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Dear Sirs,
“Seeking a Balance” – Conservation and resource use in the Northern Flinders Ranges document.

Having been involved in a number of aspects of conservation in the Flinders Ranges, all in my own time and at my own expense for over seventeen years, and having covered the areas discussed mainly on foot, I feel somewhat qualified to comment on your document.
Firstly, I note your recognition of “icon sites”, the uniqueness of this part of South Australia and implied acceptance of need for conservation of the high value landscapes, biodiversity, wilderness, indigenous culture, geosciences and tourism as being of value to the community.
What you propose as a balance between conservation and the exploitation of mineral resources as indicated by your proposed zoning, blatantly fails to recognise and protect the very community valued interests you have identified.
The proposed Access Zone 1 – i.e. “no-go to exploration and mining” principle is understood and appreciated, but the proposed limited application of Zone 1 has totally undervalued the icon sites, uniqueness, high value landscapes, biodiversity, etc….. as identified by you as per paragraph 2 above. I would therefore question both the independence and competence of those carrying out the assessment when it has not resulted in the application of Access Zone 1 to virtually the whole of the Arkaroola Wilderness Sanctuary.
It appears that the assessment model was based on “maximum” conservation value being that of a “wilderness” state with limited practical access to all but the very fit and dedicated. This assessment model is inappropriate, as major objectives of any conservation project, are recreational enjoyment and the education and demonstration to the public of the importance and value of the environment in a natural state.
The proposed Access Zones – both 2a (“no high impact”) and 2b (“low impact”) definitions of activity access conditions of are so highly subjective that interpretation and legal enforcement would not be practical.
Recent experience with the process of “endorsement of the Director of National Parks and Wildlife” in the case of the Bunkers Conservation Reserve application for rehabilitation of an open cut mine – “out of sight = out of mind” was applied by the Director. Also, despite declarations of “partnership” and mutual interest, etc, this was done without consultation with the Association which established and operates the Reserve at their own cost, or even (to my knowledge) a personal inspection.

Endorsement by a government employee is not an uninfluenced opinion – there is a need for an independent ombudsman. 

Exploration conditions other than aerial and walk-in surveys have been shown to be devastating as executed by Marathon Resources in their (and apparently PIRSA/DEH) interpretation of “use of existing tracks”, “stringent conditions”, “low impact” activities, “minimal” disturbance, etc. (I have looked at them all).
It is also apparent that the time and conditions required for recovery of ground, scenic and vegetation damage are just not comprehended by either the exploration/mining interests or PIRSA/DEH who authorise and control these activities.
Application of Access Zone 2 (“a” or “b”) conditions has been shown to be ineffective in the protection of any generally accepted valued area or feature, and should therefore not apply to any part of Arkaroola Sanctuary for the following reasons.
In terms of the unique combination of landscape, biodiversity and arid environment wilderness value – I can not think of any other area which matches the Arkaroola Sanctuary.
In regard to the Adnyamathanha culture, existing petroglyphs and community history confirm traditional and living ties to their country. 
Arkaroola, initially as a pastoral property and now as a Sanctuary and Resort operation, continues to involve and employ community members, with the associated development of community skills and confidence, who have now established their own “indigenous culture and experience” based tourism operation at ”Iga Warta”.
Exploration and subsequent mining only provide short term industrial category employment.

Tourism appears to be the only sustainable long term method of providing a sympathetic management regime for the conservation of this area of arid mountain ranges and of providing for the future welfare of the local community.
A degraded landscape and ecosystems would destroy this opportunity for hundreds of years if not for ever.

There is another factor which seems to have escaped attention, and that is the absence of consideration and justice for the Sprigg family.
The Sprigg family purchased the Arkaroola pastoral lease and established the Sanctuary at considerable financial and comfortable lifestyle sacrifice due to commitment to the preservation of this area and a reasonable expectation of an ongoing viable and fulfilling life for their family.
The currently proposed Access Zoning is about to destroy that!
Arkaroola Sanctuary has provided the leadership and inspiration to a number of community groups sharing the same belief in the need and value of conservation, to undertake similar projects or volunteering their time and effort (e.g. Friends of Parks Inc).
Should Arkaroola be allowed to be degraded – all community and private conservation efforts will be considered to be threatened.

I would suggest that there should be an additional Access Zone category and an associated form of land tenure developed for independently funded conservation reserves - with all proposed exploration, mining/development being subject to landholder agreed conditions or veto as appropriate for the protection of their key interests. 

The exception for overwhelming conditions of national interest are understood and accepted – but cannot be seen to apply in the case of Arkaroola at this time.
Finally, having studied your document, I find it to be devoid of policies but rather a collection of motherhood statements – analysis of which I propose (time permitting) to be a separate submission.
Yours sincerely,
Kaz Herbst  
Cc: SSAA-H&C (SA) Inc, YFRWPA Inc, File
