Adelaide Hills Climate Action Group
– committee members Date 3/8/2015
Nuclear Royal Commission

The Adelaide Hills Climate Action Group reaffirms its commitment to eliminating the combustion of fossil
fuels and our strong endorsement of clean, renewable energy systems.
The committee members of the Adelaide Hills Climate Action Group wish to record their unanimous
opposition to all nuclear energy and nuclear weapons related industries - no uranium or thorium
mining - no processing - no re-processing – no nuclear power stations - no high level nuclear
waste dumps.
There are fundamental moral objections to imposing a burden of risk and the cost of perpetual
maintenance, defence and surveillance of high level nuclear waste on to multiple future generations
for geological time.
We acknowledge there is a valid role for a properly managed low level nuclear waste dump suitable
for the safe long term storage of low level nuclear waste materials used for medical and research
activities.
This submission is substantially based on a private submission prepared by AHCAG committee member,
Tim Kelly, incorporating subsequent modifications and suggestions.
Thank you for providing the opportunity to provide input to this royal commission.
Liz Bromilow, Bridgewater
Ron Nicholls, Bridgewater
Tim Kelly, Forreston
Kirrilee Boyd, Upper Sturt
Richard Corin, Mount Barker
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1 Input to Paper 1
1.7 Against that background of dynamic global energy demand,
Is there a sound basis for concluding that there will be increased demand for uranium in the
medium and long term? Would that increased demand translate to investment in expanded
uranium production capacity in South Australia (bearing in mind other sources of supply and
the nature of South Australia’s resources?).
The current low price for uranium following the failure of the Fukushima reactors is
evidence that the long term demand for uranium will remain uncertain and at risk of
repeat and permanent collapse in the future, following the next major failure in the
nuclear industry.
In contrast, renewable energy technologies are not associated with exposure to risks of
collapse or shut downs of an entire industry due to accidents.
1.10 Would a future expansion of exploration, extraction and milling activities create new
environmental risks or increase existing risks? If so, are current strategies for managing
those new risks sufficient? If not, in what specific respects? How would any current
approach need to changed or adapted?
Further expansion of exploration, extraction and milling processes would continue and
extend the well-known environmental problems associated with current mining activities
such as at the Olympic Dam Mine at Roxby Downs. At this mine, there is a protracted
problem of the acid tailings retention system killing and maiming large numbers of birds
each year. The full extent of the harm, including the injury and mortality of affected birds
that fly away, is still not estimated. After decades of operation, there is still no adequate
solution in sight.
There is an assumption that due to the pH of the geology that leakages will not cause
problems and leakage was proposed as part of the liquid tailings disposal at the recent
Olympic Dam Mine - open cut proposal.
The stated remediation of the open cut expansion of Olympic Dam would have left a pit
remediated to above the water table at closure. It seems that the South Australian
Government has a pattern of supporting proposals that would allow mining pits to be left
as potentially toxic lakes upon closure and this would create ongoing environmental
harm.
It is also understood that monitoring of the health of workers in the uranium exposed
sector is not continued for life, which may lead to long term consequences of exposure
not being fully understood through time. Is this correct?
Lastly, we must be wary of “risk creep”. The term “existing risks” presumably refers to the
known and previously acknowledged risks to which the people of South Australia gave
their informed consent. Existing risks should not be construed to include the
unacknowledged, unknown or underestimated risks and hazards which are already
borne by the people of South Australia without their informed consent.
1.13 Would an increase in extraction activities give rise to negative impacts on other sectors
of the economy? Have such impacts been demonstrated elsewhere in Australia or in
other economies similar to Australia?
The increase in extraction activities may, in conjunction with other exports in the minerals
and petroleum resources sector, give rise to socially and economically unstable periods
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of boom and bust. For example, many have argued that the recent mining boom
created upward pressure on the Australian dollar which in turn accelerated harm to
Australia’s manufacturing sector, including the now collapsing car industry. Yet these,
and other domestic industries, are needed to provide a diversity of job opportunities and
overall employment stability which the mining sector cannot provide. Indeed, the
uranium sector in particular is so exposed to economic cycles and event-driven market
collapses that it would be unwise to promote the nuclear industry to be a greater
proportion of the economy.
An alternative strategy to transform Australia’s energy and export priorities could instead
include a transformational renewable energy sector. This would provide a well-balanced
legacy to underpin jobs in advanced manufacturing, innovation and energy security with
far greater benefits to the other sectors in our economy.
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2 Input to Paper 2- Further Processing and Manufacture
2.1 Could the activities of conversion, enrichment, fabrication or reprocessing (or an aspect
of those activities) feasibly be undertaken in South Australia?
As current legislation prohibits approval being given under that Act for the construction or
operation of either an enrichment plant, a fuel fabrication plant or a reprocessing facility
in Australia, any such activities would be illegal.
If the Nuclear Royal Commission has no regard for the current legislation, it may
recommend that the legislation be changed, and it would need to adequately justify
why such a change is needed.
As for feasibly being undertaken in South Australia, the vulnerability of the industry to
catastrophic failures and market collapse would mean an uncertain future for any
activities, even if things appear to be going OK.
Leakages to the environment – air, landscapes and groundwater systems are very likely
to occur throughout various processing and reprocessing activities. Typically these leaks
and various forms of contamination are likely to be treated as minor, yet in time there is a
risk that legacy issues will be recognised as occurs with many industrial processes. In the
case of a nuclear facility, neighbouring communities will always be watching over to
identify cancer clusters, thyroid cancers and incidences of leukaemia.
The economic risk to South Australia is that there may be harm to the way our export food
markets are considered. If these markets suffer due to concerns about nuclear industries
operating in South Australia, and when there are periods of abrupt downturn in nuclear
markets, then the state could be left with combined impacts.
What technologies, capabilities or infrastructure would be necessary for their feasible
establishment?
The Nuclear Royal Commission must be clear on which markets it may be proposing and
be clear on its recommendations. For example, will the Nuclear Royal Commission be
recommending that Australia makes nuclear fuel for the vast majority of aging boiling
water reactors with flawed safety systems similar to those used at Chernobyl, Three Mile
Island and Fukushima reactors?
Will its recommendations be limited to processing and reprocessing for the experimental
fast neutron and breeder type reactors, and if so, will it be proposing an industry to make
highly enriched fuel with higher concentrations of U235 or plutonium?
If re-processing, is recommended, what forms will of nuclear materials will be transported
to Australia? As solids only? As liquids? As contaminated water such as is now dominating
the Fukushima countryside near the failed nuclear reactors?
How could any shortcomings be addressed?
It is unlikely that a new nuclear processing/reprocessing industry in South Australia will
understand what shortcomings need to be addressed until mistakes are made and
leakage/legacy issues occur.
For example, shortcomings at the Tokai nuclear fuel plant in Japan were not understood
until after workers had mixed up too much uranium oxide powder with nitric acid and
liquid ammonia, creating an ongoing criticality release which lasted for 24 hours. The
workers most affected suffered horrible deaths, with one worker taking 52 days to die,
and another taking 205 days to die. A further 119 people were exposed to varying
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amounts of more than 1 milli-Sievert of radiation and 667 people in total were exposed to
radiation from the accident.
It took this accident and deaths to occur, before it was identified that officials at the
plant were negligent, that Japan’s nuclear regulations law had been violated, and that
training, procedures and equipment were inadequate.
It is interesting to note that after this accident, uranium reprocessing operations at the
Tokai nuclear processing facility were abandoned.
In summary to the questions of how shortcomings could be addressed, the Nuclear Royal
Commission Team should acknowledge that if Australia seeks to make nuclear fuel for old
boiling water reactors, then it may inadvertently be promoting nuclear accidents where
the technology, infrastructure and systems are already out of date.
The Nuclear Royal Commission should also acknowledge that If Australia seeks to process
or reprocess nuclear fuels for any reactors, there are significant inherent risks to workers
and South Australia’s food and tourism markets.
The Royal Commission should also acknowledge and describe the type of injuries
experienced by the two workers that died at Tokai, and what it must have been like to be
killed with a fatal dose of nuclear fission exposure, and then endure such a prolonged
and painful process to die.
The human factor
Failures in safety may also occur with human error and malicious intent, even where the
infrastructure and equipment may be in order. Examples may include:



Poor knowledge and training for situations, combined with over-confidence or
delivery demands.
Theft of materials for various financial and ideological reasons including terrorism
and murder.

Mental illness in workers that have access to controls or equipment to cause harm.
Concealment from scrutiny – Individuals, organisations and governments can be
reluctant to admit the full extent of harm and ongoing risk when things go badly.
None of these aspects are uncommon. With a nuclear industry, there is simply a bigger
and unacceptable range of consequences that will occur.
Would it be feasible for South Australia to assume a greater role in manufacturing materials
containing radioactive and nuclear substances?
The Nuclear Royal Commission should acknowledge that if South Australia attempts to
enter the nuclear fuel enrichment and re-processing industry, as an inexperienced
country when it comes to knowledge, expertise and oversight, there is a strong risk of
accidents such as the one that occurred at the Tokai nuclear fuel plant.
What factors need to be taken into account in making that determination? Which factors are
most important and why?
The Nuclear Royal Commission should take into account the exposure of the industry to
collapse following any major failure in South Australia or internationally. Past performance
of failure in the industry is good evidence that major failures will occur in the future. Just as
in the highly regulated aviation industry, things go wrong. The difference is that with the
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nuclear industry, the consequences of further significant failures are more likely to be
treated as a cumulative continuation of failure on top of the Fukushima, Chernobyl,
Windscale and many other incidents.
Another aspect of making this determination is that each time the legislation is changed
for expansion in Australia’s role, it not only increases the nation’s exposure to industry
collapse, but also leads to a further push for the next step. Some might say ‘great!’ – but
this indicates they are willing to impose the risk of failure and collapse on others. We would
argue that the Royal Commission should consider drawing a line in the sand to discontinue
any further expansion of the industry.
The inevitability argument
In practice, Australia went down a slippery slope on a nuclear pathway driven by an
inevitability push, of which this Royal Commission was a part. The inevitability argument
goes like this: Because we have reached point A we might as well proceed to point B
…and so on.
For example:


Legacy decisions mean that Australia has a uranium mining industry to produce
yellow cake and a small nuclear reactor at Lucas Heights for research and
medicinal purposes.



In 2007 the Australian Labour party abandoned its “no new uranium mines” policy:
"We have been supplying uranium to them [economies
around the world] for many years and this amendment seeks
to recognise that reality into the years ahead” (Kevin Rudd
2007).
(Note: Australia does not take responsibility for the nuclear contamination from the
Fukushima reactors from which best estimates suggest that these included uranium
of Australian origin).



Since South Australia and Australia produces uranium, we should expand the
industry to accept the waste. - Proponents will make this sound
inevitable.

Once Australia accepts the waste, why not look to reprocess and value add? – Proponents make this sound inevitable.
“One day, down the track, were going to have to start
enriching uranium … we need to start the debate” (ABC
News, 17 Apr 2011 in Time to debate uranium enrichment, says SA
Minister, - Tom Koutsantonis, calling for a debate at the ALP
national conference).
(Note that the outcome is decided before the debate!)
“Kuchel is calling for a mature debate around policy measures that
will assist in removing the road blocks in developing a nuclear
power industry” (Jason Kuchel (SACOME) in South Australian’s
positive about nuclear power, in Australian Mining, 31 March, 2014
Vicky Validakis).
6|Page

(Note that the outcome is again decided before the debate!)


Once Australia is a producer of concentrated nuclear fuels, why not expand to sell
the product to as many markets as possible? – Proponents will make this sound
inevitable.



Once Australia sells to other markets why not also build reactors here? – Proponents
will make this sound inevitable.



Once Australia is involved in all peaceful stages of nuclear fuel, why not allow
nuclear defences to be housed in our region, by our defence partners the USA? Defence experts may make this sound inevitable.



Once Australia is an advanced nuclear nation and already has nuclear defences
stationed here, wouldn’t we be more secure to have our own missile defence
system under our control? After all, the nuclear non-proliferation treaty is not
working. – Proponents may argue that this is the only responsible course of action.



Oh, by the way, New Zealand now appears hostile; shouldn’t we go to a readiness
alert?

And if any or all of the above go wrong and lead to accidents, industry collapse or
worse, historians can look back and determine that it may have been at the point of the
Nuclear Royal Commission where South Australia made the wrong choice.
The potential for “inevitable escalation” is actually an argument against allowing uranium
mining in the first place. It is logically identical to “the slippery slope” argument - in this
case leading to a type of society we would wish to avoid . The “Security State” describes
a scenario where the need to manage the dangers and security needs of a nuclear
industry (for example), unavoidably raises the collective level of fear (of accidents &
terrorism), thereby providing a circular justification for greater control of citizens. The
prospect of a powerful, influential and inherently centralised nuclear industry suggests a
relationship with The State which potentially threatens freedom and democracy. Many
residents of South Australia would prefer that we decentralise power, lower risks, remove
dangers, plan for long term sustainability and minimise the need for “secure facilities” or
“security laws”.
If the argument of inevitability was applied to the transition to renewable energy, the
outcome would not expose us to industry wide collapse from single events, nor lead to
changes in our national defence considerations. On the contrary, many believe our
quality of life would improve.
2.3 What legislative and regulatory arrangements would need to be in place to facilitate
further processing and further manufacturing activities, including the transport of the products
which they generate? How could these arrangements be developed so that they are most
effective?
We would expect that the Royal Commission Team would easily identify the changes to
Federal legislation and regulations required. A new transport and facility-wide
emergency response force would need to be established, as Country Fire Service
volunteers should not be expected to cover expanding dangerous industries.
Legislation to shatter environmental protection laws would be required should South
Australia enter the market to process tonnages of highly concentrated nuclear fuels.
When accidents occur, sometimes cooling with water is the last resort, as is happening at
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Fukushima now through ground water intrusion. Therefore, legislation would need to be
passed for large volumes of contamination and water-based contamination to occur
when responding to major processing or re-processing accidents.
Transport
Should Australia proceed to managing hundreds or even thousands of tonnes of high
level processed or re-processed fuels, then a new transport emergency response
guideline would be required. The current Guide to Safe Transport of Uranium Oxide
Concentrate (2012) includes the following response safety diagram that does not align
with the complexity of tasks involved, and would certainly be inadequate when it comes
to responding to incidents involving highly concentrated radioactive materials.







Where are the Coveralls? Do emergency services even carry dust-proof
goggles? Generally, it is just the ventilated protection goggles of the full
Compressed Air Breathing Apparatus (CABA).
Where is the basic PPE that Country Fire Service volunteers are required
to wear to all incidents?
What happens when it is raining?
What happens when there is fire?
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There is no northern area suitable for the nuclear industry. Previous nuclear failures
such as at Fukushima have demonstrated that when all systems break down, the fall
back plan to deal with nuclear accidents is to cool and flush with water, despite this
resulting in the spreading of pollution. In northern areas of South Australia, access to
water is limited, even where this may be sourced from the Great Artesian Basin.



There is no agricultural region or southern area of South Australia suitable for nuclear
power generation as no community would be prepared to tolerate nuclear power.
Failures such as the Windscale fire, Chernobyl and Fukushima have shown that impacts
on livestock and risk of picking up contamination result in the total shutdown of food
and grown product industries in such regions with poor recovery prospects.
It is understood that approximately half of the electricity generated in South Australia is
now coming from around $5 Billion of renewable energy investment made in the state
since 2002. It is therefore reasonable to assume that further investment of another $5B
would enable South Australia to produce towards 100% of its electricity from renewables
for much of the time. Periods of shortfall would initially be made up by existing gas
infrastructure and the interconnector (as they are now). However, increasing deployment
of storage technologies and diversity in renewable sources will also significantly reduce
the demand for gas and for electricity from other states.
Given that this is achievable at a cost that is below the cost of nuclear power, and that
renewables do not have the inherent risks of contamination that nuclear technologies
have, there is no financial place for nuclear power in South Australia.
The previous Uranium Mining Processing and Nuclear Energy Review referred to nonreferenced industry estimates that ”suggest wind could meet up to 20 per cent of
demand without undue disruption to the network” (Commonwealth of Australia 2006).
However, an example observed in Renew Economy - South Australia hits 100%
renewables – for a whole working day (Parkinson, 7 October 2014), shows that South
Australia regularly has periods where wind electricity is generating more than 80% of the
state’s electricity needs. Contrary to the UMPNER Report, the management of the grid
copes with the very high levels of renewables, and the coal fired power plants are not
required as there is ample gas generation to meet residual needs. As other storage
technologies are deployed, the dependency on gas generation can reduce even
further.
The Royal Commission should investigate what level of gas generation would be required
to back up renewables in South Australia should there be a doubling of wind capacity
plus 100 MW of large scale Concentrated Solar Thermal capacity. The option for localised
storage of thermal energy at the CST power plant should also be considered.

3.2 Are there commercial reactor technologies (or emerging technologies which may be
commercially available in the next two decades) that can be installed and connected to the
NEM? If so, what are those technologies, and what are the characteristics that make them
technically suitable? What are the characteristics of the NEM that determine the suitability of
a reactor for connection?
There are no commercial reactor technologies that would be available in the next two
decades which could be successfully connected to the NEM. The Nuclear Royal
Commission should acknowledge that the current National Electricity Market is already
facing transformational challenges from small to medium scale renewable sources that
may be cheaper than grid power as stand-alone systems. The addition of nuclear
power to the electricity grid faces several significant barriers:
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A very large proportion of grid customers do not support nuclear power and will simply
install off-grid power supplies to avoid being part of the NEM. In turn, this will further
increase the costs of those remaining on grid triggering more grid escapees to
aggravate the already recognised death spiral of the NEM. The Government of the
day may seek to establish draconian power to force people to remain as grid
customers, but this is unlikely to be acceptable. “Take or pay” contracts for on-grid
consumers would erode fundamental customer freedom and democracy of electricity
markets. ‘Take or pay’ contracts with individual companies and projects, would not
be a successful option as these risk asset stranding where projects such as mining
ventures shut down as they regularly do.



The cost of setting up a nuclear power industry in South Australia is more expensive
than the state has capacity to manage, particularly where there are cost over-runs or
potential failures. South Australia, as a state with 1.5 million people, does not have the
capacity to deal with further mistakes in multi-billion dollar projects.
There is also an unacceptable risk that the cost of managing the waste from nuclear
facilities in Australia will fall on the taxpayer.

3.3 Are there commercial reactor technologies (or emerging technologies which may be
commercially available in the next two decades) that can be installed and connected in an
off-grid setting? If so, what are those technologies, and what are the characteristics that
make them technically suitable? What are the characteristics of any particular off-grid setting
that determine the suitability of a reactor for connection?
It is highly unlikely that there will be reactor technologies that would be feasible for use in
South Australia over the next two decades. There is little doubt that any proposals will be
dependent on massive direct and indirect public subsidies. Oversight and administration
alone would create the need for a massively increased bureaucracy and public cost.
Governments will be called on for direct subsidies for projects, power purchase
agreements, provision of infrastructure to support the industry and to reduce otherwise
uneconomic insurance premiums. The cost of impacts to the community following
accidents will ultimately fall on Governments and the taxpayer, despite recent evidence
from the Fukushima experience that those displaced and impacted upon are never fully
compensated.
The cost of remediation of infrastructure will be left to future generations to deal with, and
there is a high risk that inadequate financial provisions are factored into projects.
There is also the cost of deferring the transition towards renewable energy. Ultimately
there is a need to transition electricity generation sources that are inherently much
cleaner, safer and more sustainable than nuclear power. Any large investment into
nuclear power in South Australia will simply displace and defer investment to achieve
near 100% renewable energy until further nuclear accidents around the world or in
Australia re-confirm the unacceptability of continuing the use of nuclear fission to
produce electricity.
Comparison with Renewable Energy – Asset lives must be undertaken and with equal
treatment.
The useful asset life of nuclear facilities should be considered as equal to wind turbines.
The grid infrastructure to the facilities is the same. The concrete base of wind turbines will
last longer than concrete structures in nuclear power plants. Wind turbines will last the
same time as the turbines in a nuclear power plant. Nacelles and towers can be
replaced in the unlikely event that this is necessary.
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It would be fundamentally unjustifiable for the Nuclear Royal Commission to repeat the
UMPNER bias and suggest that wind turbines have a shorter useable asset life, when there
are considerably more parts and asset components frequently replaced in nuclear
power plants.
End of life costs also need to be properly considered. It would be prudent to require
decommissioning, clean up and waste storage costs to be paid up front - before
commissioning – otherwise decommissioning could become a public liability.

4 Input to paper 4 – Management, Storage and disposal of waste
4.2 Are there nuclear or radioactive wastes produced in Australia which could be stored at a
facility in South Australia? In what circumstances would the holders of those wastes seek to
store or dispose of that waste at facilities in South Australia?
Beyond medicinal related radioactive waste, it is unlikely that communities as a whole
would accept radioactive wastes.
4.3 Would the holders of nuclear or radioactive waste outside Australia seek to store or
dispose of that waste in South Australia? Who holds that waste? What evidence is there that
they are seeking options to store or dispose of wastes elsewhere including in locations like
South Australia? If so, what kinds of waste and what volumes might be expected? What would
the holders be willing to pay and under what arrangements?
There is little doubt that the State Government is not already aware of other nations
seeking to dispose of their radioactive waste products in countries such as Australia.
There is little doubt that these volumes are large, in the order of hundreds and potentially
thousands of tonnes.
The Royal Commission should quantify potential volumes as a result of its discussions with
other nations.
4.4 What sorts of mechanisms would need to be established to fund the costs associated with
the future storage or disposal of either Australian or international nuclear or radioactive
wastes? Are there relevant models in operation which should be considered? What
mechanisms need to be put in place to increase the likelihood that the South Australian
community, and relevant parts of it, derive a benefit from that activity?
Given the intergenerational nature of the storage of waste that would extend into tens of
thousands of years of responsibility, there is no possible way to adequately fund and
resource this responsibility. Even the lifecycle emissions and costs associated with
creating the volume of products such as SYNroc to encapsulate radioactive waste may
be a prohibitive barrier to commencing a storage process of near geological time scales.
4.7 What are the processes that would need to be undertaken to build confidence in the
community generally, or specific communities, in the design, establishment and operation of
such facilities?
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It is unlikely that there are processes that could be undertaken to build sufficient
confidence in the community with regard to the design and operation of these facilities.
There is a strong likelihood of minor leaks, spills and procedural mistakes that will continue
to create uncertainty in communities and erosion of South Australia’s clean green image.
Furthermore, the settling on of a location would most likely be achieved by acting in spite
of the concerns of many in local communities, and indeed by many in South Australia as
a whole.
4.8 Bearing in mind the measures that would need to be taken in design and siting, what risks
for health and safety would be created by establishing facilities to manage, store and
dispose of nuclear or radioactive waste? What needs to be done to ensure that risks do not
exceed safe levels? Can anything be done to better understand those risks?
Bearing in mind the measures that would need to be taken in design, it would most likely
be safer for radioactive (high level and intermediate) waste to be processed and
managed close to where nuclear reactors are now operating around the world. There
are advantages in keeping the waste from many different reactors decentralised rather
than centralised. Should safe containment measures such as SYNroc be utilised, there
would be a vast improvement in containment compared to the current storage of spent
fuel in water pools and dry containments around existing nuclear reactors. Transporting
unstable waste across oceans and roads would simply add more exposure to risk.
4.10 What are the risks associated with transportation of nuclear or radioactive wastes for
storage or disposal in South Australia? Could existing arrangements for the transportation of
such wastes be applied for this purpose? What additional measures might be necessary?
Current response to emergencies across most of South Australia is dependent on Country Fire
Services volunteers. It wold be absolutely unfair and inappropriate to expect volunteers to
respond to transport accidents associated with an expanded nuclear and storage industry.
State wide paid emergency response staff would be required for all regions, and these would
need to be funded by those customers seeking to store waste in Australia. These measures
would need to be in place for as long as the industry continues to move waste, and for a
near geological time scale in regard to storage.
4.11 What financial or economic model or method ought be used to estimate the economic
benefits from the establishment or operation of facilities for the storage or disposal of nuclear
and radioactive waste? What information or data (including that drawn from actual
experience in Australia or overseas) should be used in that model or method?
The financial assessment for the establishment and operation of facilities should include:
1) The costs of building the facility.
2) The social cost of imposing this facility on those within the community that may have
concerns or that may suffer financial harm (such as a loss of produce sales or tourism)
in the region of the facility.
3) The cost of securing, operating and maintaining the facility for near geological time.
4) The revenues that would flow to Australia and be kept within Australia for a relatively
short period of time.
5) The cost of eroding South Australia’s clean green image.
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4.12 Would the establishment and operation of such facilities give rise to impacts on other
sectors of the economy? How should they be estimated and what information should be
used? Have such impacts been demonstrated in other economies similar to Australia?
The continuation of the nuclear industry will continue to leave a legacy of regions of
failure globally. Examples such as the Windscale fire, Chernobyl and Fukushima serve as
evidence of lasting difficulties in remediation that can extend for 50 years if not to
indefinite time periods. Despite strong commitments to safety, there will continue to be
failures in systems and infrastructure, as well as human error, that will result in both minor
and major incidents. The consequences however can be at the scale which devastates
the liveability and economic viability of entire regions.
Australia’s participation in the nuclear industry continues to maintain exposure to such
risks, particularly where nuclear fuel is used to make steam for electricity and heat.
In communities where there are legacy issues associated with nuclear mining, processing
and various forms of contamination, it can be difficult to quantify specific causes to
illnesses and cancers as resulting from the previous activities, yet the doubts remain as a
perpetual worry to those living in these areas.
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5 Appendix - Input regarding the Process and Intent of this Royal Commission.
5.1

Nuclear Fuel Cycle?
The title of the Royal Commission commences a process with an arguable proposition
that there is such a thing as a nuclear fuel cycle. Unlike natural cycles which occur in the
landscape such as the water cycle, carbon cycle or nitrogen cycle; nuclear material
does not cycle and cannot be made to cycle in the same way. Radioactive decay of
nuclear fuel is essentially a one-way change. This is even the case with breeder reactors
which stimulate the Uranium 238 isotope for releasing energy, and where mixed oxide
fuels are produced.
There may be a political or advocacy based motivation to label the nuclear industry as
part of a cycle, however, in any technical sense this label is false. The concept that some
material from spent fuel could be recovered to form reprocessed fuel does not make the
process a cycle. There are permanent losses that occur, fissioned waste material is
produced and there is contamination of all material and liquids that come in contact
with the nuclear fuel and leakages.

5.2

Spurious suggestion that this inquiry might support greenhouse gas emissions reduction
The commission should acknowledge the contradictory positions of the State
Government in claiming that this inquiry is about reducing emissions. To make decisions
about transitioning the electricity sector, state and federal governments would have first
needed to demonstrate a commitment towards lifecycle greenhouse accounting as a
foundation of policy. They have not done this in any regard. Some examples include:


The need to acknowledge the embodied emissions in Australia’s coal and gas exports.
This is not done. Australia does not acknowledge its scope 3 emissions embodied in
fossil fuels exported to the world which may be several times larger than Australia’s
domestic emissions. If there is no plan to acknowledge these emissions and phase out
fossil fuel exports, then there is no credibility in suggesting that nuclear would phase
out fossil fuel.



The South Australian Government made an election pledge prior to the 2010 election
(since abandoned) on limiting the greenhouse intensity of power stations. It made this
pledge based on scope 1 emissions only, ignoring lifecycle emissions of the process
and ignoring emissions created in other states (such as for producing gas piped to
South Australia).



The Strategic Plan target of emissions intensity not exceeding 0.5 tonnes/MWh by 2020
is also based on combustion only and does not cover the lifecycle emissions of
delivering electricity to households and other locations of use.



When Jay Weatherill took office in 2011, the Sustainability and Climate Change Division
of Premier and Cabinet was downsized and transferred to the Minister for the
Environment, Ian Hunter. The Premier deleted the position of Minister for Climate
Change, and it was not until early February in 2015, a week before the Nuclear Royal
Commission was announced, that the position of Minister for Climate Change was reinstated (a name-only change) under Minister Ian Hunter (see Media Release Jay
Weatherill - Maher joins Cabinet as Close takes Education and Child Development
Tuesday, 3 January 2015
http://dpti.sa.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0008/156383/Media release cabinet resh
uffle.pdf
15 | P a g e



The State Government, over several terms of office, has supported the COAG
Complementarity Climate Change Principles which could be argued as poorly
defined and extremely undemocratic, having never been put to the test of public
consultation. In supporting these so-called principles, and in claiming that it was
bound to the principles, the State Government actually moved away from active
leadership in climate change and abandoned many initiatives and frameworks,
claiming that actions may not be complementary to a carbon price. Should an
emissions trading scheme return, its current position on the Complementarity Principles
are completely unknown.



The state Government has been actively promoting an oil and gas ‘revolution’, and a
golden age for gas for South Australia for several years. There is no suggestion by the
State Government that it would look to phase out these fossil fuel industries, so it could
be argued that the state Government is simply looking for growth in all industries.



At the same time (2012-2015), the State Government has progressively reduced its
accredited GreenPower purchasing to zero for Government operations. This also
broke previous Government and Strategic Plan commitments for 50% GreenPower
purchasing to be achieved by 2014.

Given all of the above, the concept of expanding South Australia’s role in the nuclear
industry lacks any credibility in relation to being motivated towards addressing climate
change, and instead appears to be using climate change as opportunistic justification.
If the State Government’s support for the nuclear industry expansion was about tackling
climate change, the Royal Commission would need to also identify the State
Government’s commitment to transitioning away from the domestic use and potential
exports of South Australia’s fossil gas resources.
5.3

Disregard for the concept of due process
More recently in June 2015, the process of the Royal Commission further compromised its
process by creating a blog site to encourage debate before the Royal Commission has
released its findings and outcomes. The blog discussions are not evidence, yet may
potentially influence the outcomes and simply shatter any sense of due process.
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