
 

 

 

 

 

 

NUCLEAR INDUSTRY 

 
The Public Health Association of Australia notes that: 
 

1. There are public health risks of the nuclear chain (mining, processing, nuclear 

power, waste and weapons proliferation) particularly of nuclear power 

generation and reprocessing.
1,2

 

 

2. The links all along the nuclear chain between the nuclear power industry and 

waste production and nuclear weapons proliferation and hence the risk of 

nuclear war, are inextricable. 

 

3. In a time of environmental degradation and climate change, the threat of nuclear 

weapons makes nuclear disarmament one of the highest priorities for protecting 

humanity, complex society and the environment. 

 

4. The consequences to the environment of the nuclear chain are increased 

radioactive contamination of the environment.
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5. The risks of radioactive spillage and environmental contamination, however, 

low are inherent in transporting nuclear waste. 

 

6. The nuclear power industry is not able to mitigate global warming.
4,5,6

 

 

7. In an age of increasing globalisation and political tension, nuclear facilities 

provide a source of nuclear material for terrorists to use in weapons.
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The Public Health Association of Australia believes that: 
 

8. Expansion of the nuclear industry is not in Australia’s or the world’s health 

interest. 

 

The Public Health Association of Australia resolves that: 
 

9. It will oppose expansion of the nuclear industry in Australia, in particular 

mining and waste disposal from overseas. 

 

10. It will collaborate with other organisations with similar aims. 

 

11. It will act to further implement its policy on Climate Change. 
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