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URANIUM MINING BAN 
Notice of Motion - Leave to Alter 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [12.19 pm]:  When notice was given yesterday, this 
notice of motion was 13.  It has since been re-numbered.  I seek leave to move the motion in an amended form. 

Leave denied. 

Standing Orders Suspension 

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [12.20 pm] - without notice:  I move - 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
considered forthwith - 

(1) That this house supports the state government’s continuing ban on uranium mining in Western 
Australia; and 

(2) to require by this motion that the debate be restricted to a total of 120 minutes, with a 
maximum of 20 minutes allocated to move the motion and a maximum of 10 minutes for other 
members and the mover in reply. 

In moving this suspension of standing orders, I note the degree of interest that exists within our community about 
the question of uranium mining in Western Australia.  I could refer to many articles in many newspapers.  The 
question is asked of me quite often as I move around the state: what is my government’s position on the subject?  
I am very happy to oblige the community discussion.  There has also been an expectation that the Parliament of 
Western Australia will debate the issue.  Members of the community need to know where the political parties 
stand; they need to know where the opposition, National Party and Independents stand.  There has been 
extensive background to this issue.  We should all be in a position to contribute. 

Secondly and more specifically, I am concerned that, having read the Kalgoorlie Miner of 25 August 2005, a 
move by the member for Cottesloe to have this issue put on the notice paper and debated in the Parliament was 
vetoed by the Leader of the Opposition.  Indeed, the efforts by the member for Cottesloe to have the Liberal 
Party allow this matter to be debated in the normal opposition time has been thwarted.  We would like to 
facilitate the debate through our own motion and by the creation of time within the government’s own timetable. 

There is general interest in this matter.  There is an expectation that the Parliament will put its point of view 
forward.  There is an expectation that we will discuss a matter of major importance to the state.  There has 
already been an effort made by one member of this Parliament, the member for Cottesloe, to get the issue on the 
notice paper and debate it.  Unfortunately, his efforts have been thwarted by the Leader of the Opposition.  The 
government will facilitate the process. 

We have the extraordinary situation in Western Australia in which the Leader of the Opposition says that he will 
wait until another body, the conference of the Liberal Party, determines its position before he states his position.  
I recall politics in the 1960s in the Australian Labor Party when the phrase “the faceless men” was invented.  The 
poor old Leader of the Labor Party at the time, Right Hon Arthur Calwell, used to have to wait until the national 
executive of the Labor Party had determined a policy before he knew what he was going to argue in the 
Parliament of Australia.  I am pleased to say that the Labor Party’s whole approach to questions of policy 
making has changed since then.  There is much more room in the party for the leadership of the party to develop 
a policy and take a leadership position on questions that face the nation.  The situation in Western Australia is 
now reversed, because the Leader of the Opposition is waiting for someone else to tell him what his policy will 
be.  That is not the approach expected of leaders by the people of Western Australia.  They want to know what 
he stands for and what position he will take to the Liberal Party conference.  There is an opportunity today for 
the Leader of the Opposition to indicate what is his preferred position so that he can be judged on his views. 

I am very happy to declare my position on this question and offer leadership to the people of Western Australia 
on this issue.  I am very happy to meet all the accountability requirements involved in taking a leadership 
position.  I have done that many times as leader of the Labor Party; I have taken a clear leadership position on 
issues.  The public wants us to debate this issue and the member for Cottesloe wants us to debate this issue.  
However, more importantly, the public needs to know where the Leader of the Opposition stands on this issue.  
This motion will give him and his colleagues every chance to articulate their point of view and to vote on an 
issue that is of great importance to the people of Western Australia. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [12.25 pm]:  We are currently debating whether 
standing orders should be suspended so that this motion can be dealt with.  The reason we are debating the 
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possible suspension of standing orders is that the Leader of the House, in a feverishly opportunistic way 
yesterday, tried to bring this matter on for debate and made a blunder.  He was hoping to deal with the member 
for Cottesloe’s motion today.  However, he cannot read a notice paper.  One would think that the Leader of the 
House would be able to read a notice paper and understand what happens when the house moves from one day to 
another.  When the Leader of the House said yesterday - with a grin from ear to ear - that the house would be 
dealing with the motion, it was in fact going to be the motion concerning the Shenton Park cottage hospice.  He 
thought it was the uranium motion!  The one he read into Hansard yesterday would have seen us debating the 
Shenton Park cottage hospice motion.  He made a mistake and he does not have a clue how to read a notice 
paper.  It is now plan B for the Labor Party: move to suspend standing orders, because it cannot run the little 
trick it was going to run yesterday because the Leader of the House is an incompetent, bumbling fool and cannot 
get it right.  More importantly, he cannot read a notice paper.  Plan B for the Labor Party is to blame everybody 
else.  That is what plan B normally is.  In this instance we find ourselves debating why we have to suspend 
standing orders, and the reason is the poor unfortunate chap who has the job of being the Leader of the House.  
In his rush and enthusiasm to create this great political divide, he made a blunder that would have seen the house 
debating the Shenton Park cottage hospice motion and not the uranium motion.  When he referred to motion 13 
on the notice paper yesterday, it was, at the time, the uranium motion listed by the member for Cottesloe.  The 
poor old Leader of the House does not understand that, from time to time on a daily basis, motions drop off the 
notice paper.  One of the motions was removed from the notice paper yesterday, so today motion 13 is the 
Shenton Park cottage hospice motion.  Would the Leader of the House like to debate that?  That is what he said 
yesterday; he said the government wanted to debate motion 13. 
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I said uranium yesterday. 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  The Leader of the House did not.  He said that he wanted to debate motion 13.  Does he not 
know that, from day to day, motions drop off the notice paper?  The Leader of the House should understand that 
there are considerable differences in the listing of motions from one day to the next.  When the Leader of the 
House stood yesterday and said that the government wanted to debate motion 13, I knew that motion 13 was 
going to be the Shenton Park cottage hospice motion.  Was that not the intention of the Leader of the House?  
Does he not want to debate that motion?  Is that the case? 
Let the government now move to suspend standing orders; let it use its superior voting numbers in this house to 
ram the motion through because of the poor old incompetent chap that runs this house. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 
Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  With respect to the motion to suspend standing orders, I find it to be an extraordinary 
situation when the government of the day - the people who are elected to pass and fix laws - spend the precious 
time that they should be using to pass and fix laws running innocuous motions.  We sit in this house sometimes 
until midnight doing government business and passing and fixing laws; indeed, last night we sat in this house 
until 10.30.  Why is that?  It is because time is so precious, and we need the time to fix and pass laws.  That is 
what the government gets paid to do.  It does not get paid to run these juvenile, immature motions that reflect 
very poorly on the Premier.  Lots of laws that need to be passed or fixed are sitting on the notice paper, waiting 
to be debated.  As I said earlier, time is precious for legislative business.  That is why we sit until ridiculous 
hours.  The government could be dealing with its Commissioner for Children and Young People Bill, but instead 
it wants to suspend standing orders to deal with an innocuous motion because it thinks it can squeeze a bit of life 
out of it.  The government could be dealing with the Tobacco Products Control Bill.  The government has made 
a helluva lot about controlling tobacco products in this state, but instead it wants to suspend standing orders. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I am sure that people on my right want to be heard on this issue when they stand.  I am 
happy to make sure that they are heard, but at the moment the noise coming from my right is neither informed 
nor needed. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Thank you for that protection, Mr Speaker, from the gaggle opposite.  The government 
could be dealing with the Parental Support and Responsibility Bill.  I first heard the Premier banging on about 
this well and truly before the last election.  Now, after a considerable of time, the bill has found its way onto the 
notice paper; in fact, it is almost at the top of the notice paper.  Instead of dealing with that bill, the government 
wants to move this immature, juvenile motion because it thinks it can squeeze some politics out of it.  If we spent 
a normal working week in this place and worked 9.00 am to 5.30 pm Monday to Friday and no pressure or time 
constraints were involved, we could probably accept, or almost forgive, governments moving immature, juvenile 
motions like this to suspend standing orders.  However, the fact is that we sometimes sit in this house until 
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midnight.  We were here until 10.30 last night.  Why?  It is because time is precious.  Something like 20 bills 
that are sitting on the notice paper and waiting to be debated contain laws that need to be either implemented or 
fixed.  Those laws have long been trumpeted by the Premier.  They were trumpeted throughout the election 
campaign and continue to be trumpeted right until today.  What does the government do when it has a chance to 
implement those laws, such as the Parental Support and Responsibility Bill and the Road Traffic Amendment 
Bill?  It shows a lack of interest and wants to debate this juvenile motion instead.  It is not interested in bills such 
as the First Home Owner Grant Amendment Bill; it wants to debate this immature motion instead.  It is not 
interested in the Perth International Centre for Application of Solar Energy Repeal Bill, and the list goes on.  In 
total, 20 bills are waiting to be passed by this Parliament.  We sit until late at night so that we can pass 
legislation.  It reflects very poorly on the Premier and on the Labor Party that they would use time that is 
normally set aside for government legislation to run a ridiculous, useless, immature little motion like this. 

I finish with this comment: the reason we are now dealing with the suspension of standing orders is the 
incompetent, bumbling fool who has the title Leader of the House.  If he had not made that huge blunder 
yesterday, his grin would be twice as wide.  He thought he was on a wonderful political roller-coaster and was 
going to drive a wedge through everybody, but his incompetence has risen to the surface again, and so the 
government is on to plan B. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [12.36 pm]:  We are debating the suspension of 
standing orders moved by the Premier so that this house can debate, and we think should support, the 
government’s stand on banning uranium mining.  The issue of the debate is clearly the suspension, not issues 
that will go to the substance of the debate.  In explaining why we need the suspension, we need to look at the 
history of this matter over the past week or so.  The member for Cottesloe gave notice of a motion on 23 August 
to the effect that this house call on the Labor government to remove its ban on uranium mining in Western 
Australia.  The last time I checked into it, the member for Cottesloe was clearly a member of the Liberal Party 
and a member of the opposition, so I take it that the opposition planned to move that there be a debate on 
uranium mining.  However, the Leader of the Opposition is running so scared and wants so badly to hide from 
this issue that he denied the member for Cottesloe the opportunity of debating it.  We thought that the matter was 
worthy of debate.  We on this side of the house have strong leadership from the Premier and a very clear view of 
what our stance should be, and that is being implemented in government policy; whereas the opposition clearly 
does not have a united view on this matter and has tried to hide the Leader of the Opposition, who, as on many 
issues, does not know which way is up.   

The situation then was that we gave notice yesterday of a motion to allow the member for Cottesloe’s motion to 
be debated.  That matter was brought on a few minutes ago to allow, by that procedure for suspending standing 
orders, the member for Cottesloe’s motion on the banning of uranium mining to be dealt with in government 
time, but as at yesterday that motion was notice of motion 13.  The notice paper was renumbered, as the Leader 
of the Opposition has said, and it is now notice of motion 12.  The normal process was followed; that is, leave 
was sought to simply adjust the number so that it complied with what was the clear intent, as everyone knew 
yesterday, of debating the member for Cottesloe’s motion on the banning of uranium mining.  However, what 
did we have from the opposition?  The opposition is so scared of this that the Leader of the Opposition refused 
us the ability to adjust the number of the item so that it would be in keeping with the clear intent expressed 
yesterday.  Opposition members are so frightened of an open debate because, as everyone knows, when it comes 
to a serious debate on a matter that is clearly of interest to the vast majority of Western Australians, the Leader 
of the Opposition has nothing to say.  He can talk about the Pope’s partner, but when it comes to a debate on a 
serious matter, the Leader of the Opposition wants to avoid it.  Given that the opposition refused leave to amend 
the item number so that it dealt with the uranium debate, which was the clear intent, the Premier has moved for 
suspension so that we can move to that debate.  I am sure that we will do that in a very short time. 

I need to make a brief comment on what was said by the Leader of the Opposition.  He said a few minutes ago 
that the whole issue of uranium was innocuous. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  No, your motion was innocuous. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  He can stand in the debate and make that point if he believes it is innocuous.  He also 
thought that this debate was ridiculous and useless.  The new members of the Liberal Party and one of the new 
members from our side went through a program at the start of the year at which they were given a bit of an 
understanding of the role of the Parliament.  It would have been four years ago when the Leader of the 
Opposition, as the member for Kalgoorlie, undertook that program.  I do not know whether he simply does not 
remember or whether he is not interested in the role of the Parliament; however, to suggest that the only role of 
this house is in the passage of legislation is to show the total ignorance of the Leader of the Opposition.  The role 
of this house and the role of the Parliament is, in addition to establishing the laws of this state, to hold the 
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government accountable and to be a voice for the people in debate on issues of concern.  It has multiple roles.  
For the Leader of the Opposition to suggest that it is not absolutely appropriate and proper that this house should 
debate an issue of such significance as a ban on uranium mining is to show just how shallow this Leader of the 
Opposition is and what little respect he has for proper parliamentary reform. 

It is quite appropriate that the government actually allocate time, and there is quite a generous allocation of time 
according to the suspension motion, so that this house can express its view and individual members can 
contribute to the debate and clearly put their views on what the policy should be.  All members on both sides can 
have an opportunity for that debate. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Why put a limit on it?  Make it longer.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Yesterday the member for Hillarys wanted debate without time limit on a matter.  The 
amount of information that came from opposition speakers in the half-hour they had could have been put into 
two minutes.  They had nothing to say of any value or of any new form whatsoever, other than the wild fantasies 
of their imagination.  This debate can be managed in the time allocated.  It will give members an opportunity to 
express their views.  The suspension by the Premier is very appropriate, again reflecting his leadership role, not 
only on this issue but also in the house.  It will ensure that members have an opportunity to debate this issue, 
which I would put to you, Mr Speaker, a clear majority of Western Australians think is a serious issue that they 
would like this house to treat seriously. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [12.40 pm]:  I think I will need to support the government on this matter, 
because it is my motion, and I do not think it is innocuous or juvenile.  I would like to have the opportunity to 
debate the Shenton Park Cottage Hospice, so I am very happy to support the government on this issue.  It is an 
important issue not only for my electorate, but also for the electorates of Cottesloe and Churchlands and their 
local members.  We are very happy for the government to bring on this matter for debate. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  That is not the motion. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  If it is notice of motion 13, it is my motion.  

Mr J.N. Hyde:  That is not the motion.  Read the motion. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Unlike the member for Perth, I am not thick.  I have read the motion. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am also happy to have a debate on uranium mining.  However, that is different from 
supporting anything.  I would be very happy to debate item 13 on the notice paper, because we are championing 
the western suburbs and Shenton Park Cottage Hospice for people who are terminally ill with cancer or 
leukaemia.  It is a very important motion, and I am happy to support the government on it.   

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [12.41 pm]:  The Leader of the Opposition hit the nail on the 
head when he said this is extremely embarrassing for the government.  For the benefit of those members who do 
not understand what has happened, I will refer to a press release from the Premier.  The press release has a 
picture of the Premier on it, followed by the words “Dr Geoff Gallop MLA”, and is dated 30 August.  It reads in 
part - 

Premier Geoff Gallop said the government would clear the path for the Legislative Assembly to debate 
a motion put forward last week by Cottesloe MLA Colin Barnett. 

I want members to understand that that is not what we are doing today.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If members listen, they may learn something.  What the Premier said 
yesterday -  

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Did the Premier put out that press release yesterday?  Is this the Premier’s 
press release, or is it a counterfeit press release and someone has forged the Premier’s picture at the top?  I think 
the Premier put this out yesterday, and the Leader of the House has caused the Premier considerable 
embarrassment today.  For the benefit of those members who are not aware of why the Leader of the House and 
the Premier would be squirming in their seats today, it is very simple.  The Speaker made it clear yesterday that 
an item on yesterday’s notice paper, which was listed as notice of motion 2 under private members’ business and 
had been put on the notice paper by the shadow Minister for the Environment, would drop off the notice paper 
that day.  Later in the day - not before that, but later in the day - the Leader of the House gave notice of a motion 
that the government would seek to suspend standing orders today to debate notice of motion 13 on the notice 
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paper under private members’ business.  The significance of that is that the Leader of the House knew that notice 
of motion 2 would be dropping off the notice paper, so he moved that notice of motion 13 be debated today.  
However, later on he has obviously worked out that notice of motion 13 will now become notice of motion 12, 
which means that the government will suspend standing orders to debate the motion that the member for 
Nedlands put on the notice paper some time ago.  That is typical of the mismanaging and bumbling approach of 
the government in this house.   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  I call to order the member for Perth and the member for Albany.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is an excellent decision by the Speaker.   

The government then thought, “This is a bit embarrassing.  What can we do?  Perhaps if we sneak in another 
motion, no-one will notice our mistake.”  Well, I am sorry, but everyone on this side has noticed the mistake.  
The Premier said we would debate the member for Cottesloe’s motion today.  However, guess what?  The 
government did not do it!   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We offered it, and you ran away from the debate!   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will touch on that in a moment.  This is a private members’ motion.  It is 
not a government motion.  I have actually met with the member for Cottesloe and talked to him about making 
time available in private members’ business -  

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Believe it or not, we actually work cooperatively on these matters.   

What has the government done?  One would have thought it would have come back into the house with the same 
motion.  The member for Cottesloe’s motion reads - 

That this House calls on the Labor Government to remove its ban on uranium mining in Western 
Australia. 

Did the Premier come in today and move that motion?  Let us look at the press release again.  Yesterday the 
Premier said that he would be making it possible for the Legislative Assembly to debate a motion calling on the 
Labor Government to remove its ban on uranium mining in Western Australia.  Hang on!  It would be a bit 
embarrassing for the Premier to come into this place and say, “Hey!  Let us lift our ban on uranium mining.  Let 
us do something that our party ostensibly does not agree with.”  The government has been caught out a second 
time, because in effect the government would have made it possible for the Legislative Assembly to debate a 
motion that goes against Labor Party policy, or what the Premier agrees with - not necessarily what the member 
for Kimberley, the member for Central Pilbara-Kimberley and the member for Peel agree with, but what the 
Premier agrees with.  The government has been caught out twice.  The government has stuffed up the notice 
paper arrangements.  The government has also said that it will make it possible for the Legislative Assembly to 
debate a motion that goes against Labor Government policy.  That is extremely embarrassing for the 
government.  Therefore, the government has now decided to move a completely different motion and pretend 
that it was the one it intended to bring on today.   

That leads to the question: why does the government need to suspend standing orders now and move this motion 
so urgently?  Is a uranium mining proposal on the books?  I am not aware that such a proposal is ticking over at 
the moment.  However, the point is the government is prepared to come into this place and put aside other 
government business for the duration of this debate, and for a further two hours, or probably three hours, to 
debate this motion.  The member for Capel has been pushing the government to bring its anti-terrorism 
legislation into this Parliament.  The member for Hillarys, who is the shadow Minister for Police, is also very 
keen for the anti-terrorism legislation to be brought into this Parliament.  However, we will be wasting three 
hours on the government’s political stunt today, and on something that has embarrassed the government, when 
we could be dealing with anti-terrorism legislation.  There are other important and pressing matters concerning 
the welfare of Western Australians that we would like to debate.  For example, there is a range of health issues 
that we would like to debate.  However, the government has insisted on bringing this motion forward today.  The 
Premier said he would make it possible for the Legislative Assembly to debate the member for Cottesloe’s 
motion today.  However, because the government has made this almighty stuff-up and has realised it will be 
embarrassed if it clears the way for a motion that opposes Labor Party policy - or what is supposed to be Labor 
Party policy - we are now in this ridiculous situation.  We will touch later on the motion and on the need for a 
public debate on this matter.  In the meantime, I stress to members that the government stuffed up and was about 
to be embarrassed on two counts.  This is the result.   
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The SPEAKER:  Order!  The question before the house is that standing orders be suspended.  If I hear a 
dissenting voice, I will need to divide the house.  I have assured myself that there is an absolute majority present 
in the house.  The question is that standing orders be suspended.  Those of that opinion say aye, against no.  I 
hear a dissenting voice, so the house will divide.   

Division taken with the following result -  
Ayes (30) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr E. Constable Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Dr G.I. Gallop Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk  
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich  

Noes (20) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.R. Sprigg 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr G. Snook Dr S.C. Thomas (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr M.P. Murray Dr G.G. Jacobs 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr B.J. Grylls 

Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [12.53 pm]:  I move - 

That this house supports the state government’s continuing ban on uranium mining in Western 
Australia.  

I will begin by reminding the house that in the 2001 election, and again in the 2005 election, my political party 
fought on the platform of no uranium mining in Western Australia.  In our first term of government we carried 
out that commitment, and we intend to continue to carry out that commitment as the Labor government of this 
state.   

It is interesting to look at the world today and to reflect on some of the important challenges with which it is 
faced.  First, there are those who argue, as a result of the emergence of a new, lethal and vicious form of 
terrorism around the world, that stolen nuclear material could be utilised to put together a dirty bomb.  We in 
Western Australia can say that any uranium used to make such a terrible bomb will not come from Western 
Australia.   

Secondly, we know that there have been serious nuclear meltdowns.  I refer, for example, to Chernobyl, and to 
the devastating consequences of that incident on not only the Ukrainian people, but also others in Europe.  We 
can say that none of the uranium that went into that nuclear power station came from Western Australia.   

Thirdly, we can reflect on the awful dilemma that is faced by many countries around the world in dealing with 
nuclear waste.  Only last week, Four Corners ran a story that revealed that the Swedish government has had to 
devote $12 billion to deal with the waste from Sweden’s nuclear power stations.  Of course, those power stations 
have been the subject of a referendum and the Swedish people have voted to phase them out of their electricity 
generation system.  We know that none of the uranium that led to that waste came from Western Australia.   

The Labor Party has had a clear position on this matter throughout the debates that have occurred in the 1970s, 
1980s and 1990s.  We have never had uranium mining in Western Australia.  We know that the products of our 
state have not helped create the potentiality for dirty bombs or nuclear proliferation.  We know that no uranium 
from Western Australia has led to a nuclear meltdown in any of the power stations around the world.  We know 
that none of our uranium has helped to create horrific waste that must be dealt with by countries all over the 
world.   
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Some people have said to me that the government of Western Australia does not have the right to hold a position 
on this matter.  They say that because uranium is in Western Australia and because someone wants it, we should 
facilitate its export.  That is not the logic that we should apply to our decision making in this Parliament.  I will 
draw some analogies.  Some people suggest that we can relieve our budgetary pressures by allowing poker 
machines into Western Australia’s hotels and clubs because that will create between $200 million and 
$300 million every year that could be used for public purposes.  We will not do that, because we choose to 
determine our own future as a state.  Over the years, people have said that we should facilitate a whaling industry 
in Western Australia to provide whale meat to some parts of the world.  However, we will not do that, because 
we are against whaling.  We will not allow practices in Western Australia that will lead to negative social and 
environmental consequences.   

I turn to the issues of uranium mining.  First, there are the environmental impacts involved in the mining process 
itself.  Secondly, once the uranium is exported, there are concerns about whether it is stored, processed and 
handled appropriately and ethically.  Thirdly, the creation of nuclear power results in environmental risks that 
are significant in and of themselves.  Fourthly, there is the issue of the creation of nuclear waste and its disposal.  
Finally, as I said in my introduction, there is the possibility that nuclear products could be used by nation-states 
or terrorist groups to create weaponry, with catastrophic consequences.   

At the moment, the federal Liberal government is pushing for the expansion of uranium mining in Australia.  It 
is criticising my government for standing firm on this issue.  I want this government and this Parliament to make 
it clear that we will stand firm on this issue, despite the efforts of the Liberal-National government to get us to 
change our course.   

The opposition, on the other hand, will not declare its position, and the people of Western Australia do not know 
where it stands.  The Leader of the Opposition is evading and ducking the issue of uranium mining in Western 
Australia and cannot find a hole big enough in which to hide.  He has said that his position will be determined by 
the Liberal Party conference.  He is not telling us what his position is; nor is he telling what position he will take 
to the Liberal Party conference.  That is an abrogation of his duties as a political leader.  I am willing -  

Several opposition members interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  Order, Leader of the Opposition!   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I am perfectly happy -  

Several opposition members interjected.  

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!  I have heard several of those interjections on a number of occasions today.  
I call to order the member for Murdoch and the Leader of the Opposition.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I am perfectly happy to meet my accountability requirement in this matter.  The question is: 
will the Leader of the Opposition meet his accountability requirements?  Today, he has a chance to do so.   

The dangers to uranium mine workers and the environment are well known.  In the two years to April 2005, 
South Australia’s Olympic Dam mine has reported 10 incidents in which there have been spills.  In the past five 
years, the Beverley uranium mine has reported 42 incidents in which there have been spills.  Uranium, of course, 
is what is known as a mother isotope.  When mined, it releases daughter isotopes, such as radium and radon, 
which are highly radioactive.  They are so dangerous that the framework that is created to regulate their mining 
and production is unbelievable.  If members opposite want to know what the consequences of uranium mining 
are, instead of asking me they should consider the regimes that are used to try to stop its consequences having a 
devastating effect on human health and our environment.   

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.   

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

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  One of the biggest problems associated with uranium mining is the creation of uranium 
tailings.  Uranium mining tailings contain a much higher level of radioactivity, which can leak into ground water 
supplies.  The health, welfare and environmental consequences of uranium mining cannot be avoided.  If a 
uranium mining industry is developed in Western Australia, we, as a community, would have to accept those 
risks.  The World Health Organisation reports that uranium miners are at greater risk of lung cancer attributed 
mainly to exposure from radon decay products.  Low-level radiation is also implicated in birth defects, high 
infant mortality rates and chronic lung, eye, skin and reproductive illnesses.  They are known risks.  Until now in 
Western Australia we have said that these risks are unacceptable to our community.  The previous Liberal-
National coalition government and governments previous to that did not initiate any processes for uranium 
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mining, and my government will not initiate any processes for uranium mining.  The risks are unacceptable.  
Western Australia has worked out its path for the future, and uranium mining is not part of that future.  

Once uranium has been mined, its export and use are problematic.  Transporting uranium is a risky task, and 
more troubling is the use of uranium once it has reached its destination.  There is also the danger that uranium 
will not be used for its purported purpose but rather for weapons production and the like.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Absolute rubbish.  Get real.  Australia as a first world nation is a signatory to the non-
proliferation bilateral agreement.  You need to get out of the sixties and into the twenty-first century.  

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I have.  The member for Cottesloe should read the reports at the International Atomic 
Energy Agency; they are contemporary reports written by the agency that has responsibility for monitoring the 
use of uranium around the world.  That agency cannot guarantee that it has not been used for nuclear weapons 
purposes.  Not only that, if there is a radical expansion of the industry, the ability of the world to control how 
uranium is used will be radically diminished.  The member for Cottesloe obviously feels that these are risks 
worth taking because, as he interjected, dollars are to be made in uranium mining.  He is willing to put dollars 
ahead of the health and welfare of the citizens of this state and of the safety of the world in which we live today.  

Another concern is the great threat of nuclear power plant malfunction.  We know the consequences of that 
failure.  We live in a world in which human error is always possible.  When human error occurs in the 
production of electricity from nuclear sources, the consequences are dramatic and horrific, as anyone who lives 
in the Ukraine or Europe will tell us.  I will not go through the facts and figures associated with Chernobyl.  
Many debates have been held about how many cancers have been caused by that accident.  Nonetheless, many 
thousands of people were exposed to radiation and, as a result, they suffered various cancers and had their lives 
truncated.  These are facts; they are not fantasy.  Until now, Western Australia has been leading with its attitude 
on these issues.  

I refer now to the issue of nuclear waste.  Even the best run, best maintained nuclear power stations are faced 
with the intractable problem of nuclear waste.  A number of years ago, this problem manifested itself when 
people in Europe and the northern hemisphere noted the pile of nuclear waste around their jurisdictions and 
suggested they find somewhere to put it.  It was suggested that the continent of Australia could take nuclear 
waste.  I am pleased to say that, as a result of that suggestion, this Parliament passed legislation that makes it 
clear that we will not accept nuclear waste created in nuclear power stations around the world.  Members must 
make no mistake; there is no known solution to the problem of nuclear waste.  A highly sophisticated and 
civilised country such as Sweden must spend $12 billion to deal with the consequences of its nuclear power 
industry in its own country.  That amounts to our total budget.  Even then, it acknowledges that risks are 
associated with storing nuclear waste deep in the Swedish underground.  These are real issues; they are not 
inventions.  We must ask ourselves as a community whether we want to not only take those risks here in Western 
Australia but also contribute to those risks around the world.  

There is no doubt that we need clarity on this issue.  The people seeking to invest in the uranium industry 
deserve clarity, and my government has given them clarity.  Both the minister who spoke earlier and I have made 
our positions clear to them: uranium will not be mined in Western Australia during the term of a Labor 
government.  The certainty of our position has created a much better environment than the Liberal Party’s 
uncertainty on this issue.  

The interesting aspect of this debate is that the greenhouse issue has now been brought to the table for 
discussion.  We face a major challenge with greenhouse gases that must be dealt with if we are to reverse the 
horrific problems associated with global warming.  Those who advocate uranium mining as a means of tackling 
greenhouse gases have been less than honest in their arguments.  First of all, nuclear power is quite a small 
proportion - about 16 per cent - of the world’s production of electricity.  Electricity generation and the emissions 
that come from its production represent about 30 per cent of greenhouse gas emissions in the world today.  
Extensive studies have revealed that every dollar spent on reducing greenhouse gas emissions through energy 
efficiency methodologies and technologies has seven times as much benefit as a dollar spent on the nuclear 
industry.  If we go down the route of nuclear energy as a means of dealing with greenhouse gas issues in the 
world, we will simply delay the inevitable.  We must produce energy efficient and renewable alternatives to deal 
with greenhouse gas emissions.  How long would it take to use the total amount of uranium known to exist in the 
world today if all the coal-fired power stations in the world were replaced with nuclear power stations?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You need to come into this century.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  It would be nine years.  Members opposite are telling us that nuclear power is a solution to 
greenhouse gases.  
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Mr C.J. Barnett:  Get real.  

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I am real.  I live in this world and I want solutions that are sustainable, not false solutions 
being peddled by people who want to make a dollar out of uranium mining.  I want real solutions that are 
sustainable.  That is what we want for the world today.  The state government’s policy, which bans uranium 
mining, is a good policy.  Firstly, it protects the health, welfare and environment of Western Australia.  
Secondly, it means that we will not contribute to nuclear proliferation or the creation of dirty bombs.  Thirdly, 
we will not contribute to the expansion of the nuclear industry with all of the threats to the environment and 
health associated with that industry.  As a result of that, we will not become a target for those who want to dump 
their waste outside their own jurisdictions and in some other parts of the world.  It is totally hypocritical for 
members to say that the government has a responsibility to export uranium but no responsibility to take the 
waste.  That is a hypocritical argument, but it is an argument used by those who criticise my government and its 
policy.  They say that the government has no right to deny any country our uranium.  By that logic we would 
have no right to refuse to take that country’s nuclear waste.  I believe that we have a very good position and we 
will stick with it.  I am willing to accept the accountability obligations of leadership and I will put my position 
on the table for assessment.  The question is: will the Leader of the Opposition put his position on the table? 

Amendment to Motion 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [1.11 pm]:  I move - 

To delete all words after “this house” and insert instead - 

supports the Premier’s call for a public debate on uranium mining 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  What an absolute cop-out! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  What is the problem with that?  I do not understand why government members are 
screaming about this.   

The Premier has moved to reassure the house, and indeed Western Australians, that the Labor Party will not 
mine uranium.  I am not completely convinced.  There are all sorts of holes in his story.  I will share a few of 
those holes with the house.  When the Premier says that the Labor Party is united and will not mine uranium, 
they are just words coming from him.  If we look at the words that have come from many and varied Labor Party 
members of this very Parliament, we can see that their view is very much different.  I will go through a few of 
them for the benefit of members.  An article in The West Australian on Tuesday, 23 August 2005 reads - 

Labor MLC for the Mining and Pastoral Region Vincent Catania said as well as a public debate, the 
matter needed to be discussed at a party and a caucus level. 

That is number one.  This will take a while.  Madam Deputy Speaker, is it possible to get an extension by any 
chance?  Is that applicable in a debate such as this?   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  On advice, not on a motion to suspend standing orders. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  It will take me an awful long time to read out all the Labor members who are in favour of 
uranium mining.  The article continues - 

“Both Shelley and I -  

That is Hon Shelley Archer, a Labor Party member - 

travelling around the region and people often talk about it and I know personally people have come up 
to me, even more so since Shelley made her comments,” Mr Catania said. 

Now we are up to the second Labor Party member who wants uranium mining.  I will find one of the better ones.  
This is another absolute beauty in The West Australian on Friday, 26 August - 

Labor MPs have turned up the heat on the Gallop Government over uranium as two more backbenchers 
broke ranks on the issue yesterday, with Kimberley MLA Carol Martin - 

She is just over there on the backbench wearing a yellow jacket - 

accusing the Premier of ducking a public debate. 

Surely that is not true, Madam Deputy Speaker!  How does the member for Kimberley get away with saying that 
about the Premier of Western Australia when she is a member of his party?  She accused him of ducking the 
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public debate.  I thought to myself, having had the benefit of listening to the Premier’s comments on the radio 
this morning, that the member for Kimberley had either told an untruth or she was delusional.  I am sure that I 
heard the Premier on radio today say, “We want to have a debate about this issue.”  Yet, the member for 
Kimberley does not think so.  The West Australian goes on to say - 

Peel MLA Norm Marlborough, who has close ties to uranium mining supporter and former Labor 
minister Julian Grill, said the issue needed to be taken to a new level . . . 

I am not sure whether that is now the third or fourth member who wants a debate.  In reply to the comments 
made by Hon Vincent Catania and Hon Shelley Archer, the article continues - 

Asked if she had discussed her views with Dr Gallop, Ms Martin said, “they’re still picking on Vince 
and Shelley”. 

That was for making all those comments about uranium mining.  She then went on to say - 

We can’t keep going on the emotional seat of our pants . . . 

The member for Kimberley made a whole host of other very interesting comments. 

Another one that I found to be very interesting comes from my old friend the member for member for 
Murchison-Eyre, who is now a cabinet minister.  This insidious pro-uranium view has now crept into the cabinet.  
You would not believe it, Madam Deputy Speaker, would you?  One of the cabinet members, a colleague of the 
same member, the Premier, who moved the motion, also likes uranium mining.  The 14 July edition of that 
august newspaper the Kalgoorlie Miner states - 

Murchison-Eyre MLA and Goldfields Esperance Minister John Bowler said it was his Government’s 
policy not to allow uranium mining and he would support that for the current term. 

The article goes on - 

He said he would consider whether to seek having the policy changed at the end of the term. 

That is another one, and a very important one.  A member of the Labor Party cabinet supports uranium mining.  
Unbelievable, Madam Deputy Speaker!  Minister Bowler also said that further debate over uranium mining 
would be worthwhile and that he would discuss it with his colleagues. 

I note also that the member for Pilbara has made some very positive comments in favour of uranium mining.  
Labor Party members are falling over like dominoes.  Here we have the Premier, the last man standing, saying, 
“We will not mine uranium”, while all of his members around him, including a cabinet minister, are saying that 
they think it is not a bad idea.  What a goofy thing for the Premier then to do, to come into this place today and 
move this ridiculous motion, after suffering a couple of weeks’ of publicity about his Labor backbenchers 
splitting on this matter!  At the same time as he is moving forward, all of his colleagues are moving backward; 
they are backing away from him at 100 miles an hour.  Interestingly, I have looked through all the legislation and 
I cannot find any law that bans uranium mining.  Will the Premier tell me where that law exists? 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  We have made it clear that all of the leases that have been granted do not allow uranium 
mining.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  So is it true that there is no law in Western Australia that bans uranium mining? 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  There is a very clear policy that has been applied by my government. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  There we go: not only do all the Labor members in this state want uranium mining but also 
there is no law to ban it.   

It is interesting to note that when the Governor made his speech at the opening of this Parliament on behalf of the 
Premier and the Western Australian government, he said - 

In addition, the Nuclear Activities (Prohibition) Bill will be introduced to reflect the Government’s 
opposition to the mining of uranium . . . 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  That’s right. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Where is that bill? 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is being prepared. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Madam Deputy Speaker, it never saw the light of day.  Do members know why?  It is 
because the members for Kimberley, Pilbara, Peel, Murchison-Eyre, two members for the Mining and Pastoral 
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Region and all the other little ants running around the Labor Party would not let it surface.  It is currently, 
therefore, not illegal to mine uranium in Western Australia, and the Premier has done absolutely nothing about it 
whatsoever.  However, the Greens (WA), bless their souls, did try to do something about it.  The Greens four 
times introduced a very similar bill to ban uranium mining in Western Australia.  I can see members scratching 
their heads and asking themselves why the Greens needed to introduce the same bill four times.  It is because the 
Labor Party would not allow it to be debated in the Parliament.  I am not much of a conspiracy theorist, but in 
this case I believe there is a huge conspiracy going on.  The Premier will be the last man standing on the edge of 
the cliff, with all his colleagues having jumped off saying, “Hooray for uranium mining!”  He will be the last one 
there. 

I will deal with the Liberal Party’s position on uranium mining.  Politicians and, indeed, leaders are very often 
criticised for not consulting with the community on important issues.  I will not be criticised in that fashion over 
the issue of uranium mining.  In fact, I have set down a firm date for the Liberal Party to make a decision on 
uranium mining, having first had the benefit of wide community consultation.  In addition, a motion will go to 
the Liberal Party state conference at the end of next month on the issue of uranium mining.  I have undertaken to 
take the resolution from that state conference to the party room for a final decision in the party room meeting 
immediately following our state conference.  In the interim I have asked all our MPs to consult widely with the 
community and stakeholders in this matter so that they can make a properly informed decision in the party room 
meeting immediately following the state conference. 

Our state conference consists of 400 people from all walks of life, from all corners of Western Australia.  It 
includes bricklayers, grandmothers, businesspeople and mothers - members of the community.  As the leader, I 
intend to consult them and find out their views on this matter.  I have laid it on the agenda for our party room 
meeting immediately following that state conference for my colleagues and me to make a decision on this 
matter.  It is a shame that the Premier will not consult on the matter.  We will not vote on this issue today, 
because we want to have the benefit of that community consultation before we make our decision.  This is just a 
joke! 

DR J.M. EDWARDS (Maylands - Minister for the Environment) [1.21 pm]:  What an amazing speech we 
have just heard.  In the past two minutes the Leader of the Opposition has told us that he thought he had a policy, 
but he took a whole minute to explain that he thought he had a policy.  When it was down to one, he told us what 
it was: it is consultation, and he has an agenda.  Has he got an agenda!  Nobody knows what the agenda is, but he 
has an agenda. 

I oppose the Leader of the Opposition’s motion and I strongly support the motion moved by the Premier.  If we 
were having a debate, it would be a very useful debate.  At least when the member for Cottesloe makes his 
contribution, we will have a debate.  However, I want to make a few remarks to support what the Premier said 
earlier.  I welcome the debate, because I believe these are issues that we need to talk about in the community, 
and it is a debate whose time has come.  I am also pleased that the context of this debate is the whole issue of 
greenhouse.  I am glad that that is now seriously on the agenda and that people are looking at the issue of 
greenhouse and the issue of climate change.  However, if people are seriously saying that nuclear energy is the 
answer, they are really not asking the right questions and they are certainly not approaching the issue of climate 
change from any framework of sustainability.  Some people are saying that they support uranium mining, but 
that is quite separate from nuclear power.  What a load of nonsense!  Of course it is not separate.  If they are 
separating it, it is absolute hypocrisy for them to say that they support uranium mining but not nuclear power, 
and that they want that to happen in someone else’s backyard. 

Contrary to some of the hype, nuclear power is not clean, and it is certainly not cheap.  Look, for example, at the 
insurance liabilities for accident risk and terrorist threats, the cost of decommissioning and the cost of managing 
radioactive waste for tens of thousands of years after the event.  All this really adds up to only one thing that 
could be coined nuclear welfare, whereby the taxpayers foot the bill for all these endeavours.  Even the 
International Atomic Energy Agency predicts that the contribution of nuclear energy to global electricity 
generation figures will fall as more countries seek sustainable, long-term solutions to energy requirements. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  I have only a short period.  Just let me get on with it.   

I will now talk about some of the costs.  I will use a United States congressional figure.  It has been estimated in 
the US that it would cost in excess of $2 billion for a 1 000-megawatt nuclear power station.  In Britain, it is 
expected to cost $133 billion to decommission Britain’s 20 ageing nuclear power stations.  That figure is from 
the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority, so it is a reputable figure.  I say to those who say that nuclear power is 
the answer to global change that clearly it is not.  It is too expensive and too slow to respond. 
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Let us look closer to home.  The debate has tended to be about global ambitions and global consequences.  
However, there are serious social and environmental issues relating to uranium mining, processing, 
transportation and export.  Any of these would have immediate consequences for communities in Western 
Australia.  As the Premier has said, uranium mining and processing result in significant volumes of waste 
material that have to be managed for tens of thousands of years.  Uranium tailings contain more than a dozen 
radioactive materials.  The half-life of thorium-230 is 75 000 years.  Radium-226 has a half-life of 1 600 years.  
On top of that, there are various heavy metal problems.  Uranium mining, processing and transportation all 
involve risks of low-level radiation exposure, and no-one can tell us the likely consequences of those risks.  
Indeed, it is quite hard to determine a safe level of radiation exposure with any degree of certainty. 

Let us look at the uranium industry’s record of spills and accidents.  I turn to recent events in Australia.  In May 
this year, Energy Resources of Australia Ltd, which operates the Ranger Uranium Mine, pleaded guilty to three 
charges of breaching the Northern Territory’s Mining Management Act following water and vehicle 
contamination in 2004.  In 2004, at the same site, there was contamination of potable waterlines with process 
water, with uranium levels 400 times greater than the maximum Australian safety standard.  Twenty-eight 
workers were exposed to that and suffered health effects.  At the same time, the federal government was 
considering a Senate committee report that recommended an overhaul of the regulation of uranium mines.  That 
committee found that there had been more than 110 pollution incidents and numerous environmental breaches at 
the Ranger mine, and the committee reported a pattern of under-performance and non-compliance.  There were 
spills in October 2003; in August 2003; in February 2003 when an automatic valve failed; and in December 2002 
when there was a leak at the Olympic Dam uranium mine site.  Accidents, leaks and spills occur.  They are 
already occurring in Australia. 

I will give the house an example closer to home of the poor record of the uranium industry in Australia.  We 
need only look back to July 1997 when Western Mining Corporation revealed that for 10 years at Yeelirrie it had 
left a contaminated trial uranium mine exposed to the public with inadequate fencing and warning signs.  We 
know that people swam in those pits and were exposed to what was in them.  Eighty-four drums of contaminated 
material, including one of yellowcake, were later disposed of, including the burial of some at a tailings storage 
facility. 

Once uranium has been mined and processed, it needs to be transported, stored and exported.  I ask: through 
which communities will this radioactive material be transported?  In which communities will this radioactive 
material be stored?  Under my leadership, the government is currently undertaking a comprehensive and detailed 
community consultative process for developing criteria and nominating precincts for the treatment of non-
radioactive hazardous and industrial waste.  There is enormous interest in and enormous concern about this 
issue.  I ask the Leader of the Opposition: if he goes down this track, will he have the same sort of transparent 
and open process for developing operating procedures, transport routes and storage criteria for radioactive 
yellowcake, or will he keep all this out of the public arena and out of the public eye?  Are members relaxed 
about the material that might go through their ports and with the material that would be stored at the ports before 
it was exported?   

There has been a lot of talk about climate change.  It has been said that if we want to get serious about climate 
change and greenhouse gas emissions, we must consider the use of nuclear power.  That is a furphy, because this 
debate is about people seeing an opportunity to make a profit.  Furphies and red herrings are being used to push 
the profit argument.  The argument for using nuclear power presumes that high-grade uranium ores are available.  
However, we know that only a few deposits are available.  As the Premier pointed out, depending on the rate of 
usage, the deposits would not last very long at all.   

The Gallop government is proud of its record and its policy.  It will continue to prohibit uranium mining in 
Western Australia.  It is opposed to the establishment of nuclear waste dumps in Western Australia.  We will not 
trade on world safety, environmental safety or workers’ safety; we would rather preserve the integrity of our 
environment.  We will build on the actions that we have taken to date to make sure that we have a nuclear-free, 
sustainable future.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I advise members that the technical question before the house is the amendment to 
delete the words.  However, as members will have noticed, I have allowed a fairly broad-ranging debate, because 
in answering the amendment, members really need to address the issues raised in the substantive motion.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [1.31 pm]:  A week ago I gave notice of a motion calling on the Labor 
government to remove its ban on uranium mining in Western Australia.  I did so because it is a contentious, 
current and important issue in our community.  Our community expects the Parliament and its representatives to 
participate in and lead debate.  I had hoped for a genuine debate.  With the exception of the contribution of the 
previous speaker, the debate has been about politics rather than serious consideration of the issue of uranium.  I 
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feel cheated of my opportunity to present the case for uranium mining.  It was my motion and I am being denied 
a chance to speak on it by the way in which this matter is being handled.  I appreciate some cooperation from the 
Leader of the House in suggesting how to deal with that.   

Standing Orders Suspension - Speaking Time for Member for Cottesloe 

Mr C.J. BARNETT - without notice:  I therefore move - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the member for Cottesloe to 
speak for up to 20 minutes on this motion.   

I move this motion because that is how long the Premier spoke on the motion.  

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.   

Amendment to Motion Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I thank members for that courtesy.  As I said, this is an important issue that should be 
debated.  The debate will no doubt go on for some time.  I reiterate that last week I gave notice that I would 
move a motion that simply says that the house calls on the Labor government to remove its ban on uranium 
mining in Western Australia.  As has been pointed out today, there is nothing in the laws of Western Australia 
that bans either the exploration for or mining of uranium.  If this government were genuine, it would have 
amended the Mining Act.  Let me say clearly that my position as member for Cottesloe is that I support the 
advancement of nuclear science, I support the expansion of a global nuclear power industry, and I support the 
mining of uranium in this country and, in particular, in this state.   

I will cover some of the science of the issue; however, I do not pretend to be a scientist.  Uranium is widespread.  
It occurs in most rocks and it is dissolved in the ocean; it is a common material.  It provides the source of energy 
for the heating of the core of the planet.  It is not a rare substance.  Uranium occurs in a number of isotopes. The 
two main isotopes are uranium-238, which accounts for more than 99 per cent of the natural element, and the 
lesser one is uranium-235, which accounts for 0.7 per cent of uranium; it is found in a very small concentration.  
However, it is uranium-235 that is capable of being split through a process of nuclear fission and can generate 
nuclear power.  The mining of uranium is not much different from a lot of other mining.  Because of 
radioactivity, different standards and measures need to be in place.  However, there is nothing unusual about 
uranium mining.  Uranium mining produces a uranium oxide called yellowcake, which is a relatively benign 
material.  Uranium oxide will contain only 0.7 per cent uranium-235.  It is less than one per cent of the 
component that is used.  It is in a very low concentration.  More dangerous materials than uranium are 
transported around this state, such as cyanide solution, which is used in the gold industry, and chemicals that are 
used on farms.  Even petrol is more dangerous and volatile than is yellowcake.  Let us get some science and 
realism into this debate.  A point of scientific interest is that the 0.7 per cent concentration of uranium-235 must 
be enriched before it can be used in nuclear power generation.  It is enriched up to about 3.5 per cent uranium-
235.  The Premier spoke about bombs.  Nuclear weapons require uranium to be enriched to more than 90 per 
cent.  The uranium used in the nuclear power industry cannot be used in weapons in any way.  They are like 
chalk and cheese; they are totally different. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  How do you make a nuclear weapon?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Premier is talking about levels of enrichment and sophistication that do not apply in 
the nuclear power industry.   

I refer to the use of nuclear energy around the world.  Thirty-one countries have nuclear power generation.  
There are 440 nuclear reactors around the word.  Sixteen per cent of the world’s electricity is produced from 
nuclear energy.  Major developed countries such as the United States, the United Kingdom, Japan and Germany 
generate 20 to 30 per cent of their power from nuclear energy.  France generates 80 per cent of its energy from 
nuclear energy.  Sweden, which is considered to be a “green” country, generates 50 per cent of its electricity 
from nuclear energy.  It is common.  The developing world does not have much nuclear energy generation.  In 
the two most populous countries, China and India, less than three per cent of their electricity is generated by 
nuclear power.  Both countries are embarking on major programs of developing nuclear power, as are other 
countries such as Pakistan.  How arrogant and selfish it would be for the developed world, which has used 
nuclear power since the 1950s, to say to the developing world that it cannot have this form of energy generation.  
That would deny developing countries electricity for industry, education, clean water and development.  If we 
followed the Premier’s line, we would be trying to impose a standard of holding back development and living 
standards, which I think is inhumane.  Nuclear power offers the potential to massively raise the living standards 
of people in some of the poorest and least developed parts of the world.  Let us be humane.   
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Around 30 nuclear plants are being constructed around the world, and another 70 nuclear power plants are at 
various stages of planning.  The simple point I make is that the horse has bolted.  Nuclear power has been with 
us since the 1950s.  It is now going through a period of rapid expansion.  It has bolted.  It is away.  Nothing that 
we do in WA will stop the global expansion of nuclear energy in the developed and undeveloped worlds.   

What are some of the factors that are leading to that?  The first is economic factors.  The price of coal, oil and 
natural gas means that fossil fuels are becoming increasingly expensive.  The Minister for the Environment 
referred to the environmental factor.  I recognise that some people have a long history of ideological and 
philosophical opposition to nuclear power, which may go back to the Cold War and the arms race of the 1960s 
and 1970s.  I can understand and respect the view that many people hold.  The point is that a committed 
environmentalist now faces a conundrum, because fossil fuels are clearly producing massive amounts of 
greenhouse gas, global warming and all the consequences of that.  Based on known technology, the only 
alternative for large-scale, low-cost power generation at a global level is nuclear power.  It is the only alternative 
and the only alternative technology available to produce base-load reliable energy.   

Six billion tonnes of carbon is emitted each year in greenhouse gases - 23 billion tonnes of carbon dioxide.  I 
admit that at the time of the Kyoto conference I was a greenhouse sceptic.  I am not any more.  The evidence is 
overwhelming.  I recognise that it may be an unpalatable choice, but the world has a choice.  Are we to continue 
relentlessly down the fossil fuel path and have it exacerbate the greenhouse gas problem, or will we go to a 
cleaner form of energy?  I put it to members that both the developed and undeveloped worlds have already made 
that decision.  They are going nuclear.  The horse has bolted.   

We should encourage renewables.  I did as a minister and so is the current government.  Currently, the only 
substantial renewable energy is hydro-electricity.  It accounts for about 19 per cent of world generation.  The 
hydro sources around the globe have been well developed and there are not many left.  Unreliable rainfall in 
many parts of the world makes them less reliable.  They cannot be used so much as base-load plants; they tend to 
be more peak plants.  That is the reality.  Australia’s target for renewable energy is 10 per cent by 2020.  Based 
on what we know and what is reasonable in the foreseeable future, most of the research work indicates that the 
best we can expect from renewable energy is 15 per cent of the total.  Even if we have fantastic success in wind 
power generation, which is probably the most advanced renewable, we will reach about 15 per cent.  It is a long 
way short of the electricity needs of the developed world, let alone those of a growing developing world.   

Around the world, 64 per cent, or two-thirds, of electricity is produced by fossil fuels - principally coal and to a 
lesser extent natural gas.  The reality is that if we do not go nuclear, we will commit this world to increased coal 
usage and, thus, increased greenhouse emissions.   

The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development’s forecast is that electricity demand will double 
between now and 2030.  I ask members to reflect on this scenario - a little hypothetical.  Right now nuclear 
power accounts for 16 per cent of the world’s electricity.  Given the figures I have put on the table on the 
expansion and construction of new plants, and given that the OECD forecast is that world electricity will double 
in production between now and 2030, if nuclear power were to hold its 16 per cent share, that industry will 
double in the next 25 years.  I put it to members that the nuclear share will probably rise to close to 30 per cent.  
In other words, the nuclear industry is set to grow fourfold over the next 25 years.  It is a likely scenario and 
those decisions have already been made.  The horse has bolted now and it will bolt in the future.   

For Australia and Western Australia the situation is different.  We are very lucky.  Australia is probably the only 
developed country that has a choice.  We have massive gas reserves.  Yet 80 per cent of its electricity is still 
produced from coal.  Australia, instead of simply exporting all the gas, could transport gas by pipeline to the 
central Australia infrastructure and, as a first world nation, make a conscious decision to dramatically increase its 
use of natural gas for its own economy.  If we did that, we would control the emissions.  We can do it.  To my 
knowledge, no other country in the developed world has that option.  However, we are not doing it.  Australia 
could do so much to prevent greenhouse gas emissions. 

I do not envisage Australia using nuclear energy for another 20 years.  This state will probably not build nuclear 
power plants for 50 years, because we have the option of gas.  What matters right now is uranium reserves.  
Australia has 28 per cent of the world’s known uranium, the largest resource of any country in this world.  We 
have nearly 40 per cent of the relatively easily recovered uranium.  We are the major player in uranium reserves, 
and a significant reserve exists in this state.  At the moment, Canada is the major producer of uranium and 
Australia is second, at 22 per cent.  It is absolutely inevitable that Australia’s production of uranium will rise 
dramatically.  It does not matter what we say or do in this chamber, it will rise and that is happening right now.   

This country has a long history of uranium mining.  It started in the 1930s at Radium Hill in South Australia.  In 
the 1950s there were the Mary Kathleen and Rum Jungle projects, for military purposes, but those days are gone.  
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The Cold War finished a long time ago.  The uranium produced in Australia today at Ranger in the Northern 
Territory, and Olympic Dam, Beverley and Honeymoon in South Australia, is used for power generation 
purposes.  Australian uranium is not used for military purposes and will not be used for that purpose.  Not only is 
Australia a signatory to the non-proliferation treaty, but also the bilateral agreements between Australia as an 
exporting country and those countries that buy our uranium are rigid.  That requires continual policing.   

A ban on uranium mining in this state is nonsensical.  I do not mean that in a disparaging way.  I respect people’s 
views, but it is nonsensical.  It is a view that belongs back in the 1960s and 1970s.  The world has moved on.  
This is the twenty-first century.  The only chance we have of controlling greenhouse gas emissions is to continue 
what is already happening; that is, the development of nuclear energy.   

Why has it not happened earlier?  In the 1970s and 1980s the price of uranium ore was low - about $US10 a 
pound.  Why?  Because military demand had stopped - the Cold War was over.  There were large stockpiles and 
we had the process of decommissioning and diluting weapons-grade uranium.  That process has pretty well come 
to an end.  As it stands now, the world production of uranium is only about half of the world consumption.  That 
is the reason the price has gone from $10 a pound in the late 1990s to about $30 a pound now, and it will stay 
high.  That is why Australia is currently negotiating with China for the supply of uranium, as it will with India 
and, no doubt, other countries.  We are in the industry and, whether members like it or not, Australia has the 
major world reserve of uranium.   

The benefits for Western Australia will be jobs, investment, regional development and royalties.  South Australia 
derives about $30 million a year from its uranium.  We should be deriving a similar amount.  They are the crass 
economic benefits.  I am not promoting this argument simply on the royalty stream.  I cannot see any logical 
reason why Western Australia as, arguably, the world’s leading mining economy, is not mining uranium and 
doing it to world’s best practice, world’s highest safeguards and world’s best standards.  Why are we not in the 
uranium industry?  We could stick a drum of yellowcake in the middle of this Parliament and it would not hurt 
us.  We are in more danger of radiation when the member for Perth wears his fluorescent blue jacket than we are 
from yellowcake.  I feel more threatened when he wears that jacket than I would be by a drum of uranium ore on 
the floor of this Parliament.  The waste product of a nuclear power plant is an issue, but yellowcake is not 
dangerous.  I do not object to it being exported through the port of Fremantle.  I do not think any regional port in 
this state would seriously object to handling yellowcake.  The public needs to be reassured, not scared by the 
Premier as happened last week.  He sought to scare the population about yellowcake.  It was unscientific, 
unfounded and irresponsible.  The world has a responsibility to implement safeguards for mining uranium, 
transporting it and for its use in power generation.  The world has to improve in those areas because some 
downsides are involved with this process.  Nuclear power is not perfect.  Nevertheless, there are fewer 
downsides with nuclear energy than with fossil fuels.  Accidents have occurred.  I refer to Three Mile Island in 
the United States.  

Mr F.M. Logan:  Chernobyl. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes.  Three Mile Island was an example of how the safety measures work.  Yes, 
Chernobyl was a disaster, but Chernobyl was an old Russian plant that would never have been built in the West 
and would not be built in a developing nation now.  It was a disaster.  It was old technology and bad 
management.  One cannot say that because Chernobyl was a disaster, one can never have nuclear energy.  
Thousands of people have died in coalmines - 30 people died at Chernobyl.  I do not excuse Chernobyl, but 
nuclear science has advanced way past that technology.  Chernobyl was an old 1950s plant. 

Waste disposal is an issue.  What is happening around the world today is unacceptable; that is, it is dangerous to 
have waste stored at plant sites unaccounted for.  Australia as a producer of uranium needs to be part of that 
process.  The world is coming to grips with the issue.  People talk about the half-life of this material in a 
dramatic way.  The waste is dangerous, but it is not life threatening if handled appropriately.  The waste needs to 
be stored and separated from populations and to be accounted for.  Over about 1 000 years - an extensive time - 
most of the dangerous radioactivity will reduce, and waste from a nuclear plant in that time will reduce to the 
level of radiation of naturally occurring uranium ore.  It is not an insurmountable problem.  I have confidence in 
science to deal with that aspect.  The handling of the waste from the plant, not the product in the mine, is the big 
negative.  However, that downside is more easily managed than some of the problems with fossil fuels. 

I conclude with some observations about the debate as it is developing in Australia.  For a start, the Northern 
Territory Chief Minister in the last Northern Territory election did what the Premier of Western Australia is 
doing.  She stated, “We’ll have a ban on uranium mining in the Northern Territory.”  However, that ban went 
with a click of fingers after the election, and the accusation was made that the federal government took over the 
matter. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is a territory. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Clare Martin admitted that the Northern Territory effectively handed over the matter to 
the commonwealth.  It is a territory, and that happened.   

The Anglican Church has said that uranium investments are now considered ethical by the church.  The Anglican 
Church, like other groups, had a ban on investing in uranium, as it was seen as unethical.  If members want to 
make a moral judgment on the matter, speak to the churches, which see uranium mining as an ethical activity. 

The federal government is undertaking a three-year inquiry into uranium mining in Australia.  My fear is that as 
a result of that inquiry, an international agreement will be made and the commonwealth will come in and try to 
take over uranium decision making in this state and elsewhere.  I would hate to see that happen, and it could well 
happen under the contrivance of an international agreement.   

I turn now to the Australian Labor Party federally.  Martin Ferguson has called for increased uranium exports to 
China.  At least he is in the twenty-first century. 

This is an important issue that should be debated publicly.  I appreciate this opportunity to at least put the case 
for uranium.  I say to members on both sides of the house that they should take time to look at the issue and think 
it through.  We cannot consciously and realistically continue in the twenty-first century with our heads in the 
sand and not be part of what is a growing industry for this century. 

MRS C.A. MARTIN (Kimberley) [1.54 pm]:  I join the debate to put a couple of things straight.  First, this 
debate needed to happen, and, of course, the Premier ensured that it did happen.  Second, no to uranium mining - 
that is my view.  I actually support the Premier on that matter.   

We have all visited this subject in one way or another over the past 20 years, but a new generation of young 
people feel that they were not part of that earlier debate.  A couple of them were on my hip at the time, but they 
were not part of the debate.  The reality is that we need to make all the information available so that young 
people know where we were coming from when we made decisions 20 years ago.  It is very important that all the 
information be provided to them.  I listened to the Premier, and his comments made sense.  What he outlined was 
also my recollection of the debate. 

Another point of view was raised concerning the long-term economic benefits of uranium mining.  One thing has 
been raised by all young people who have spoken to me on this issue: what happens to the waste?  The waste 
will be an issue not for our generation, but for future generations.  Young people say to me, “If nuclear power 
and nuclear energy use will increase fourfold on the current situation, there will be fourfold more waste.  What 
are we talking about here?”  I listen to those young people.    

I also take on board the comments of the member for Cottesloe, who has confidence in science’s ability to 
remedy those difficulties.  That is not the only argument.  If what he claims were the case, and it were that easy, 
we could move on with uranium mining.   

I have a couple of other views regarding yellowcake and uranium mining, especially in places like Rudall River 
and Cotton Creek, which are sacred sites.  I could give members a list of names if necessary.  For some reason, 
uranium is found in those sacred areas.  I could not agree with mining in those areas. 

We have heard today about the pros and cons of nuclear energy relating to the greenhouse effect and global 
warming.  The young people to whom I speak know more about greenhouse and global warming than we do.  It 
is one of the subjects that they get in their school curriculum about the political arena; it is about the 
environmental view of the world.  When young people tell me their views, and ask me what I think, I conclude 
that we must revisit this debate.  Twenty years ago was the last time I was involved in the debate on uranium 
mining.  Having this debate in this chamber is really important.  It is important to remember, firstly, where we 
came from in making decisions on the policy of the party of which I am proud to be a member.  Also, we have a 
leader who can promote the policies that represent the views of its membership, including members of 
Parliament.  As far as I can see, we have some information in this debate, but, yes, we need a bit more.  I call on 
the young people who have approached me to seek some more information - that is, they should take 
responsibility for being better informed. 

I have heard many views put here today.  I have my own, which I have made clear.  I do not know how else I 
need to put this, but I do not support uranium mining.  I hope that is really clear.  I support the debate because it 
needed to be revisited.  We have done pretty well in that regard today.  Thank you very much, Mr Speaker.  That 
is my contribution. 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [1.57 pm]:  I rise as a member of Parliament who, while on the Town of Vincent 
council, moved to create a nuclear-free zone for that town.  The signage for that zoning is still in place, and, 
more importantly, it still has community support.  I respect very much the member for Cottesloe for bringing on 
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this debate in a scientific manner.  However, the downside of the issue still remains.  I speak as somebody who 
joined the Labor Party because the Liberal government of Sir Charles Court in the 1970s had a proposal to place 
a you-beaut nuclear reactor near the ocean at Ledge Point.  I was living in Geraldton at the time.  Like many 
other Western Australians, I totally opposed the idea.  The Court government had the good sense to ditch the 
proposal, and we hope that Liberals in the future will do likewise with other such proposals. 

The key scientific issue in this debate is that no new information or magic silver bullet can guarantee the safety 
of nuclear waste or nuclear production.  An extensive debate is not needed until those in favour of this form of 
power can produce such empirical evidence.  They cannot do so at the moment; therefore, the current argument 
is purely about economics.   

The Town of Vincent Council adopted the motion that the town be a nuclear-free zone.  The Shire of Chapman 
Valley attempted to place such a zoning into its town planning scheme, but the then Liberal planning minister 
refused that request, and that shire had to wait until liberation under the Gallop Labor government before the 
people of Chapman Valley were able to have their informed and considered views on the transport of nuclear 
waste inserted into their town planning scheme under the current Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.   

I remind members of the tsunami of 26 December last year.  Two nuclear reactors in India cracked.  Nuclear 
reactors all over Indonesia and India were closed down.  Invariably they are located near the coast.  That there 
was not a spillage is a result more of good luck than good planning.  However, they had to be shut down.  They 
do not have 100 per cent reliability.  I can assure members, as somebody who has also lived in New Orleans, that 
a force 5 hurricane, as well as a tsunami, will lead to nuclear reactors being closed down.  The risk is far too 
great.  It cannot be argued that nuclear power is 100 per cent reliable, or more reliable than other forms of power.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 4889.] 
 


