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The Australian Democrats is a political party which has been in existence since 1977, and
has had a strong policy of opposition to the nuclear fuel cycle since that time. A recent
review of our policy in 2011 reinforced our position.
The Australian Democrats are deliberately choosing to address the final issues paper first for
two reasons:
a) Disappointingly, but based on the comments of the South Australian Premier, the
prospect of setting up South Australia to be a nuclear/radioactive waste dump
appears to be at the heart of the rationale of the State Government to set up this
Royal Commission.
b) We contend that the problems associated with the management and storage of
nuclear and radioactive waste are such that the issues in the other three papers need
not be contemplated.

Our conclusion is that making money, the point of the exercise in opening up South Australia
to all aspects of the nuclear industry (yes, nuclear weapons proliferation will be on our
collective conscience even if we don't make the missiles ourselves), is simply not worth the
costs, the social dislocation and the risks.

Yours sincerely

Ms Jeanie Walker
State President
Australian Democrats (SA Division) Inc.
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Response to Issues Paper Four:
Management, Storage and Disposal (sic) of Nuclear and
Radioactive Waste
The use of the word "disposal" in this particular reference is deeply misleading as this
waste is not in any way disposable, and we register our objection to its inclusion in the
terminology of this inquiry.
On 81h May 2002, the then Premier of South Australia, Han Mike Rann, addressed the House
of Assembly about a Federal Government proposal to build a radioactive/nuclear waste
dump in South Australia. He stated "No State in Australia has paid a higher price for nuclear
waste than South Australia". He was right. South Australia bore the brunt of nuclear
weapons testing at Maralinga and Emu, with resultant soil contamination and so-called
disposal of that waste putting traditional Aboriginal land out of bounds for many generations
to come. Additionally around 10,000 44-gallon drums of low level radioactive waste from
New South Wales has been "temporarily" stored since late 1994 on South Australian land
acquired by the Federal Government for the Woomera Prohibited Area.
We have no doubt that the Commission will receive submissions arguing that a nuclear
waste dump is needed, because spent fuel rods from the Lucas Heights reactor are to be
returned after reprocessing to Australia in 2015, and the government will need to find
somewhere to put them. Obviously it is needed, but South Australia does not have to be a
supplicant reaching out for them. When the National Radioactive Waste Management Bill
2010 was referred to parliament's Legal & Constitutional Affairs Committee, Mr Steven
Mcintosh an ANSTO revealed in questioning that the reason for them not being returned to
Lucas Heights for storage is a political one.
Senator LUDLAM-... .Can you turn to the question of the spent fuel or the reprocessed
material that is to be returned from overseas . What would be the constraints on ANSTO
should that material be returned to Lucas Heights rather than to a remote dump? What would
you need to provide onsite?
Mr Mcintosh-We would have to build a facility similar in nature to the proposed store for the
Commonwealth facility.
Senator LUDLAM-Is there anything technical preventing that from occurring, leaving politics
to one side?
Mr Mcintosh-No.
Senator LUDLAM-Has ANSTO or any other agency ever done a full assessment of what
that would look like?
Mr Mcintosh-No. There is been a full assessment done of what it would look like at the
Commonwealth site, and presumably it would look the same, but we have not done any
planning for such an action on-site because we have been told by government-and at the
end of the day we are directed by government-that this waste will not be returning to our
site. Why would we waste resources planning for something we have been told will not
1
happen?

Your attention is drawn to perhaps whimsical yet deadly serious suggestions as to how
future generations can be guaranteed, for their own safety, to know of the existence of high
level waste sites -this when the fences surrounding them will have fallen into disrepair and
the signs worn away, and when the language spoken has changed from that of the time
when the sites were established.

http://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Legal_and_Constitutional_Affairs/Complet
ed_inquiries/2008-1 0/radioactivewaste/index
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This was attempted by the US Department of Energy (DOE) in 1981 in relation to the
proposed Yucca Mountain nuclear waste repositorl and similarly in 1990 in relation to the
Waste Isolation Plant in New Mexico 3 . The waste from nuclear reactors needs to be safely
accommodated for at least 10,000 years but no language has been known to last that long,
and few human structures have either. So the methods suggested to inform future
generations included the creation of mythologies overseen by an "atomic priesthood", the
building of Stonehenge-style monuments with pictorial images to explain the problem and
menacing sculptures. Although these suggestions were made a few decades ago, they
remain relevant because the problem has not been solved. In 2006 the DOE was still
exploring the dilemma with the solutions proffered in this round including the suggestion that
"furrows and ridges could be incorporated in the design so the wind blowing across would
make a sinister sound -or that long-lived, prickly vegetation could be planted" 4 .

The Australian Democrats view is that if we cannot solve the problem of waste, then it
would be irresponsible to expand existing activities or begin involvement in other
aspects of the nuclear industry.

Question 4.1: Are the physical conditions in South Australia, including its geology.
suitable for the establishment and operation of facilities to store or dispose (sic) of
intermediate or high level waste either temporarily or permanently? (etc.)
Whether or not there are such physical conditions, when there are no solutions to the
question of how to inform future generations of the existence of such waste dumps,
there is no right place. However, as the Commission has been given the task to
investigate this question, we address it with reluctance.
The physical conditions have been described in the discussion papers and fact sheets
issued by the federal government in 1998 to determine a suitable place for a national
radioactive waste repository. Of the eight short-listed sites, three were fully in South
Australia. Criteria to select the sites included low rainfall, low risk of flooding, stable
geomorphology and low risk of groundwater contamination. We wish to address some of
those criteria
In relation to the requirement for stable geomorphology, the Commission's Issue Paper 4
says "The state does experience infrequent earthquake activity in a zone of geological faults"
and has produced a map showing those regions. The federal government in 1998 proposed
a national radioactive waste repository, finally settling on a location in the Billa Kallina region
in SA, at least partly because of this apparent stability.
Yet it is not possibly to find a site that is completely free of tectonic disturbance. According
to geologists Bourne & Twidale "Though the cratons located far from plate boundaries are
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https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Human Interference Task Force
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http://99percentinvisible.org/episode/ten-thousand-years/
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tectonically stable compared to plate margin locations, no part of the Earth's surface is
entirely stable". 5
A granite quarry at Minnipa Hill on the Eyre Peninsula, and located in the supposedly stable
Gawler Craton, was abandoned by its operator in January 1999 following an earth tremor of
2.3 magnitude. Even at that low magnitude the damage was significant. For instance, a
granite block weighing around 730kg was displaced 58-100 em and another weighing
around 880kg was displaced 28 em up a slope6 .
The Billa Kallina region - that chosen in 2003 as the site for the national nuclear waste
repository- is theoretically outside any of South Australia's geological fault zones. However,
in March 2012 an earthquake of 3.9 magnitude was recorded roughly 10 km north of the
Olympic Dam mine, outside of the zone of seismicity.
There are suggestions that mining of itself will create tectonic instability in areas categorized
as stable. As an example, in South Africa, it has been observed that mining is a major
contributor to tectonic activity:
The Kaap-Vaal craton is a very stable area and natural earthquakes are virtually unknown.
Based on a study of the national records of the SA Council for Geosciences, Ortlepp (2003)
showed that only 8 earth tremors of ML 3.5 to 4.0 which were more than 30 km from the
nearest mining activity, had occurred during the previous 50 years. In all probability these
could be regarded as neotectonic or natural in origin. During the same period 370 events in
the same size range were located within the mining areas 7 .

So if there is a determination that South Australia should have a nuclear waste dump it
should be located at a respectable distance from large-scale mining activities.
The lesson is clear: even areas that are regarded as tectonically stable are moving and
bending, it is simply a question of 'when' and not 'if'. It would be unwise to locate a waste
dump in any so-called tectonically stable region in South Australia believing in its stability.

Question 4.3: Would the holders of nuclear or radioactive waste outside Australia seek to
store or dispose (sic) of that waste in South Australia? (etc.)
This question is a bit like asking if the Pope is a Catholic. The Issues Paper itself observes
the "the IAEA has discussed the establishment of an international collective radioactive
waste depository".
Earlier attempts have been made to this end. The aforementioned Federal Government
proposal for a national radioactive waste repository very quickly attracted the attention of an
internationally-based company named Pangea, which proposed in 1998 that a high-level
waste dump for international use be located in Western Australia, with South Australia as
their second preference.
5

J A Bourne & C R Twidale, "Morphology and origin of three bornhardt inselbergs near Lake Johnston,
Western Australia", Journal of the Royal Society of Western Australia, 85:83-102, 2002
6

J A Bourne & C R Twidale, "Management implications of neotectonic activity at Minnipa Hill, northwestern
Eyre Peninsula, South Australia", Journal of the Royal Society of Western Australia, 83: 123-126, 2000
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W.D. Ortlepp, "RaSiM Comes of Age- A Review of the Contribution to the Understanding and Control of
Mine Rockbursts", 6th International Symposium on Rockburst and Seismicity in Mines Proceedings, 911MAR2005
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The literature is replete with numerous contributions showing that, throughout the world, the
methodology employed for stabilizing nuclear waste is temporary, and that a 'permanent'
repository is needed. Of course there would be huge enthusiasm from other countries to foist
their waste on to us.

Question 4.4: What sort of mechanisms would need to be established to fund the costs
associated with the future storage or disposal (sic) of either Australian or international
nuclear or radioactive wastes? 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? (etc)
Questions asked during The Senate Inquiry into the National Radioactive Waste
Management Bill 2010 about the number of jobs that would be created at the proposed
Muckaty Station waste dump revealed that, post-construction, there would be only six new
security jobs and perhaps a counter-terrorism unit8 . This does not appear to be an
economic benefit worth chasing.

8

https :/Iindymedia. org. au/20 10/03/3 0/proposed-muckaty-nuclear-waste-dump-no-benefit-to-traditional-owners
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Response to Issues Paper One: Exploration, Extraction
and Milling
While Term of Reference 1 includes "the risks and opportunities created by expanding the
level of exploration, extraction and milling (of materials containing radioactive materials)", the
questions proposed by the Commission fail to address the wider question of nuclear
proliferation, which is clearly an associated risk.
The production of nuclear power by Iran has been seen by the western world as a terrorism
risk because it provides the fissile material needed to create nuclear weapons. If that risk is
there in relation to Iran it must be for every other nation that produces nuclear power.
Australian uranium has no market other than international ones, and is/has been exported to
(or has nuclear trade agreements with) Belgium, Canada, China, Finland, France, Germany,
India, Japan, Russia, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Taiwan, the United Arab
Emirates and the UK where it is used to fuel nuclear reactors. Of these nations, Russia, UK,
France and China are regarded as "nuclear weapons states" but are signatories to the NPT
(Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons), while India is known to have tested
nuclear weapons and is not a signatory.
Our current Prime Minister Abbott has said that India has an impeccable record in regard to
nuclear safety. He should be aware that Canada supplied a nuclear reactor to India in 1956
on the strict condition that it only be used for peaceful purposes. When they trialled their first
bomb in 197 4, in response to a protest from Canada they said it was "for peaceful
purposes". Why would Australian uranium be treated any differently?
Our uranium trade partners might not always be the political partners we wish them to be.
More recently, Australia's relations with Russia were considerably cooled by the alleged
shooting down of Flight MH17 by Russian missiles over Ukraine, with Prime Minister Abbott
threatening to "shirtfront" Russia's President Vladimir Putin over it.
Although our preferred position remains as it has been for more than 30 years - leave it in
the ground -any radioactive material exported from South Australia should be allowed
only to those countries that have signed the treaty and which are not manufacturers
of nuclear weapons.

Question 1.3: What might be necessary to encourage further exploration for uranium and
thorium? (etc.)
This question presupposes tacit agreement that further exploration is required in the first
instance. It is our view that further exploration is not required.
Uranium One, the owners of South Australia's Honeymoon uranium mine, announced in
November 2013 that it was mothballing the mine with the option to re-open at some time in
the future. The principal reason given for the decision was the low price for uranium , with
the President of the company stating, at that time, that "over 50 percent of global uranium
production is currently loss-making". 9

9
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Promoting the viability of a sector that is at the mercy of world markets is a risk, and given
the tightening of budget purse-strings at both state and national levels, further financial
support from government as a possible form of job creation is very much hit and miss.
ABS figures for the 2013-14 financial year show that employment in the mining industry
dropped by 2.2% and metal ore mining in particular by 2.7%. 10 According to the Australian
Conservation Foundation the uranium industry provides less than 0.2% of Australian jobs
and .029% of export revenue 11 .
So with the degree of risk and so little return, why bother? If employment is the aim, the
South Australian government would get a better return by putting money, for instance, into
constructing a new freight railway line from Murray Bridge to the northern suburbs of
Adelaide to bypass the Adelaide Hills, or extending the Noarlunga passenger line to Victor
Harbor. Both options would result in a better long-term social return to South Australians.
In 2006 State Parliament's Natural Resources Committee undertook an inquiry into "Mineral
Resource Development in South Australia". Although the inquiry was general in its nature,
the Committee heard evidence from Mr Phil Sutherland of the SA Chamber of Mines and
Energy that argued for government funds to assist in the building of "a powerline, a pipeline,
a rail spur or upgrade a port" 12 . Later, in justifying this, he said:
Small to medium discoveries will attract small to medium mining companies . Not all mining
companies are global mining houses like BHP Billiton , which clearly has the capacity to build
the required infrastructure. Whether it wants to do that or not is another issue, but it does
have the capacity to do that. But we have seen small to medium projects emerging . They will
attract small to medium mining companies, which do not have the wherewithal on their own to
get those projects to fruition and the product to the marketplace .

Clearly he was arguing for a taxpayer subsidy. These comments were made at a time when
South Australia was experiencing an upsurge in mining exploration activity. If the South
Australian Government wants to artificially stimulate mining development, in particular that of
uranium mining, the Royal Commission should be aware that the industry will continue to
have an expectation of cross-subsidies from the taxpayer.
With the knowledge that an increasing number of mining companies , small and large, are
substantially foreign-owned and hence will take their profits offshore, the Australian
Democrats argue against such a cross-subsidy, preferring instead that any government
largesse should go towards local industry.
Skilled labour is theoretically another requirement of mining industry development. In
anticipation of a mining boom the state government had set up the "Skills For All" program in
the TAFE sector encouraging unemployed or underemployed people to study subjects that
would lead to the attaining of skills suitable for work in that sector. Money was expended by
the state government based on a "build it and they will come" philosophy, except that the
mining companies didn't turn up. That program has now been disbanded, and is proof that
this type of rationalizing does not necessarily produce the results that government is looking

IO
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for, particularly when the mining industry is so speculative and tied to world markets over
which we have no control.
The Australian Democrats are concerned that 417 and 457 visas are likely to be used by
mining companies as a way of gaining cheaper labour and that locals will miss out on jobs
anyway. Should no real efforts be made to rein in abuse of the scheme, then deliberately
setting out to create more jobs in the uranium mining industry will simply see labour price
gouging, and the Premier's supposition that this would create local jobs would be nothing
more than that.

Question 1.10: Would a future expansion of exploration. extraction and mining 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 (be) changed or adapted?
The discussion paper rightly singles out questions of waste and groundwater. To this should
be added the matter of fresh water and climate change impacts. Any increases in
exploration and particularly extraction and mining activities will add to the pressures on all of
these.
The most prospective mining locations in SA are remote which means they are in areas with
minimal rainfall. Mining in SA is therefore constrained by limited water supplies. The South
Australian Department of Planning Transport and Infrastructure has recently predicted water
consumption for mining between 2013 and 2017 would be 25,195 megalitres/annum,
increasing to 79,516 megalitres/annum for 2018-22, and 98,548 megalitre/annum for 202332. That report observes that while groundwater has been the traditional source of water in
these regions, an increase in mining activity may create conflict with existing groundwater
users. It therefore suggests the construction of desalination plants that would allow the use
of brackish and saline water, but that environmental controls would be required 13 .
Similarly, by virtue of the location of prospective mineral resources in SA, new uranium
mines will play a significant role in the creation of greenhouse gases. If for no other reason
than distance, the energy inputs required to transport the construction equipment to build the
mine, extract the ores, mill them and get them to market will increase greenhouse gas
emissions in this state.
Although expansion of the Olympic Dam mine is on hold, it is instructive to look at the
environmental impact if/when it goes ahead as per the information provided in the 2009 Draft
EIS. There is unlikely to be any solution to these problems if the mine goes ahead.
• Enormous amounts of diesel fuel would be used in the expansion of the Olympic
Dam uranium mine in South Australia, increasing from 34 to 460 megalitres per
annum - at a time when oil is becoming increasingly scarce.
• The expansion of the Olympic Dam mine in South Australia would see the creation of
the largest open cut pit in the world, and there are no plans for infill at the end of its
life. To the contrary, BHP-Billiton states that it will be a landscape "feature". Most
likely it will expose precious groundwater which will be subject to high evaporative
loss in a desert climate.
• Large areas of native vegetation and associated ecosystems would be destroyed in
the Olympic Dam mine expansion. With a new pit, rock storage facility, tailings
storage facility, industrial area, expansion of roads, construction of a new rail line,
13

"South Australian Mining Regional Infrastructure Plan", June 2014
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gas pipeline and electricity transmission line routes, a new village for workers , a new
airport and a desalination plant, up to 265 sq km of native vegetation will be
destroyed.
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Response to Issues Paper Two:
Further Processing of Minerals and Manufacture of
Materials Containing Radioactive and Nuclear Substances
Question 2.2: Would it be feasible for South Australia to assume a greater role in
manufacturing materials containing radioactive and nuclear substances? (etc.)
The United States' Union of Concerned Scientists states that "the annualized subsidy
attributable to the civilian sector (for uranium enrichment) ... amounted to roughly $270
million to $1,350 million per year in 2007 dollars". 14 So if the Commission is talking about
uranium enrichment the answer to the question is no. South Australia does not have the
financial base required to subsidise this activity. And for sure the industry will not be putting
up its hand to pay the real costs.

Question 2.8: What additional risks for health and safety would be created by the
establishment and operation of such facilities in South Australia? (etc)
At the end of the enrichment process the problem of dealing with depleted uranium (DU) in
the form of uranium hexafluoride presents itself. This is a highly toxic substance which reacts
violently to water and even to moisture in the air15 . It can damage the lungs if inhaled and
the kidneys if ingested and thus needs to be stored and monitored. Cylinders in which the
material is held are subject to corrosion. As inhalation at large concentrations is potentially
deadly, workers involved in working with DU need protective clothing including face-shields.
Former workers and residents at a munitions plant located in the suburb of Colonie in
Albany, New York State, have complained of tumours , immune disorders and other illnesses
twenty-five years after the plant was closed, raising concerns about the long-term impacts of
DU. Five former employees were found to have very high levels of DU in urine samples 16 .
The researchers say that there is more work to be done.
One accident involving DU in the US caused 32 casualties including one death. No doubt
this toxicity would be used as justification for a nuclear/radioactive waste dump, but why
manufacture something so toxic in the first place?

Question 2.9: What additional environmental risks would be created by the
establishment and operation of such facilities in South Australia? (etc.)
There are environmental costs that should negate consideration of further processing . For
instance, in the US 93% of CFC (chlorofluorocarbon) emissions come from the process of
uranium enrichment. This gas is between 10,000 and 20,000 times more potent than C0 2
emissions as a greenhouse gas. Does South Australia want this on its conscience?

14

Koplow, D, ''Nuclear Power: Still Not Viable Without Subsidies", Union of Concerned Scientists, 2011
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http://www.cdc.gov/niosh/ipcsneng/neng1250 .html
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Question 2.11: What security implications are created by the activities of
conversion. enrichment. fabrication or reprocessing of nuclear fuel (etc)?
There is a huge global stockpile of depleted uranium, amounting to somewhere between 1.3
and 1.5 million tonnes 17 . Although only mildly radioactive, DU is used in more conventional
warfare and is particularly used for armour-piercing shells. As part of a conventional weapon
DU is particularly effective because of its density and the fact that it catches fire as it hits its
target. In short, uranium enrichment creates a by-product, depleted uranium, which although
not a proliferation risk might be of interest to terrorists given those two important qualities of
the material.

17
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Response to Issues Paper Three:
Electricity Generation from Nuclear Fuels
South Australia is leading the nation in renewable energy generation. Why blot the copy
book? The financial costs and the taxpayer subsidies that would be demanded are simply
not worth it.

Question 3.1: Are there suitable areas in South Australia for the establishment of
a nuclear reactor for generating electricity? (etc.)
Nuclear power stations require up to seven times the amount of water for cooling compared
to fossil-fuel powered stations, so in the driest inhabited continent, there would be little
choice but to locate on our coastal fringes. Such a location would require planning that
assumes at least a 5 metre sea-level rise due to climate change impacts.
The nature of nuclear power also requires a large and centralised population base to
consume the electricity created, and if a nuclear power plant was to be built in South
Australia that could only set a location close to the Adelaide metropolitan area. A report
released by ANSTO in 2006 recommended five nuclear power stations for viability. The
population of South Australia would not be able to consume the amount of electricity
produced from five nuclear power stations, let alone one, as there is already a power oversupply in South Australia, according to Alinta Energy. In announcing they would be closing
their Port Augusta power stations by March 2018, Alinta Energy stated: "The decline in
demand for energy, as households have become more efficient and the number of industrial
customers has declined, combined with policy settings designed to support significant
growth in renewable energy generation have together had the effect of causing a significant
oversupply of power available to South Australia." 18

Question 3.5: What are the conditions that would be necessary for new nuclear
generation to be viable in the NEM? Would there be a need. for example. for new
infrastructure such as transmission lines to be constructed (etc):
Without doubt new transmission lines would be needed should a nuclear power plant be
conmissioned. The two electricity transmission networks- Murraylink and the South-East
Haywood lnterconnector- which allow electricity to be exported from or imported to South
Australia are frequently constrained. The large amounts of excess electricity from a nuclear
power plant would have to be exported on a daily basis to other states, thus requiring the
construction of another interconnector. The principal reason for South Australia having the
highest electricity prices in the nation has been the cost of infrastructure upgrades.
We note the submission to the Royal Commission during the Terms of Reference discussion
from Grenatec, which advocates the building of a nuclear power plant in the Woomera
Prohibited Area. On p.17 of their submission their map envisages new transmission lines
fanning out from Moomba to Sydney, to Woomera and hence to Port Augusta and Western
Australia, to the Northern Territory, and to Brisbane. On p.23 of that submission a table is
included from a report of the Australian Energy Market Operator to 'prove' how inexpensive
the construction of such lines would be. In the process of copying it into their document six
noughts have been left off! The Royal Commission should not accept the table at its
18

https://alintaenergy.com.au/about-us/news/flinders-operations-announcement
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face value, as they could gain the erroneous impression of the real costs. With part of
the table obviously missing, one could gain the impression that a new interconnector
between Sydney and Melbourne would cost just US$3000! The reality- based on that table
and the new 'cheaper' technology- is that it would cost US$3,000,800,000. And that is for
just one interconnector. Ancillary services would also need to increase to support these
interconnectors adding a further cost.
The total cost for nor just one but a number of these interconnectors would be enormous.
The taxpayer subsidy expected would at the very least create an angry electorate. The
operators of any new transmission line(s) would apply, under national electricity rules, for it
to be a regulated asset. This would mean the cost burden for another interconnector(s)
would be incorporated into the charges paid for electricity, which would rub salt into the
wound and be totally unacceptable to South Australian electricity consumers and is certainly
not a tolerable social cost for the community.
But let us be realistic, Australia does not need more transmission lines. The Australian
Energy Market Operator states in its most recent report on transmission lines 19 that up to
85% of transmission investment in the next 20 years in Australia "will go towards replacing
ageing assets rather than augmenting existing transmission network capacity".
"Electricity consumption from transmission networks across the NEM has been falling since
2009-10. This is due to structural shifts in Australia's economy away from energy-intensive
industries, consumer reaction to high electricity prices, energy efficiency initiatives, and
increasing generation at the consumer level (primarily rooftop PV). Maximum demand growth
has slowed over this period and is forecast to slow over the next decade. AEMO forecasts a
continued decline in consumption over the next three years before flattening in the longer
term".

This statement is further qualified by their observation about emerging technologies such
battery storage associated with residential PV systems further impacting demand. From the
perspective of the Australian Democrats, the only need for new transmission lines
would be by artificial stimulus, such as the building of a nuclear power plant. And
clearly a nuclear power plant is not needed given that electricity demand via networks
is reducing.

Questions 3.11. 3.12 & 3.13: Greenhouse gas emissions and other waste products
Although this section of the discussion paper is about "Greenhouse gas emissions and other
waste products", the questions proffered by the Commission are, for instance, about
methodologies of measurement but do not address the fundamental issues around nuclear
power and climate change. And surely the Commission, in assessing the views of South
Australians should be asking that question. Because the Australian Democrats do ask that
question we offer some answers to it.
The principal argument advanced by the international nuclear industry is that nuclear power
does not produce C0 2 emissions, an argument that lies by omission . It is true only to the
extent that the reactor part of the nuclear chain does not produce C02 . The mining and
milling of uranium, fuel fabrication, enrichment, reactor construction, decommissioning of
reactors and the long term cooling of waste - all integral to the nuclear fuel cycle - use fossil
fuels, and in large amounts. In other words full accounting is not being used . So in answer
19
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to the question asked by the commission, whole-of-life accounting is what is needed in
terms of methodologies particularly in respect of greenhouse gas emissions.
For instance, in the draft EIS of the proposed Olympic Dam expansion, the proponents
themselves admitted it would single-handedly raise SA's annual greenhouse gas emissions
by a massive 9% at least. The Australian Conservation Foundation gave an alternative
estimate of at least 12.4% and up to 14.3% 20 , which on our calculations would be the more
accurate.
Concrete is used in massive amounts in the building of a nuclear power station, particularly
the footings and containment walls, in anticipation of any reactor meltdown, and for every
kilogram of concrete produced approximately 900 grams of C0 2 are released.
The protaganists of nuclear power make the claim that no greenhouse gas is emitted in the
production of nuclear power, and they argue it as if that is all there is to consider. Cleverly,
by erroneously using the term "clean" they have diverted attention away from those other
unobservable emissions - radiation. The pro-nuclear lobby is keen to look at whole-of-life
coal-fired generation when they use the argument of the number of people who die from
working in coal-mines to justify a switch to nuclear, but dishonestly choose to talk about just
one aspect of nuclear power manufacture when it comes to emissions. They can't have it
both ways, although they do try to.
The downside of the enriching of the fuel required for a nuclear power station, whether
enriched here or overseas, has to be included in the ledger book (see our comments earlier
about CFC emissions and depleted uranium.)

Question 3.17: Would the establishment of such facilities give rise to impacts on
other sectors of the economy? (etc):
Nuclear power requires taxpayer-funded welfare. A 2006 report prepared for ANSTO- and
consider that this is a body which is a proponent for nuclear power - concluded that it would
only be profitable if the Federal Government
(a) contributed 14.3% of the cost of building the power stations; and
(b) provided an ongoing subsidy equivalent to 21.4% of all electricity bills for the first 12
years of its operation; and
(c) were to underwrite the insurance costs.
Just how much would it cost to insure a nuclear power plant against catastrophic accident?
According to the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 21 : "The only insurance pool writing
nuclear insurance, American Nuclear Insurers, is comprised of property-casualty insurance
companies. The average annual premium for a single-unit reactor site is approximately
US$1.1 million." And of course that would be per annum .
All of these costs would be paid by either the taxpayer or the electricity consumer, who
generally happen to be one and the same. With the median/average electricity price in SA
already being approximately $550 per quarter, increase in electricity costs of this magnitude
to subsidise a nuclear power plant would have a sizeable impact on discretionary spending
20
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in the state, with likely impacts on the retail sector. This is on top of the need for the
electricity consumer to pay for the new transmission lines that would be required. It is truly
unthinkable that the South Australian government would even suggest that nuclear power is
an option with costs of this nature being integral and ongoing.
When a nuclear power plant reaches the end of its viable life and is shut down, water must
continue to be pumped in and around the core, and containment vessels and pipes have to
be maintained in working order for perhaps fifty years while the cooling continues. More
costs, and more taxpayer or electricity consumer subsidies to maintain something that is
producing nothing positive. Then there would another financial cost in the decommissioning.
Accidents do happen, so the saying goes. There have been many so-called accidents since
nuclear power went into commercial production and the usual explanation is human error.
The most commonly known are the major incidents at Chernobyl, Three Mile Island and
Fukushima. The New York Academy of Sciences has stated that the Chernobyl explosion
has accounted for the deaths of almost a million people, which includes up to 125,000 of the
locals involved in fighting the fire, decommissioning the reactor and attempting to clean up
the site 22 . There is no reason to assume that human error would not occur from time in
South Australia if a nuclear reactor was built. And resulting incidents always come at a cost,
sometimes merely financial as in the cost of a cleanup, and sometimes human in terms of
health consequences including even death.
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