government is fighting that.  Unfortunately, it was trying to pass through its Parliament this very form of 
legislation, but the federal Government initiated its action before the legislation could pass by resuming some of 
the land.  As such, there is no legislative framework in South Australia that pre-empts the federal Government’s 
position.  It is still a significant issue.  As I have said, Senator Nick Bolkus has indicated he thinks Western 
Australia is a far more admirable place for a nuclear waste facility than South Australia.  Arius further stated - 

Although the national government had said that this was the ‘safest site’ in Australia, it later 
acknowledged that safe sites could be found in other states. 

Hence, my belief in the rationale behind this legislation.  If Arius-Pangea, based in Switzerland, is watching 
what is going on - we know it loves the area near Laverton - it will continue its efforts.  I will quote an e-mail 
from Charles McCombie, the original managing director of Pangea, dated 17 November 2003.  Dr McCombie is 
now a senior adviser and heads Arius.  The e-mail was sent to a university professor in Western Australia, and 
states - 

Australia has excellent geology and can also choose to finance a deep repository of its own, if it wishes.  
We have always acknowledged this.  In fact, at Arius we go to great pains to emphasise always that NO 
COUNTRY should ever be forced against the national will to import waste for disposal.  Whether it is 
sensible for Australia to give out the billion dollars needed even for a “boutique” repository for long 
lived waste is another question. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  A boutique repository! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  These guys are for real; do not worry. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Does the company have a link with the British Government? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes.  Arius is no longer a corporation; it is an entity of the British, Swiss and Belgian 
Governments.  I will be able to find out about other stakeholders.  A number of national Governments are party 
to Arius.  It is not funded at a commercial level but through donations from various Governments.  It operates as 
an advisory body to the International Atomic Energy Agency.  It went through a metamorphosis - maybe through 
nuclear radiation, I do not know.  It is not quite the entity it used to be but the same players are there and they 
now hold all the senior positions.  We must not think that they have gone away.  Our grandchildren may have to 
deal with them again in the future. 

One might consider that it was a fairly powerful body.  I suggest it still is.  It is still very active and it still 
considers Western Australia one of its most cherished sites. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Is that not to say that Tony Blair’s Government is involved? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Not directly, but British Nuclear Fuels Ltd is a corporation of the British Government, 
and it backed Pangea and produced the original video, which we have all seen.  Maybe it is. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Who in the Western Australian Cabinet is talking on a regular basis to Tony Blair?  I 
cannot think of anyone!   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  That might be a very good question at some stage. 

The Greens (WA) are happy with this legislation because it tends to fix one of the fundamentals of the original 
legislation that we were concerned about.  It was raised in the debate on the Nuclear Waste Storage (Prohibition) 
Bill 1999 by my colleague Hon Giz Watson.  We have concerns about the whole issue of transportation of 
nuclear waste within this State.  As such, it is my belief that this legislation tends to resolve the problem.  This 
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legislation alters the short title of the original Nuclear Waste Storage (Prohibition) Act 1999 by stating that it is 
an Act to prohibit the storage, disposal or transport of nuclear waste.  I suppose that is a key issue for this State.  
When the original legislation was introduced, Pangea indicated that it wanted to transport the waste through 
Esperance.  It did not get much joy in trying to obtain a site for a repository in Western Australia, and went on to 
examine a South Australian option.  The Greens (WA) were concerned that, because the South Australian option 
was just across the border, that material could have been transported from Esperance to South Australia.  The 
original legislation did not deal with that.  
Before I refer to some of the issues in the legislation that are of concern to the Greens, I would like the minister 
to respond to another matter.  As members know, we have just engaged in the Australia-United States free trade 
agreement.  The US free trade agreement with Mexico created a significant problem for the Mexican 
Government.  A company called Metalclad Corporation bought a former toxic waste facility in Mexico.  That 
facility had already contaminated local drinking water and had been the topic of government discussions for 
some time.  It was eventually closed by the Mexican Government because of the impact it was having on 
indigenous communities and the surrounding area.  The American corporation involved then bought that site.  As 
a result, it proceeded with litigation against the Mexican Government because it wanted to use that facility.  The 
Mexican Government stuck to its guns and said the American company could not use it.  The Mexican 
Government was taken to court on the basis of the free trade agreement and was successfully sued by Metalclad 
Corporation for $16.5 million.  If a low, intermediate or high-level waste facility were developed in Western 
Australia, which was not a federal government utility but was tendered out to a private third party, as is the 
proposal, could Pangea buy that corporation or become the manager of that facility and then litigate against the 
state or federal Government, using the very argument that was used in Mexico; namely, the refusal to allow 
international waste to be placed in that repository?  That raises a broader concern, for the whole of Australia and 
the Australian Government.  It is one issue that requires some investigation.   
I also have concerns because, historically, a number of people in Western Australia - one in particular - have said 
from time to time that they would be interested in evaluating whether we needed an international waste facility at 
the Pangea site.  If that were considered an option, I wonder whether the lesser evil of a low-level nuclear waste 
facility would be supported.  The particular person was Colin Barnett, who was quoted in The Australian of 18 
August 1999 on the basis that he thinks Australia as a country, indeed Western Australia as a State with 
significant uranium reserves, will probably in the future see some of those reserves developed and therefore we 
have an economic, a social and a regional responsibility to be part of the debate about safe disposal of waste 
from uranium.  That does not mean to say that Colin Barnett supports waste storage in Western Australia.  
However, he was indicating that we needed to examine the issues of safe disposal of waste from uranium.  In 
that context I believe he was referring to this State.  He was also quoted in The West Australian on 21 August 
1999 to the effect that present and future generations must not let such vital issues be determined by the 
explosive mix of foreign and local political ambitions and infighting.  He was also interviewed on 26 March 
1999 as the Western Australian Minister for Resources Development for the Four Corners “Critical Mass” story, 
which was broadcast on 19 April 1999, in which he said that he could see a scenario developing in future 
whereby countries that sell uranium will share some of the obligations for disposing of the waste but that in the 
first instance is an issue for the Australian Government.  He indicated that he thought Australia as a signatory to 
the non-proliferation treaty needed to be part of the international debate about uranium.   

That leads me to the Labor Party’s policy on this matter.  Page 16 of its policy on the environment released prior 
to coming to government in 2001 states -  

Labor will: 

continue to be diligent about preventing Pangea-style nuclear waste dumps being established in Western 
Australia;  

oppose the dumping and transport of Lucas Heights waste in Western Australia;  

This legislation does that - 

prohibit the importation of radioactive waste into Western Australia;  

prohibit the mining and export of uranium; 

regulate the mining and export of thorium to ensure that it is not used for nuclear purposes; 

ensure that residual stockpiles from post exploration and mining activities are made safe; and  

review the Radiation Safety Act, including the role of the Radiological Council, and related legislation.   
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This legislation prohibits the dumping and transport of Lucas Heights waste and the importation of radioactive 
waste into Western Australia.  However, it does not prohibit mining and exporting of uranium, which, as I have 
already indicated, the Leader of the Opposition thinks is crucial to the development of the State.  Therein is the 
attendant possibility of a nuclear waste facility.  We can do nothing about it with this legislation because it is 
determined by its title.  However, it is incumbent on the Labor Government, in accordance with its policy, before 
the end of its term - in case this term is not contiguous with the next term - to continue to develop legislation that 
will prohibit the mining and exporting of uranium, and to ensure residual stockpiles from post exploration and 
mining activities are made safe.  On coming to government, Labor Party members were well aware that 35 000 
tonnes of radioactive material were lying on the ground at Yeelirrie. 

Hon Norman Moore:  How radioactive? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I will give an explanation of how radioactive it is. 

Hon Norman Moore:  So is the brick that you build your house with. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  No, it is not.  I can assure the member of that.  I will give an explanation.  If we were 
to take a Geiger counter reading in this Chamber, the reading would be between 35 and 40 counts.  A Geiger 
counter reading on the beach at Capel would be about 70 counts.  There is slight radioactivity in that area.  A 
figure of 80 counts is considered the safe limit.  The calcified material that lies on the ground at Yeelirrie 
produces a reading of 2 900 counts.  A worker can remain in that area for only six months of conventional 
working hours before he receives his maximum permissible five-yearly dose.  It is very, very hot.  It is an 
extremely dangerous area to be in.  People would not construct buildings from the material.  Granite is 
radioactive.  Basically, it is where all radiation and uranium comes from, whether it be lens ore or a formation 
that is washed out into alluvial deposits.  Even Kintyre, which has lens ore - that is pure pitch blend, which is 
black material - produces a reading of only 1 900 counts.  The material that lies at Yeelirrie is basically white 
calcrete, but the surfaces are now yellow.  Because the uranium content is so high, just the precipitation of rain 
and the acid effects of that rain are enough to turn the surface into pure yellowcake.  It is important that members 
get an idea of how radioactive that area is. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Why do you think the Environmental Protection Authority has not required that to be fixed 
if it is so terrible? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Certainly in 1994 the EPA -  

Hon Norman Moore:  You make it sound like there is a nuclear bomb just sitting there ready to go off. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It is not.  However, in terms of the health and safety of the people - 

Hon Norman Moore:  How many people live at Yeelirrie, as a matter of interest? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I will go back to 1994 when Western Mining went to the EPA and said, “Sorry, we 
didn’t realise how dangerous this stuff was.  The poor old pastoralist has been swimming in the pond we left for 
him.”  As a result of that, Western Mining and the EPA put a series of ring fences around those deposits at 
staggered 600-metre distances, with massive signs.  Equipment monitors the air all the time.  There is on-ground 
monitoring.  Western Mining visits that site on a monthly basis, and the pastoralist is now nowhere near it.  
However, prior to 1994 there was no fencing.  Now at least there is fencing.  However, the material is still on the 
surface and is leaching out beyond the fence lines.  We are talking about a very soft, chalk-like material. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I know.  I have been there.  Maybe I have a problem. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Yes.  When it rains, it leaches out off site.  It is a significant issue and needs to be 
addressed.  

I will move on to some concerns I have with the legislation.  I have raised the issue of the international 
agreement with America.  I would like to find out what role the World Trade Organisation may or may not play 
at some stage should we determine that an international nuclear waste facility in this State, or in this country, is 
not in our best interests.   

One of the issues in the legislation that gives me some concern is munitions.  When I say “munitions”, I do not 
necessarily mean nuclear bombs; I mean depleted uranium.  If depleted uranium, which is categorised as a waste, 
is used at Lancelin, it is determined that that waste is in and comes from Western Australia.  Given that this 
legislation seeks to exempt any waste that is generated from nuclear sources within Western Australia, how will 
the issue of depleted uranium, if it is used at Lancelin, be addressed?  One would assume that at some stage in 
the future we might relinquish the Lancelin training facility, and it may become the property of the State or a 
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developer.  If DU waste is found on the site, where and how will we deal with that material, given that it is 
expressly exempted in this legislation?  They are some questions for the minister. 

Having gone through all that, I commend the Government for introducing this legislation.  The Greens (WA), 
along with the Government, and hopefully the Opposition, will be vigilant in ensuring that no waste from the 
Lucas Heights facility ends up in Western Australia.  

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [11.17 am]:  I listened with much interest to the two previous 
speakers on this issue.  Without doubt, the history that Hon Robin Chapple put forward was most interesting.  
However, I am approaching this legislation in a slightly different manner because I believe it is more pertinent to 
what occurs in Western Australia on a much lower level.  In principle, I certainly support the concept that 
Western Australia should not be forced to accept and store nuclear waste created in or by other countries and, to 
a lesser extent - I emphasise that - other States and Territories of Australia.  I wish to emphasise that there is 
certainly no support for an international dumping ground to be created in Western Australia.  I am totally against 
the idea of an operation such as that which was put forward by Pangea Resources Australia being established in 
Western Australia.   

Moving on to a further issue, constitutionally the Commonwealth takes precedence over the States and 
Territories.  I presume that the minister has good legal advice that this legislation will stand up to any attempt by 
the Commonwealth to override it.  I certainly look forward to the minister’s advice in this respect when debating 
the Bill in detail, if it goes into committee.  The amendments to the primary legislation appear to be designed to 
prohibit the storage or transport in Western Australia of any nuclear waste not produced in this State.  I would 
also like the minister to confirm my assumption of that during the detailed debate.  Should my assumption be 
correct, by definition that means that waste from the Lucas Heights reactor in New South Wales could not be 
stored or transported in Western Australia.  On the other hand, under the Radiation Safety Act, low-level nuclear 
waste produced in this State can be stored at the intractable waste disposal facility at Mt Walton.  The Oxford 
Dictionary defines “intractable” as not docile, refractory or not easily dealt with.  Among the many alternatives 
for “intractable” in Roget’s Thesaurus are difficult, impossible, dangerous and unmanageable.   

Numerous applications of nuclear material are used in this State, one of which is for medical purposes for 
sterilisation and diagnostic and therapeutic treatment.  There are various agricultural devices for measuring soil 
moisture or detecting pipeline leaks.  My research indicates that each year in excess of 300 000 people 
throughout Australia rely on medical procedures that utilise radioactive material.  Approximately 10 per cent of 
these people are citizens of Western Australia and, as I have said, they benefit from both therapeutic and 
diagnostic treatment.  That is a large number of people.  Certainly when one considers that well over 300 000 
people throughout Australia rely on nuclear-based medications, I think our responsibilities for the disposal of 
nuclear waste should be viewed in a slightly different light from that which a lot of people initially take.  Nuclear 
waste is defined in this legislation as material that is or contains a radioactive substance.  I would very much like 
a definition of exactly which medicines will fall into that category.   

The waste produced in this State is generally of a low-grade nature.  Low-grade waste is that type of nuclear 
waste that dissipates within a short period.  Opposed to this is the high-grade waste that continues to radiate for 
hundreds of years.  However, I am advised that high-grade waste is not produced anywhere in Australia, and that 
includes Lucas Heights.  Accordingly, we are talking about low-grade waste only.  Given that the Mt Walton 
facility has been designed to accommodate intractable or unmanageable waste, it follows that it is capable of 
storing any nuclear waste produced in Australia.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  High-grade waste is produced at Lucas Heights, but it goes to France for reprocessing and 
then it comes back.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  That is what I initially thought.  However, somewhere in the research I have done on this 
issue - I do not have it in front of me, unfortunately - it states that no high-grade weapons disposal type waste is 
produced in Australia.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  There is no weapons-grade material produced in Australia; that is correct.  However, high-
level waste is actually a used nuclear fuel rod.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I will accept that at this stage.  However, we are basically talking about low-grade waste 
only.  Given that the Mt Walton facility has been designed to accommodate it, it follows that the facility should 
be capable of storing the waste produced at Lucas Heights.   
I have read with interest the arguments that were mounted about this Bill by the member for South Perth and also 
by the Liberal member Mike Board in the other place.  The member for South Perth advanced the concept that 
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approximately 10 per cent of the nuclear isotopes produced by the Lucas Heights reactor in New South Wales 
are used by Western Australians each year.  I presume that is for medical and agricultural purposes.  On that 
basis, the member for South Perth reasoned that Western Australia should accept and store 10 per cent of the 
waste produced at the Lucas Heights reactor.  The member for South Perth also indicated that significant 
research was being undertaken at Lucas Heights, and that passing this Bill would signal to the research 
community that Western Australia did not support research.  I think that is an unfortunate but true assumption.  
In defence of the first argument put forward by the member, it must be acknowledged that the Commonwealth 
apparently is looking for one storage site only.  Although I accept in principle the member’s suggestion about 
that, I cannot see that his proposal is practical, unless the Commonwealth changes its storage site selection 
criteria to seek multiple storage sites.  However, as I have indicated, I support the member’s second argument 
entirely.  As an Australian, I am concerned that the promulgation of this amending legislation will signal to the 
world and the rest of Australia that we are being sectional or divisive and possibly discriminatory against our 
fellow Australians.  Above all, this legislation will signal that we are not prepared to be good neighbours and are 
not prepared to partake of it; we will take the benefits of the research and exploration, but we will not wear our 
share of the consequences.  As I say, such a large number of people are treated medically that we, along with the 
rest of Australia, have an obligation to participate in this regard.  In my view, this legislation emphasises the fact 
that this Government is prepared to close its mind to the practical advancement that would benefit our State and 
country and certainly many of its inhabitants.  I believe this has been done to pander to the extreme left at the 
expense of what should be a very detailed and truthful explanation of the actual position.  Under those 
circumstances, I will not support this legislation.  We need to sit down and take a very close look at where the 
scientific advancement in this country is going and what position we as a State are to play in it.   
HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [11.28 am]:  I recognise the Government’s right to introduce 
legislation such as this, and I certainly will not oppose it.  I remember very well four years ago when Hon Giz 
Watson asked some questions about a road that goes east from Marble Bar.  It used to be called the Woody 
Woody Road and it was to be used to access a dump site for Pangea Resources Australia, as it was known in 
those days.  I have read recently that the head of that organisation - it is a different group now - said that it would 
never impose the storage of nuclear waste on another country.  I do not think that was ever the intention of 
having the road.  The road was built because it runs through one of the richest mineral fields in Western 
Australia.  However, all sorts of things can be read into the construction of the roads and the like.  From my 
point of the view, it was politically expedient to do that and I hope that the same exercise is not being repeated 
here.  I would like the minister to outline the value of this Bill and the case to support its going through the 
Parliament when the federal Government has the ability to override it. 

In every walk of life, advances in technology have been absolutely remarkable, and this may well be the case 
with the way in which we handle nuclear waste in the future.  Legislation may be used only in the short term 
because other advances in technology may come into play.  The current Nuclear Waste Storage (Prohibition) Act 
encompasses international waste.  This new legislation extends that prohibition within Australia and incorporates 
the transport of waste.  A number of amendments to the legislation are to be made, including inserting the word 
“transportation” into the long title.  The amendments add a definition of “nuclear plant”, amend the definition of 
“nuclear waste” and remove references to the Radiological Council.  They amend the objectives of the Act to 
include the transportation of waste in this State and they define the reference to State Parliament as being the 
only body that can permit the storage and transportation of nuclear waste, which is the point I made a while ago.  
If changes need to be made to the legislation, it needs to come back to Parliament, and, depending on what party 
is in power at the time and the way that is dealt with, we may well see changes with regard to the way that 
nuclear waste is handled.  The legislation contains provisions for emergency situations, which includes waste 
that is brought into the State illegally.  It provides a prohibition on the transportation of nuclear waste, except in 
exceptional circumstances or emergencies, and allows for a penalty of $500 000.  A provision also gives the 
relevant minister the power to stop a range of activities, including the construction and operation of a nuclear 
waste facility.  The minister may well come under enormous pressure if that sort of proposition is put to him and 
he has to make a decision.  However, it is interesting to note that that itself is in the legislation, and that there are 
amendments to the Nuclear Activities Regulation Act 1978 and the Radiation Safety Act 1975 to include 
transportation as well as storage.   
I wanted to make those couple of remarks.  I reiterate the fact that I would like to know how much relevance this 
Bill will have, bearing in mind the federal Parliament may have the power to override it.  I also point out that a 
provision was put in to deal with the Pangea Resources Australia exercise.  At the time the road was built there, I 
was the Minister for Transport, and, in my view, that organisation made it clear that it would not impose the 
construction of a nuclear facility on any organisation, including a Western Australian one.  Although I will 
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support the passage of this legislation through Parliament at this time, I point out that technological changes in 
the future may well see other advancements that could be used in the disposal of nuclear waste. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [11.34 am]:  Hon Simon O’Brien 
has described this legislation as a stunt, and I think he is right.  The Government would love the Liberal Party to 
oppose it because it could then tell everybody that the Liberal Party wants to have massive nuclear waste dumps 
in Western Australia and that it is irresponsible in these matters.  As far as the Government is concerned, the 
Liberal Party would be responsible for people glowing in the night and all sorts of dreadful calamities that might 
befall us.  Obviously, the Liberal Party will support the legislation to avoid that base level of debate.   

The tragedy of the nuclear power issue is that it is impossible now to have a proper, sensible, measured and 
reasoned debate on nuclear energy.  We have been so frightened, as a community, by the Greens (WA) and 
trendy Labor Party members that people are too petrified to have anything to do with nuclear waste or nuclear 
energy, albeit that many of them are still alive because of nuclear medicine and that something like 60 per cent 
of the energy produced in France comes from nuclear power stations.  It is a crazy scenario in which we find 
ourselves, where we cannot have a decent, proper, sensible and logical debate about nuclear energy and all the 
issues that are attached to that.   

Hon Robin Chapple said that everybody at Yeelirrie will be subjected to massive radioactivity levels, bearing in 
mind that about two people live at Yeelirrie and at quite a significant distance from the slot, as they call it, and 
where the mullock has been left after that small mining operation closed.  I guess the next nearest residents to 
that location are about 150 kilometres away.  However, Hon Robin Chapple tells us that all the people in the east 
Murchison area are under threat because of this activity.  He read out some comments made by Hon Colin 
Barnett when he was the Minister for Resources Development that if Western Australia was going to be part of 
the nuclear cycle - in other words, mining uranium in Western Australia - it ought to be involved in the debate 
about what happened to it.  If Australia, particularly Western Australia, is going to be part of the nuclear cycle in 
the sense that we are exploring and mining uranium and making it available, we may have to take some 
responsibility for the disposal of any waste that might be generated as a result.  The then minister simply said 
that if we were going to be a part of that process, we needed to be part of the solution, which is proper.  I 
remember when Hon Colin Barnett said that the Labor Party went running around the place saying that he was 
all about destroying Western Australia’s clean green image and having nuclear waste dumps in this State; they 
completely misrepresented the point he tried to make. 

As you would know, Mr Deputy President (Hon George Cash), I have spent a little time studying CO2 
sequestration.  I am told that greenhouse gases are a significant problem with regard to the future of the planet, 
and that vast quantities of CO2 are produced by power stations that burn coal.  I am also told that nuclear power 
stations do not generate the CO2 levels that coal-fired power stations do.  From some environmental 
perspectives, nuclear power is vastly preferable to a range of other sources of energy.  The fact that vast 
quantities of energy are produced by nuclear powered plants in various parts of the world, particularly in the 
United States and Europe, demonstrates that they are a reality of life.  If they were all turned off tomorrow, 
people would starve and die in their thousands.  Are we supposed to bury our heads in the sand and ignore the 
fact that these things exist or close them down if we can, as the Greens (WA) would have us do?  Obviously 
sensible people recognise that we simply cannot do that.  We must recognise that the world needs energy; that 
there are many environmental aspects to energy production and its various sources; and that when energy is 
produced it sometimes creates side effects that must be addressed.  The Collie coal-fired power station is 
churning out vast quantities of CO2 gases.  Is the Government saying that we should have legislation to stop that 
happening?  Obviously it is not because it recognises that it is an important part of the energy production system 
of Western Australia.  However, the Government is prepared to come into this place with a Bill that says nuclear 
waste cannot be transported into Western Australia.   

I share the views of Hon Murray Criddle and Hon John Fischer; I suspect that the Bill is not constitutional.  I will 
be interested to hear the minister’s views about that.  If it is not constitutional, that would further demonstrate the 
fact that the Bill is a stunt designed to create a political debate about an issue that is not being debated.  We 
agreed to legislation that prevented the Pangeas of this world coming to Western Australia.  That law is in 
existence now.  That is not enough for the Labor Party.  It must now take the next step of trying to add another 
dimension to the argument and seeking to push the Liberal Party into a position in which it might say that we 
must be sensible about this and that we should not be going down this path.  I hope that one of these days we can 
be mature enough as a society to be able to debate nuclear energy issues without descending into the most base 
political rhetoric, because we need to do so.  As a society we need to look at whether nuclear-powered power 
stations are better for the environment than coal-fired power stations.  Maybe if we had had one, we would not 
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have had the problem that we had the other day, the lights would not have gone out and the airconditioners 
would not have been turned off.  

Hon John Fischer:  The Greens have got people so worried about this that they have got it totally out of 
proportion. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is what I have been saying.  Regrettably, the other major political party, which 
happens to be the Government in Western Australia at the present time, wants to get onto that political 
bandwagon and try to drive people into corners and portray them as being irresponsible.  The Greens have a duty 
to assess what they are saying on the basis of whether it is serious exaggeration.  I do not know how they sleep at 
night, because they must be so worried about so many things that being able to sleep must be almost an 
impossibility. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Perhaps they need drugs to help them sleep. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Perhaps they do. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  They never sleep because they have the balance of power. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The reason they are able to capture five to 10 per cent of the vote is that they are able 
to create fear and uncertainty in the minds of some people, particularly young people, with their exaggerated, 
lopsided, one-dimensional view of the major environmental issues.  If they did not keep exaggerating but made 
the decision that we should debate these issues logically and sensibly in a mature way, nobody would vote for 
them.  Politics has one-dimensional groups that prey on a small number of people by creating fear in their minds, 
thereby getting themselves enough seats in upper Houses in which proportional representation invariably leads to 
minor parties having the balance of power.  Maybe somebody needs to think about that in the future.  I am happy 
to talk to anybody about that. 

The Opposition will obviously support the Bill because that is the politics of nuclear energy these days.  I 
suspect the Bill is not constitutional.  If it is not, it will demonstrate the Government’s motives in respect of this 
matter.  We do ourselves a disservice if we do not debate these issues properly and sensibly without trying to get 
into political rhetoric.  I say that on the basis that Western Australia has vast quantities of uranium that it could 
be mining and sending to the nuclear power stations of the world, thus providing energy for people.  What is 
better - to have a nuclear power station or no energy at all?  Members might ask some people in Africa what they 
would rather have.  It reminds me of the occasion when the Greens so frightened the Government of Zambia that 
it had thousands of tonnes of genetically modified grain stored but would not let the people eat it.  It said that it 
was better that people starved to death than eat genetically modified grain.  What sort of a crazy world are we 
living in?  We are saying to the people of Africa that they cannot have any energy if it comes from nuclear 
power, because nuclear power is bad for them, even though energy is probably good for them.  The world must 
debate these issues sensibly and maturely.  People should not simply descend to political stunts to try to drive 
others into corners on an issue and then run out to tell the public what they want it to mean in a political context.   

We will support the Bill, but I urge the Government to stop playing games with these sorts of issues, sit down, 
think about it sensibly, discuss it maturely and come up with answers that the world needs, not simple rhetoric 
and political stunts. 

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [11.47 am]:  This is a difficult issue because we can agree on some 
aspects of it and not on others.  I have a real problem because I see the Bill as being too extreme.  I agree 100 per 
cent with Hon Norman Moore: the politics of the issue are the problem.  I can imagine what the headlines in the 
newspapers might be.  They might be “Embry supports Western Australia becoming a nuclear dump” or 
whatever.  There is a scare campaign.  I reflect on the only time that nuclear weapons have been used in anger.  
It is pretty well documented that more radioactivity is emitted every year by luminous dials on wristwatches than 
was released by the nuclear bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  That is the reality.  Too much 
emphasis is placed on things going wrong; for example, the nuclear power accident that occurred in the former 
Soviet Union.  It had terrible consequences.  However, in many ways nuclear power is environmentally one of 
the better types of power.  I was interested in Hon John Fischer’s line of argument, and I agree with it.  He said 
that we in Western Australia cannot expect to gain from the advantages of research and not participate in what is 
possibly part of the downside.  That could be extended further to say that much of the research is done in the 
United States, so perhaps we have a responsibility there.  I would not like that to happen, but we are growing 
closer and closer to the United States in many ways, and it is a real worry.  The United States has made an 
absolute fortune out of exporting nuclear technology, and it is only reasonable to say that, having won the 
financial gain, it should suffer the pain.  Why should Australia potentially suffer the pain while the United States 
enjoys the financial gain? 
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If we were always convinced by the negative side of things, none of us would ever travel by air or by car; we 
would never physically cross the road on a crosswalk, because sometimes people are killed on crosswalks.  
Sometimes fatal car accidents and aeroplane crashes occur.  There are so many dangers in life.  If we always 
concentrate on those dangers, as some people want to, we lose the balancing effect of the advantages.  If people 
say they will never have operations because sometimes people die on the operating table, that is just not a 
sensible approach.  I do not want Western Australia to be turned into a nuclear depository for the rest of the 
world, but I believe this Bill is too extreme.  What is to prevent the federal Government usurping land, as it can 
for certain reasons, and doing what it wants?  There is potential for an economic bonanza for Western Australia 
in encouraging some activities.  Western Australia is a huge State.  Maybe it would be wise to offer a small part 
of Western Australia as a very safe and secure area.  The Government could probably then balance its budget, if 
it were done wisely.  I am not advocating that; I am suggesting it as a line of thought.  

Hon John Fischer:  For open and reasonable debate.   

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Of course.  On too many subjects - and this is probably the worst one of all - the 
emotions, the ignorance and the lack of scientific knowledge prevent that.  There is probably not enough 
scientific knowledge on this subject, and there is even less knowledge of it out on the street.  For those reasons, I 
am very happy to run the political risk, and I will be opposing the Bill.  

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [11.53 am]:  I apologise to the Leader of the House for jumping up, 
but having listened to the Leader of the Opposition come up with a series of untruths about my party, I will take 
this opportunity to briefly ask him to apologise for the untrue statements he has made.  He made statements that 
the Greens - 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  We have heard every other speaker in relative silence.  
Hon Jim Scott is entitled to that same relative silence.  Other members will have the opportunity to speak later 
on.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  The Leader of the Opposition made statements about how the Greens were just trying to scare 
people as he said they had done in Zambia, which refused to accept genetically modified grain as aid from the 
United States.  He said the Greens had frightened Zambia into not accepting the GM crop that the US was trying 
to get rid of at the time.  In fact, that is not the truth.  The Greens had nothing to do with that whatsoever.  Many 
African countries are extremely concerned about their crops being contaminated by genetically modified seed, 
because the aid will be distributed as whole grain, leading to genetic pollution in their countries.  It was their 
concern, not that of the Greens.  That was an untruth, and the Leader of the Opposition should withdraw it.  He is 
a very dishonest person to make those remarks.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Hon Jim Scott cannot use that sort of language in a 
speech.  I must have regard to the context in which words are said.  The member to whom the words were 
directed has not jumped to his feet to seek to have the words withdrawn, but I have to say that from the point of 
view of the Chair, Hon Jim Scott is running very close to the line.  I say that with respect to the context in which 
it is being said.  

Withdrawal of Remarks 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Mr Deputy President, I did not jump up because you interrupted debate, but I certainly 
do not consider that it is right for the Leader of the Opposition to be accused of being a very dishonest person, 
and I am offended by the remark.  I ask that it be withdrawn.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Under the circumstances - a member having raised the issue with the Chair - I ask 
Hon Jim Scott to withdraw the remark.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I will withdraw that remark, but I will - 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  The words are withdrawn, but the member must not qualify that withdrawal.  He 
can now say whatever he wants to say as long as he does not use those words.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  I ask that the Leader of the Opposition withdraw his untruthful statement that the Greens had 
anything to do with the Zambian situation, because they did not.  If anyone from the party to which Hon Norman 
Moore belongs talks about the Greens scaring people, they should have regard to the remarks made by the 
national leader of that party, who has made many remarks about weapons of mass destruction that he knew full 
well were not there, and about the people being thrown overboard.  He should look very closely at himself and 
his own party, before trying to frighten people in that way.  
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Point of Order 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  The speaker is not confining his remarks to the subject of the debate.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Hon Paddy Embry is entitled to raise that issue with me, but the problem he has is 
that I happen to be listening carefully to what is being said.  In the context of the general debate, what is being 
said is within the scope of the debate.  We have moved off into areas of weapons of mass destruction and grain 
in foreign countries, while we are dealing with this nuclear issue.  Hon Jim Scott is well within the scope of the 
debate.  

Debate Resumed 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  In fact, this debate does impact on weapons of mass destruction, because every country that I 
am aware of that has nuclear power has had that nuclear power for another purpose - that of developing nuclear 
weapons.  Whether it is Pakistan, North Korea, Israel - 

Hon Norman Moore:  What about Japan?  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  What about Japan?  Does the member not think Japan is moving towards a military position 
today, and preparing for the eventuality that it can do that?  The reality is that nuclear power is very expensive; 
members who have ever looked it up will know that it costs 21c a unit.  That is not cheap power.  The reality is 
that the only reason countries use it is for the development of nuclear weapons, otherwise it would not be in use 
today.  It is an immoral industry, it is dirty and inefficient. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  What about health? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  What about it?  What about the use of cyclotrons instead? 

Hon Murray Criddle:  That is a modern development. 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  There are alternatives; they have been around for quite a while.  There is no doubt that we 
can find all sorts of uses for all sorts of things, but the reality is that it is not reasonable to say that nuclear energy 
is, on its own, an economically viable way of producing energy.  There are far cheaper methods of producing 
energy.  It produces huge amounts of greenhouse gas emissions because it uses massive amounts of energy when 
it is being extracted from the ground and during transportation.  Taking that product from the raw material and 
processing it through to the nuclear reactor stage requires huge amounts of energy, so it is not energy efficient at 
all. 

Having made those remarks, I support the Bill and give way to the Leader of the House to complete his remarks, 
because this type of legislation is important.  As much as anything, it is important to send a message to those 
who see Western Australia as a waste depository.  The Greens (WA) not only are opposed to nuclear and other 
intractable waste being brought into Australia, but also we think that if waste is not treated at its source, it 
encourages greater production of waste.  Those countries responsible for the production of waste must deal with 
it themselves. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  You do not like coal, oil or petrol.  How are people going to move around this world under 
your vision? 

Hon JIM SCOTT:  We did not say that we do not like coal or oil.  I am talking about waste rather than energy.  I 
am talking about nuclear waste storage.  The principle of any proper waste control measure is to not transport 
waste to other places, but to make those people who produce it responsible for dealing with it in their own area; 
otherwise it will not be dealt with appropriately, there will be a huge expansion of waste and it will be dumped 
into Third World countries.  I do not want Australia to be a Third World country, even if those members 
opposite do.  I support the Bill. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [12.03 pm]:  I thank all honourable members who 
have contributed to this debate.  First, I thank Hon Simon O’Brien for his support and his informed opinions on 
the Bill, which he clearly understands very well.  Hon Simon O’Brien has quantified the volume and degree of 
radioactivity in relation to the material within the scope of the Bill, and it works out at roughly one small 
seatainer - a TEU - which will peak at about 10 TEUs, a 20-foot equivalent unit, in the commissioning of Lucas 
Heights.  I was also asked a question by Hon Simon O’Brien relating to one of the factors that led the 
Government to give this amendment Bill some priority.  He referred to the oil drilling hardware and the need to 
bring that back from a rig to the shore for it to be dealt with.  In the oil and gas industry, naturally occurring 
radioactive material can be present in what is called scale that can accumulate in pipework or in pressure vessels 
used in hydrocarbon processing.  Scale is similar to the build-up in domestic appliances used in areas in which 
there is hard water.  In the WA petroleum industry, scale containing naturally occurring radioactive material 
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usually has quite low levels of radioactivity.  Naturally occurring radioactive waste can be caught by the Nuclear 
Waste Storage (Prohibition) Act 1999, because of the broad definition of “nuclear waste” in that Act.  One of the 
reasons for this amendment Bill is to deal with that.  That point was referred to once or twice by other speakers.  
An incidental result of the Bill is to make clear that storage and movement of naturally occurring material is not 
prohibited.  If the material is radioactive, as defined in the Radiation Safety Act, it would be regulated under that 
Act as long as the material is within Western Australia and not outside Western Australian waters. 

Hon Simon O’Brien also asked whether the Commonwealth was able to use commonwealth land and so avoid 
the impact of the Bill.  A derivation of that question was also built upon by Hon Murray Criddle’s question when 
he raised the section 109 issues.  I do not think that can happen, because the amendment to the Act prohibits not 
only the storage, which the Commonwealth could get over in the use of its land, but also the transportation of the 
prescribed material, and also because of the injunctive power that is in the hands of the Minister for Health. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  What if it were transferred by air? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Air navigation is a function of the Commonwealth, and if the Commonwealth had an 
airstrip on the said land, that also would raise issues.  Later in my speech I will refer to the way in which the 
injunctive power can be used.  The injunctive power relates to clause 11 of the Bill, which inserts new section 
8A in the Act.  The injunctive power is not specifically aimed at the Commonwealth or any other entity or 
jurisdiction.  Their purpose is to allow the minister to act promptly to prevent activities associated with the 
storage or transportation of nuclear waste.  Some of those activities may be very diverse indeed, and they are so 
broad as to include the very remote possibility of nuclear waste being brought into this State or included in the 
State’s waters illegally.  An injunctive power is a desirable component of the legislation, because it provides the 
Minister for Health with considerable flexibility to deal with foreseen or unforeseen incidents, such as the illegal 
arrival of a cargo of waste in Western Australia’s zone of jurisdiction.  I do not know whether the injunctive 
power could be used in a circumstance such as the honourable member described by way of interjection; that is, 
the Commonwealth having an airstrip on its own land and then disposing of the goods on its own land.  
However, it could be that an injunctive power could be applied before the goods left New South Wales.  That is 
an element of flexibility.  I do not know how that could happen.   

I might as well deal with the section 109 issues that were raised by Hon Murray Criddle in the same context.  He 
asked how relevant the Bill was, since the Commonwealth can override the effect of Western Australia’s 
legislation under section 109 of the Constitution.  That is a reasonable proposition.  Section 109 exists to resolve 
that the laws of the Commonwealth will override the effect of the laws of the State to the extent that an 
inconsistency occurs.  I have simplified that provision, but that is basically what it means.  The key words are 
those that provide that the power of the Commonwealth to override state laws is limited to the extent of the 
inconsistency.  That is the key.  This is an area of law on which we have had to legislate on a number of 
occasions, especially for corporate law, to make sure that the circle is complete in that regard.  Advice has been 
taken on this matter from the Crown Solicitor’s Office, which indicated that the Commonwealth would be able 
to override the legislation only through either a new Act of Parliament - that is, to the extent of the 
inconsistency -  

Hon Murray Criddle:  A new federal Act?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is correct.  The Crown Solicitor’s advice is clearly predicated on the view that no 
existing commonwealth legislation would generate a matter of inconsistency.  He said that the Commonwealth 
could override the state legislation only if a new federal Act or regulations were developed, specifically under 
the commonwealth Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Act 1998.  However, it would be open to 
the Senate to block either the Act or the regulations.  The State’s response would be to lobby the Senate to do 
just that.  The legal point Hon Murray Criddle made is correct: the Commonwealth could use section 109 of the 
Constitution to override the point of the Act.  The honourable member then asked the next obvious question: 
would our Act be irrelevant?  I do not believe that it would be, notwithstanding the section 109 considerations, 
because no current commonwealth law is inconsistent with it, although the Commonwealth could develop 
regulations under the aforesaid commonwealth Act that would be.  However, it might then have problems in 
getting that through the Legislature.  What Hon Murray Criddle outlined is possible, but at the moment it is not a 
key or present consideration.   

There was a genuine need for urgent action when the parent Act was introduced as a Bill.  Since that time a more 
bipartisan position has developed in Western Australia.  That has been reflected in the comments today and has 
certainly reduced the level of urgency we face.  We are also seeing a change in the position of the 
Commonwealth.   
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Hon Robin Chapple provided a comprehensive background to the development of the issue and stated many of 
the things that I would otherwise have mentioned in providing a background to the legislation.  He was also clear 
on the reasons for State Parliaments to take their own action.  There have been two reasons for that; firstly, a 
need to protect their citizens’ own interests, and, secondly, a need to send an unambiguous message to the 
international nuclear industry and its host nations that if they want to develop such material as a by-product of 
their nuclear industry, they will have to make adequate arrangements within their own boundaries or those of a 
compliant third party nation.  When people say that is unrealistic, I ask them to consider where the nuclear 
nations are located.  This is a point I seem to recall raising in the debate on the original Bill.  None of the nuclear 
nations, with the exception of Japan to the extent that it is a nuclear nation, is in a geologically or politically 
unstable area.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  North Korea is a little marginal.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  All nuclear countries have relatively remote areas.  Given the nature of the nuclear 
material - we have had a realistic discussion about the nature of the material - there is nowhere in any of those 
nations where nuclear waste could not be stored with a reasonable degree of safety.  People say that nuclear 
material must be brought to Australia because it is a great location that is geologically and politically stable.  I 
will deal with the political issue first.  High-level nuclear material has a half-life of 20 000 years, or something 
of that nature.  The current political stability of the nation is irrelevant because whether Australia will be 
politically stable in 10 years, let alone 20 000 years, is debatable.  The argument about geological stability is a 
fair one.  However, Australia is not alone in being geologically stable.  Do not the United States, the 
Commonwealth of Independent States and Britain have geologically stable areas?  Britain is an interesting 
example, given that Pangea Resources Australia is a British company.   

Hon John Fischer:  This legislation is about storing Australian-manufactured nuclear waste; it is not really about 
Pangea or anything like that.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is indeed.  The member has missed the point of the legislation.  This legislation is about 
the storage and transport of nuclear waste.  Hypothetically, Western Australia could be faced with a situation in 
which a load of international high-level nuclear waste arrives illegally in the State’s waters.  That could happen.  
Recall what happened -  

Hon John Fischer:  That could happen anywhere at any time.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Without this legislation we would have no specific way of dealing with it.  It is a very 
important issue.  I take the member’s point.  However, I want to be clear that I cannot think of a single country 
that does not have the capacity to store its nuclear waste within its own borders.  I cannot comprehend how 
anyone can say that this stuff must be stored in Australia because it cannot be stored in Britain.  I cannot 
comprehend that.   

Hon John Fischer:  I am sorry to interject, but I think that is an emotive issue.  This legislation is basically about 
the nuclear waste that is produced within Australia, and in particular the waste that is produced at Lucas Heights.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I take the member’s point, and I will move on.  Importantly, the legislation deals with not 
only the transportation but also the storage of nuclear waste.   

Members heard about the Mexican storage facility that was sold to a US corporation, which then sought to 
reopen the facility.  Subsequently, the US corporation took successful legal action to have the facility reopened.  
The question has been asked whether that could happen here.  I cannot comment on the law that allowed that to 
happen in Mexico, but my feeling is that it could not happen here if such an action were taken that conflicted 
with Australian or Western Australian law.  I am aware of the free trade agreement between Mexico and North 
America under the North American Free Trade Agreement and of the free trade agreement between Chile and 
the US.  Action has been taken under corporate law regarding the free trade agreement between Chile and the US 
because the Chileans are now thinking very seriously about how the case in Mexico affects its agreement with 
the US.  Australia does not and never will have a free trade agreement with the United States, and anyone who 
thought we would have one was dreaming.  We do not have binding corporate law arrangements with the United 
States.  They are something to be wary of.  We need to look very carefully at the Chilean and Mexican 
experience regarding their free trade agreements with the US.  Countries with a free trade agreement with the US 
can become captive to the US legal system under some circumstances.   

Hon Paddy Embry:  And Canada. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed.  Under the World Trade Organisation rules, the poor old Canadian Wheat Board 
has been dragged before the World Trade Organisation 10 times in the past 14 years.  Any time we enter into a 
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trade agreement, we need to look closely at the sanctions that are provided.  My answer, to the limited extent of 
my capacity within the scope of that question, is that I do not believe it can happen here.   

A question was asked about munitions and depleted uranium ordnance.  Hon Robin Chapple made the point that 
if depleted uranium ordnance had been used at Lancelin, it would therefore become local nuclear waste.  I guess 
that is true; I do not really disagree with that.  I understand that the United States armed services have informed 
that no depleted uranium ordnance has been used at Lancelin.  Therefore, that question may be hypothetical.  
However, if such ordnance had been used, I agree that would be an issue, because it would be local nuclear 
waste.   

Hon Robin Chapple:  They informed the Mexican Government that they were not using depleted uranium 
ordnance on any of their sites in Mexico, and it was found subsequently that they were.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I did not attest to the truth of that advice from the US military.   

Hon John Fisher referred to the current arrangements for nuclear waste storage and also to the extent of the value 
of nuclear diagnostics in both medicine and industry.  We all recognise that.  However, in acknowledging that 
point we should note that in medicine at least, and perhaps also in industry, the reliance on nuclear diagnostics is 
declining with the adoption of technologies such as magnetic resonance imaging and cyclotrons.   

The Leader of the Opposition was pretty unkind, I think, about the legislation and raised some interesting 
ideological points.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I was not unkind at all.  That is a sort of value statement that does not -  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is also a value statement to imply that the legislation is in some senses a stunt. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Yes, I did say that.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is what I meant when I said the Leader of the Opposition was unkind. 

Hon Norman Moore:  If that is the most unkind that I can be -  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am currently pondering what unkind means, and I am still working my way through the 
relative distinctions of that word, but I will not go into that now.  Fortunately, the public’s view is not so cynical, 
nor so cavalier, about the need to have some form of legislation to control the transportation and storage of 
nuclear waste.  This legislation is not a stunt, and to suggest that it is a stunt is really to trivialise an issue about 
which people have a real, and usually quite well informed, concern.  I acknowledge that there is some hysteria 
about this issue, and to that extent I understand what the Leader of the Opposition was saying.  This issue has 
been around for a long time -  

Hon Norman Moore:  And the level of debate is getting worse because of things like this.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not really think it is.  This is an issue that even the more senior of us have lived with 
for most of our lives, if not all of our lives.  I acknowledge that there is hysteria, but I believe also that there is a 
lot of well-informed opinion in the Western Australian community that would support the need for a State 
Government to take some degree of control over the transportation and storage of nuclear waste in this State.  It 
is one thing to seek out mature debate on nuclear power and the nuclear industry generally, and I support that, 
but it is unfair to maintain that the caution and opposition to the nuclear industry is simply a function of green-
left ideology.  It is not ideology any more and it is superfluous to suggest it is.  Mainstream apprehension about 
the nuclear industry stems not from politics or ideology but from hard facts that were developed at Three Mile 
Island, the Kola peninsula and Chernobyl, and hard facts that are now starting to become known in Kazakhstan.  
These were not political or ideological positions; they were environmental catastrophes.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  Were they generating plants or holding and storage areas? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Kazakhstan is a waste facility; Chernobyl, of course, is a power facility; the Kola 
peninsula is a waste dump for nuclear-powered vessels; and Three Mile Island is a power plant.  They are all 
different.  These are not the products of politics or ideology; they are the products of assessment of fact.  We 
must be realistic about our assessment of fact. 

There is no doubt that the coal and oil industries have killed more people and destroyed more of the environment 
than the nuclear industry ever has.  However, that is not the relevant question that we must ask ourselves.  The 
question we must ask ourselves in the context of this Bill is whether it is relevant for the State Parliament to take 
some control over the way nuclear waste is stored and transported in Western Australia.  It is as simple as that; it 
is not a big question.  It is not one that is politically or ideologically challenging.  Should the State Parliament 
have a degree of control?  Is it a stunt to introduce legislation that provides a degree of control?  I think not.  I do 
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not believe this is an extreme Bill in any way at all; it simply states that we must have a degree of control over 
our future in this regard. 

I thank all members for their contribution; it has been a very interesting debate.  I thank them for their contrary 
views as well as their supportive views, but I hope they will accept that this is a matter that the Government 
takes extremely seriously. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (27) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Sue Ellery Hon Dee Margetts Hon Jim Scott 
Hon George Cash Hon Adele Farina Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Christine Sharp 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Norman Moore Hon Bill Stretch 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Graham Giffard Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Louise Pratt Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Bruce Donaldson Hon Ray Halligan Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Frank Hough Hon Barbara Scott 

Noes (2) 

Hon Paddy Embry Hon John Fischer (Teller) 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a second time.  
 


