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URANIUM MINING 
Motion 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [4.14 pm]:  I move - 

That, given this week’s signing of a uranium export agreement with China, this house supports the 
mining of uranium in Western Australia, subject to all necessary safeguards being met. 

This is a very important matter and I raise it in this place because of current activity in the mining industry, and 
the recent visit of the Chinese Premier to Western Australia and the signing of significant agreements with 
China.  To provide some background and to give the rationale for mining uranium in Western Australia, I 
undertook some research on the matter. There are three uranium mines currently operating in Australia - the 
Ranger mine in the Northern Territory, and the Olympic Dam and Beverley mines in South Australia.  Under the 
current regulatory arrangements the federal government has specific interests and responsibilities in relation to 
the regulation of uranium, including provisions of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 1999; oversight of still current and enforceable environmental requirements attached to environmental 
approvals for existing uranium mines issued following recommendations made under the now repealed 
Environment Protection (Impact of Proposals) Act 1974; environmental assessment and approval of new 
uranium mines and significant expansion to existing mines under the EPBC act; ensuring the physical security of 
nuclear materials within Australia; approval of exports of radioactive materials including uranium; 
implementation of safeguards agreements and tracking of Australian obligated nuclear materials internationally; 
and ownership of uranium in the Northern Territory and oversight of uranium mining operations in the Alligator 
River region within the Northern Territory, through the Environment Protection (Alligator Rivers Region) Act 
1978.  

Further to that, and to explain how many safeguards there are in the production of uranium, there are several 
other acts.  The Atomic Energy Act 1953 provides for the authorisation of uranium mining on any land in the 
Ranger project area in the Northern Territory.  The Nuclear Non-Proliferation (Safeguards) Act 1987, derived 
from the 1973 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, has the objective of ensuring the physical 
security of nuclear materials within Australia.  Under this legislation, possession of nuclear material, including 
uranium, requires a permit and approval from the Australian Safeguards and Non-Proliferation Office.  I have 
previously mentioned the Alligator River legislation.  The Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety 
Act 1998 provides for the protection of human health and the environment from the harmful effects of radiation. 
The transportation of uranium and its by-products is regulated through general provisions of the act that relate to 
radiation hazards. 

There are also several codes of practice, including the Code of Practice for the Safe Transport of Radioactive 
Material, the Code of Practice for Radiation Protection and Radioactive Waste Management in Mining and 
Mineral Processing, and the Code of Practice and Safety Guide for Radiation Protection and Radioactive Waste 
Management in Mining and Mineral Processing.  Under regulation 9 of the Customs (Prohibited Exports) 
Regulations 1958, made under the Customs Act 1901, an export licence is necessary for the export of radioactive 
material, including refined uranium, plutonium and thorium.  Under the regulations, the Minister for Industry, 
Tourism and Resources is responsible for approval of permits for the export of nuclear material.  Amendments to 
the regulations were made in 2000 to strengthen Australian government control over uranium exports by 
providing the Minister for Industry, Tourism and Resources with a clear and administratively efficient 
mechanism by which he can place legally binding conditions, including minesite environmental conditions, on 
the export of uranium.  Export applications are subject to assessment by the Department of Industry, Tourism 
and Resources and the Australian Safeguards and Non-Proliferation Office to ensure that Australian uranium is 
only exported for peaceful non-explosive purposes under Australia’s network of bilateral safeguards agreements. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Is that the provision that links it to the International Atomic Energy Agency? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am not sure.   

There is also a requirement to comply with the requirements of the Native Title Act 1993.  The National Native 
Title Tribunal mediates native title applications referred to it by the Federal Court, and may assist in negotiations 
about mining proposals and in the indigenous land use agreement making process. 

In South Australia, where there are two mines operating, there is the Radiation Protection and Control Act 1982, 
which provides for various categories of licence and registration, including a licence to mine or mill radioactive 
ores. The Minister for Environment and Conservation may attach conditions to such a licence. The primary 
condition applied to all licences to mine or mill radioactive ores is the requirement for compliance with the 
commonwealth’s Code of Practice for Radiation Protection and Radioactive Waste Management in Mining and 
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Mineral Processing. This mining code requires, inter alia, uranium mines to have an approved radiation 
management program and a radioactive waste management program in place.  It also has spillage incident 
reporting processes.  For example, the radiation management plan for each operation approved by the 
Environmental Protection Authority under the mining code must be applied, and conditions are placed on the 
transport of uranium.  The Radiation Protection and Control (Transport of Radioactive Substances) Regulations 
2003 essentially adopt the commonwealth’s Code of Practice for the Safe Transport of Radioactive Material.  
South Australia’s Mining Act 1971 and its Mines and Works Inspection Act 1920 provide that the Minister for 
Mineral Resources Development regulates all mining activity in South Australia.  The Roxby Downs (Indenture 
Ratification) Act 1982 relates to the Olympic Dam mine, which is regulated under that act.  The Environment 
Protection Act 1993 and the Mining Act are subject to the provisions of the indenture act.  The Olympic Dam 
indenture act specifically requires that the operators of the Olympic Dam mine must comply with radiation 
transport, waste management and NHMRC codes.  Also, they must obtain all the necessary commonwealth 
licence approvals, and at three-yearly intervals must develop a three-year program for the protection, 
management and rehabilitation of the environment and have the program approved by the minister.  The 
operators also must report annually on the outcomes of the program, and provide a report on the effectiveness of 
the program at the end of each program.  South Australia has in place environmental impact assessment 
processes under the Developmental Act 1993, and the environmental management and monitoring plan provides 
that as part of the mining lease conditions, South Australian mine operators are required under the Mining Act to 
submit for approval to the mines minister a program for protection, management and rehabilitation of the 
environment.  Several other legislative requirements must be adhered to under the SafeWork SA division of the 
South Australian Department for Administrative and Information Services, which is responsible for the Mines 
and Works Inspection Act 1920; the Occupational Health, Safety and Welfare Act 1986; and the Dangerous 
Substances Act 1979.  The Australian Government has specific reserve powers over uranium mining in the 
Northern Territory by means of the Atomic Energy Act 1953 and the Northern Territory (Self-Government) 
Regulations 1978. 
I am trying to impart to the house that there are stringent guidelines for the safe mining and development of 
uranium deposits in Australia.  When these acts of Parliament, guidelines and protocols are applied to Western 
Australia, Western Australians should have no fear about the safe mining of uranium.  It is a little more complex 
than that.   
Western Australia’s uranium deposits comprise the Kintyre, Yeelirrie, Mulga Rock, Manyingee, Lake Maitland 
and Oobagooma deposits.  I will provide information about some of the reserves and explain the rationale for the 
argument in favour of allowing the mining of uranium in Western Australia.  I will explain where the deposits 
are located.  The Kintyre deposit is a significant high-grade uranium ore body on the western edge of the Great 
Sandy Desert in the eastern Pilbara area.  It is 70 kilometres south of Telfer, and was discovered by Rio Tinto 
Exploration Pty Ltd in 1985.  By 1988, reserves of some 24 000 tonnes of uranium oxide, in association with 
other minerals, had been delineated, and another 12 000 tonnes of inferred resources in several contiguous parts 
of the ore body were located.  Members can easily get the information that indicates the degrees of 
concentrations of the resource.  The Mulga Rock deposit is 250 kilometres north east of Kalgoorlie and was 
discovered by PNC Exploration Australia Pty Ltd in 1979.  That site comprises the Ambassador, Emperor and 
Shogun deposits.  The mineralisation consists principally of uranium, scandium, nickel and cobalt in lignite 
within a sedimentary basin, with uranium apparently comprising half or less of the recoverable value of 
minerals.  In particular, the ore bodies are a major scandium resource.  I took the time to find out what scandium 
was used for.  It is used mainly in the United States to make high-intensity lights, and is used also in the 
aerospace and oil refinery industries.  It is well sought after.  The important point I make is that the mining of 
scandium, nickel and cobalt at Mulga Rock has an associated uranium component to the deposit.  It would be 
sensible to mine the uranium with the other deposits.  Perhaps when the Minister for State Development talks 
about this, he can address the issue of how many other agreement acts exist in Western Australia.  I would guess 
that there are at least 30 or 40 for which approval has already been given for the mining of certain minerals.  If 
uranium is found in those deposits, I wonder how that will affect the state and its liability to pay compensation, 
given the current government’s policy to not mine uranium.  It is estimated that the Mulga Rock deposit contains 
46 000 tonnes of U3O8 at 0.095 per cent uranium.  The Manyingee deposit was discovered in 1974.  These are 
not new deposits.  The ore body of that deposit contains a total indicated inferred resource of 7 860 tonnes of 
U3O8 at a percentage of 0.12 ore, with a potential to mine 9 500 tonnes.  Paladin Resources Ltd was hoping to 
bring that deposit into production in 2005.  The Oobagooma deposit is 75 kilometres north east of Derby.  It has 
a significant resource of between 8 000 and 12 000 tonnes of uranium oxide. 

I will refer to the purchasers of uranium and what is done with it.  Uranium is part of Australia’s mining heritage.  
We have a three-mines policy, and two more mines are proposed to be developed.  Australia’s reserves are the 
world’s largest; that is, 30 per cent of the world’s total reserves.  Production and exports of uranium oxide 
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already exceed 11 000 tonnes a year.  It is not as though uranium has not been mined in Australia.  It has been 
mined in Australia now for many years.  Australia’s uranium is used solely for electricity generation.  It is 
supplied under arrangements that ensure that none of it finds its way into nuclear weapons.  In the five years to 
mid-2005, Australia exported 46 600 tonnes of uranium oxide concentrate, with a value of more than 
$2.1 billion, to 11 countries.  We have been aware of the existence of uranium ore in Australia since the 1890s.  
During the 1930s, ores were mined at Radium Hill and Mt Painter in South Australia to find minute amounts of 
radium for medical purposes.  Between 1950 and 1971, the Radium Hill deposit in South Australia, the Rum 
Jungle deposit in the Northern Territory and the Mary Kathleen deposit in Queensland were the largest producers 
of uranium as yellowcake.  The second phase occurred due to the demand for civil nuclear power, which 
stimulated a wave of exploration activity in the 1960s.  Again, the Mary Kathleen Uranium Ltd, Queensland 
Mines Pty Ltd and the Ranger Uranium Mines Superannuation Ltd were supported by successive coalition and 
Labor governments.  These mines were approved.  Mary Kathleen recommissioned its mill in 1974.  In 1977 the 
commonwealth government announced that the new uranium mining policy was to proceed, commencing with 
the Ranger Mine in the Northern Territory, which opened in 1981. 

In 1983 the Australian Labor Party won government at the federal election.  In 1984 the national ALP 
conference amended the party’s platform to include what is now known as the three-mines policy.  The Ranger, 
Nabarlek and Olympic Dam deposits were the only projects from which uranium exports would be permitted.  
The Ranger mine was opened in 1981 with a production rate of approximately 3 300 tonnes a year of uranium 
oxide.  Production has since been expanded to 5 500 tonnes a year.  Sales are to Japan, South Korea, France, 
Spain, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Canada and the United States.  The Olympic Dam project was established 
in 1988.  It was then a joint venture between Western Mining Corporation and BP Minerals.  It is now owned by 
BHP Billiton.  Annual production capacity for uranium oxide has been expanded from 1 800 tonnes to 
4 600 tonnes a year.  Sales are to the United States, Canada, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Belgium, France, 
Finland, South Korea and Japan.  It is not as if Australia has not been involved in the uranium industry.  Western 
Australia seems to have a quirky policy of being the only state that is not in favour of the mining of uranium.  It 
has been going on in Australia since 1930.  Concerning the three-mines policy, following the 1996 change of 
government policy, three other projects were brought forward: Jabiluka in the Northern Territory, and 
Honeymoon and Beverley in South Australia.  Jabiluka is still awaiting Aboriginal approval, Beverley started 
operation in 2000 and Honeymoon received government approval to proceed in November 2001.  Western 
Mining Corporation has committed $90 million over two years to assess the potential for doubling the size of the 
Olympic Dam project.  There has been a lot of investment in uranium.  Australia’s exports over the past three 
years have averaged almost 10 000 tonnes a year, which provides about 22 per cent of the world’s uranium 
supplies from mines. 

The important thing that we need to acknowledge is that uranium mining is not new.  At its 2001 conference, the 
Western Australian Labor Party said that it would not mine uranium in Western Australia.  There was no 
commitment in 2005 but the policy has carried through since then.  I am very concerned about commitments 
made under agreement acts to mining leases.  I do not want to back the government into a corner regarding 
where it may legislate.  That would not be helpful.  Western Australia has a huge resource waiting to be mined.  
We have the expertise and the companies ready to go.  The Premier appears to be hell-bent on an ideological 
view that the Labor Party cannot change its policy.  Peter Beattie, the Queensland Premier, has done so: he has 
assessed the situation and agreed that that state will support uranium mining.  Premier Rann of South Australia is 
very supportive of uranium mining in that state and its projects are expanding.  As I have said publicly and in 
this place, he must be grinning all the way to the bank!  As long as Western Australia opposes opening up its 
resources, that guarantees jobs for young people in South Australia instead of jobs for young people in Western 
Australia.  There is no doubt that to have another viable mining resource in Western Australia would prolong the 
resource boom and grow the industry.  The government should do that rather than be pedantic and say that it will 
be the only state that does not mine uranium.   

Labor members who represent the Mining and Pastoral Region represent mining constituencies.  Those members 
are interested in supporting the mining of uranium.  I have to question whether they are genuinely supporting 
mining in Western Australia or doing it as a Labor Party ploy to satisfy their constituents knowing full well all 
the time that they have no influence on the decision making process in this state. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  There is also a proposition in the debate involving South Australia and Queensland that the 
federal government is considering ways of overriding Western Australia - 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We would not support that.  It is very important that we retain our right to manage our 
resources in this state as well as a whole range of other things.  We are seeing Labor Premiers and Labor 
members of Parliament - even Martin Ferguson the federal shadow minister - supporting uranium mining.  Kim 
Beazley, the federal Labor leader, also supports the mining industry.  Members in this house are saying that they 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 5 April 2006] 

 p1214b-1240a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr John Bowler; Speaker; Ms Jaye Radisich; Mr Troy 

Buswell; Mr Tony McRae; Acting Speaker; Dr Graham Jacobs; Mr Mark McGowan 

 [4] 

support uranium mining but not in Western Australia.  It beggars belief.  This government must come to grips 
with the contradictions.  I implore members opposite: this is an opportunity that, if we do not grasp it now, we 
will miss.  Once long-term contracts are signed with major consumers such as China and India, the opportunity 
is lost to Western Australia for the foreseeable future, possibly 10 to 20 years.  It will be a missed opportunity for 
Western Australia as a source of revenue for our state’s coffers and to expand the resource sector and to make 
sure that we have a viable industry that will benefit future generations.  The government is being short-sighted.  I 
do not know whether it is an ideological view.  The Greens (WA) will always give their preferences to the Labor 
Party; they always have.  What has the Labor Party got to fear?  If that is the case, why does it not proceed, have 
some courage and show some leadership and say that it will mine uranium, as happens in other states of 
Australia, under guidelines that are established by various federal and state acts of Parliament to ensure that the 
product is mined safely and is used for peaceful purposes?  I implore the Minister for Resources and Assisting 
the Minister for State Development.  I would have thought that the Premier would reply in this debate as he is 
responsible for all the agreement acts.  Many of the companies that have conditions applied under state 
agreement acts will be affected by the current government policy.  The question of liability under the agreement 
acts needs to be addressed by the minister.  Given that he represents a resource-rich area, I would think that, 
privately, he supports uranium mining in Western Australia.  I look forward to his response. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [4.28 pm]:  I support this motion that, following the agreement with China this 
week, this house supports the mining of uranium in Western Australia.  The Labor Party in Western Australia 
finds itself in a time warp.  Not only is the Labor Party in this state out of touch with what is happening 
internationally, but also it is out of touch with what is happening in Australia.  It is even out of touch with what 
is happening in federal ALP politics.  It is an extraordinary time warp.  I will add some reality checks to this 
debate because this government is not dealing with reality.  Its position in opposing the mining of uranium is 
flawed; it is an attitude of the 1970s.  I can understand the previous Premier perhaps having that view because he 
was a product of that era.  I would have thought that the new Premier was a little bit more pragmatic and more 
contemporary and understood what was happening internationally and what should be happening in this state.   

The first thing is that uranium is not rare.  Uranium is very common around the world.  It occurs in very small 
concentrations and most rocks have uranium in them.  It is a widespread mineral.  The second point is that the 
world economy is growing.  Undeveloped countries are now developing.  The world, including developed and 
undeveloped countries, will be dramatically increasing power generation, particularly over the next 20 years.  An 
increasing proportion of that power generation will be nuclear.  That is already happening.  The Labor Party in 
Western Australia is ignoring what is happening in the world, including our region of Asia-Pacific.  It is 
completely ignoring the reality around us.  It will happen in any case.  The Labor Party will not have any impact 
on the rate at which countries develop nuclear energy; it will not have any impact at all on the amount of 
uranium mined and sold and used around the world.  The only thing that the government will achieve is to ensure 
that the Western Australian mining industry is not part of it.  In practice, the government’s policy means that the 
Western Australian mining industry will not be part of one of the most rapidly expanding areas of mining 
activity internationally.  The government might think that does not matter.  However, this state is of significance 
in the world only because of its mineral and petroleum resources.  That is the one thing that makes Western 
Australia stand out; nothing else does.  Western Australia leads the world in the range of minerals it produces, its 
technical expertise and its innovation.  It has significant world market shares of key strategic minerals.  Uranium 
is the new one - the one that will grow in the twenty-first century.  Western Australia is well-endowed with this 
natural resource, and the government wants to leave it in the ground.  The government will deny the Western 
Australian mining industry, the economy and the community the opportunity to participate in something that will 
happen regardless of what the government does.  It is behaving like a mushroom on this issue; its attitude is out 
of date, lacking pragmatism and irrelevant to the world debate on nuclear energy.   

As far as power generation goes, the horse has bolted.  Does the government not understand that its approach is 
irrelevant?  There are already 440 nuclear reactors around the world.  Thirty-one countries currently use nuclear 
energy.  Sixteen per cent of world power generation is already nuclear.  Twenty per cent of energy production in 
the United States is from nuclear power; it is 80 per cent in France; 20 to 30 per cent in Japan, the United 
Kingdom, Germany and Russia; and 50 per cent in Sweden, which has a reputation for having a green, clean 
environment.  China, the country with which we reached an agreement in the past couple of days, produces less 
than three per cent of its power from nuclear energy.  Similarly, India produces less than three per cent of its 
power from nuclear energy.  We will soon reach agreement with India.  Both these countries have embarked on 
major expansions of nuclear power generation.  China is increasing the number of nuclear power stations it 
operates from nine to 19 and India is increasing the number of its nuclear power stations from 14 to 22.  
Australia has sold uranium only to countries that are members of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  It has 
also established bilateral agreements that add another layer to the peaceful use of uranium. 
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Mr A.D. McRae:  That is not true. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Riverton can speak later. 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr S.C. Thomas):  I call the member for Riverton to order for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Nuclear power generation around the world is not rare; it is common.  The world already 
produces 16 per cent of its energy from nuclear sources and the developed and undeveloped nations are 
embarking on major expansions of nuclear energy.  That is a reality.  Nothing the government does will have the 
slightest impact on that whatsoever. 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I will not respond to the member for Riverton; I have only a short time in which to 
complete my remarks.   

The horse has bolted on this issue.  As the Leader of the Opposition asked: what about uranium in Australia?  
Mining uranium is nothing new.  Uranium was first mined in Australia before the Second World War - before 
many members of this house, including me, were born, and I am one of the oldest members of the house now.  In 
the 1950s the Rum Jungle and the Mary Kathleen projects were developed.  The Ranger mine, the Olympic 
Dam, the Beverly mine and other projects are being developed.  There are large uranium reserves in Australia.  
Thirty-eight per cent of the easily recoverable uranium on the planet - almost 40 per cent of the world’s known 
uranium reserves - is in Australia.  They are the largest reserves by a significant margin.  There are 25 known 
uranium deposits in Western Australia alone.  No doubt, once exploration develops further, many more will be 
found.  Australia produces 21 per cent of the world’s uranium.  Canada, with lower reserves, produces almost 
30 per cent.  If we do not mine uranium in Western Australia, it will not necessarily be South Australia that takes 
up the slack; the government will be giving a free kick to Canadian producers and producers in the newly created 
former Soviet states.  Regardless of what the government does, there will be a significant expansion of nuclear 
energy and uranium mining around the world.  This state will have no impact whatsoever on uranium mining 
around the world.   
What about the price?  Why this sudden interest in uranium mining?  Uranium has been mined for at least half a 
century.  The interest has increased because for a long time the price of uranium was low at $US8 to $US10 a 
pound.  The interest in uranium has increased because the price has risen.  Last year when I spoke on this 
subject, the price had risen from $US10 to $US29 a pound.  Thanks to the research by my colleague behind me, 
we now know that the price is now $US41 a pound.  In the past six months it has risen from $US29 to $US41 a 
pound.  Why?  Right now not only is world demand increasing but also for a long period demand was being met 
by accumulated stockpiles.  Today, mining production accounts for only about half of the uranium being used.  
Everyone is trying to secure long-term supplies of uranium because production is well below usage.  Many 
countries are going down the nuclear path.   

The government’s policy is ineffectual.  The only areas that policy is hurting are mining interests and the 
economy of Western Australia.  The government is antimining in the greatest mining state in the world. 
Mr M.P. Murray interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Collie-Wellington! 
Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I call the member for Collie-Wellington to order for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Uranium is common; it has been mined in Australia and around the world for more than 
half a century.  The nuclear industry is growing; it will develop very quickly.  The government has decided that 
Western Australian industry will not be part of it.  What an enlightened position that is!  Let us look at some of 
the consequences of that decision.  Among members opposite are those who pretend to care about the poor 
people in this world.   

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Riverton! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Riverton cannot behave at the best of times, so he should go away.   

There is nothing more significant or important in helping to raise living standards than providing low-cost, 
reliable energy.  The key to raising living standards in China, India, the African states and Latin America is the 
provision of a reliable power supply.  It is necessary for housing, and can help provide online education, health 
care, safety, lighting and industry.  In India, a reliable power supply will provide clean water.  It is as simple as 
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that.  It will give children in those highly populated and undeveloped nations a chance to have decent health 
services and a decent education. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  What a load of rubbish. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Swan Hills should forget her bleeding heart and go into the real world 
and see some people who are genuinely suffering hardship.  They need electricity.  There is an important social, 
humanitarian reason for developing nations using nuclear energy for power generation.   

If the Australian Labor Party does not care about the poor people of the world, it should think about its second 
icon, the environment.  I accept that the problem of greenhouse gas emissions is the major environmental 
problem for the world.  Each year we emit into the atmosphere six billion tonnes of CO2, most of which comes 
from fossil fuels, particularly coal.  There is nothing available technologically that is economically viable to 
replace fossil fuels today other than nuclear energy.  If the Labor Party genuinely wants reduced levels of 
greenhouse gases on this planet, the only viable option today, and probably for another 30 years, is nuclear 
power generation.  Countries that are striving to comply with the principles of the Kyoto Protocol are doing it by 
using nuclear energy.  That is the way the developed world is doing it; it is the way the undeveloped world is 
doing it.  The Labor Party cannot have it that way either. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Name one country in the developing world that is doing it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Scandinavian countries are doing it right now.  As the member is interested, 
something like 70 nuclear power stations, at various stages of planning and development, are being built around 
the world.  The horse has bolted.  Why do members of the Labor Party think the price is $US41 a pound?  It is 
because those countries are building nuclear power stations.  Why do they think the Chinese Premier bothered to 
come to Australia?  He wants to secure for his country a reliable supply of uranium.  Why do members of the 
Labor Party think the Indians, with all the poverty they deal with, want to access uranium?  They want to access 
uranium because they want to raise living standards for their people, they want to reduce pollution in their cities 
and they want a clean environment.  The Labor Party in Western Australia cannot see it.  It cannot see the 
humanitarian argument and it cannot see the environmental argument, but it will, through its stubbornness and 
ideology of the 1970s, prevent miners in Western Australia from being part of it.  That is all the Labor Party will 
do.  It is out of touch with and irrelevant to everyone on the planet, except for Western Australian projects that 
could develop uranium.   

At least the Minister for Resources and Assisting the Minister for State Development is in the chamber.  The 
Premier does not know what to do on this issue.  I thought he would have the pragmatism and the commonsense 
to flip the issue.  How simple would it have been to simply say, as Premier Beattie in Queensland did, “I will 
join the modern world.  I recognise uranium as a reality.  We will be part of it in Western Australia”?  No-one 
believes the Labor Party’s position.  The share market does not believe it.  That is why uranium stocks are high.  
The explorers and the mining companies do not believe the Labor Party.  That is why they are exploring all over 
the place for uranium.  The Prime Minister does not believe it.  I do not believe it.  I do not think the Labor Party 
believes itself.  It is out of touch on this issue.  It has a backward ideology and philosophy.  This is the twenty-
first century.  I hope the assistant minister at least has the guts to stand in this Parliament and say that he supports 
uranium mining, because if he does not say that, he should not hold the portfolio.  His job is to promote mining 
in Western Australia, including the uranium mining industry. 
Mr M. McGowan:  You never said it when you held the portfolio. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I have always publicly supported uranium mining.  When we were in government and I 
was Minister for Resources Development, we even changed the boundary of a park to make the Kintyre reserve 
available for a development.  Sorry, mate, I have always supported uranium mining publicly.  Why is it an issue 
now?  The other defence of the Labor Party is that it promised the people that it would not mine uranium.  It was 
not an issue at the 2005 election.  Did the Labor Party even mention it in its policy documents?  I cannot 
remember reading it.  It may have.  Show us; produce the document from 2005 that shows that commitment.  I 
was not once asked about uranium mining during the election campaign, but when the issue had been raised 
previously, I had always indicated that I supported uranium mining.  I always have and I always will.  It is only 
the Labor Party in Western Australia, and I hope not the assistant minister -  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Do you support having a dump? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Members opposite can raise all their red herrings about waste dumps. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  They know so little about the industry. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  Dump it in Cottesloe. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  What an enlightened comment by the member for Albany!  Does he know what happens 
to nuclear waste at the moment?  He has no idea, yet he says, “Dump it in Cottesloe.”  At the moment, most 
nuclear waste is contained for 50 years in water containment at the site of nuclear reactors:  It is then stored in 
drums.  It is unsafely stored in drums.  That is why the United States is building a facility at Yucca Mountain.  
Every country needs to find safe storage.  As long as nuclear material is stored in a geologically, secure, dry and 
accountable environment, it is far less of a problem than the greenhouse by-product from, for example, coal.  
The volume of nuclear waste is very small.  People talk about half-lives of nuclear waste.  It loses its 
radioactivity remarkably quickly.  The science world has moved on.  I will finish on that point about science.  
The Labor Party is against the nuclear industry.  Okay, we understand that it is totally out of touch.  What will it 
do?  Does it stand for nuclear science and for radioisotopes in medicine and agriculture?  Does it stand for the 
use of nuclear science in measurements and a range of engineering, such as watches, communications, 
technology, satellites and the space industry?  Any high-technology new development will invariably have a 
nuclear science component, but the Labor Party in Western Australia does not believe we are in a nuclear world.  
I am sorry; it is hopeless on the issue.  It should have the commonsense to do what Peter Beattie did when he 
simply said that Queensland would join the modern world and would allow uranium mining and, as this motion 
states, according to all the international and safety agreements.  We are a great mining state, but under Labor we 
cannot mine uranium. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  The IAEA has the purview, has it? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I can understand that the member is some philosophical leftover from the 1970s.  He 
should go back to the 1970s.  I thought that some of the newer, younger members of the Labor Party would be a 
bit more enlightened.  I thought they would understand how important nuclear science is to the future of the 
world in medicine, agricultural production, engineering and technology.  Where do members opposite think 
nuclear science and isotopes come from?  They come from something called uranium-235.  I thought that 
members opposite would understand, but clearly they do not. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Finally, the Prime Minister has now said that he will intervene. 

Mrs J. Hughes:  He has already intervened in the Northern Territory. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, the Northern Territory is a territory; it does not have the power.  The Northern 
Territory does not feature in our Constitution.  Our Constitution is a federal structure.   

I do not believe that the Prime Minister will intervene, and I would oppose his intervention.  However, I will tell 
members what will probably happen tonight.  The Prime Minister will probably talk about uranium mining in 
Western Australia, and the crowd will cheer and the Western Australian mining industry will cheer.  One way or 
another, the Labor Party will lose control of the one thing that makes this state great; that is, its mining and 
petroleum resources.  Because of its failure to move, the industry will move against it.  The Labor Party will 
find, as it did with the Gorgon project, that it is but a bystander.  It is not a player.  For the first time in this 
state’s history, the Labor government entered into a state agreement for a mining and petroleum project that did 
not generate one dollar for Western Australia.  There are more than 80 state agreements, all of which generate 
money for this state, except the agreement entered into by Labor.  The Labor Party turned its back on our interest 
in gas.  It is now turning its back on our interest in uranium.  That is the Labor Party’s legacy.  Members 
opposite should not come into this place and talk about science, being forward looking, the new economy and 
new technologies when they will not even embrace the one thing that we can do today; that is, be part of the 
uranium industry.  As the Leader of the Opposition has said, the Labor Party is simply guaranteeing that our 
industry will suffer, and that more contracts will go to South Australian, Northern Territory and Canadian 
producers.  That is the Labor Party’s contribution.  If I hear the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of Western 
Australia say that Labor is doing a good job, I will remind it that the Labor Party is preventing billions of dollars 
worth of production in Western Australia and hundreds of millions of dollars in royalties, money which could be 
used for schools and hospitals.  That money comes directly to us, not via the commonwealth, and the 
government could use that money in a discretionary way to build hospitals and schools, improve living standards 
and build infrastructure.  The Labor Party is giving it away because it is living in the 1970s.  What a useless, 
Neanderthal group of people members opposite are!  I hope some of the newer, younger members on the other 
side will show us what Labor could become and support science and the advancement of our community. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [4.50 pm]:  I support the motion moved by the 
Leader of the Opposition.  I welcome good debates such as this.  We spend a lot of time in this place having 
debates that no-one is very interested in.  Hopefully in this debate we will hear some points of view from our 
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side and some points of view from the government side.  The member for Cottesloe touched on what I want to 
talk about today.  I want to talk about the different generations in this argument.  I believe, as a member of 
Parliament who is under 40 - there are not many of us; only five - that it is relevant to look at the changing 
attitudes throughout the generations.  The President of the WA Nationals, Wendy Duncan, is from Esperance.  
She grew up in the seventies and spent a lot of time carrying a peace sign and wearing a tie-died dress -  

Ms J.A. Radisich:  And she is a National! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  She is a National!  She finds it quite difficult to support uranium mining.  That is probably a 
product of her upbringing and the fact that she went through university at a time when there were great debates 
about nuclear warfare.   

When this issue first came on the agenda because of the increasing price of uranium, I got in touch with a 
reference group that I have gathered to see what they think about this matter.  The reference group comprises 15 
to 20 people who are in my age demographic; that is, they are between the ages of 25 and 35.  It is very 
interesting that about 75 per cent of the people in that group support uranium mining.  I do not want to 
oversimplify the issue, but to me it is as simple as this: if we are concerned about uranium being used in nuclear 
weapons, and about those weapons being pointed at Australia and the free world, we probably would not support 
uranium mining.  However, if we are concerned about global warming and about reducing carbon emissions, we 
probably would find uranium mining acceptable.  Global warming is a serious concern for that 25 to 35-year-old 
demographic.  I think that is because they did not grow up during the peace movement in the seventies, so they 
have a different view of uranium.  I know from talking to Hon Vince Catania from the Labor Party that his view 
on uranium mining is similar to mine.  I am interested to hear from the members for Swan Hills and Victoria 
Park, who are also in that age demographic, because it is good to have a policy on uranium mining, but we also 
need to have a policy on global warming and on reducing carbon emissions across the world.  I would love to 
have more wind farms and a greater use of solar energy.  However, that idea is not being put forward in China 
and India, which is where the debate is at the moment.   

In the five years that I have been in politics, only one new power station has been built in Western Australia.  
When I was talking to Madam Fu, the Chinese Ambassador to Australia, she said that China is building one new 
power station a week.  The vast majority of those power stations are coal fired.  However, coal-fired power 
stations have ramifications for carbon emissions.  One of our staff, Mia Davies, travelled to South Korea at the 
end of last year.  She said that one of the major problems in South Korea is the pollution that is being caused by 
carbon emissions from China.  The problem of how we can deal with carbon emissions and move forward is 
being debated across the world.  If we are concerned about carbon emissions, we need to look only at what is 
happening in China and India.  Those two countries alone have about three billion people.  As the economies of 
those countries are becoming stronger, the people in those countries are playing a greater role in consumption 
and are moving from living in a peasant state to living in a more commercialised state.  As that happens, they 
will demand new housing, consumer goods and energy.  Many people in the agricultural regions of those 
countries are freezing to death.  It is critical that those countries be able to generate heat to keep those people 
alive.  As the economies of those countries grow, their people will have more money to spend.  The supply of 
power will become a basic staple in their lives.   
This is not just a Western Australian debate.  This is a world debate.  I do not believe a nuclear power station 
will be built in Western Australia in my time in politics.  However, nuclear power stations will certainly be built 
in China and India.  Western Australia should be playing a role in ensuring that those nuclear power stations are 
supplied with the uranium they need.  It is incumbent upon the younger members of Parliament to have their say 
in this debate, because we missed the ideological debates of the seventies.  I do not think there is a place for 
ideology in most of the decisions that are made in the Parliaments in Australia today.  We are far better off 
taking a pragmatic view of what is happening.  As soon as we oppose uranium mining purely for ideological 
reasons, we are not making smart or wise decisions for either Western Australia or the world as a whole.  I am 
sure that we are wealthy enough and lucky enough in Western Australia that we will do whatever we can to 
reduce our carbon emissions.  We are already going down that path.  The Nationals are great advocates of the 
use of biofuels to reduce carbon emissions in Western Australia.  However, we are talking about absolute 
minimal increments in world carbon emissions.  It is in China and India that these debates need to be won.  If the 
younger generation in politics does not want global warming to reach crisis point during our time on earth, we 
need to advance these arguments today and make sure that places like China and India, with their booming 
economies, take up clean energy.  I look forward to hearing from members on the other side of the chamber.  As 
I have said, China is working on the use of solar power and wind power.  However, I do not see that forming a 
huge part of its energy mix.  I see nuclear energy as forming a part of its energy mix.  Therefore, we have a role 
to play.   
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We have talked about Western Australia missing out on the opportunity to export uranium.  The Premier has said 
in the media that the Western Australian economy is booming and the Western Australian mining sector is 
booming, and we do not need to put uranium into that mix, because everything is going well and there is no need 
to expand that mix.  However, one area in the state that is not benefiting from the mining boom is the wheatbelt.  
That is the area that I represent.  The wheatbelt is heavily reliant on agriculture.  We desperately want to 
diversify our interests as much as we can to make our local economy stronger.   

An article in The Wheatbelt Mercury of 22 February titled “Uranium Wheatbelt saviour” contains some exciting 
news for the wheatbelt.  The article refers to a cooperative research centre study into salinity levels in the Avon 
basin and to geological surveys and monitoring.  That work was made available not only to people interested in 
salinity but also to people interested in the wider mineralisation of the wheatbelt.  The study showed that there is 
much potential for the discovery of uranium resources in the wheatbelt region.  The article states -  

Perth explorer Minda Resources, the CSIRO and US-controlled uranium miner Heathgate Resources 
have formed an alliance to follow up on uranium anomalies discovered in the region after a Co-
operative Research Centre . . . study into salinity levels in the Avon Basin.   

At the start of my contribution to this debate I talked about the need for China and India to take up nuclear 
energy, and about our need in Western Australia to mine uranium to support that need.  I come back now to an 
important issue in my electorate.  If we can prove up the mineralisation of uranium in the Western Australian 
wheatbelt, I will be standing in this Parliament every day seeking assurances from the Premier that we can 
develop that industry.  The wheatbelt does not have the strong economic driver from the mining sector that most 
other regions in this state enjoy.  The metropolitan area is deriving huge benefits from the mineralisation of the 
state.  However, the people in the wheatbelt region are not enjoying the same benefits.  This year, probably 
$1.5 million in royalties will flow into the state government’s revenue from which all the city electorates benefit.  
The wheatbelt is desperately trying to diversify its resource base, and it has a chance with uranium mining.  It 
needs to prove up these resources to help move into a mining economy, as well as an agricultural economy.  As 
soon as uranium is found and the economics of mining can be proved, we will need to be able to export it.  At 
the moment that is not possible.   

My challenge as the member for Merredin is to ensure that absolutely no stone is left unturned in developing 
new industry that will provide my electorate with employment and economic growth.  I can foresee the potential 
from uranium.   

We need to ensure that China and India are reducing their carbon emissions.  It appears that there is potential for 
a uranium industry in my electorate.  Therefore, the National Party is very keen for the ban on uranium mining in 
Western Australia to be lifted.  We will continue to put pressure on the Labor Party to change its view on this 
matter. 

MR J.J.M. BOWLER (Murchison-Eyre - Minister for Resources and Assisting the Minister for State 
Development) [5.11 pm]:  There is a difference between the other side of the house and this side of the house on 
the uranium debate.  In addition, there is a difference between the two sides in two other areas: firstly, we keep 
our promises and, secondly, we are a team.   

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Is the minister the lead speaker in this debate? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Yes.  At my first caucus meeting in 2001, I clearly recall the then premier Geoff Gallop 
saying to 21 new members of Parliament, who were green behind the ears and not quite sure how caucus 
worked, that after elections people will come up with a plethora of new ideas that they want included as policies.  
He proved to be right.  The then Premier said that before the new ideas could be considered, the promises made 
at the election must be kept.  As a government we have kept our promises and have done a good job of that.   

Several members interjected.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  That is why we are on this side of the house and the opposition is on the other side, and 
is likely to remain so.  We keep our promises, unlike the federal Liberal Party.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I concede that in the area of taxes, a couple of election promises were broken.  I do not 
tell lies.  Is there anything wrong with that?  Do members opposite want me to tell lies?  We are a unified team.  
Last year the Western Australian Liberal Party developed its policy on uranium.  I concede that the member for 
Cottesloe consistently spoke out on this issue, and clearly stated his position.  The rest of the opposition sat on 
the fence waiting for their then leader, the member for Kalgoorlie, to make up his mind.  He kept putting off 
making a decision, while the member for Cottesloe clearly enunciated his position.  The other members opposite 
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did not say a thing; they were waiting for the Liberal Party to make up its mind.  Where did it make up its mind?  
At the state conference.  Where did the Labor Party develop its policy that it went to the people with?  Before the 
2001 election it developed its policy at a state conference.  I happened to attend last year’s state Labor Party 
conference at which this issue was raised and voted on, and the decision was unanimous.  We reaffirmed our 
policy position at that time. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Was it an open debate? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  It was and it was unanimous.  I have to ask a question: from where did this debate 
emerge?  The Liberal Party adopted its position at its state conference.  When was the Liberal Party’s state 
conference? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Every year we have one. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  It was six months ago.  The party was quiet for six months, and suddenly this nuclear 
debate emerged.  From where did it emerge?  It came out of Canberra where all Liberal state policy comes from.  
Suddenly, John Howard - “Jackboot Johnny” - said that he would force the states -  

Point of Order 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I understood the member to refer to the Prime Minister in derogatory terms.  It is 
disgraceful.   

The SPEAKER:  I have had a look at the particular standing order, and it does not refer to anyone in federal 
politics. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Let’s talk about Kim Beazley for a while. 

The SPEAKER:  When the member for Cottesloe gets the opportunity to speak, he can have a say.  He cannot 
make snide comments about what I said.  I call the member for Cottesloe to order for the third time. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Once again, the state Liberal Party is being led by the nose by their federal counterparts.  
Suddenly Canberra sees an opportunity to kick the states again and, instead of defending Western Australia, 
members opposite go along with it.  It is absolutely staggering.  This is not only my accusation.  Let us consider 
what Curtin University’s constitutional law expert Professor Greg Craven said on this issue in an interview with 
Gillian O’Shaughnessy from the ABC -  

 The Commonwealth is on something of a constitutional rampage at the moment, it’s testing its powers 
to the absolute limit that it can do it.   

Professor Craven draws an analogy between uranium and the WorkChoices test case.  He continued - 

I mean, the case that’s currently testing the WorkChoices legislation is probably going to be the most 
important constitutional case, possibly, for the last half century.  If the Commonwealth industrial 
relations legislation is upheld, it will be on the basis of the corporations power and it will mean that 
really the Commonwealth can legislate in respect of anything that affects a corporation.  Now if that’s 
right, I think uranium mining and who controls that is going to be the least of the problems of the states.   

I am sure members read the article in today’s The West Australian in which Robert Taylor said people should 
forget the WorkChoices legislation because if the commonwealth starts on uranium, what will be next.  He said 
we may as well close up shop and walk away, and let the federal Liberal Party dominate Western Australian 
politics.  It would love to do it and members opposite are helping it.  The problem is that members opposite 
refuse to stand up to their federal colleagues.  They are like meek and mild mice. 

On the test case for WorkChoices, Professor Craven said -  

 . . . I think the simplest explanation for that is that the Commonwealth appoints the High Court, so it’s 
not terribly surprising that the umpire, appointed by one of the football teams, tends to like that football 
team better than their opponent.   

I would like the West Coast Eagles to appoint the umpires each week for the Australian Football League.  
Perhaps the Dockers need to appoint them.   

Professor Craven continued -  

 That said, this is a court that’s got quite a lot of conservative judges on it, and conservative judges tend 
to be federalists, they tend to favour the federal division of power.  If you weigh it all up, I’d say the 
states probably have about a one in three chance.   
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It may be a one in three chance, but it is worth taking.  If we do not like WorkChoices and uranium, they will 
have another crack at us.  The state Liberal Party refuses to stand up against the federal Liberal Party by simply 
saying that enough is enough. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  He spoke against it at the national conference. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member for Cottesloe did.  His then leader did not.  Professor Craven was asked 
whether he thought the WorkChoices tests were a waste of money, and he replied, “Oh, no, no, no.”  

This has come out of Canberra, like so much of the Western Australian Liberal Party policy.  It has not come 
from the Western Australian Liberal Party.  It has had six months to do that and it has been strangely quiet.  It 
has not done a thing about it, and suddenly John Howard says the federal government wants to increase the 
number of mines and it finds a voice.  It will do exactly what Canberra wants it to do.  If the federal Liberal 
Party decides that it will make Western Australia mine uranium, and test the law again, the Western Australian 
Liberals will work alongside it.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Have you worked out how to stop it? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  We are taking a test case to the High Court.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The fundamental point you seem to miss is: who owns the uranium?  The state of Western 
Australia.  That is the fundamental point. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  That is right, and we will stand up to the federal government.  The reality is that the 
Western Australian Liberal Party should be standing up for Western Australia.  The opposition said that Labor 
went to the election in 2001 with a particular policy, and we repeated that policy in 2005.  At the state 
conference last year we reaffirmed that position, so I do not know where the Leader of the National Party gets 
the idea that we have not reaffirmed that policy, or that somehow or other we had it in 2001 but have not had it 
since. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Hon Vincent Catania is reported as saying that there was no chance to stand up and have an 
open and robust debate at the conference last year. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member will have to speak to Hon Vincent Catania about that.  I was at the 
conference when the motion was put, and it was passed unanimously.  The member for Cottesloe says that 
because all of a sudden there are huge profits to be made from the mining of uranium, we should do it.  There are 
also huge profits in mining blue asbestos, but a whole generation of Western Australians wish that we had not 
done that.  In fairness, at the time we did not know about the long-term illnesses that resulted from blue asbestos, 
but we do know the dangers of the nuclear cycle.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Is your argument against uranium mining based on your concerns over the safety of the 
mining operation?  Is that your objection? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I will go on and talk about that in a moment.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is pretty straightforward, but is it too hard for you? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I do not think that at the mining stage there are too many concerns.  There are some 
concerns, but generally I agree with the member that there are not many health concerns at the mining stage of 
the nuclear cycle.  However, what about the waste?  What about nuclear weapons? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It will not make any difference what we do.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  What the member is saying is that if we put on gas masks and mine blue asbestos and 
export it overseas, that is not our worry.  If we make it safe for us, bad luck about the rest of the world.  I have 
five sons.  They are all living in Kalgoorlie at the moment, but I know that one or two of them will end up living 
overseas, and one or two in the eastern states.  The member has grandchildren.  He does not know where they 
will be.  It is no good saying that it is safe in Western Australia, and bad luck about the rest of the world.  
Australians travel the world and we have a responsibility to the other people of the world.  We cannot just bury 
our heads in the sand and say it is okay for us, but bad luck about everyone else.   

I will respond to some of the points made by the Leader of the Opposition.  First of all, he said that South 
Australia has its own codes for mining, transport and other safety aspects of uranium mining.  He hit the nail on 
the head.  That is South Australia; we are in Western Australia.  We are not Victorians, Queenslanders, New 
South Welshmen or Tasmanians; we are Western Australians.  The government is elected by Western 
Australians to do what the people of Western Australia want.  Two members have mentioned that the 
Queensland Premier, Peter Beattie, has all of a sudden gone pro-nuclear and intends to allow the mining of 
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uranium.  They have misquoted him.  Once again, they have twisted the truth.  I will paraphrase what the 
Premier of Queensland said, but I believe I will be more accurate than members opposite were: the government 
of Queensland will look to the national Australian Labor Party policy, and come into line with that.  He is not 
saying he will allow the mining of uranium, but that is what the opposition said.  He is saying that if the federal 
ALP changes its policy, Queensland will look at possibly coming into line with that.  He is not even saying that 
he will definitely do that.  Members opposite should not misquote the Premier of Queensland; that is what he 
said.   

I return, once again, to the fact that we are members of the Federation.  This government is elected by the people 
of Western Australia, not by the people of South Australia or Queensland.  South Australia might have its safe 
mining practices, and that is the whole nub of the matter.  We are the Labor Party in Western Australia, and the 
Liberal Party is the opposition.  We should start looking after Western Australians.  

The other point, of course, is that the Court government was in power for eight years.  It was very quiet during 
its whole eight years about mining uranium and, as I have already mentioned, the previous leader of the Liberal 
Party sat on the fence and did not know what was happening until the motion was passed at the Liberals’ state 
conference.  It was exactly the same at the Labor Party’s state conference.  The motion was put at the Liberals’ 
state conference, and now members opposite support that policy.  In the same way, the Labor Party, at its state 
conference, had a position, and the government now supports that policy.  

The member for Cottesloe said that 16 per cent of the world’s electric power is now supplied by nuclear energy.  
I am not that old, but I remember seeing a statement when I was very young to the effect that nuclear power 
would be too cheap to charge for.  If that were the case, why is only 16 per cent of the world’s electricity 
provided by nuclear energy?  The reality is that it is expensive and it is dangerous.  It is particularly dangerous 
for Third World countries that will not have the wherewithal for the safe storage of waste for generation after 
generation.  They may be able to provide safe storage for 50 years, but what about hundreds or thousands of 
years?  The member for Cottesloe also pointed out that the price of uranium had gone up from $29 to $41 in six 
months.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is wrong.  I said that it was $8 to $12 for about 20 years, and last year it jumped to $29.  
It has now jumped to $41.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Did the member say it had gone from $29 to $41 in the past six months? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Since the time I spoke last year, the price has gone from $29 to $41.  
Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The fact of the matter is that in any enterprise today, whether it be government, a big 
corporation or a local government, there are three considerations to be taken into account for sustainability.  
There is economic sustainability, social sustainability and environmental sustainability.  I agree that right now 
the mining of uranium might be economically sustainable.  However, the other two factors - social and 
environmental sustainability - are found wanting.  That is why the government has this policy.  The member for 
Cottesloe spoke about humanitarianism.  He said we should mine uranium on humanitarian grounds, so that we 
can make things cleaner.  He should go and speak to the people of Chernobyl.  Was it good for them?  As 
recently as this week, in The West Australian on Monday, there was a report about United Kingdom farmers still 
being blighted by the deadly legacy of Chernobyl.  That was not 10 years ago; it was this week.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  How many deaths are there in coalmines? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Not too many United Kingdom farmers have died in coalmines.  In the UK, 20 years 
later, British farmers must still have every bit of produce from their land tested to make sure it is safe.  If that is 
what members opposite want for future generations of Western Australians, including their own children and 
grandchildren, then good on them.  Western Australia has a vibrant, first-class mining industry, and the 
government will continue to make sure that that industry remains the best in the world. 

MS J.A. RADISICH (Swan Hills) [5.29 pm]:  I am pleased to contribute my comments to this debate.  It is a 
broad and complex debate, but there are two things that are true: the Liberal Party in Western Australia supports 
uranium mining and the Labor Party in Western Australia does not.  As a member of the Labor Party, and as the 
elected member for Swan Hills, I am very proud to state my position.  I do not support uranium mining in 
Western Australia.  I am quite confident that the majority of electors in Swan Hills also support that position.  
My constituents have a particularly high regard for the environment, not only the physical environment, but also 
the health of all citizens.  That includes not only those who live in and visit WA, but also those people around 
the world whom we might affect by the things we do, which includes the mining of uranium.   

Much discussion has transpired, and I will not repeat what other members have put on the record.  Having 
moved this motion to discuss uranium mining, the Liberal Party has got the debate the wrong way around.  We 
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should be talking in Parliament about clean energy and the options for producing energy that are good for our 
environment and our health.  We hear stories about the blight of wind farms.  Frankly, hills blighted by wind 
turbines are preferable to the risks of operating a nuclear reactor and storing nuclear waste in this state to the 
extent that would be required if uranium were mined for the purposes of energy generation.  If members put 
aside the clean energy generation debate in the context of mining uranium, they will see that the Liberal Party 
has yet again got this debate the wrong way around.  If we are to talk about the science and technology behind 
the uses for uranium and its potential for good, we should have a debate also about the safe storage of nuclear 
waste and the impacts on people’s lifestyle if uranium is to be produced. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Are you a fossil fuel person? 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I am talking about clean energy, not fossil fuels. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Cottesloe! 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  We should be debating the extent to which there is a cradle-to-the-grave approach rather 
than talking exclusively about - 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Cottesloe has had an opportunity to speak in this debate.  That opportunity 
has now passed him, and he cannot continually interject on other members because he feels that he should. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  We must talk about all the issues associated with the mining, production, use and storage 
of uranium in the long term.  It is not just about digging it out of the ground.  All members know that Western 
Australia has major reserves of uranium.  If we have not addressed the issue of the inability to safely store 
uranium by-products, we have the debate the wrong way around.  I came across an interesting article today by 
Professor Ian Plimer, who writes for a South Australian newspaper, The Independent Weekly.  He talks about 
uranium mining and production and the life-cycle approach to this controversial issue.  If there is to be a debate, 
it must start from the mining of uranium through to the production and beneficiation of the yellowcake, the 
manufacture of the fuel rods for reactors, the leasing and retracting of the rods, the resale of the products and the 
disposal of the waste.  That is the breadth of issues with which we are dealing in this debate.  It is not as 
simplistic as whether we can get it out of the ground.  I am more than happy to be accused of having a 1970s 
mentality on this issue.  This is not an ideological issue; it is an environmental and health issue.  I do not accept 
the proposition that the mining of uranium in Western Australia will solve all the problems of poverty in 
massively populated countries such as China and India.  We have seen examples of the use of nuclear reactors, 
and the consequences of uranium mining when it has gone bad.  We do not want that blood on our hands in 
Western Australia. 

Several opposition members interjected. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  As I mentioned at the outset, my interest in the energy debate is to properly resource and 
invest in non-fossil fuel energy generation and clean energy generation.  Frankly, I do not believe we do enough 
of that.  I am confident that the Carpenter Labor government is committed to that initiative to invest a great deal 
more resources in clean energy production than it has in the past.  The state has relied on its fossil fuels in the 
past because mining is something on which this state is founded, and it is an easy option.  We must now consider 
the harder options and put our money where our mouth is.  We must ensure that we are the leaders, and find 
innovative alternative energies that provide a much more appropriate and sustainable energy supply for not only 
our state, but also the nation and for export around the world. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Are you anti-coal? 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  How can I be?  I sit next to the member for Collie-Wellington! 

BP Australia Pty Ltd is investing in photovoltaic energy production.  This is an absolutely outstanding new 
technology.  Unfortunately, it does not have the take-up rate we would like. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What do you put in the batteries - sulphuric acid? 

The SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition! 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I believe that there is currently a shortage of silicon to produce the plates that are 
required.  To install a standard photovoltaic set-up on a domestic property might cost in the order of $12 000.  
Currently the widespread use of that technology is not an option.  However, I am sure that because companies 
such as BP are investing heavily in this new technology, we can look forward to it becoming more accessible in 
the future.  Organisations such as Western Power and its successor are working with companies such as BP to 
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make sure that when electricity is generated, whether for the domestic or commercial market, people can benefit 
from the investment and sell it back into the grid at a couple of different rates.  There are alternatives.  Clearly 
more alternatives must be developed. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  This will be really helpful to those peasants in China. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, Deputy Leader of the Opposition! 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  The approach we should take is not to mine now and worry later.  The only responsible 
action we can take is to worry now, invest the appropriate amount of resources and do the proper research.  We 
also must consider all the options and invest in energy now.  If - it is a big if - safe disposal mechanisms can be 
found for uranium by-products, we could consider it in the future.  However, today the state simply does not 
have safe storage facilities for uranium by-products that we can be assured will protect all Western Australian 
citizens from the consequences of either an accident or the misuse of uranium.  The propositions I have 
presented have not taken into account the military use of uranium for the purposes of warfare.  That is not a 
matter I propose to go into today.  However, all members know that it poses a genuine threat.  Uranium is 
currently used for military purposes, but we do not need to be party to the encouragement or perpetuation of that 
risk beyond its current risk.   

The current disposal mechanisms for uranium are not safe.  Just because other people mine and store uranium 
does not mean that Western Australia should do it.  We always say that Western Australians are different and 
better.  We have the skills and brains to think of better alternatives.  Now is the time not to debate uranium, but 
to consider better options that are available for energy generation for the benefit of our state, Australia and the 
rest of the world. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.38 pm]:  This has been a very interesting 
debate.  I have listened in amazement to some of the statements by members opposite.  Recently, my son and I 
read a segment in The West Australian called “this day in history”, which was about the Tolpuddle Martyrs.  I 
explained to my son what the Tolpuddle Martyrs did, and I told him also about the Luddites, who were members 
of an anti-progress, political, labour movement that evolved in the UK.  A number of Luddites were transported 
to Australia.  What did they stand for?  By and large, they came from the textile industry at the early stages of 
the industrial revolution in England.  They rejected innovations such as the spinning jenny and other inventions 
created for the textile industry during the early phases of the industrial revolution.  Many Luddites were 
transported to our shores.  It is interesting to note that this element of simply refusing to acknowledge that things 
change and that we have to move with the times is so prevalent on this issue with members of the government.  
My colleague the member for Cottesloe referred to them as Neanderthals.  I think that is a very unfair comment.  
A number of them would not understand it!  I prefer to use the word “Luddite”. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I think it was insensitive to our prehistory. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  It was an insult to Neanderthals!  We can move on from that.  I am very interested in 
what the Labor government and the Labor Party as a collective say in this state about the issue of uranium 
mining.  I have with me a copy of a transcript from Lateline, which was broadcast on the ABC on 31 March 
2006.  It is an interview between Maxine McKew and Stephen Smith, the federal member for Perth, the ranting 
rooster, the neutered cock, or whatever term we use to describe him. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  You are sailing very close to the wind in terms of parliamentary language. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  He is commonly referred to as a rooster, is he not?  To the best of my knowledge, 
roosters are often called cockerels and the like.  I do not think that I am sailing close to any wind.  I am merely 
pointing out to members opposite what the member for Perth, the esteemed member of the federal Labor Party, 
the esteemed representative of all that is Labor in Western Australia, the wonderful product of the trade union 
movement who burst forth onto the scene and was carried off into federal Parliament, said about uranium mining 
when questioned by Maxine McKew.  The transcript states, in part - 

MAXINE MCKEW:  Stephen Smith, the Chinese Premier’s first stop is in Western Australia and the 
new Premier Alan Carpenter is opposed to the sale of uranium, unlike his South Australian counterpart, 
Mike Rann, who is saying, “No, we should get rid of the three-mines policy”, as is Martin Ferguson 
from the federal party.  Quite a mix there.  Where do you stand?  

STEPHEN SMITH:  Just on Premier Carpenter, just understand his position.  The state Labor 
Government went to the last election with a commitment not to allow mining of uranium in Western 
Australia and Premier Carpenter has indicated he’s proposing to stick with that commitment.  

MAXINE MCKEW:  Do you think he should? 
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STEPHEN SMITH:  Just hang on.  As I understand his position, he is entirely open to uranium being 
exported to China if that’s from mines outside of Western Australia. 

According to the rooster, that is the Labor Party’s position: uranium can be exported to China. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What would the position be if it were mined here and exported out of South Australia? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  That is perfectly feasible.  Uranium can be exported to China but it cannot be mined in 
Western Australia.  That is an absolutely ridiculous position.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What if it were mined in South Australia and exported from Fremantle? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  We will have to check with the cockerel; we will have to get on the blower to him.  The 
transcript continues - 

SENATOR GEORGE BRANDIS:  Not much good for the people of your own state, Stephen.  

STEPHEN SMITH:  And the sorts of safeguards that we have long adhered to, non-proliferation treaty 
adherence, bilateral safeguards with Australia.   

This is as outlined by none other than the Leader of the Opposition this afternoon!  It continues - 

We also believe that much more work can be done now to beef up vigilance so far as the non-
proliferation treaty is concerned and to make that a much more effective document.  But so far as I’m 
concerned, I’m quite happy to see Australia export uranium to China, provided those safeguards which 
Labor has traditionally adhered to are met into the future. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  As long as it is mined in Canada! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Enough of that!  Here is the issue: the non-influential, ineffectual few in this chamber say 
that we should not mine uranium in Western Australia because it is nasty and bad to export uranium overseas 
and we cannot get rid of the waste.  They think it is bad to export uranium overseas because it is like blue 
asbestos.  What intellectual brilliance from the minister!  Blue asbestos dust from uranium mining!  They say 
that we cannot export uranium overseas because nuclear power is unsafe. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  They say that disposing of nuclear waste is fraught with folly in Western Australia but 
uranium can be exported from other states.  Let me follow that logic. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  Members have the opportunity to contribute to this debate by standing on their feet.  
The minister has made the same interjection about 10 times.  I am sure that if he made it only once it would have 
been as effective as the tenth time.  His interjections are ineffective and I urge him to stop them. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  As I was about to say, I am trying to pull this shambles of a Labor Party position on 
uranium mining together.  This is what I can conclude: according to the cockerel, if uranium is exported to China 
from any state other than Western Australia, there is no problem with disposing of waste.  If uranium is exported 
to China from any state except Western Australia, there is no problem with the process of generating nuclear 
energy.  If uranium is exported to China from Western Australia, it has negative side effects.  Our uranium is no 
good but their uranium is fine.  This is the confusing message that Labor in Western Australia is sending to our 
trading partners overseas, the people of this state and potential investors.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I am confused.  What would be the policy on importing neon lights from America? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I do not know.  Maybe we should get one of our federal colleagues to ask a question of 
the cockerel.  Perhaps he can give some direction.  That is the position of Labor in Western Australia on uranium 
mining.  It is confusing, contradictory and completely and absolutely nonsensical.  I will state again what the 
position is: it is okay to export uranium to China from Australia as long as it is not Western Australian uranium.  
That is the Labor position.  It is confusing, nonsensical and highly irrational. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I will outline another conundrum that confronts this government.  Maybe “conundrum” is 
not the right term.  It concerns 40 state agreements that were entered into prior to June 2002.  According to our 
advice, the 40 state agreements signed before 23 June 2002 clearly or arguably provide an obligation upon the 
state to grant future mining licences if the right to mine uranium ore or any other mineral was specified.  What 
has happened in Western Australia?  Despite the protestations that the state government opposes uranium 
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mining, there are still 40 state agreements in place under which people have a legal right to mine uranium.  
Members opposite know as well as I do that the Australian Labor Party state conference called on them to 
introduce legislation to ban uranium mining.  However, they have not done that.  If they are so keen to protect 
the world from the ills of uranium, nuclear power and nuclear waste, surely their priority should be to introduce 
legislation to that effect.  Members opposite should not forget that, according to the Premier, one of the key 
policies it campaigned on in the last election - one that I do not think anyone outside the Australian Labor Party 
viewed - has not been followed up with legislation in this house.  I am interested to know why.  I think members 
opposite know that they cannot legislate to that effect.  I think they know that this supposed commitment to no 
uranium mining in Western Australia is hollow.  I think they understand that if it were tested in the courts, the 
government would be found badly wanting because of the state agreements signed prior to 23 June 2002. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  The granite in the Darling Range is naturally active.  Should the government ban habitation in 
places such as Kalamunda, Roleystone and parts of Swan Hills? 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  That applies to the mineral sands industry also.  The government has adopted a most 
difficult position.  We on this side of the house have some difficulty understanding it, as I am sure do the 
majority of Western Australians.   

Much is often made in the house of economic growth in Western Australia.  I am interested when I hear the 
Treasurer often refer to the wonderful impact the growth of exports has on the Western Australian economy.  I 
believe very strongly that government has an obligation to do all it can to position and maximise the potential for 
future prosperity.  It is interesting that, in recent history, the external sector has been a very poor contributor to 
economic growth in state gross product.  That has surprised me a little because I know that, by nominal value, 
exports have been increasing.  Unfortunately, much of that has been offset by significant growth in imports.  It is 
interesting to note that the resources sector is contributing significantly to investment, as you will be well aware, 
Mr Speaker, due to the activity in your electorate.  Investment in infrastructure projects and mining capacity will 
bear fruit over the next few years.  I was interested to note also that in 2005 mining capital expenditure in 
Western Australia increased by 62 per cent.   

The increase in mining capacity will flow through to an increase in export income and export wealth for Western 
Australia.  However, that will have only a short-term impact.  The Australian Bureau of Agricultural and 
Resource Economics recently announced that following its recent review of commodity prices, it believes an end 
to the minerals and energy boom is in sight.  Over the next eight to 10 years export income in real terms from 
minerals and energy exports from Australia will decline.  That is important, because our uranium deposits 
provide an opportunity to bring on stream another commodity that we can sell on the international market.  We 
need to accept that real export income generated by our traditional mining industries will not grow over the 
medium to long term because the increases in volume that these new investments are generating will be more 
than offset by decreases in price.  We have a wonderful opportunity to diversify yet again into a new resource 
commodity.  It is a great shame that the government’s very narrow and confused interpretation of uranium 
mining will impact on the long-term prosperity of this state.  It is a great shame that it is turning its back on the 
capacity to develop another platform that will help secure the state’s economic prosperity.   

Following the recent visit by the Chinese Premier to Australia, including Western Australia, much has been 
made of the need for China to develop a safe, cheap, reliable source of electricity.  The member for Cottesloe did 
an excellent job outlining the benefits that such an energy source would hold for the people of China.  I was very 
interested to hear the member for Swan Hills talk about renewable energy and all those wonderful innovations.  
It is a selfish approach, given our obligations as international citizens, to say to the impoverished people of India 
and China that they should secure their long-term future by using expensive forms of renewable energy 
generation.  In those types of economies, with their levels of population, it will not go anywhere near meeting 
their basic energy requirements.  I will illustrate the level of activity in China.   

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I come from a coastal community, a sea-change community, to which people are moving.  
Between 2000 and 2005, 80 million people in China migrated from rural to urban areas.  Between 2005 and 2010 
it is expected that another 70 million people will migrate to the coastal strip of China.  In 10 years 150 million 
people will have migrated to parts of China that need to be serviced and where there is demand for services such 
as electricity.  That is what is driving the incredible desire by that country to plan for its future.  We have an 
opportunity in Western Australia and Australia generally to play a part in that.  It is incredibly disappointing to 
think that the few Labor members of state Parliament - I say a few because I do not think most of them support 
the new Premier’s position -  

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Rubbish. 
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I do not think they do. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  I agree. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I think that members opposite know they do not, and I think that we know how members 
opposite think, and I think I know that they think that we know how they think!  It is a shame that so few will 
deny this state the chance to grasp this opportunity.  Members opposite stand condemned and swallowed up by 
the hollow rhetoric that they continue to espouse in this chamber.  When the ALP changes its policy, it will be 
embarrassed by the turnaround.  It will have to justify in this place to us and the people of Western Australia 
why it has done that, because as sure as the sun rises it will do that. 

MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.57 pm]:  I find it very interesting that although the 
opposition has introduced a bill to recognise the state flag and has moved a motion proposing that Western 
Australia be involved in uranium mining - those two icons of the right - it managed last night, at the close of 
business, to discharge a motion that deals with industrial relations. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  It just slipped away. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  It just slipped away!  I do not think it was an accident.  In an attempt to disguise its aversion 
to dealing with industrial relations, it has produced two standard icons of the hard right on the day that the Prime 
Minister has arrived in this state to celebrate his tenth year in government.  Is that not an extraordinary 
convergence of events orchestrated by the Liberal Party?  How did that group of people come into the Parliament 
day in and day out while listed on the notice paper was a resolution in the name of the very person who has just 
sat down, the member for Vasse, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition - the person who says yes and means no?  
The very same person has had the motion on the notice paper for a long time, and last night, at the close of 
business, as the chamber shut down, the leader of opposition business gave a late notice of motion to withdraw 
that motion.  Today, the opposition introduced the State Flag Bill and moved a motion on uranium mining.  This 
sounds like the Country Women’s Association of old, not the CWA of today.  It sounds like John Howard’s 
1950s Australia.  That is the period that members opposite have taken us back to.  That is exactly where they 
want to position this debate.   
Let me turn for a moment to the juxtaposition of the debate on uranium and the second reading speech on the 
recognition of the Western Australian flag.  Is it not interesting that the building that the Liberal Party said would 
be a symbol of Western Australia, an icon for the capital city on the foreshore at the Barrack Street jetty - that is, 
the belltower - became the millstone around its neck that dragged it down the gurgler.  Everything that it did 
after that was poisoned.  There was nothing it could tell the people of Western Australia that would resurrect its 
standing in their eyes because of the way it went about the construction of the belltower.  The Liberal Party said, 
“We will determine what this icon looks like, where it will be, the shape of it, what will be in it, who will 
participate in it and how it will be run.  It is your icon; now you can all love it and own it.”  Do members know 
what the Western Australian people said?  They said, “Get lost; get out of government” and they said it in loud, 
clear voices.  Not many governments have been swept out of office in the way that the mob opposite was in 
2001, and it has not learnt its lessons at all.  The introduction of the State Flag Bill today was an absolute 
reproduction of the same movement to build the belltower.  The opposition member who introduced the bill said 
that the state flag, developed in the second half of the nineteenth century by colonial administration, somehow 
represents all the emotional, psychological and intellectual capital of this state and somehow represents Western 
Australia in the twenty-first century.  That is an absolute fantasy.  It is a total fantasy, and members have misread 
again the role of government, the role of leadership and the role of engagement with communities to learn what 
the people want as their representative icons. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs:  What does this have to do with uranium? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member has obviously just woken from a deep slumber, because he would not have 
asked that question if he had been awake.  I will tell members opposite who are a bit slow on the uptake 
precisely why it has so much to do with the uranium debate.  The member asked the question.  Let me respond to 
his interjection and then he can fall back to sleep.  The reason that we are debating uranium mining and the State 
Flag Bill today is that the icons of the right, the icons of the 750 people who will attend tonight -  

Mr J.E. McGrath:  There is still a spot for you if you want to come.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I understand that it is sold out. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  The member for South Perth will return to his seat if he wants to 
interject. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Seven hundred and fifty people will turn up tonight to celebrate the Prime Minister’s tenth 
anniversary in government.  Members opposite need to understand how John Howard has done it; they will not 
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get there by pulling cheap little stunts like they have today.  I will respond to the member.  Members opposite 
have debated the state flag and uranium mining on the same day that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has 
slipped away from the debate on industrial relations like an oozy oil slick.  He is running and he has nowhere to 
hide.  The spotlight will be put on him and he will fry like an ant under a magnifying glass.  He will be burnt 
because of his stance, and he will keep on trying to evade it. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  The member for Roe is happy to ship yellowcake out of Esperance. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Is he?  Is that true, member for Roe? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  I will have my say when I get to my feet. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I am just interested to know whether the member is in favour of uranium mining in Western 
Australia. 

Opposition members:  Yes.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Of the five members of the opposition in the chamber, four have said yes and one has not 
answered. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  If I had a port, yes. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Would the member for Murdoch ship it out of a port?   

Mr T.R. Sprigg:  In the fullness of time. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Is he happy to have it transported along Leach Highway? 

Mr T.R. Sprigg:  Yes. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Is the answer yes for the member for South Perth? 

Mr J.E. McGrath:  Yes. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  It would not be a problem to ship it off the Coode Street jetty? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Member for Vasse, would it not be a problem to ship it off the Busselton jetty? 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  It is not a port.  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  We will build one there. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  That is a nonsense argument.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Is the member saying that it is okay when it is in somebody else’s backyard, but not in his?  
Is he saying that he is happy for somebody else to have to deal with it, as long as it is nobody in his electorate? 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Where are the deposits? 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  I am just asking the member whether he would stand up for the export of uranium if he 
represented a community that had a port to be used for that purpose. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  That is a nonsense question. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I thought that was a reasonable question.  If the Leader of the House had a port in his 
electorate out of which uranium was proposed to be shipped, would he stand in front of his community and 
oppose it or support it? 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am totally opposed to the mining and exporting of uranium from Western Australia. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Would the member for Geraldton oppose it or support it? 

Mr S.R. Hill:  I am totally opposed. 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  Would the member for Yokine oppose it or support it? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I absolutely oppose it.  I would be devastated if the pristine port of Esperance was used to 
export uranium. 
Mr A.D. McRAE:  If the member for Victoria Park had a port in his electorate, would he support it being 
shipped out of his electorate?  

Mr B.S. Wyatt:  Most definitely not. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  Would the member for Kingsley support having uranium shipped to and exported from her 
electorate? 

Mrs J. Hughes:  Absolutely not, and I would tie myself to the ship! 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  I would prefer it if the member for Riverton addressed himself to the Chair, 
instead of grandstanding. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I was just drawing the attention of the house to the fact that the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition refuses to say whether he would support the shipment of uranium through his electorate.  I do not 
know why that is such a difficult issue.  Just 10 minutes ago he said in this place that people have to stand and be 
counted.  Just 10 minutes ago he said that he had to explain to the people of Western Australia where he stood, 
and now he refuses to answer a very basic question about how he would represent the people of Vasse. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  I don’t have a port in Vasse.  That is a nonsense statement. 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  You’ve got Bunbury. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Does the member for Vasse support the export of uranium out of Bunbury? 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  I support the export of uranium.  The port from which it will be exported is where it will go 
from.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I am asking about it being exported out of Bunbury. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  I have no idea what port it would go through. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The only thing that people who are listening to this debate, or those who will read it in 
Hansard, could conclude from the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s answer is that it is complete and utter 
evasiveness.  It is the same type of answer he gave when he was asked just two weeks ago, “Did you vote for 
me?”  His answer was, “Yes, I did.”  We all know that yes meant no.  The member for Vasse’s credibility is 
zero.  His performance today has not resurrected him in the eyes of his colleagues, in spite of what he has 
attempted to do, and he will fail to present himself as a reasonable -  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  And now he has done it to the member for Bunbury when he is not even in the chamber. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  That is right.  There are some very interesting aspects of this debate that the opposition has 
avoided.  The former Leader of the Opposition - the former Minister for Resources Development and Minister 
for Energy in a previous government - the member for Cottesloe, was a powerful advocate of uranium mining.  
He suggested that somehow there is extraordinary demand for uranium around the world, that the number of 
power stations being built is rising exponentially, and that this in some way is the saviour of greenhouse gas 
emission problems.  Let me put a couple of very small facts on the table and see how the member for Cottesloe 
and subsequent speakers from the opposition stack up when they are faced with a couple of facts and realities.   

First, if the number of nuclear reactors servicing electricity demand in the world were doubled from today to 
2050, we would reduce global greenhouse gas emissions by less than five per cent.  That tells us absolutely that a 
massive expansion of the nuclear reactor industry is not the solution.   

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  I call to order the member for Yokine and the member 
for Murray.  If they want to have a conversation, they should take it outside. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  If we expanded the nuclear reactor program globally in that fashion - that is, if we doubled it 
by 2050, less than 45 years from now - we would reduce greenhouse gas emissions by less than five per cent.  
We would also have a rate of demand and consumption of uranium that would use up all currently known 
conventional uranium resources in less than 100 years.  I ask members opposite: what will that do for the 
important things for which we need radiation technologies, such as medicine, electronic equipment, computers 
and communications?  When we have depleted yet another resource and we have no other plan to put in place, 
what sort of future will we be designing for subsequent generations?  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition made 
a number of motherhood statements.  He gave us a glib articulation of what seems to be a value-based motive for 
why we are in this place; that is, we are in this place to provide opportunities for future generations.  The reality 
is that his argument today is not a design for an improvement in our children’s future.  It is a design for a 
deterioration in our children’s future.   

I turn now to another aspect of this debate.  The single biggest problem in the developed world is not the 
production of energy.  It is the misuse and wastage of energy.  If anyone wants a living, walking, talking, 
breathing example of what a developed country is capable of doing to reduce energy demand and produce a 
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world-class environment for people in their homes, they might need to travel a bit.  In fact, they might need to 
travel about seven kilometres from this place to Subiaco.  In the energy demonstration house in Subiaco, people 
can see a house that uses less than 10 per cent of the total energy of a comparable house, simply through design 
and technology innovation. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Did you send the Premier of China there to have a look? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I will come to that in a moment.  That is a very interesting argument about low-income or 
peasant peoples in under-developed or developing countries.  If members really want to see what is possible in 
terms of a reduction in energy use and demand, they should look at what a high-tech, motivated and clever 
society can produce.  We have produced it here.  The technology is available around Western Australia.  Indeed, 
it is part of a national movement for improved design and energy demand management. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  What sorts of things does it do? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  That is a very good question.  I suggest the member go there and do a tour.  He can arrange 
it through the City of Subiaco. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  What sorts of things does it do? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I will tell the member in a minute.  If the member goes there, he will get more of the detail 
than he can get from me tonight.   
[Member’s time extended.]  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  What people will see there, first of all, is the orientation of the house.  Secondly, they will 
see a recycling of water.  Thirdly, they will see an arrangement whereby airflows through the house, from the 
bottom storey to the top storey, are managed season by season.  Fourthly, people will see that the windows are 
designed in such a way as to encourage full winter sun into the house and exclude all summer sun.  I will give an 
example.  When I was the Chairman of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee in the previous 
Parliament, the committee went to this place and inspected it.  We arrived about 8.30 am on a Wednesday in the 
middle of winter.  It was late June.  Outside, on the southern side of the building, the temperature at the entrance 
to the house was four degrees.  It was a cold morning.  We opened the door, and inside the temperature was 
19.5 degrees.  There was no additional heating and no cooling.  The temperature was managed by passive solar 
measures. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Subiaco. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  How many of those principles have you adopted in your house? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I live in an older house, and since moving into it -  

Mr M.J. Cowper:  So you are not practising what you preach. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  No, just let me finish. 

Mr M.J. Cowper:  How are you going to sell it to the people in the Third World? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I think the best thing I can do is suggest that the member go there and educate himself.  I 
have 13 minutes left in which to speak.  It is clear from the barrage that I am getting from members on the other 
side that they are not interested in listening to any of the information that I might put forward and that would 
counter their nonsense and misinformation.   

Therefore, I will go to the elements of the debate concerning uranium.  We must start with this question: will the 
rise in greenhouse gas emissions, as a global problem, be solved by an expansion of the uranium industry?  The 
answer is very clearly no. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member for Nedlands has only just walked into the chamber.  She has not been here for 
three hours, and she did not sit down before she started opening her mouth, banging her gums and banging 
nonsense out of them.  She should just be quiet, shut up and listen.   

It will not work for particular reasons.  It will not work because there is no calculation in any of the assessments 
that are being done of the energy consumption required to mine, extract, refine and transport uranium to the 
point that it can be used in a nuclear fuel reactor for electricity generation.  None of those greenhouse gas 
producing activities is ever calculated by the uranium industry advocates. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 5 April 2006] 

 p1214b-1240a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr John Bowler; Speaker; Ms Jaye Radisich; Mr Troy 

Buswell; Mr Tony McRae; Acting Speaker; Dr Graham Jacobs; Mr Mark McGowan 

 [21] 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Mr Acting Speaker, I do not mind an interjection, but the constant barrage and 
communication from the other side are making it impossible for me to speak.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Member for Nedlands, we have been having a very good, 
sensible debate in this place.  I feel that the member has lowered the tone a bit since she has come into the 
chamber.  Is the member for Cottesloe jumping seats?  All I am saying is that we have had a good debate.  The 
member for Riverton is trying to put a point of view across, and the member for Nedlands is continually 
interjecting.  Therefore, I call the member for Nedlands to order for the second time. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  The member for Cottesloe has argued that somehow there 
is expanding demand for and expanding use of uranium in nuclear fuel reactors.  It is very interesting that he 
avoided talking about what is going on in the United States in this regard. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  George W. Bush has had a bit to say about it. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The President of the United States, George Bush, who is one of the strongest advocates for 
nuclear fuel energy I have seen come out of America for a very long time, has been President for six years; he 
was elected in 2000.  It is very interesting that since 1996, 10 years ago, not one new nuclear reactor has been 
built in the United States.  Further, if the member for Cottesloe had been honest about and interested in moving 
this motion, he would have tried to explain that in his speech.  In the past six years, since George Bush has been 
President, there has not been one application for a new nuclear reactor.  According to the United States 
government’s energy statistics site, as at October 2005 not one application for a new nuclear reactor has been 
lodged in America for more than 10 years. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  You are wrong.  You said that there have been no new nuclear reactors in the United States -  

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Since 1996. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, you are wrong; it has actually been 25 years.  The last one was Seabrook.  The United 
States has not discovered the natural gas in North America that it expected to and that is why it is re-embarking 
on a nuclear program.  The member should understand the facts; it has been 25 years but it is about to change. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  What a cute little slide that was.  The member for Cottesloe finds the barest of a sliver of 
fact and he slides away and says that there was not as much gas as it expected.  There was one sliver of fact.  I 
think he slipped on the oil slick next to him.   

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order, members! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  How does one explain the Australian government using the United States government as a 
vehicle for the sale of uranium to Taiwan, when our good friend and ally in the United States will not embark on 
the construction of a nuclear power station in its country?  It is extraordinary.  Members opposite will have great 
difficulty explaining to the people of Western Australia how that came to be. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Why do you think the price is $41? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The price is $41 for the same reason that oil is now $71, and China and India are consuming 
45 per cent of the world’s primary resources.  For all those reasons - I nearly called the member for Cottesloe the 
Leader of the Opposition, and that would have been a slip of the tongue - it is fantasy on the part of the member 
for Cottesloe to suggest that it is because of all this forward planning and emergence of demand.  He cited Japan 
as a great user of nuclear fuel for energy production. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Twenty per cent. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  How many accidents has it had? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I do not know, but I do not find it relevant. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Accidents in nuclear power plants are not relevant!  The people of Western Australia will be 
interested to know that we should not concern ourselves with nuclear power plant accidents.  The member has 
avoided talking about it in this place until now.  I have a document that states that in the past 20 years -  

•  There have been at least eight accidents involving damage to or malfunction of the core of nuclear 
power or research reactors.   
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•  At least five nuclear research reactor accidents have resulted in fatalities.   

•  There have been other serious reactor accidents which did not involve core damage or malfunction and 
a number of ‘near misses’ with power reactors found to be in a serious state of disrepair - one such 
incident was discovered in 2002 at the Davis-Besse reactor in the United States.   

I am quoting from an antinuclear coalition that has carried out research. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  We would not have worked that out! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I would rather quote the organisations that I am quoting than be beholden to the commercial 
interests that the members for Cottesloe and Vasse are answering to, including the 750 people turning up tonight 
who are paying their way.  The member for Vasse should say to the people of Western Australia, “I’m in favour 
of the nuclear industry, I’ll defend them and I’m never going to criticise any accident or any nuclear meltdown 
or any breakdown in regulation or transport or any loss of life.  We are going to dismiss all those things.”  

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  I say to the member for Vasse that he is on three strikes.  I 
would be very, very careful if I were him. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member for Vasse should say, “Yes, I’ll be careful.”  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Riverton, I will make those decisions.  You just get on with what you 
are talking about, please. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  This is an interesting document, unlike a lot of documents that I see produced by nuclear 
energy advocates.  It sounds like the member for Nedlands is laying an egg.  The difference between the people 
who produced this document and the people whom the opposition is quoting is that the organisations that 
contributed articles in this paper are prepared to cite their sources and open those up for total review, not just 
peer review, so anyone can critique them. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  No-one’s interested in it. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member for Vasse is a complete fool.  I thought it might be possible but he has now 
confirmed it. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Nedlands! 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  If the number of lies one can tell is a measure of success, the member for Vasse is way in 
front of me.  I will give members opposite another bit of information that they may like to chew over.  The paper 
states -  

 As a method of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, nuclear power is further limited because it is used 
almost exclusively for electricity generation, which is responsible for less than one third of global 
greenhouse gas emissions.   

The member for Cottesloe was just saying that this material I am quoting from is complete and utter nonsense.  
Does he agree that that is consistent with the research he was quoting earlier? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The only viable means of significantly reducing greenhouse emissions without lowering 
living standards is nuclear energy, and it is particularly important for developing nations. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The senior analyst for the International Atomic Energy Agency, Alan McDonald, said 
18 months ago -  

 Saying that nuclear power can solve global warming by itself is way over the top. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I never claimed that.  Who claimed that today?  No-one. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  You just said it then. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, I didn’t. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I must have misheard the member for Cottesloe.  Does he want to say it again?  We will try 
it once more.  He has 30 seconds. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The only viable alternative power generation is nuclear energy.  If we don’t endorse nuclear 
energy, the greenhouse problem will be far worse than it’s forecast to be.  That’s the reality. 
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  I will reiterate why the opposition has failed today.  We have a suggestion that the only 
solution for our energy and greenhouse gas troubles is the nuclear industry. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What are you going to do?  Are you going to tell the people of Ethiopia they can have wind 
farms?  What are you going to give to the starving people of Africa? 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Cottesloe, you are on three strikes!  If you keep going, you are out. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  That is an argument that is totally captive of the nuclear fuel industry.  When members have 
to explain to members of their communities that their only source of information and their only source of 
motivation for this debate is the nuclear fuel industry, they will see this argument for what it is.  The nuclear fuel 
industry is based on a false premise, it offers false hope and it puts at risk not only current generations but also 
future generations.  It does that not just in one part of the cycle but at extraction, as people working on mines are 
exposed, and through transport and processing.  Most importantly, it leaves a legacy of 10 000 years of 
radioactive material that cannot be dealt with.  

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [6.30 pm]:  I will detail the situation in Western Australia, from a political point of 
view, and outline the bind that the government of this state is in.  On 25 June 2002, the then Minister for State 
Development, Hon Clive Brown, made a statement in Parliament as follows -  

I wish to announce that the Western Australian Government has prohibited the mining of uranium for 
nuclear purposes from any mining leases granted from Saturday, 22 June 2002 . . .  The decision meets 
the policy of the Labor Government, which came to power on a platform that included banning the 
mining of uranium for nuclear purposes.  The ban will initially be implemented under section 110 of the 
Mining Act 1978 . . .  

Section 110 of the Mining Act 1978 reads -  

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Act, the Minister may, having regard to the locality 
wherein the land the subject of an application for a mining lease is, and if the Minister considers it is in 
the public interest to do so, grant the applicant a mining lease that authorises the holder thereof to mine 
on or under or both, and remove from the land the subject of the mining lease, only such mineral as is 
specified in the lease. 

Guess what?  The last time section 110 of the Mining Act was amended was in 1997.  Five years have gone by 
since the election of the present government, and that section has not been amended.  In fact, there is no ban on 
uranium mining today.  The Greens (WA) tried to introduce the Nuclear Activities (Prohibition) Bill four times.  
The last time was in 2002.  Similar legislation was introduced by the Greens twice in 2000, and once in 2001.  
The bill sought to outlaw, amongst other things, the mining of uranium.  The second reading speech, delivered 
on 18 September 2002, states - 

The purpose of this Bill is to prohibit the exploration and mining for uranium 

. . .  

WA potentially stands on the brink of becoming an exporter of enriched uranium and a major player in 
the nuclear fuel chain. 

. . .  

Clause 5 prohibits exploration or mining for uranium . . .  

The bill went nowhere on four occasions.  The Labor government would not support it.  Where is the legislation 
for banning the mining of uranium in this state?  In fact, it does not exist.  There is no legislation banning the 
mining of uranium in this state.  There are five mining leases with known deposits of uranium.  Last year, 
$300 000 was spent on the exploration of those leases.   

The last time the question of banning mining was put to the legislators was in 2002.  Even if the legislation had 
been changed, it would not have affected the leases operating prior to that date.  The strong stand being taken by 
those on the other side of the house is not grounded in legislation; it is grounded in political posturing.  If the 
government were really serious and had a heartfelt concern against uranium mining, it would have banned it.  
The government could have done that with the support of the Greens (WA).  The government has left its options 
open just to watch the political mood.  The government wants to be seen as opposing the mining of uranium and 
even appealing to a certain element in the community. 

I want to touch on a few matters that were raised during the debate by the members for Riverton and Yokine.  In 
Western Australian there is a mining and exploration company called Paladin Resources Ltd.  In fact the 
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managing director lives and has an office in Subiaco.  That company cannot mine uranium in Western Australia, 
but it has developed two mines, one in Namibia and one in Malawi in southern Africa.  We cannot bury our 
heads about this issue and say that we are not going to mine uranium and that that will change the global 
perspective.  This WA company has put its resources and efforts into mining uranium in Namibia in southern 
Africa! 

I have a couple of points to finish off.  There is some concern that all that is radioactive is bad.  From a medical 
viewpoint, all that is radioactive is not necessarily bad.  In the areas of treatment and diagnosis, nuclear medicine 
is lifesaving.  The ideology that U3O8 has an element of radioactivity and all radioactivity is bad is not grounded 
in sensible scientific appraisal.  I suggest to the member for Yokine before he interjects that the nuclear industry 
has a significant by-product and that by-product is research and development in all things nuclear. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  It also has a considerable amount of radioactive waste. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  If that isotope was the radioactivity that saved one of the member for Yokine’s relatives 
from cancer, he would take a different view.  It is all right to say that a radioisotope industry can be created in 
isolation.  I did not want to talk about the issue of waste, but the member raised it.  Significant benefits have 
been produced in medicine because of the development of radioisotopes.  That does not fall off the back of the 
truck one day; it comes from research and development in the nuclear radioactivity industry. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I don’t dispute that, but will you go on the record as saying you support the mining and 
exporting of uranium in Western Australia, or will you continue to dance around the issue? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The member for Yokine interjected earlier and asked me what was my view of exporting 
U3O8 yellowcake through the port of Esperance.  My position is that after taking into consideration the scientific 
facts - not the sensationalism - if a deposit of yellowcake were to be exported and if Esperance were considered 
to play a role in the export of that product, the decision would be made by the people of the area. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  What about you?  You cannot say that without stating your own opinion. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I can say that because I stand in this house as their representative.  They must be given all 
the information, not just sensationalism about how all radioactivity is bad.  Let us talk about the industry. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It sounds like you’re sitting on the fence. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I am not sitting on the fence. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You also know where Pangea was looking to put its waste dump, don’t you? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order, member for Yokine. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The member for Yokine seems to emanate bitterness when I speak, and I do not understand 
it.  He is almost vitriolic. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I don’t like hypocrisy. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  It is not hypocrisy.  When the proposal for iron ore export through the port of Esperance 
was mooted, many people suggested that my house, which is 400 metres from the port, would be absolutely 
worthless in 12 months.  They said it would be worthless because it would be totally covered in red dust from the 
iron ore.  It was said that the beaches would be covered in red dust.  I do not necessarily mean that a carte 
blanche approach should be taken.  I took a reasoned and scientific approach to the debate about the 
environmental and safety issues involved with the export of iron ore through the port.  That issue was addressed 
to the satisfaction of the community.  Today 8 million tonnes of iron ore is exported from Esperance.  That is a 
very small amount compared with the amount that is exported from the north of the state.  Nevertheless, 
8 million tonnes of iron ore is exported through the port of Esperance in a safe and monitored manner.  Instead 
of sensationalism, let us consider the facts and make a reasoned decision that includes the community if the 
proposal is ever presented.   

I would ask in closing that in the debate consideration of the whole issue of uranium be measured and that, in 
fact, members give consideration to the facts and not sensationalism.  The member for Yokine says that I am a 
hypocrite, but I suggest that there is a deal of hypocrisy on the government side of the house when members 
opposite stand and say, “No, no, no uranium,” when in fact they have not had the resolve to ban it.  They had 
that opportunity four times; in fact, they probably still have the opportunity today to ban it and have not moved 
to do so.  If the opposition by government members to uranium is so strong and heartfelt, and they have all the 
arguments that the member for Riverton talked about, they should bring it on!  No, they do not want to do that; 
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they want to leave their options open.  They are maintaining a policy at the moment based on ideology.  
However, just watch this space! 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham - Minister for the Environment) [6.45 pm]:  The most breathtaking 
remarks I have heard in this debate were from the member for Cottesloe.  The sorts of things I heard, not once 
but a number of times, from the member for Cottesloe were quite amazing and, in fact, quite chilling.  He has 
advocated a very liberal approach to the export of uranium from Western Australia.  The most recent line I heard 
him use was that we as a state should somehow provide uranium to a country such as Ethiopia for the 
construction of a nuclear power station.  He also advocated that it was incumbent upon us, as a government, to 
assist the people of Africa in the provision of uranium.  In fact, the member for Cottesloe advocated that it was 
incumbent upon us to assist all those countries that want uranium to obtain it from us to power their civilian 
facilities.  Countries such as Ethiopia are actually - 

Dr K.D. Hames:  I didn’t hear him say that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  He did.  The member for Dawesville obviously was not listening. 

Countries such as Ethiopia have been torn by civil strife for 30 to 40 years.  A country such as Ethiopia actually 
has a substantial Muslim fundamentalist group within it.  The member for Cottesloe wants to, as he said, take a 
liberal approach to the provision of uranium to countries around the world.  Does that include Jordan; does it 
include Syria; does it include Afghanistan, all of which have substantial fundamentalist Muslim groupings?  
Sudan - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Shouldn’t Muslims have nuclear energy?  Should we decide who should have nuclear energy 
on religious grounds? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  We have to be discerning. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Is that your view? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  We absolutely have to be discerning in relation to this issue.  To advocate that countries 
torn by civil strife that have groupings within them that would love to get their hands on that nuclear material 
and give it right back to us - 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  - is not only breathtaking but also, quite frankly, dangerous. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Why can’t Muslims have nuclear energy?  You have just said that Muslims cannot have 
nuclear energy. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Does the member for Cottesloe think that Afghanistan should have a nuclear power 
station? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Why can’t Muslim people have nuclear energy? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Does the member for Cottesloe think that Afghanistan should have a nuclear power 
station? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You have used Muslims and religion as criteria for the provision of nuclear energy. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Does the member for Cottesloe believe that Afghanistan should have a nuclear power 
station? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What have you got against Muslims?  I think you’ve got an explanation to make to Muslim 
people.  Why can’t they have nuclear energy? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Mr Speaker, I take the view that countries such as Afghanistan should not be setting up 
nuclear power - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, you said Muslims. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I think Ethiopia should - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You are arguing against Muslims.  You said that Muslims can’t have nuclear power. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The Leader of the Opposition can lie all he likes; lying does not mean it is right.   

Withdrawal of Remark 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Minister for the Environment accused me of lying. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  The minister should withdraw that remark. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Countries such as Ethiopia, Afghanistan, Jordan, Syria, Iran and Iraq should not be 
provided with uranium from Western Australia.  In fact, I do not think they should be provided with uranium 
from anywhere because there is great potential for danger when such countries are provided with uranium.  That 
is my view.  I have a very fixed and firm view on that issue.  The United States and Israel are contemplating 
bombing parts of Iran.  The former Leader of the Opposition the member for Cottesloe is advocating that 
countries that have significant Muslim fundamentalist minorities or majorities, as the case may be, should have 
uranium from Western Australia. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  A minute ago the minister accused me of lying and he withdrew the comment.  He has 
now made up a series of statements that Hansard will show were never said.  I do not accuse him of lying but I 
call on him to respect this Parliament and make accurate statements.  He cannot fabricate material. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  That is a point of view.  It is not a point of order.  It is just holding up the debate. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The member for Cottesloe, as every member present will attest, said not more than five or 
10 minutes ago that the people of Ethiopia should be able to access uranium from Western Australia because 
they are poor and they need electricity.  That is what he said.  Does he deny that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is not what I said. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Yes, he did.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What has the minister got against the poor people of Ethiopia? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Does the member think they should have uranium? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Can the minister rise to the intellectual level of listening to what I have to say? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I have asked a question but the member will not answer it. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  I asked why we, in the developed world, should deny developing African nations such as 
Ethiopia access to nuclear energy.  Nothing else will raise their living standards. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  This is incredible.   
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  This is the last warning for the member for Cottesloe.  I have 
been very tolerant with him. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  It is quite incredible that members of this Parliament advocate that countries torn by civil 
war and sectarianism and that have very substantial minorities, or majorities as the case may be, of Muslim 
fundamentalists should receive uranium from Western Australia.  That is up with Bob Menzies when he sold 
iron ore to Japan in 1938.  They gave it back to us in spades! 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  You said that Muslims should not have uranium.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I did not say that.  I said that countries that are civilly torn and that have difficulties 
within them should not receive uranium from Western Australia. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  That is my view.  The member for Cottesloe happens to have a different, dangerous, 
irresponsible - and I would suspect unsupported by the people of Western Australia - view of this issue. 

Let us move to the other issues.  As the member for Cottesloe said in his earlier remarks, he did not remember 
the Labor Party taking this issue to the election.  Not only is it part of our platform, but also we won not one but 
two emphatic election victories on this issue.  I have a copy of the policy. 
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Mr M.J. Cowper interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  I call the member for Murray to order for the first time.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The policy states that the Gallop government will prohibit uranium mining in Western 
Australia.  It is quite simple.  When the member for Cottesloe says the opposite, he is, quite frankly, wrong.  
After listening to the argument put by the Liberal Party, people might think that uranium is exactly the same as 
any other mineral.  The Liberal Party is saying that we should dig it up and export it to Ethiopia, Iran or any 
other country.  That is the impression one would gain from listening to members of the opposition.  Is uranium 
the same as any other mineral?  Let us consider some of the things that have happened in other places.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Does the member for Cottesloe think it should?  That is interesting.   

A range of geotechnical issues should be taken into account.  Should uranium be stored in a country that is prone 
to earthquakes?   

Several opposition members interjected.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order, members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  After listening to members of the opposition, one would think that uranium is the same as 
any other mineral.  The United Kingdom has a massive problem.  It is required to clean up 20 specific nuclear 
sites at a cost of £70 billion, or $A150 billion.  The member for Cottesloe thinks that we should be a part of the 
solution for the storage of that waste. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I think that we should be a part of the debate. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  As he has said before, the member for Cottesloe believes that we should be a part of the 
debate on nuclear waste.  On a number of occasions in 1999, the member for Cottesloe said that it would be 
irresponsible of us to put our heads in the sand and say that we have nothing to say about uranium in the context 
of the issue of waste.  I expect that Western Australians would not want this state to be a repository for nuclear 
waste.  If the member for Cottesloe thinks that we should be responsible for waste, he is wrong. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Did Dr Gallop meet with Pangea? 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  It does not take much to set the member for Cottesloe off.  I do not know; however, if he 
did, I am sure he would have told it that we did not want it here.  In fact, we introduced a bill to reject uranium 
storage.  The member for Cottesloe said that we should be part of the debate on waste, which means that we 
should take that waste.  That is the substance of what he is saying.  I think Western Australians would very much 
reject that notion. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (15) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr B.J. Grylls Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr T.R. Sprigg Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr R.F. Johnson Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Trenorden  

Noes (25) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mrs D.J. Guise Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts  

            

Pairs 

 Mr P.D. Omodei Mr J.R. Quigley 
 Mr G.A. Woodhams Mr J.N. Hyde 
 Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr T.G. Stephens 
 Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan 
 Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.W. Andrews 

Independent Pairs 

Dr E. Constable 
Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus negatived. 
 


