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I oppose the changing of the developmental zoning areas in the Arkaroola Sanctuary and surrounding areas as proposed in the document ‘Seeking a Balance’ (2009) on the basis that there are some fundamental flaws underpinning the proposed changes that clearly will work to undermine and threaten the unique values of the area (environmental, cultural, scientific, tourism, wildlife).  Previous zoning (Development Plan for the Flinders Ranges (Land not within a Council Area (Flinders) est. under the Development Act 1993) of a large portion of this area as Environmental Class A Zone sought to conserve and protect the landscape from damage by mining and exploration for new resources. To change zoning as described in the former document essentially opens the area to mining that will threaten that which has been conserved for decades and for values deemed much greater (in the past and present and future) than jobs and mining uranium and other minerals that inevitably have severe impacts on ecosytems, biosystems and water systems particularly in fragile and arid environments such as the northern Flinders Ranges. I recommend that zoning be further strengthened in this northern Flinders Ranges area to further protect the whole area from any mineral exploration and mining.
Issues needing to be addressed:

1) The project has been undertaken by guiding principles such as:
‘Strive to balance ongoing access to mineral resources with protection of landscapes and the environment.

‘Important areas should have a management framework thatspecifically protects the values that make them important.

There are some areas that are too fragile for mining and the Arkaroola Wilderness Sanctuary and greater Northern Flinders Ranges area is one of those areas where a balance between mining and protection of the environment cannot exist harmoniously. The latter Development Act 1993 obviously took this into accord and in 2009 where environmental concerns have become more of an “acknowledged” priority at a state, national and global level it would be many steps backward for this government to decide to relax previous zoning instead of strengthening the zoning to provide greater protection for such a unique environment. Therefore I would argue that the project has been undertaken under guiding principles that completely conflict with each other, and that bias towards allowing mining into the area has allowed the research to not be as objective as it could be and not according natural values of the area with their rightful value.

2) Endemic species:
There are a number of endemic species in the area, these include both flora and fauna. The zoning as it stands would allow a great deal of disturbance in the area, both at sites of exploration and mining, and in accessing those environments via new roads and greater transport which would increase the risk of invasive species into the area. 

There are also endangered species that live and thrive in the area, such as the yellow footed rock wallaby. The proposed re-zoning does not provide bio-corridors linking the higher value conservation areas from north to south. The lack of corridors would detrimentally impact on the endangered yellow footed rock wallabies. 
3) Cultural input?
There is no mention of input or views held by the local Adnyamathanha people. Have traditional owners been consulted on this issue? And if so what are the views of the Indigenous people in the area??

4) Research limitations - Spatial analysis of biodiversity that does not give value to overall health of ecosystem and zoning issues:
The research and analysis of the biodiversity in the area has been represented by point locality data that pin points only where threatened species have been recorded. However, there has been no value/or consideration accorded to the overall health of ecosystems.
In addition some areas that are isolated, such as the narrow area east of the Mawson Plateau (which is considered higher value) realistically would be affected by nearby mining and disconnected from any buffer that would seek to protect the area. What are the proposals to manage those areas? And how? And realistically can they actually be protected in the narrow zoning?
5) Tourism values:

Arkaroola Wilderness Sanctuary is a great example in South Australia of a successful and high standard eco-tourism operator, having numerous advanced ecotourism accreditations and having won its third successive S.A Tourism Award win for Ecotourism. Allowing mining into this area would impact visually, aesthetically and environmentally on the fragile environment and hence on the local tourism that has been an outstanding example and achievement in the local community and state of South Australia. 
6) Geo science values:

Sir Douglas Mawson, Sir Mark Oliphant and Reg Sprigg recognised the distinct and important values of the Arkaroola Wilderness Sanctuary and thus worked to protect the area. Scientists continue to make discoveries such as the ancient reef (preserves of what may be the oldest animals on earth) discovered in 2008 and are all in Zone 3 which make them vulnerable to mineral exploration and mining. The continual discovery of fossils that provide insight and information into history in this area is astounding and by changing zoning and legislation to effectively open the area to mining threatens future discoveries and finding more about our history. 
Secondly the proposed zoning maps do not provide for buffers around sites that are stated as having higher conservation value. For example, Mt Gee, Mt Painter and the Armchair are all not protected from underground mining and hence does not offer real protection. 

7) Water resources:

If this area is actually opened to mining via the proposed re-zoning I question where the water resources for mining will come from in such a dry arid area in a dry state?

Marathon Resources P/L have indicated that up to 5.5 million litres per day would be required (Arkaroola website). Where would this water come from? 

8)Climate change
At a time when climate change is very much on the agenda and a prime concern at local, state, national and international levels, promoting and opening up areas such as Arkaroola to more mining would create a huge increase in gas emissions by South Australia and substantially increase our state footprint. This would be attributed to distances, all the energy and requirements needed to set up for a mining venture (including exploration, access roads, vehicles, uranium/mining machinery, waste generated and management of that and water!!)

In addition the Rann government is already currently promoting mining expansion at Roxby Downs and promotes job increases that may occur through this, however does not take into consideration the ‘real’ overall state economic cost that includes environmental accounting and consideration of current and future costs. Thus does not take into account the ‘real’ environmental cost and footprint of the state of South Australia. 
9) Enough uranium mines for South Australia!!
South Australia already has 3 uranium mines. This is more than enough. Uranium produces toxic waste that cannot be stored efficiently or effectively or responsibly in Australia. Uranium poses great harm over thousands of years and its history in South Australia in contaminating the land and people has an infamous, sad and continuing legacy in our own backyard. Spillage of waste has been documented at most mines over time, which poses threats to the local environment, underground water systems and health of plants and all living things. The suspension of Marathon’s uranium exploration in 2008 in this Arkaroola area by Premier Rann is an example of the inappropriate disposal of radioactive waste and the threat and damage to such a fragile area. 

There is already one major uranium mine located at nearby Beverly. Surely this is enough!!     
It seems to me that the government is placing mining above the environment and conservation in this situation, which I find disturbing and appalling. I believe that the government in this instance is actually attempting to move backwards from legislation that protected this area for a long time for values that then were given proper accord. 

I am disappointed that policy makers continue to put the economy and argument for ‘jobs’ above environmental concerns and environmental values. I am disappointed that the government and bodies are not taking environmental responsibility seriously and not thinking or taking action with future generations in mind.  

Please do not open up areas in the Northern Flinders Ranges to mining and resource exploration and activities that are currently protected. I would prefer to see a higher level of protection to the entire area. As biodiversity does not limit itself to pockets of landscape in the region - neither should the protective zoning.

Please reconsider your proposal to provide better environmental protection of these important areas

