-----Original Message-----

From: Paul Gardner-Stephen (personal contact details deleted)
Sent: Monday, 4 January 2010 5:05 PM

To: Irving, Jason (DEH); elder@parliament.sa.gov.au

Subject: Arkaroola / Northern Flinders Ranges

Greetings Mr Irving and Hon. Mr. Conlon,

I have reviewed the "Seeking a Balance" report regarding the finding of a compromise between the environmental and mining interests in the Northern Flinders Ranges, and in the Arkaroola Wilderness Sanctuary in particular.

I find myself agreeing with the operators of the Arkaroola Wilderness Sanctuary that the "Seeking a Balance" report is lacking in a number of important areas.

Most critically, it does not provide sufficiently accurate location information to enable it to be properly assessed, including determining precisely where the boundaries lie with respect to the proposed zoning. 

  This omission leaves too much uncertainty for the proposal to stand in its current form.  In the very least a revised proposal is required that contains the necessary information and specificity to enable the proposal to be properly assessed.

Moreover, there remain significant questions around the appropriateness of the proposed zonings.  As has been pointed out elsewhere, there is a lack of buffer zone around the geological monuments.  Surely the context of a monument forms part of the monument itself?

For example, the Sydney Opera House is a monument of national significance, and presumably it is protected as such.  However, it would be entirely inappropriate if building works were carried out immediately adjacent to the opera house such that its value was diminished. 

Presumably the NSW government would act to prevent such undermining of the value of that monument.

The same principle should hold for geological monuments, so that they can be enjoyed in an appropriate context.  Mining works is possibly the most inappropriate context imaginable for a geological monument; one says preservation is important, while the other makes the stark demonstration that minor economic gain justifies a pragmatism that undermines a national monument, quite literally in the current case.

Finally, the location of a short-term low-value Uranium mine in the context of a geological monument is entirely ludicrous when there is no compelling need.  The Beverly Uranium mine is located very close by, and allows the extraction of Uranium in a much less disruptive manner.  Thus it is hard to justify the desecration of proclaimed geological monuments and their surrounding contexts, given that less destructive methods exist, and sufficient other deposits exist, including very near by, that can be exploited for a much greater net social value.

Marathon Resources have also shown either an inattention or disregard for the Arkaroola Wilderness Sanctuary in the past, by illegally and improperly dumping low-level radioactive waste.  Thus it seems foolish to trust them to take sufficient care in the future.

Thus in short, it is my submission that mining should not be allowed in the Arkaroola Wilderness Sanctuary, and certainly not by Marathon Resources.  Further, if a decision is not immediately taken to this effect, then the "Seeking a Balance" report requires critical improvements, and a fresh consultation round to allow a proper analysis of the situation, supported by accurate and high-resolution location information.

I would appreciate it if the relevant persons or departments could provide answers to the following specific questions on this matter to help me better understand, assess and submit to the current process:

1. Can I be provided, in time for the current submission process, with sufficiently high-resolution and accurate maps overlaid with the proposed zones to enable a sensible appraisal of this proposal?  Can these be made available to the general public, also? If not, can the public review process be extended to accomodate this?

2. What is the precise nature of the current mining proposal by Marathon Resources?  It seems to me that this would be educational to gain an objective understanding of what the real impact of mining in the vicinity of Mt.Gee would be.

3. What punitive measures have been taken against Marathon Resources over the illegal and inappropriate dumping situation?  Are the proceedings complete?

4. What measures have been taken to prevent Marathon Resources acting in similar ways in the future?

5. What is the normal procedure in other jurisdictions with respect to Geological Monuments, including the protection of the context in which the monument exists?

6. What is the expected net value of the proposed Arkaroola/Mt.Gee Uranium mine, first in direct government receipts, and second, in overall economic benefit?

7. If Marathon Resources are unable to proceed, do they have other projects in the pipeline that might replace this value to the state?

8. How much is the mining industry in SA limited by operational capacity limits? In other words, does one mining project proceeding necessarily delay another?  In that case, would it be true that the refusal of Uranium mining in the Mt.Gee/Arkaroola in fact result in essentially no net loss of state revenue since another mining venture would take its place in the pipeline?

Yours sincerely,

Paul Gardner-Stephen.

(personal contact details deleted)
