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Manager Policy and Planning

Department for Environment and Heritage
GPO Box 1047

Adelaide SA 5001

Re: Comments on Seeking a Balance document.
Thankyou for the opportunity to provide written comments on this important document.

I appreciate the need to provide a summary document to present the icon sites identified by
DEH and PIRSA but a general comment that I have is that it is virtually impossible to provide
specific comments about the location and boundaries of various management zones when
there is no background or supporting information on how or why these decisions were made.

If this example is to become a template for developing similar plans elsewhere in the state in
the future it would be essential, when commenting on the location and boundaries of various
management zones in an informed way, to be able to access this information in a supporting
document or Appendix.

Another general comment is that the documents’ title refers to the Northern Flinders Ranges,
however the document itself deals with only a small part of the Northern Flinders Ranges.
Will areas in the Northern Flinders Ranges located outside the boundaries of the management
zone be subject to the production of similar management plans or not have any such plan
developed for them.

I have tried to provide my comments using the page headings.
Building on existing knowledge.

The use of existing knowledge to inform decision making to develop management zones is a
valid first step, however, it can grossly underestimate the actual occurrence of a species or a
management issue. Knowing that a threatened species of flora or fauna occurs at a particular
site only goes so far if that information is not used to include the total area of that particular
land system, vegetation type, soil type or suitable habitat in which that species is likely to
occur.

The use of point data to infer information is less common in the biological field than it is in
the geological field where a limited number of core samples, drill holes etc are routinely used
to infer or model ore body size, shape, quantity and quality. It would be useful to know if
geological information used to develop management zones was inferred or modelled while
biological information was from point data only?

In common with most of the arid interior of the state the area considered in this plan has been
biologically under-surveyed so the known biological information is grossly inadequate to be
making informed management decisions. The region is subject to high intensity infrequent
rainfall events and it is these exceptional climatic events that enable flora and fauna species to
grow and reproduce so that they can survive through the more usual hot dry conditions. The
development of biological knowledge in such systems is a necessarily slow process given
these climatic constraints. This requires that refinements of the policy may be necessary over
time as the biological knowledge of the area increases. It is impossible to refine a policy if
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It is pleasing that the analysis confirmed the high landscape and biodiversity values being
protected by the Vulkathunha-Gammon Ranges National Park but that should not preclude the
protection of other areas in the Northern Flinders Ranges supporting such values. It could also
equally be argued that minerals are already extracted from nearby areas that do not have such
high landscape and biodiversity values as Arkaroola supports.

There is no mention anywhere of the requirements other state and federal documents and
legislation. These include the South Australian Arid Lands NRM Board Biodiversity Strategy,
state government No Species Loss document and the federal governments EPBC Act.

Landscape Quality map

This is such a generic and bland map with no supporting detail or discussion that it is hard to
see how a case can be made for management zones to be based on this information. The issue
of landscape is such a diverse issue based on individual preferences that without knowing
how this information was collected it is impossible to comment on the boundaries of mapped
areas.

Biodiversity map

Again this is such a generic and bland map with no supporting detail or discussion that it is

hard to see how a case can be made for management zones to be based on this information.

e What makes one area have a very high biodiversity area while an area immediately
adjacent has no or low biodiversity value,

e Is there any provision for buffer areas around those areas mapped as having high
biodiversity value,

e Is there any provision for corridors between areas of high biodiversity values or between
known locations of threatened species. The current known locations for threatened species
are probably small isolated sub-populations at or near the northern limits of their known
distributions and need the ability to move between areas of suitable habitat to ensure their
long term survival,

e What are the cut off points between the different classes of biodiversity value.

Mineral Prospectivity, Mineral Occurrences and Mines map

e [sthe area considered to have high mineral prospectivity based on actual known results
gained from specific geologic surveys or inferred/modelled over a large area from small
scale surveys at discrete points,

e Are deposit, occurrence and prospect symbols mapped regardless of their size or whether
they would ever be economic to extract,

e How many of the diggings and mines symbols were actual productive mine operations
compared to speculative workings associated with early prospectors.

General comments on the above maps is that it would have been more useful if they were
presented at the same scale as the map of proposed management zones. Also why is there no
mapped information on the cultural values presented here of the proposed management zone.
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Effectively there is one no access zone (Access Zone 1) and three zones for future exploration
and resource development (Access Zones 2a, 2b and 3). It is only semantics and ‘weasel
words’ that differentiate between Access Zones 2a and 2b making them effectively the same
areas with the same conditions of access and the activities permitted in Access Zone 2b are
little different from ‘standard exploration and mining access’ as permitted in Access Zone 3.
(For example what are low impact exploration activities?). There should be no access for
exploration and resource development in any of these Zones until a full biological survey is
undertaken to determine the biological assets of these locations.

The zones and conditions do not account for the impacts on the environment of the
development of other non-mining infrastructure in the area. For example, such as
development of new roads, powerlines, airstrips etc or any expansion of the Arkaroola Tourist
Village or any increased extraction of ground waters or any development of pastoral or
aboriginal interests. To be thorough the document should be considering a broader range of
issues rather than biodiversity values versus mining values as they will impact on mapped
boundaries.

Proposed Management Zones map

The area mapped as Access Zone 1 is about 5% of the management zone outside of the
National Park. From comparing the presented maps it appears to have high biodiversity and
landscape values but no mines, diggings, deposits or prospects so would appear to be no great
loss to the mining industry. Alternatively, about 95% of the management zone outside of the
National Park is open to some level of exploration and potential resource development.

The presence of a broad swathe all 3 exploration/development zones between the isolated
Mawson Plateau/Freeling Heights Zone 1 area and the National Park prevents connectivity
between these areas. This means that flora and fauna species are unable to retreat north or
south to either of these protected areas particularly in the face of likely climate change. The
further isolation of already small and discrete populations may mean the gradual loss of
numbers and genetic diversity from these populations leading to eventual extinction from this
part of their known range. For many of these species there would be no way to recolonise
these areas once they became extinct there.

It appears from the map that the area of known Acacia araneosa located adjacent to the
National Park boundary is unprotected from some level of exploration and potential resource
development. It should be mapped in Access Zone 1 area due to the conservation significance
of the species.

I look forward to the results of this consultation process.

Keith Bellchambers

_ 22" January 2010




