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Making a mistake and then leaving it uncorrected, 

that means really making a mistake.

Konfuzius

Dear Dr. Tyne, dear Mr. Irving,

I hereby urge you in the strongest possible way not to release the proposed policy document in its present form. 

I raise my polite yet strong voice as an overseas visitor with 20 years experience in, and knowledge of, the Flinders Ranges, especially the Gammon Ranges/Arkaroola-Mt.-Painter-area. Let me come straight to the point:

1. The published document “Seeking a Balance” lacks sufficient information on the basis of which a reasonably thinking person might make a decision.

2. “Seeking a Balance” sets out excellent principles, e.g. “Building on existing knowledge”, but then violates exactly those principles. Therefore, it is inconsistent even within its own parameters, let alone further important issues apparently missing.

3. Mistakes in “Seeking a Balance” are so severe, that the whole document, and its underlying processes, need a complete and utter re-working. 

4. Planning, as you do, to release “the final policy document” in early 2010 is totally impossible, at least as long as you intend to work along transparent, proper principles.

On the following pages, I shall now outline some exemplary issues to prove my four points above. Each example stands for many others, and I shall gladly provide more, should you be interested to engage in further discussion.

1. Lack of sufficient information

a. You include a map entitled “landscape quality”. I can read this and can only say “aha”. As a thinking reader I am looking for information on which this scale was based. Apart from your guiding principles and hints of a process description, I find: ABSOLUTELY NOTHING! 

i. How do you define “landscape quality”, first as a term and second in its seven different subcategories. In other words, what is your Beaufort scale of landscape quality? 

ii. Have you defined these landscape quality subcategories yourself or are you using a published and verifiable scientific system?

iii. After defining, what research facts have lead to the areas pencilled into the map? 

iv. Verification of this map in its present form is impossible. As a basis for a decision, it is therefore not only useless, but outright dangerous.

b. You include a map entitled “Biodiversity Values”.

i. How do you define these values?

ii. What is the scientific system for such classification? Where else is it in use and has been used? Where is it published?

iii. What research facts of which years have led to the areas pencilled into the map?

iv. What research facts are available over what periods of time? For instance, Arkaroola has a 40-year history of revegetation. Biodiversity will have changed over this period, one may assume. Knowing facts, would help to understand bio-diversity not only as a snapshot of the present but also as a process over time. In a fragile environment a very useful knowledge, possibly leading to found and profound predictions in terms of re-generation. Re-generation processes would be highly important in the context of mining disturbances and understanding the possible impact.

v. In your version, not only is verification of the map impossible, it is also completely impossible to understand possible mining impacts and the repair of those.

c. Completely missing is a map explaining areas where endangered and/or threatened species live? This has utterly puzzled and confounded me.

i. How do you draw maps defining zones with varying degrees of protection when a map of protected and endangered species is missing?

ii. Not only is such a map absolutely essential, it should also be flanked by a map outlining endangered and threatened species over time. 

iii. Understanding the process of decline and (possible) protection and support in a wilderness area is indispensable knowledge, alas totally missing in your document. 

d. Completely missing is a map outlining the value of Arkaroola/Mt.Painter’s revegetation programme of 40 years.

i. Similar to the above point, one needs to know the value of Arkaroola’s protection and re-vitalising impact on the environment before one starts a possibly highly dangerous process.

ii. Straight question therefore: do you have this knowledge? What does it say?


2. The document “Seeking a Balance” violates its own, admittedly good, guiding principles.

a. “… the key environmental values of the region will be protected, …”

i. Where, please, do you state these “key environmental issues”?

ii. What are, in your opinion, are these key environmental values?

iii. What do scientists claim to be the key environmental issues?

iv. Where may I, please, verify these values?

v. Simply put: If you want to protect something, you have to state what you want to protect. The document fails here 100%!

b. “the data sets that have been considered include the following themes: 
Threatened ecological communities and species
Endemic ecological communities and species…”

i. The document lacks precise information as to what these communities and species are and where they are present within the area in question.
ii. Where does reader searching for information find facts on the Spidery wattle, Acacia aranerosa? 

1. If your quote above (yikes, these missing page numbers are a pain!) were correct, how could it be that an endemic and endangered plant, growing only on a narrow 10km strip happens to find itself place in a zone “low impact”?
2. How does this zoning square with official minister’s advice: “Conservation Advice was approved by the Minister / Delegate of the Minister on 3/07/2008 ... The main potential threats to Spidery Wattle include mining, ...“
www.environment.gov.au/biodiversity/.../20767-conservation-advice.pdf 
3. What is the reason for leaving out this information?
iii. Access zone 2a, “no high impact” is nearly a rectangular box (area 3, blue, “proposed management zones”)

1. While you claim to consider complex ecological and environmental issues, on an area with winding creeks, ragged rocks, fragile environment, in one area all expertise leads to a nearly perfect geometrical box? 

2. Doubts are highly justified.

3. Doubts are even more justified in the absence of other essential information (see above).

4. This is the way in which colonial powers divided parts of Africa. And we all still suffer from the consequences.

iv. The document claims to consider vital environmental facts, alas it does clearly violate this claim, see Spidery wattle, see zone 3.
v. Conclusion: valuable points are missing, valuable not by my definition but by your own. 
vi. When valuable information is missing and only intentions are stated, then the highest form of distrust is justified, necessary and asked for. 
vii. When all expertise draws at least one zone by ruler, distrust is further amplified.


3. The whole document and its underlying processes, need a complete and utter re-working.

a. Valuable and essential information is missing: Species names, maps, systems (grades of quality, for instance), scientific parameters, sources, etc.
b. The basis for the suggested zones is not transparent, not verifiable, and in parts blatantly random.

c. The present document is therefore highly manipulative, but all its glossiness cannot gloss over the obvious severe mistakes.

d. If submitted as a 1st year university paper, it would be rejected totally, and rightly so: incomplete information, random information, unverifiable information, conclusions hanging in mid-air, not based on facts or logical deduction, maps drawn by rulers, not facts. 


4. Releasing a final policy document in early 2010 is impossible.
Deduct from all the above points elements necessary for a reliable, proper policy draft:

a. precise definitions are necessary.

b. missing facts need inclusion.

c. further maps are necessary.

d. all facts need to be put in relation to each other.

e. the introductory statement “key environmental values of the region will be protected” NEEDS TO BE PROVEN, needs logical deduction and transparency.

f. At present, the document makes random statements. It needs facts, science, logical deductions. Something totally different. Hard to produce in a short time, especially when matters are so complex.

g. Until a clean argument for each decision and step is reached, nothing should be done.

h. Present mistakes in the document can be corrected, alas, it will be hard work. 

i. In order to take both people of the state and environment serious, this hard work has to be undertaken.

j. Anything else would be, at best, irresponsible and a waste of taxpayer’s money.

I appreciate very much the work that has gone into this draft paper, and I even more appreciate the stated aims to protect the “unique values of the region”. Reaching these aims is a complex and difficult process. All the more important is a verifiable and transparent process, an inclusion of all complex issues as well as their relation to each other. The present form of the draft paper “Seeking a Balance” does not achieve this. In fact, it does not even come near, let alone close to it. It is therefore not even a balanced draft. It does not seek a balance, not on the subject and not in its content. Distrust against it is highly justified. 

However, all mistakes can be corrected, provided the political will exists. Let’s remember:

Mistakes are useful,

but only if you discover them quickly.

John Maynard Keynes, Baron Keynes of Tilton

Yours sincerely

Horst Weber
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