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Introduction

This document has been prepared in response to erroneous claims made in many of the submissions to the inquiry into Environmental Regulation of Uranium Mining being conducted by the Australian Senate’s Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts References Committee. 

It sets out the claims and provides the responses of Heathgate Resources Pty Ltd, owner and operator of the Beverley Uranium Mine in the north of South Australia.

Heathgate Resources welcomes informed discussion on the issue of environmental monitoring of the Australian uranium mining industry.  

Against this background, while many of the claims are outside the inquiry’s terms of reference, Heathgate Resources has chosen to respond to them to assist those members of the committee who wish to achieve a balance and produce a report that can make a meaningful contribution to the debate. 

Australian Conservation Foundation

1.1 Environmental Standards

Claim:   Heathgate Resources is using environmental standards that would not be approved in the US.

Response:  This statement is incorrect.  Disposal of waste solutions is permitted in the US, although not into aquifers being mined because they are of much higher quality than the Beverley aquifer.  Indeed, deep disposal wells in the US are in better quality aquifers than the Beverley aquifer is in its natural state.

1.2 Rehabilitation of Groundwater

Claim:  Beverley operations set adverse standards in Australia including the failure to order rehabilitation on mining impacts on groundwater and allowing companies to discharge all acidic, radioactive and heavy metal liquid mine wastes into a near surface aquifer response.  As above.


Response:  This statement is incorrect.  Environmental standards at Beverley are equal to or stricter than any other country in the world.  ISL mines world-wide reinject their waste streams or dispose of them by evaporation.  Lower than baseline pH does not pose a risk to the environment or the public.
1.3 Compromised Assessment

Claim:  Compromised assessment and decision processes, ongoing secrecy and lack of accountability by government mean the public interest is being set aside.

Response:  This statement is incorrect.  The assessment process as implemented and overseen by various State and Commonwealth agencies is more stringent in Australia than in most countries where ISL mining is carried out.  There is no secrecy.  The process involves continuing public accountability, including release of information on company and departmental websites. 

1.4 Commercial-in-Confidence

Claim:  Claims of “Commercial-in-Confidence” by successive SA Mines Ministers were used with regard to documents relating to the 1998 Field Leach Trial.

Response:  This statement is correct.  However, the Beverley trial mine received approval only after preparation of a declaration of environmental factors.  The fact that Beverley was the first commercial ISL mine in Australia made much information contained in the DEF commercially confidential, recognising that a second ISL mine was planned for Honeymoon. 

DEF procedures generally do not involve public participation.

1.5 Freedom of Information

Claim:  Release of report relating to groundwater monitoring was prevented until the ACF won an appeal under Freedom of Information regulations.

Response:  The ACF has embarked upon a process of demanding documents containing confidential information as a trawling exercise in the hope of eventually finding evidence to support its claims of secrecy and mismanagement.  It draws on Freedom of Information provisions to suggest an industry/government agency conspiracy to withhold information that should be in the public domain.  This is a gross reflection on the integrity of Heathgate Resources and the professionals who represent the various regulatory authorities responsible for oversight of uranium projects.  Acceding to continuing ACF requests for information is a time consuming exercise that serves no purpose.  None of the information contains material that would support the ACF case.

1.6 Draft EIS

Claim:  Contrary to claims that the Field Leach Trial was to assist the EIS process, the draft EIS was released only four months into the 12-month trial period.  The EIS did not make public the results of groundwater monitoring and waste disposal during the Field Leach Trial.

Response:  The FLT confirmed projections in the EIS.  Final results of monitoring were not available until the FLT concluded and further data was analysed.  

1.7 Extent and Connectivity of the Aquifer

Claim:  Only after a years trial mining did the Federal Minister order studies to define the extent of the aquifer and identify potential risks and impact from mine waste discharge.  

Response:  Previously conducted pump testing had shown that the Beverley Aquifer is isolated and confined.  Further testing requested by the Minister confirmed this.  

1.8 The Compromised Approvals Process

Claim:  The Beverley EIS assessment and approvals process was compromised.

Response:  This is an ACF point of view that is not shared by Heathgate Resources or any of the government agencies involved in the process.  

1.9 Acid ISL Mining

Claim:  Acid ISL is a uranium mining technique only practised commercially in the former Soviet Bloc and in China.  Acid ISL was last trialed for uranium in the US in the early 1980s and has never been approved there for commercial mining of uranium.  Only a less polluting alkaline ISL uranium mining technique is practiced in the US where rehabilitation of groundwater is required, comprising approximately one third of mine operating costs.

Response:  The claim that acid ISL has never been approved for commercial mining in the US implies that it has been rejected for environmental reasons.  There has never been an application for a commercial acid leach uranium mine in the US.  As such, approval has never been granted.  

Alkaline ISL techniques are practiced in the US because of the chemical balance of the aquifer.  Rehabilitation of groundwater is not the issue.  US ISL mines are in aquifers containing high levels of carbonates, which would simply neutralise acid chemistry.  

If the Beverley mine were located in the United States – or anywhere else in the world – it would be mined by acid leach for exactly the same reasons as it is being mined this way in Australia.

1.10 Environmental Standards

Claim:  Environmental Standards in Australia have been driven down to suit the profit margins of overseas uranium mine companies.

Response:  Environmental standards in Australia are the strictest in the world.  They have been set by various State and Commonwealth agencies, with no consideration for the economics of the Beverley project.

1.11 The Public Domain

Claim:  The ACF considers it fundamental that uranium mining be a matter in the public domain.

Response:  Heathgate Resources shares this view and welcomes objective scrutiny of its operations.  However, the anti-nuclear movement’s scrutiny is far from objective.  In its endeavours to discredit Heathgate Resources and other operators in the Australian uranium industry, the ACF continues to demand release of information that in any other industry would not be made available to the wider community simply because of its commercial nature.  Release of this material is resisted because of ACF misrepresentation of it.  The demand for release of an increasing amount of material under FOI provisions is part of its tactic to create the illusion that government agencies and the industry are withholding material that should be made available to the public.

1.12 The DEF Process

Claim:  There was no public participation in the trial mine DEF.

Response:  The small scale and minimal potential impact of the Beverley FLT meant the interests of the community and the environment could be protected through the DEF process, which is well recognised as being an effective way to manage developments when they reach this stage.  There was full public participation in the subsequent EIS process, including:

· public comment on the terms of reference;

· an invitation to make submissions on the draft EIS; and

· the opportunity to participate in public meetings.

1.13 EIS Guideline

Claim:  Guidelines to the Beverley EIS were not finalised until after the Field Leach Trial had commenced and were not made public until three months after the FLT began.

Response:  Protection of community and environmental interests during the FLT process was covered by the Declaration of Environmental Factors.   
1.14 Public Release of the DEF

Claim:  The DEF was only publicly released under ACF pressure using the Freedom of Information Act.

Response:   The ACF draws on Freedom of Information provisions to suggest an industry/government agency conspiracy to withholding information that should be in the public domain.  DEFs are not generally made available to the public.

1.15 Full Public Disclosure

Claim:  All uranium mining operations – including trials and testing of extraction and processing practices – should be subject to a Federal Government EIS process with full public release of the documentation prior to approval.

Response:  The EIS process is triggered by the relative level of environmental or social impact.  Requiring small trials to be subjected to the exhaustive EIS process is not considered necessary – either by the industry or by Government.  Any hazards associated with uranium mining should be subjected to the same environmental assessment processes as other types of mining.

1.16 Monitoring and Reporting Regime

Claim:  Lack of public availability of a range of key documents on ISL operations seriously constrains informed assessment of monitoring and reporting regimes.

Response:  Informed assessment is not constrained.  The State and Commonwealth governments are responsible for of monitoring and reporting regimes.  They have the people and the capabilities to provide objective appraisal of the industry.  In this context, government and industry policy allows for the release of all relevant documents.  In its bid to identify shortcomings within the process, the ACF continually suggests that relevant documents are withheld.  This is not the case.

If there is any reluctance on the part of the industry to release some documents it is merely in response to the ACF’s continuing misrepresentation of information provided to it.  

1.17 The Bachmann Review

Claim:  The ACF and the public’s opportunity to provide input to the Bachmann Review is unacceptably constrained by lack of access to key documentation.

Response:  This claim implies that the ACF was locked out of the process.  It was not.  The ACF had access to Hedley Bachmann, made written and verbal presentations to him and was not denied access to any documents relevant to the enquiries being conducted by Mr Bachmann.  The claim is a standard ploy of the anti-nuclear movement, which claims it was locked out of the process and/or denied information whenever it does not agree with the outcome of inquiries of this nature.

1.18 FOI Recommendations

Claim:  Secrecy provisions in SA legislation including the Radiation Protection and Control Act and Mine Works and Inspection Act should be appealed and all documentation relating to ISL operations should be made subject to State and Commonwealth FOI legislation to enable the ACF to provide its own assessment of these documents.

Response:  The ACF is opposed to the Mining and Processing of Uranium.  It is opposed to the nuclear fuel cycle.  Any assessment by an organisation with a philosophical opposition to the industry is unlikely to be objective or relevant.   

1.19 Accident / Inspection Reports

Claim:  A number of reports relating to accidents, including leaks at Beverley and Honeymoon have not been made public.

Response:  This claim reflects the “conspiracy theory” tactic adopted by the ACF.  It ignores the fact that all reports relating to incidents and accidents are assessed by government under mandated reporting protocols.

1.20 Access to Inspection Reports

Claim:  The ACF has been refused FOI access to two inspection reports relating to Beverley (page 22 of submission).

Response:  The procedure followed by the SA Government throughout the FOI process was in complete accordance with FOI provisions.  

1.21 Beverley Inspection Reports

Claim:  ACF are aware of a number of inspection reports and a large number of accident reports relating to Beverley.

Response:  Heathgate Resources is not aware of such documents.. 

1.22 Secret Surface Leaks

Claim:  Operations at Beverley are characterised by routine and secret surface leaks.

Response:  There are no secret surface leaks – routine or otherwise.  Neither Heathgate Resources nor the regulatory authorities consider any unplanned release of fluids to be a routine matter.  Spill reporting procedures for Beverley are more stringent than for any other mining or industrial operation in Australia.  They are the most stringent in the international uranium mining and milling industries.  Spills reporting procedures in SA are a matter of public record.  No spills have been “kept secret”.  Indeed, they are posted on departmental and company websites on a voluntary basis that goes well beyond the SA Government’s established and approved reporting protocols.  

1.23 Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan

Claim:  Radiation management issues are not addressed in the EMMP, but are addressed in a separate, non-public Radiation Management Plan.

Response:  Radiation management details are considered confidential since it would be a simple matter to identify individuals, which is not considered to be in the interests of the public or the individual.  The ACF continues to espouse its conspiracy theory by claiming that every document that it does not have access to contains information that supports its claims.

1.24 Public Release of Radiation and Waste Management Plans

Claim:  The Radiation Management Plan and all reporting on radiological and environmental performance of ISL operations are subject to secrecy provisions and exempt from FOI.

Response:  Radiation matters are covered by the Radiation Protection and Control Act, which provides the community with the security is requires regarding radiation matters.

1.25 Secrecy in the industry

Claim:  Extensive secrecy in the uranium industry is contrary to public interest and a serious breach of Federal recommendations.

Response:  This is a generic statement that has no substance.  Monitoring, regulation and reporting of the uranium mining industry in Australia is more transparent than any other industry.

1.26 EMMP Reporting Procedures

Claim:  The Beverley 2000 EMMP sets out a number of reporting procedures the ACF consider do not represent acceptable standard of practice.

Response:   This is ACF opinion that is not shared by Heathgate Resources or the various State and Commonwealth Regulatory Authorities.  Nothing the uranium mining industry does represent acceptable practice to the ACF. 

1.27 Written Reports

Claim:  Reports to ISL operators meetings should be written.

Response:  Incidents are the subject of written reports regardless of whether they have had environmental impact.  Verbal reports relating to the most minor issues also are recorded on the SA Government web site.

1.28 Released within the Bunded Area

Claim:  The Beverley EMMP provides exemptions from reporting for spills within the bunded area of the plant.

Response:  It is not necessary to report spills that do not exceed the capacity of the bund or do not result in contamination.  The whole purpose of bunded areas is to restrict uncontrolled releases of fluids – whether the bunds are in uranium mining operations, petrochemical situations or any other industrial application.  

1.29 EMMP Reporting Procedures

Claim:  The Beverley EMMP reporting procedures should be amended to remove current exemptions on leak and accident reporting.

Response:  This would require any uncontrolled release – regardless of its size – to be reported.  Heathgate Resources believes the criteria for spill reporting should focus on environmental or occupational health and safety impact.  The Beverley mine processes approximately 20 million litres of water per day through 20 kilometres of pipeline infrastructure and thousands of fittings.  A small release of solution – even beyond the bunded area of the plant – has no environmental or OH&S impact.  The only consequence for written reports of every incident would be to achieve the ACF’s objective of subjecting operators and Governments to unnecessary and time-consuming report writing that would enable the ACF to distort and misrepresent for its own purposes.  

1.30 Planned Releases

Claim:  It is unacceptable that there should be any procedures for planned releases of mining and radioactive solutions. 

Response:   Solution releases are planned from time to time, including during drilling and maintenance of bores, replacement of fittings etc.  These procedures do not constitute environmental or occupation health and safety risks.

1.31 Beverley HAZOP

Claim:  The Beverley plant has never been operated with best practice because of shortcomings in the three HAZOP studies prepared up until April 2002.

Response:  Previous Beverley HAZOP studies were in accordance with best practice and conducted by QEST Consulting Engineers, which, is a highly credentialed and respected organisation with a history of conducting best practice HAZOP studies.  

1.32 The 73 Recommendations

Claim:  Beverley has not been operating within the recommendations of its current HAZOP, which made 73 recommendations for change.  

Response:  Once again, this claim is not true.  None of the recommendations contained in the QEST Study were primary protection issues and as such it was not necessary for the Beverley operation to be shut down until they had been rectified.  In addition, it is important to note that the 73 recommendations were just that: recommendations for consideration by Heathgate Resources and the various agencies that regulate the industry.  

1.33 General Atomics Hazop

Claim:  A new study was prepared by QEST for General Atomics.

Response:  This claim is false.  General Atomics is an American affiliate of Heathgate Resources.  General Atomics had no role in the QEST HAZOPs, nor did it instruct Heathgate Resources to undertake the study as implied by the ACF claim.  Heathgate Resources believes continued use of the General Atomics name by the ACF is merely an avenue for anti-American sentiment and is intended to imply a lack of consideration for the Australian environment.

1.34 GA Confidentiality

Claim:  ACF understands that General Atomics considers the HAZOP to be “Commercial-in-Confidence”.

Response:  This claim is false.  Heathgate Resources considers the HAZOP to be commercial in confidence.

1.35 The HAZOP Recommendations

Claim:  It is incumbent on Federal and State agencies to make public the HAZOP findings and recommendations to provide transparency and accountability in management of the Beverley mine.

Response:  The HAZOP study was conducted by QEST for Heathgate Resources as an independent review of the Beverley operation.  All relevant State agencies have certified that Heathgate Resources has complied with the intent of the review.  It is a proprietary document that will not be placed in the public domain.  No other industry would be required to release such a document.

1.36 Native Title Agreements

Claim:  It is fundamental for traditional owners and native title claimant groups to be able to exercise their right to reject nuclear projects on their traditional lands without penalty.

Response:  It is a fact that the ACF and other anti-nuclear activist groups have consistently attempted to enjoin the Aboriginal community in their activities.  Each of the four native claimant title groups with an interest in the Beverley area willingly entered into mining agreements with Heathgate Resources in 1998.

1.37 Good Faith Negotiations

Claim:  For Aboriginal communities to be treated fairly common negotiations should be conducted in good faith.

Response:  The relationship between Heathgate Resources and the Aboriginal community is a mutually rewarding one that is conducted in good faith.    

1.38 Native Title Mining Agreement Processes

Claim 1:  The Committee should investigate regulations governing native title mining agreements.

Claim 2:  The NTMA process discriminates against the rights of native title claimants.  

Claim 3:  Heathgate Resources would not negotiate an agreement with the main Adnyamathanha claimant group on terms that differed from poor terms signed earlier with another native title claimant group.

Claim 4:  General Atomics threatened to use the ERD Court process to obtain a mining agreement.

Claim 5:  The main Adnyamathanha claimant group was not advised of a radioactive leak at the trial mine.

Response:  Claims 1 and 2 are merely opinions held by the ACF. Claim 3 is denied and Claim 4 is a distortion of fact.  Reference to the ERD Court during negotiations relating to the mining agreement was made in the context of what processes existed if the issue was not resolved to the satisfaction of any of the parties. There is no such thing as “the main Adnyamathanha claimant group.”

1.39 FLT Surface Spill

Claim:  General Atomics were forced to concede a surface leak of 500 litres of radioactive mining solution under ACF questioning at a public meeting held as part of the EIS process.  The leak occurred in March (4 months earlier) and was not included in the June 1998 draft EIS.  There was no clean up of the contaminated area.

Response:  Heathgate Resources confirms that a small spill was reported to all relevant Commonwealth and State agencies.  There was no secrecy surrounding the spill, which had no environmental or occupational health and safety impact.  It was not reported in the June EIS because of timing factors associated with publishing what is an extensive document and because the spill was of no consequence. 
There was no clean up of the area because radiation readings taken at the scene revealed no impact.  Removing and disposing of topsoil would have caused more environmental impact than the release of liquid.  

1.40 Forced signing

Claim:  The Chairperson of the Adnyamathanha Native Title Management Committee stated that his community (the main Adnyamathanha Native title group) was forced into signing the mining agreement.

Response:  The Adnyamathanha Native Title Management Committee has been disbanded and no longer exists.  The former Chairperson (Vincent Coulthard) is now Chairperson of the Adnyamathanha Traditional Lands Association.

Mr Coulthard has stated publicly that he did not wish to sign the mining agreement, but was forced to by his people.  The suggestion that Heathgate Resources forced Mr Coulthard into signing the agreement on behalf of his people is rejected. 

1.41 Commonwealth Approvals

Claim:  Commonwealth EIS approvals to ISL operations are characterized by unacceptable environmental standards and set adverse precedence for environmental standards in mining in Australia in general.

Response:  This is a statement of philosophy, rather than fact.

1.42 Mining Rehabilitation

Claim:  The Beverley mine is the first mine in the modern era in Australia to be granted approvals to not require rehabilitation of the main impacts of the mining operations on the environment. 

Response:  False.  Heathgate Resources has lodged a bond in excess of $1 million to cover the costs of rehabilitation.  Further, the mine lease is being progressively rehabilitated where operations have a significant impact.  Against this background, the influence of the mine on the environment is minimal compared with other mining projects – recent and historic – in South Australia and elsewhere throughout the nation.  South Australian mining projects including Iron Knob, the Leigh Creek coal fields, the Coober Pedy and Mintabie opal fields all have significant and visual environmental impact.

1.43 Rehabilitation of Aquifer

Claim:  There is no requirement to rehabilitate ISL impacts on groundwater.  Approvals allow discharge of all liquid mine wastes into a near surface aquifer.

Response:  Before mining even began, the levels of salt and naturally occurring radioactivity in the Beverley aquifer rendered the water unfit for human, livestock or agricultural purposes.  The so-called “mine wastes” represent material that originated in the aquifer.  Many US ISL mines discharge of their “mine wastes” into aquifers of comparable standard to the Beverley aquifer as it was before mining began..

1.44 Sacrifice Zone

Claim:  The Beverley aquifer is a sacrifice zone to profits of overseas uranium miners.

Response:  This is no more than an emotive, irrational statement of philosophy. In any event, the issue is beyond the scope of the inquiry.

1.45 Connecting Aquifers

Claim:  Beverley will impose a liquid pollution plume with potential to impact on any connected aquifer.

Response:  The Beverley aquifer is an isolated paleochannel.  Pump testing has confirmed it is not connected to any surrounding aquifer.  

Claim:  The issue of connectivity of the Beverley aquifer has been contentious and the ACF considers this to be unresolved.

Response:  This claim is false.  There is no contention over connectivity.   Only the ACF considers the issue to be unresolved.  

1.46 The Great Artesian Basin

Claim:  The Beverley aquifer is adjoined by a major fault line and the Great Artesian Basin is only somewhat 100 metres below.

Response:  The Beverley aquifer has overlain the Great Artesian Basin for 40 million years.  

The two water resources are separated by between 175 and 200 metres of impermeable shale and clay and in 40 million years there has been no interconnection in the area between the two.  Nothing in the mining process will change that.

Monitoring bores within and beyond the Namba Formation enable the movement of mining solutions to be observed and directed as required, while Artesian pressures in the GAB ensure total exclusion of any foreign sources of fluid, thus ensuring its integrity and quality.

1.47 OECD Precedent

Claim:  The Australian approvals for ISL operations are precedent in the OECD and below those required in the US.

Response:  This statement is false.  If an orebody similar to Beverley was discovered in the US it would be mined exactly the same was as it is being mined in Australia.
1.48 Soviet / Chinese Pollution

Claim:  Australian approvals processes correspond to practices in the former Soviet bloc and China, where acid ISL has led to characteristic and long-term pollution of groundwater.

Response:  There is no comparison between modern ISL mining as practised in Australia at Beverley and historic practices in eastern Europe during the Cold War, when government policy to extract uranium as quickly as possible meant environmental issues were not considered. 

1.49 Acid ISL Banned

Claim:  Alongside Australia Kazakhstan is the only other country to allow acid ISL mining.

Response:  Acid leach mining is not banned in any country.  It is simply a question of aquifer chemistry that determines whether acid or alkaline leach should be used.  Acid leach will be used at Honeymoon.  It is also used in China.  An acid leach copper mine approved for Arizona has not progressed because of low copper prices.
1.50 Beverley Environment Consultative Committee

Claim:  Documents relating to BECC including minutes, dates of meetings, reports etc. should be released to the public. 

Response:  Anti-nuclear groups such as the Conservation Council of SA have been invited to participate through membership of the various consultative forums but have consistently refused to be part of the process, preferring not to participate but to criticise from afar.  

The ACF has been offered numerous opportunities to obtain information from Heathgate Resources and other operators.  The characteristic response is to ignore the invitation.  

1.51 Stakeholder information

Claim:  Is it the case that BECC has never released any information to stakeholders?

Response:  BECC’s role is to provide a link between Heathgate Resources and State and Federal agencies involved in regulating the uranium mining.  It does not have a role in dispersing information to the community.  

1.52 BECC Accountability

Claim:  ACF considers that BECC has failed to provide accountability and failed to exercise its responsibility with regard to leaks evident at Beverley.

Response:  The ACF view is not shared by Heathgate or any company/organisation with experience in regulation of the mining industry.  BECC has been kept fully informed of events at Beverley.  Its members are satisfied that these alarmist statements repeatedly uttered by the ACF and other anti nuclear activist groups have no substance.

In any event, Heathgate Resources has a significant communication program in place, through it’s website, circulation of regular project newsletters, involvement in community activities and displays and membership with Aboriginal native title claimant groups through the Adnyamathanha and Kuyani advisory committees, which meet quarterly.  

1.53 Website Based Public Register

Claim:  A website register should be established to provide public notification of any mine related event which is of or which could cause concern to the broader public and to Aboriginal people.

Response:  Such a register already exists and is maintained with the full co-operation of Heathgate Resources.  

Dr Dennis Matthews

1.54 Involvement in Uranium Mining

Claim:  The author has had a long involvement with the environmental impact of uranium mining in SA.
Response:  Heathgate Resources is not aware that the author has had any operational experience in uranium mining.  His involvement has been as an anti-nuclear activist.

1.55 Secrecy/Misinformation

Claim:  This inquiry is being held in the context of a protracted period of secrecy, misinformation and lack of public consultation by State and Commonwealth governments, government departments and the nuclear industry.

Response:  This claim is false.  The public has been involved in consultation at all stages of the environmental impact process. Government agencies have generally provided whatever information anti-nuclear activists seek unless it is proprietary information supplied to the Government by the industry on a confidential basis.

1.56 The increasing environmental threat

Claim:  The Nuclear Issues Coalition (NIC) was formed in 1996 to campaign against the increasing environmental threat from uranium mining in SA.

Response:  The NIC has generally attracted no interest from the public.  It is merely a forum for the jaundiced views of the anti-nuclear movement.

1.57 The NIC Inquiry

Claim:  The NIC conducted a public inquiry into uranium in March 1997. The inquiry recommended that there be adequate assessment of the environmental, health and social impacts of the uranium industry. It recommended constant monitoring of these impacts and that this process be overseen by an independent body. It further recommended release of all information regarding monitoring and public consultation with regard to changes or extensions to uranium operations.

Response:  The “inquiry” had minimal involvement from those outside of the anti-nuclear movements.  However, in response to the claim, there is adequate assessment of the industry, which is monitored by various independent government agencies. The industry has resisted calls for public release of all information because the anti-nuclear movement generally distorts and misrepresents it to suit its purposes. The environmental impact statement process provides for significant public input for new mining operations as well as for substantial alterations to existing projects.

1.58 Environmental Impact

Claim:  All uranium mining and milling activities in Australia have had serious environmental impacts.

Response:  This false claim is generic and lacks substance.  The impacts of the industry have been well controlled to protect the environment and the public.  

1.59 Maralinga

Claim:  Finely dispersed plutonium and other toxic materials escaped the remediation process at the worst contaminated sites, leading to unacceptable health risks. 

Response:  Remediation and waste disposal has been undertaken in accordance with internationally recognised and accepted standards.

1.60 Honeymoon in 1982

Claim:  The Honeymoon trials of 1982 were opposed by the environment movement and discontinued by the government after blockages affected the ability of the operators to control movement of leached solutions.

Response:  The Honeymoon trials were discontinued as a result of the Commonwealth government’s introduction of a Three Mines policy, not because of any issues relating to movement of leach solutions.

1.61 Continuing Problems

Claim:  The problems that characterised uranium mining 50 years ago – water use, water contamination, tailings/wastes, leaks and health and safety – still apply. 

Response:  False.  All of these issues are well managed and are being dealt with to the complete satisfaction of the various regulatory authorities. 

1.62 Beverley Spills

Claim:  Beverley has been plagued by above-ground leaks and spills

Response:  This claim is false.  Operational standards at Beverley are equal to or higher than those applying at any other ISL uranium project in the world.  None of the solution releases have had environmental or occupational health and safety consequences, while the incident rate is below that at many mines and certainly within industry norms. 

1.63 Deliberate Pollution

Claim:  Beverley and Honeymoon are deliberately polluting aquifers with acidic, toxic, radioactive liquid.

Response:  This claim is false and defamatory.  These aquifers were already “polluted” with natural “contaminants” before mining began. The aquifers contain natural radioactivity, salt and various minerals at levels, which render them, unfit for human, agricultural or livestock purposes. 

1.64 Radioactive Waste

Claim 1:  Mining, processing and manufacturing often produce intractable wastes whose management has not been allowed for because it is not in the interest of business to allocate resources to areas that do not generate profit.

Response:  This claim is no more than an unqualified and completely false, generic anti-business statement.

Claim 2:  If governments take on a regulatory and management role they run the risk of conflict of interest and of being ineffective.

Response:  This is a generic statement of philosophy that is not supported by impartial examination of historic experience.

Claim 3:  Above-ground, secure, long-term storage is the only ethically, environmentally and socially acceptable way of managing radioactive wastes.

Response:  An exhaustive investigation process conducted by the Commonwealth has shown that above-ground storage is not desirable. So far as ISL mining is concerned “waste” liquids, containing various minerals and elements merely return them to the originating aquifer.

Claim 4:  In the past, radioactive wastes have been treated with a very cavalier attitude by the private and public sectors.

Response:  This statement is not true and is an insulting and defamatory accusation levelled at the various regulatory authorities.

Claim 5:  In 1996-7, some 2 million tonnes of radioactive tailings were dumped into a 190-hectare area at Olympic Dam. 

Response:  The tailings were deposited in a secure, approved storage facility. To describe this as “dumping” is emotive and provocative.

Claim 7:  The same type of acidic, toxic, radioactive waste that is being crudely stored at Roxby is being pumped into the underground water at Honeymoon.

Response:  False.  Beverley and Honeymoon waste liquids are merely returned to the originating aquifers. 

Claim 8:  Radioactive wastes to be stored in tailings dams or pumped underground should be replaced by secure storage in properly engineered, above ground facilities.

Response:  Tailings dams are properly engineered, above ground facilities that are suitable for long-term storage of radioactive waste in circumstances where it cannot be returned to its place of origin.

Claim 9:  The plan to bury solid radioactive waste in shallow unlined trenches is inconsistent with the guidelines for the national radioactive waste repository.

Response:  False.  The proposed national repository is a shallow burial pit.

Claim 10:  Planned disposal of liquid wastes into underground water was not mentioned in the Beverley EIS

Response:  False.  Section 4.8 of the EIS (p4-35) clearly describes the disposal of liquid wastes in the Namba Formation.

1.65 Health and Safety

Claim 1:  There is a major problem with radiological protection committees in that they invariably amount to the fox watching the chickens.

Response:  This is no more than a statement of philosophy that does not stand up to examination based on Australian experience. 

Claim 2:  Membership of radiological protection committees should be independent of the industry they are entrusted to regulate.

Response:  Membership of these committees is determined by the regulation linked to relevant legislation.  Appointments are made external to Government and industry.
1.66 Ionizing Radiation

Claim 1:  Data on ionizing radiation is scarce – mostly from studies of survivors of the nuclear bomb attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. We can anticipate additional evidence from survivors of the Chernobyl nuclear power disaster.

Response:  Like many of Dr Matthew’s claims, this claim is incorrect. There is a significant volume of data on these issues. The World Health Organisation and the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation have already conducted major assessments of the Chernobyl steam explosion, which resulted in the release of radioactive material in 1986.

Claim 2:  Uranium mines involve radioactive materials that pose an extra hazard to workers and the public. Details of radiation exposure are kept from public scrutiny.

Response:  This material is considered confidential where it can identify an individual.  Individuals have access to their own exposure information. Government regulation requires constant monitoring of radiation exposure to ensure that workers and the community do not receive exposure at hazardous levels.

Claim 3:  The EIS gave an expectation of likely gamma doses to plant operators.  After six months of operation actual doses should have been known.

Response:  Dose estimations in the EIS were based on operational experience obtained from the FLT. (p 10-4). 

Claim 4:  The supplement states that the external gamma dose workers will receive is between 1 and 2 mSv/yr.  Elsewhere the average gamma dose to workers was said to be 1.32 mSv/yr. Workers at Beverley already receive four times the gamma dose they would receive working on a non-radioactive project.

Response:  Heathgate Resources believes Dr Matthews’ review of the Beverley EIS and supplement is beyond the terms of reference of the inquiry.  However, in response, doses to workers at the Beverley Mine are well below the NHMRC limits.  In fact no dose to any worker in 2001 was higher than the limit for a non-designated radiation worker (5mSv/year).

Many other industries (for example petroleum workers and international aircrews) have workers that receive doses greater than the non-designated radiation worker limit.

The average dose to workers at the Beverley Mine for 2001 was less than the NHMRC member of the public limit and hence on a par with that of workers at a non-radioactive project.

Claim 5:  Average annual radon exposure was mentioned in the EIS but not individual doses.  The supplement did not correct this omission.

Response:  Heathgate Resources believes this issue is beyond the terms of reference of the inquiry.   Nevertheless, inhalation of radon gas does not in itself present a pathway for radiation exposure.  However, the inhalation of radon decay products can deliver a dose to the lung. This pathway has been addressed in the EIS and the supplement. 

Claim 6:  The supplement gave an average 0.46 mSv/year, which appears anomalously low.

Response:  Heathgate Resources believes this issue is beyond the terms of reference of the inquiry.   Nevertheless, this was the average annual dose (extrapolated from 6 months of monitoring) from radon decay product to a worker at the FLT. This figure was accurate and monitoring at the commercial operation has shown doses to be consistent with the figure provided in the supplement. 

Claim 7:  The average background radon concentration of 11 Bq/cubic metre given in the EIS converts to a radiation dose of about 1 mSv/yr.  This is double the value given in the supplement, leading to the anomalous conclusion that working at the mine lowers the radon radiation dose.

Response:  Heathgate Resources believes this issue is beyond the terms of reference of the inquiry.   Nevertheless, the average natural background radon concentration in the Beverley area is approximately 10 Bq/m3.  International Commission on Radiation Protection default values convert this to a dose of 0.07mSv for a worker and 0.2 for at home, not 1mSv.  This is consistent with worker doses reported in the supplement.

1.67 Cost cutting

Claim 1:  With uranium selling at less than $US10 per pound the only way a company can make profits is to cut costs.

Response:  This is a false statement that has no relevance in the context of the inquiry terms of reference.  While the uranium industry is competitive, Heathgate Resources does not take short cuts on environmental or health issues.  However, sound management practice always determines that costs should be managed closely.  Beverley is an ideal model for ISL mining.  The aquifer is contained and the ore grade is good.  However, Beverley can operate profitably in a low price uranium market without cutting costs to the point where safety or the environment are compromised, nor would Heathgate Resources’ management sanction such a measure. 

Claim 2:  Heathgate Resources is transferring the costs to the general public in the form of environmental damage.

Response:  This is a false statement that has no relevance in the context of the inquiry terms of reference.  However, the environmental impact of the Beverley mine is much lower than that associated with open cut or underground mines including coal and iron ore.

Claim 3:  The supplement did not address the appropriateness of uranium mining or the uses of uranium.

Response:  This statement has no relevance in the context of the inquiry terms of reference.  It is one of a number of claims Dr Matthews repeats throughout his submission.  This issue was not included in the EIS terms of reference. The question of whether Australia participates in the nuclear fuel cycle was resolved more than 20 years ago with the decision to proceed with mining the Ranger ore body in the Northern Territory.

1.68 The Discovery at Beverley

Claim:  Uranium was discovered at Beverley in 1969.

Response:  Uranium was discovered at Beverley in 1968. 

1.69 Acid Leaching

Claim 1:  Acid ISL is cheap, but potentially polluting.

Response:  This statement is false and ignores the fact that acid ISL produces less environmental impact than open-cut or underground mining.

Claim 2:  Acid ISL involves injecting sulphuric acid into the aquifer to leach out the uranium. 

Response:  Oxygen is introduced to the aquifer to dissolve the uranium, which is attached to grains of sand. Sulphuric acid is added to the aquifer to produce sulphates, which assist this process. The mining solution has a pH of 2-2.5, which makes it only slightly more acidic than many carbonated soft drinks, fruit juice or wine (pH 2.7-3.5). 

1.70 Government Rejection of Beverley/Honeymoon

Claim:  The Beverley and Honeymoon projects were cancelled by the SA Government in 1993 for four reasons, including:

· Unresolved environmental problems with the nuclear industry

· Endorsement of the government’s position by a wide range of community groups

· Commitment to Roxby Downs

· Community disquiet with the ISL process

Response:  This statement is false.  The SA government’s commitment to Roxby Downs clearly overrode the first two points. 20 years after the event, ISL mining is better understood within Australia and is recognised internationally as the least environmentally intrusive form of mining. The 1983 government decision to disallow the Honeymoon and Beverley projects reflected political rather than realistic considerations.

1.71 General Atomics

Claim:  Beverley was purchased in 1990 by the USA-based nuclear giant General Atomics. The mine is 100% foreign owned. There is no Australian equity.

Response:  This statement has no relevance in the context of the inquiry terms of reference.  Dr Matthews and others in the anti-nuclear movement share an anti-USA bias.  Use of the phrase “nuclear giant” is deliberately provocative.  Heathgate Resources has invested $100 million in establishing the Beverley mine. Almost all of this funding has been expended in SA.  


Beverley generates significant wage, royalty and taxation income for SA and the nation.

1.72 GA Involvement in the Nuclear Industry

Claim:  General Atomics is heavily involved in the nuclear industry.

Response:  This statement has no relevance in the context of the inquiry terms of reference.  GA’s involvement in the industry should be seen as a positive, rather than a negative. GA is involved in recycling of nuclear weapons to produce fuel for nuclear power stations and in the rehabilitation of former above ground, underground and ISL mine sites.

1.73 The Beverley Mining Trials

Claim 1:  The SA government official responsible for managing the DEF process and recommending the trials was formerly employed at the Ranger mine and is now working as a consultant for Heathgate Resources.

Response:  The official in question had significant prior experience in the uranium industry and was considered by the government to be the appropriate person to manage the DEF process.  After the official’s retirement from the public service, he was engaged by Heathgate Resources for a brief period to assist with assessment of responses to the Beverley EIS.  This consultancy lasted for a matter of months prior to the receipt of Commonwealth approval to proceed with the Beverley mine.

Claim 2:  There was no public consultation on the Declaration of Environmental Factors.

Response:  The DEF process for any industry – uranium or otherwise – does not require public consultation.

1.74 Access to Documents

Claim:  The ACF has consistently been denied access to documents regarding the Field Leach Trial.

Response:  The ACF has consistently demanded release of more and more documents in a fruitless bid to confirm its conspiracy theories.  As each document is released, the ACF and others – having found nothing to confirm their claims – demand access to further documents.  The process is time-consuming and serves no purpose.

1.75 The FLT Report

Claim:  The final report of the FLT was submitted to the SA government three months after Commonwealth approval for commercial mining

Response:  While the final report was not released until after the FLT concluded, all relevant government agencies had prior access to information contained in it.

1.76 Leach Solution Acidity

Claim:  Heathgate claimed the leach solution would only be slightly acidic (1000 times more acidic at pH 3.5) than the water in the Beverley aquifer. The actual solution was 200,000 times more acidic (pH 2) than the aquifer. 

Response:  Sulphuric acid is added to the groundwater, along with oxidants such as oxygen and hydrogen peroxide.  This increases the sulphates concentration from approximately 1500 ppm S04 pre-mining to 4-5000 ppm – a three-fold increase.  This measure is a more accurate determinant of chemical changes than measuring using the logarithmic pH scale, which at low pH levels gives dramatic apparent variations in concentration.

Dr Matthews’ method of comparison using pH as a measure of concentration is not appropriate for use with diprotic acids such as sulphuric acid.  Because the natural acidity of the groundwater is close to zero, any change in the pH – small or large – results in meaningless high measures of acidity.

1.77 Concentrations of pollutants

Claim:  Liquid wastes from the Field Leach Trial contained uranium, thorium, radium, arsenic, aluminium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, nickel, selenium and vanadium in concentrations 30-800 times greater than those present in the aquifer prior to mining.

Response:  When mining ceases and the aquifer is deprived of oxygen, these concentrations revert over time to near pre-mining conditions.  This has been demonstrated by analysis of the section used for the Beverley Field Leach Trial two and a half years after the completion of the trial.  Uranium and pH levels have already moved much closer to pre-mining levels

1.78 Alkaline Leach

Claim:  Claims that most of the uranium mined in the US is recovered by the ISL process and claims that Heathgate is not disposing of anything in the aquifer that was not already there are misleading.  US mines use alkaline solutions.  Only former Eastern Bloc countries and China use acid ISL

Response:  Heathgate Resources questions the relevance of this claim in the context of the inquiry’s terms of reference.  However, in response, the Heathgate statements are not misleading.  Current US uranium mining is entirely by ISL.  The question of whether an acid or alkaline leach solution is used is determined by the chemical composition of the aquifer. US mines are in aquifers containing high levels of carbonates, which would neutralize an acid leach solution. Continued reference to “former Eastern Bloc countries” is made deliberately to imply substandard environmental controls. During the Cold War and in the infancy of ISL development, environmental considerations in Eastern Bloc mines were virtually ignored. Comparing modern ISL technology as demonstrated at Beverley with historic practices in the former Eastern Bloc countries is mischievous, provocative and absurd. 

1.79 Liquid Waste Reverting to Solids

Claim:  No evidence has been given to support the claim that all liquid wastes revert back to solids when reinjected into the aquifer.

Response:  Metals such as uranium, thorium, radium, arsenic, aluminium, cadmium, chromium, cobalt, nickel, selenium and vanadium pass out of solution within the aquifer when oxygen deprivation occurs and the pH rises at the cessation of mining, as demonstrated by analysis of the section of the orebody tested in the Field Leach Trial two and a half years after the trial concluded.

1.80 Liquid Wastes

Claim 1:  Liquid wastes are being deliberately disposed of into the groundwater.

Response:  With the exception of sulphates in the mining solution, all liquid wastes disposed of into the groundwater are merely returned to their source of origin in accordance with the EIS approvals.

Claim 2:  The wastes that Heathgate is disposing of are very similar to the wastes that WMC is not allowed to leak into the ground at Olympic Dam.

Response:  Beverley is not permitted to “leak into the ground” either.  Nevertheless, Olympic Dam disposal of waste material brought to the surface is by evaporation of liquids and storage of solids in lined tailings dams.  Disposal at Beverley is by returning waste to the originating aquifer.

1.81 Jobs/Royalties

Claim:  Beverley is neither environmentally benign, nor does it provide many jobs as promoted by Heathgate Resources.

Response:  This issue is considered by Heathgate to be beyond the inquiry terms of reference.  However, objective assessment shows that in comparison with other mining projects within South Australia – including coal, iron ore, copper and opals – the Beverley mine is environmentally unobtrusive. Beverley provides 75 full-time jobs on site and in Adelaide. Using accepted industry multipliers employment is approximately 300.  Further the Beverley Mine is recognised as a major exporter in northern SA, as reflected in export awards received from regional development boards.  If the ACF and Dr Matthews had their way, none of these jobs would be created.

1.82 Project EIS

Claim:  A project EIS should include pilot plants, mining trials and exploration mining.

Response:  Current statutory requirements do not require this to be the case. One questions whether Dr Matthews considers this to be necessary for all projects or solely for uranium mines.

1.83 EIS Criticisms

Claim:  The Beverley EIS was released 6 months after mining started and one year before the final report of the trials was submitted to the government.

Response:  The Field Leach Trial was not a commercial operation as implied by this claim.  It was a small-scale trial designed to identify optimum chemical balances et cetera, and to establish a mining process that would develop the resource to its potential without undue detriment to the environment.  While the final report was not released until after the FLT concluded, all relevant government agencies had prior access to information contained in it.

1.84 Radiation Measurement

Claims:  After six months of operation:

· The actual gamma doses to plant operators appeared to be unknown. The EIS talked about expected gamma doses.

· Inhalation of long-lived alpha emitting radioactive substances were estimated rather than measured. 

· Computer modelling was used to predict radon increases due to the mine rather than direct measurement.

· The proponents seemed to be in doubt as to the concentration of radon and radon decay products.

· Atmospheric dispersion modelling was used to “estimate” average worker radon exposure.

· In the section on trial mine outcomes there was only one page that related to environmental protection.

Response:  All available information was used during preparation of the EIS, but estimates were still required because the FLT was not a commercial operation.  In any event, FLT data is now no longer relevant as more data on actual operation is available. 

1.85 Excursions into Other Water Bodies

Claim:  The extracted solution is a potential environmental threat due to possible leaks outside the ore body and into other water bodies.

Response:  This claim is false.  Central to the management of ISL mining is the control of solutions within and beyond the ore body. This is achieved by increasing or reducing extraction levels as required. Nevertheless, Beverley is completely isolated, with no connection to other aquifers within the area.

1.86 Bleed Solution

Claim:  The bleed solution is deliberately disposed of into the underground water at rates of about 1 million litres per week. Some metals in the bleed solution are in concentrations 5 000 times higher than pre-mining.

Response:  Heathgate Resources is unable to identify the basis for this claim.  However, in response, figures in the EIS supplement that compare extraction fluids with groundwater baseline do not show increases of this magnitude.  The largest increase is approximately 2000 times (for nickel).  However, the increase is virtually meaningless, given the fact that:

(i) the metal is nickel;

(ii)  the base-line figure is so low 0.004 ppm (0.000004 percent); and 

the elevated level is still low at 8.3 ppm (0.00083 percent).

1.87 Omissions from the EIS

Claim 1:  The Beverley EIS did not draw on experience from the Honeymoon mine.

Response:  Drawing on experience from the Honeymoon mine is not appropriate, because the chemical compositions of the aquifers are different, the process for extraction of uranium is different, the Honeymoon trial mine never operated and Honeymoon’s experience was 20 years out of date by the time of the Beverley FLT.

Claim 2:  The EIS selectively gave one example of acid ISL mining in the US but made no mention of other ISL mines, including those in Eastern Europe where Heathgate project manager Charles Foldenauer is believed to have experience with acid ISL.

Response:  Charles Foldenauer has had no operating experience with ISL mining operations in Eastern Europe.

Claim 3:  Average background radon levels for Beverley suggest that living at the site is a significant radiation hazard, converting to a radiation dose of about 1 mSv/yr.

Response:  Heathgate Resources believes this to be no more than a statement of opinion that serves only to demonstrate that Dr Matthews does not understand the natural distribution and variation of radioactivity in the urban and rural environment. Radon readings taken in Adelaide by the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Office show exposure to radon at a brick courtyard within the grounds of Adelaide University is significantly higher than that recorded at the Beverley mine.  This suggests, by Dr Matthews’ premise, that attending Adelaide University could be a significant radiation hazard. 

Claim 4:  The EIS did not address the appropriateness of uranium mining or the uses of uranium.

Response:  This issue was not included in the EIS terms of reference. The issue of whether Australia participates in the nuclear fuel cycle was resolved more than 20 years ago with the decision to proceed with mining the Ranger ore body in the Northern Territory.

Claim 5:  The EIS gave a world average for background radiation but did not give the background level for Beverley. There is a wide variation in background radiation with many people receiving greater or lesser exposure than the average. 

Response:  This issue was not included in the EIS terms of reference. Nevertheless, background radiation in Australia is among the lowest countries in the world.  The average for Australia is approximately 2mSv/y while the world average is 2.4mSv/y.  Some places in the world have background levels as high as 22mSv/y.  Exposure to radiation at these levels is not a hazard as can be proved by the existence of normal life in those areas for thousands of years.

Claim 6:  Beverley workers receive about 10 times the dose from gamma and radon sources than they would if they worked at normal sites.

Response:  This statement is:

(i)
not within the terms of reference of the inquiry; and

(ii) 
incorrect.

However, the average 2001 dose from gamma radiation received by a worker at Beverly is 0.1mSv/y and that from radon decay products is 0.06mSv/y.  The average dose received by a person living in Australia is 2mSv/y. 

Claim 7:  Was monitoring to be daily monthly or yearly?

Response:  Monitoring at Beverley is conducted daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, annually, continuously and other frequencies depending on the monitoring being conducted and the requirements set down by the regulators.

Claim 8:  The monitoring program was still being planned at the time of the EIS.  The proponents had more than adequate time to devise a program.

Response:  Monitoring programs are living documents that need to change and grow with a project. The SA government closely regulates the monitoring programs at the Beverley mine and modifications made as required.

Claim 9:  The EIS did not include information relating to a spill of mining solution during a Field Leach Trial.

Response:  The spill – which had been reported to all relevant Commonwealth and State agencies – was of no environmental or occupation health and safety consequence.  However, the incident did demonstrate the desirability of the Field Leach Trial because it highlighted the fact that black poly pipe, which is widely used in the industry internationally, might not be appropriate for Australian conditions because of its capacity to become overheated during the extreme climatic conditions of the Australian outback summer. 

Claim 10:  It was claimed in the EIS that experience from the “trials” indicates that the personnel gamma doses would not be large but gave no data to support this claim.

Response:  Doses were provided as part of the response document.  Doses at the FLT operation gave only indications for the commercial operation; estimations were still required.

Claim 11:  No data was given to support claims in the EIS about the radiation dose by inhalation of radon decay products.

Response:  Doses were provided as part of the response document.

Claim 12:  No data was given in the EIS to support the statement that employee gamma doses from the project are “suggested” by the data from the trials to be in the range of 1 to 2 mSv.

Response:  Doses were provided as part of the response document.

1.88 Contamination of Underground Water

Claim 1:  Groundwater is contaminated by the leach solution.

Response:  The mining process underwent close scrutiny during the EIS process. The groundwater was highly saline and radioactive before mining commenced. The aquifer was naturally polluted and beyond World Health Organisation standards for human or livestock consumption.

Claim 2:  Acid ISL, which dissolves many more pollutants than alkali, is justified in commercial terms.

Response:  Acid leach ISL is used at Beverley because of the chemical balance of the aquifer.  If the mine were located in the United States – or anywhere else in the world – it would be mined by acid leach for exactly the same reasons that it is being mined this way in Australia.

Claim 3:  Liquid wastes are disposed of by pumping back into adjoining and mined-out aquifers. 

Response:  Disposal of liquid waste is by methods approved in the Beverley EIS.  It is not pumped into adjoining aquifers. There are no adjoining aquifers. 

Claim 4:  The fact that the underground water is saline and radioactive should not be an excuse for polluting it.

Response:  Pollution is a matter of definition.  The aquifer was already polluted by nature before mining began. 

Claim 5:  Plans to supply Kalgoorlie by desalinating seawater demonstrate the value of any water resource, no matter how saline.

Response:  Seawater is not radioactive, although it does contain trace amounts of uranium. 

Claim 6:  Future options for the use of a resource should not be put at risk by irresponsible activities.

Response:  Desalination of seawater, while currently uneconomical, is a more attractive option than desalinating and decontaminating the naturally-radioactive Beverley aquifer. 

Claim 7:  An environmentally responsible government would evaporate liquid wastes and properly manage solid residue, rather than allowing liquid waste to be discharged into the underground water.

Response:  The liquid waste being disposed of originated in the aquifer. 

Claim 8:  An environmentally responsible government would require restoration of the aquifer to its original quality by flushing with clean water, evaporating the polluted water and properly managing solid residue.

Response:  This is no more than a statement of philosophy.  However, using clean water to restore an unusable aquifer to its unusable pre-mining condition represents an unjustifiable waste of the very resource Dr Matthews wishes to preserve.

1.89 Cleanup of Spills

Claim 1:  The EIS commitment of prompt wet cleanup of spills capable of generating radioactive dust contrasts with statements that there was no need to clean up 500 litres that spilled on March 12 1998.

Response:  The 500 litre spill was not capable of generating radioactive dust. Indeed, removal and disposal of soil affected in the incident would have caused more environmental damage than the incident itself.

Claim 2:  The March 12 1998 incident released 5 million Bequerel of radium-226 and 100 grams of uranium.

Response:  This statement is partly incorrect.  The Ra-226 calculation is out by a factor of 10.  The calculation of uranium content is accurate.  Dispersed over the area of the spill the uranium content was not hazardous.

Claim 3:  The March 12 1998 spill was only made public under pressure.

Response:  The spill was reported to all relevant authorities and was of no environmental or occupational health and safety consequence. Reporting a 500-litre spill that had no impact seemed pointless. There was no pressure to provide details. The Australian Conservation Foundation knew of the incident and sought information during the EIS process. Full details were provided. 

Claim 4:  The 11 January 2002 spill of 62,000 litres contained 8 kg of uranium.

Response:  Approximately 62,000 litres of process solution – consisting of saline groundwater, mild sulphuric acid and low levels of uranium (less than 0.015 percent) – spilled onto the plant area.  

All but an estimated 3000 litres (which was captured in a drain adjacent to the plant perimeter) was contained within the plant and was pumped into an adjacent evaporation pond for recirculation or disposal with no environmental or occupation health and safety impact.

The 3000 litres captured in the drain contained an estimated 380 grammes of uranium.

To place this into context, the average crustal abundance of uranium is 2-4 parts per million. In relation to the uranium contained in an average house block (assuming a block size of 1,000 sq m) the volume of soil in the top metre is 1,000 cubic meters, or about 1,700 tonnes.  At 2 ppm, this would contain 3.4 kg of uranium For 4 ppm it is 6.8 kg. 

Thus, the entire Beverley spill equates approximately to the uranium in two or three typical house blocks, to a depth of 1metre.  The amount collected in the drain equates to about one tenth of the uranium that could be expected to be found in the top metre of a single house block

1.90 Heathgate Resources response to EIS submissions

Claim 1:  The response defended alkaline-ISL mining of uranium and acid-ISL mining of other elements such as copper but ignored the issue of acid-ISL uranium mining.

Response:  This statement is incorrect.  The response document stated that acid leach ISL mining is not banned in the US as claimed by the anti-nuclear movement.  It went on to discuss pilot acid leach uranium mines in the US and stated that Beverley would be an acid leach target if it were in the US.  It simply pointed out that the carbonate-rich uranium deposits in the US were more suited to alkaline ISL techniques because their carbonate content renders acid leaching undesirable and uneconomic.

Claim 2:  Heathgate Resources appears unable to defend the environmental record of acid-ISL mining of uranium

Response:  This is a statement of opinion that is outside the terms of reference of this inquiry.  However, the Beverley, EIS response document states that acid leaching has its place in the mining of metals – the determining factor being the characteristics of the deposit.  The anti-nuclear movement consistently relates the acid leach process employed at Beverley to historic, Cold War practices in former Iron Curtain countries where the environmental consequences of mining of any sort were not taken into consideration.  This comparison is neither relevant nor appropriate in terms of 21st century techniques in Australia, where environmental considerations are paramount.

Claim 3:  No attempt was made to show that the management philosophy at Beverley is environmentally better than in the former Soviet Union.

Response:  Anyone who has visited the Beverley mine and met the management team and workforce knows this statement is not true.

Claim 4:  It was claimed that acid-ISL mining of uranium is not used in the western world because of heavy metal dissolution.  Heathgate Resources’ own data shows this dissolution is a characteristic of the Beverley mine.

Response:  Heathgate Resources has never made this claim

Claim 5:  Heathgate Resources claimed at a public meeting on 28 February 1998 that all liquid wastes revert back to solids when reinjected into the aquifer.  This issue was not addressed in the EIS.

Response:  This statement is incorrect.  Clearly, all liquid waste would not revert back to solids.  Heavy metals etc would, but water would not.  Eventually, the minor quantities of heavy metals in the liquid wastes would precipitate.

Claim 6:  The supplement did not address the issue of what happens to liquid waste disposed of in the aquifer outside the mining area nor did it respond to the proposal that liquid waste should be evaporated above ground.

Response:  The net result of waste disposal beyond the mining zone is similar to disposal within it: as the pH level rises and oxygen depletion occurs, heavy metals in the liquid waste will precipitate out of solution.

Claim 7:  The EIS stated that elution and precipitation solutions were to be disposed of at rates of up to 100,000 L/week.  Compositions of these solutions were not given in the EIS or supplement.

Response:  This statement is incorrect.  Composition of these solutions is contained in the EIS response document (Page 4-13).

Claim 8:  The supplement did not respond to criticism that the bleed stream contains concentrations of naturally-occurring metals up to 5000 times higher than pre-mining concentrations.

Response:  Heathgate Resources is unable to identify the basis for this claim.  Figures in the EIS supplement that compare extraction fluids with groundwater baseline do not show increases of this magnitude.  The largest increase is approximately 2000 times (for nickel).  However, the increase is virtually meaningless, given the fact that:

(iii) the metal is nickel;

(iv)  the base-line figure is so low 0.004 ppm (0.000004 percent); and 
(v) the elevated level is still low at 8.3 ppm (0.00083 percent).
1.91 The January 2002 incident

Claim 1:  The incident reflects an incredible series of failures.

Response:  The incident reflects an unforeseeable chain of events that required a series of malfunctions to occur at the same time.  It also reflects the prompt action taken by mine personnel to shut the system down and minimise the impact.  In the context of mining and other industries with comparable infrastructure, the release of 3000 litres of solution beyond the plant area with nil environmental impact is not considered significant.  The incident has been investigated fully and all relevant authorities are satisfied that all appropriate measures to prevent a recurrence have been taken.

Claim 2:  The incident casts doubt on the effectiveness of the current regulatory process.

Response:  Incidents similar to the 11 January event are not unusual at industrial and mining plants handling the quantities of fluids involved at Beverley.  While Heathgate Resources strives to prevent such events, they can happen and when they do the focus should be on environmental and occupational health and safety impacts to overcome unnecessary community attention and alarm.

Claim 3:  This was a major accident involving radioactive and toxic materials

Response:  This is not the case.  It was a spill of liquids primarily within the plant area.  It had no environmental or occupational health and safety.  Solution concentrations were such that there was no measurable radioactivity after the event.

Claim 4:  The SA Government claim that the spill was not a hazard to the environment or workers is controversial and has yet to be substantiated.

Response:  Radiation measurements conducted after the spill of January 11 2002 show that no worker was exposed to levels of radiation above that of natural background as a result of the spill.

Only a very small percentage of the spill was released from the confines of the plant area and no amount was released into the undisturbed environment. Government inspectors assessed the entire area and concluded from independent observations and measurements that there was no environmental impact as a result of the spill.
Claim 5:  If the incident had happened at night it would have been harder to respond quickly.  Much more liquid would have leaked

Response:   There is no basis for this claim.  The Beverley plant and wellfield are operated with two shifts 24 hours a day.  Timing is inconsequential.  

Claim 6:  At Beverley there are kilometres of pipes above and below ground, hundreds of joints, valves pumps and other potential failure points.

Response:  True.  That is why they are integrity tested regularly and why the plant management system is computerized to monitor systems up to 50 times per second and alert operators to abnormal trends. 

Claim 7:  The SA Government did not release news of the accident until nearly 24 hours later.

Response:  The incident occurred at approximately 6.30 pm. Heathgate Resources’ initial response was to shut down the plant, repair the damaged section, identify the cause and monitor its impact.  Relevant Government agencies were advised of the incident verbally within 2 hours.  Telephone discussions were held with agency representatives on the morning of 12 January.  Heathgate Resources gave the Government a more detailed assessment of the quantity of liquids spilt, its content, the apparent reasons for the incident and its impact mid-afternoon on 12 January.  The Government issued a media statement shortly after being given this information.

Claim 8:  Government inspectors did not visit the site until nearly 48 hours after the incident.

Response:  The Chief Inspector of Mines traveled to Beverley on the first available flight, which was 8 am on Sunday 13 January.

Claim 9:  When inspectors did arrive they reported no evidence of radioactive contamination.  The basis on which this statement was made has yet to be released.

Response:  Radiation monitoring conducted immediately after the incident and in the following three days showed readings marginally above normal background for the Beverley area and well below Australian occupational health and safety limits.

Representatives of relevant Government agencies were provided with details of the monitoring results.  Further sampling was conducted in their presence.  It was on this basis and their physical inspection of the site that inspectors reported no evidence of radioactive contamination

Within a week of the incident there was no indication it had occurred, other than the section of damaged pipe, which was bypassed soon after the spill.

1.92 Alpha emitter measure  ment
Claim 1:  Presumably, because of the short time that elapsed between arriving at the site and reporting back they did not do exhaustive tests on the difficult to measure radioactivity from alpha emitters.

Response:  This presumption is incorrect, as are many of Dr Matthews’ presumptions.  Uranium and Radium are both alpha and gamma emitters.  The Government departments performed gamma dose rate measurements to determine if any of these elements were present above background levels in the area of the spill.

Claim 2:  The burst pipe would have led to a sudden increase in radon gas around the processing plant.  Because the gas is about eight times more dense than air it is not readily dispersed.  Workers at the processing plant would almost certainly have inhaled increased amounts of radon gas in the first hours after the accident.

Response:  This is another completely incorrect presumption.  Radon is easily dispersed.  Radon readings taken at the time showed no elevated levels.  Radon release from Beverley is marginal compared with the Olympic Dam underground mine, where the orebody is exposed.  In neither case does radon release constitute a health hazard when it is properly managed.

Claim 3:  Measurements of ionising radiation around such a plant are subject to large variations.  The so-called background radiation may vary by a factor of two or more. It is therefore possible to have a doubling of radioactivity and still be within normal variations of the background.

Response:  This statement is correct.  However, doubling a very low reading still provides a very low reading.  The statement is both misleading and intended to cause unjustifiable alarm.

Claim 4:  There are no evaporation ponds at Beverley.

Response:  This claim, which is beyond the scope of the inquiry, is incorrect.  There are five ponds from which liquids are evaporated at Beverley.  Four incorporate supplementary spray systems to enhance evaporation.  Contrary to his claim that there are no evaporation ponds at Beverley, Dr Matthew refers to evaporation of liquids elsewhere in his submission (Section 5.7, page 28 “…. 2.3 megalitre (sic) of water was evaporated.”

Claim 5:  The ponds at Beverley are holding ponds, not evaporation ponds. They are described as holding ponds in the EIS.

Response:   This issue, which has more to do with semantics than anything else is not within the terms of reference of the inquiry.  However, while the plant process ponds may be described as holding ponds in the EIS, they also serve as evaporation ponds.  
Claim 7:  The SA Environmental (sic) Protection Authority was not officially notified of the incident. 

Response:  At that time, the Environment Protection Agency (now the Environment Protection Authority) had no jurisdiction in the area.

Claim 8:  As a result of the publicity surrounding the accident, the SA Government stated they would close the plant down until after an inquiry, yet the plant was back in operation 24 hours after the accident.  Heathgate Resources and the SA Government claimed that the plant had to be operated at about half its normal rate in order to carry out tests.

Response:  This claim is incorrect.  The SA Government stated that it would not permit the mine to resume commercial production until it was satisfied that this could be done without detriment to the environment.   Heathgate Resources would not have recommenced commercial operation if it was not satisfied this could be achieved.  

Neither Heathgate Resources nor the Government ever stated that it was necessary to operate the plant at half its normal rate to carry out tests.  The important issue was to enable a continuing circulation of liquids through the aquifer to protect the resource.  This was achieved at flow rates as low as 10 percent of normal.  

1.93 The final report of the 1998 Field leach Trial

Claim 1:  The date on this report is July 1999. This is 13 months after the EIS was submitted and four months after approval for commercial production was given.

Response:  Heathgate Resources wonders how this issue fits within the terms of reference of the inquiry.  Nevertheless, the FLT was not completed until December 1998. Preparation of the final report and presentation of data in the form that was required by the SA Government took several months.

Claim 2:  One of the stated objectives of the FLT was to provide environmental and radiation-monitoring data for input into the EIS and to demonstrate appropriate environmental protection and radiation control measures.  This objective contrasts with the facts that the EIS was submitted halfway through the trials and that almost no environmental or radiation data from the FLT was given in the EIS.

Response:  The FLT confirmed projections made in the EIS.  It also provided data that was incorporated in preparing the final plant design.

Claim 3:  About 2.3 megalitres of water was evaporated during the FLT. None of the pollutants contained in this water evaporated and all have been or will be pumped into the aquifer.

Response:  Solids contained in solutions evaporated during the FLT remain in the FLT pond.  They are covered with water and will eventually be disposed of by burial in an approved facility.

Claim 4:  The section on radiation monitoring results is less than one-third of a page. Only average exposures are given and these were estimated.  More precise data on radiation monitoring needs to be released.

Response:  Operational experience over the past 18 months has shown these estimates to be accurate.

Claim 5:  According to the report, oxygen was ineffective (as an oxidant) and hydrogen peroxide was very effective, yet Attachment 2 showed uranium concentrations dropping steadily from June.
Response:  This issue is clearly beyond the terms of reference of the inquiry.  However, in response, the claim illustrates Dr Matthews’ lack of understanding of the ISL process.  The trend identified in Attachment 2 is typical of ISL mining.  Addition of oxidants to the aquifer causes an initial and rapid increase in mobilised uranium.  After reaching a peak (usually within 18-21 days) levels then begin a gradual decline.

Claim 6:  The EIS used data from the FLT during periods that were unrepresentative of typical mining conditions.  This had the effect of decreasing the concentrations of pollutants given in the EIS.  The use of FLT averages underestimates the concentrations by a factor of about two.

Response:  Operational experience over the past almost 18 months has shown these estimates to be accurate.
Friends of the Earth

1.94 Bona fides

Claim:  Friends of the Earth has 30 years experience in Australia in uranium and nuclear issues. FOE has long held concerns about the inability to safeguard people and the environment from the effects of radiation associated with the mining and milling of uranium

Response:  FOE has a philosophical opposition to the nuclear fuel cycle that often blinds the organisation to the facts and provides it with the justification for distortion and misrepresentation, as demonstrated by aspects of its submission.

1.95 The political climate

Claim:  While the political climate (in Australia) has been supportive of development it has failed to uphold public interest and environmental protection.

Response:  There is no evidence of significant detrimental environmental or health and safety impact arising from the mining and milling of uranium in Australia.
1.96 The assessment process

Claim 1:  Assessment of recent uranium mining applications has failed to adequately address potential operational issues and long term environmental issues associated with mining and milling.  Regulatory mechanisms are incomplete.  Application of mechanisms to ensure improved performance remains notably absent.

Response:  These are statements of opinion that are not supported by objective examination of the facts.  Regulatory mechanisms are stringent, complete and have been modelled on world’s best practice.

Claim 2:  Assessment of uranium projects mitigates certain impacts while facilitating intrinsically hazardous developments.

Response:  This is a statement of opinion, rather than fact.

1.97 The controversial ISL process

Claim 1:  Beverley was the first mine (in Australia) using the controversial ISL technique.

Response:  While it is a fact that Beverley was the first mine in Australia to use the ISL process, it is false to state that ISL mining is controversial.  The issue of ISL mining in Australia is contentious only because the anti-nuclear lobby, including FOE, has indulged in a campaign of half-truth and deliberate distortion.  ISL mining is internationally recognised as a legitimate and – when managed to the standards applying in this country – a most environmentally benign form of mining.

Claim 2:  Beverley remains the only uranium mine using sulphuric acid leachate in this process in the OECD.

Response:  This statement is intended to imply that acid-ISL is only permitted in “third world” countries where environmental considerations are not an issue.  Beverley uses acid leach (as will Honeymoon) because the chemical balance of the mining aquifer is ideally suited to sulphate leach.  Would FOE support ISL mining in Australia if alkaline leach were used?

Claim 3:  Beverley approval was granted despite significant uncertainties regarding potential groundwater contamination and liquid waste disposal.

Response:  This statement is false.  Independent experts do not share these uncertainties, which are held by the anti-nuclear movement and most often espoused by Dr Gavin Mudd and promoted by FOE and other anti-nuclear groups.  Dr Mudd is an avid anti-nuclear activist whose views on this issue are not shared by leading, unprejudiced groundwater experts such as Dr Rein Habermehl, the Principal Research Scientist within the Land and Water Services Division of the Bureau of Rural Sciences and an acknowledged internationally as Australia’s foremost groundwater expert.

Claim 4:  Significant scientific debate remains unresolved about how ‘contained’ the Beverley aquifer is.

Response:  This statement is false.  FOE draws on the prejudiced work of Dr Gavin Mudd to support this statement.  Research by Dr Habermehl and American Geosciences (an independent expert groundwater consultancy have confirmed that the aquifer is contained.

Claim 5:  Reports of groundwater ‘excursions’ were revealed to the public only after approval had been granted.

Response:  This statement is false.  There have been no groundwater excursions at Beverley.

Claim 6:  These impacts will accumulate over the period of operation and remain when the project is decommissioned.

Response:  This statement is false.  The Beverley aquifer was unusable before mining commenced.  At the completion of mining it will be slightly more acidic than pre-mining.  Heavy metals mobilised by the addition of oxidants during the mining process will revert to solid form once the aquifer is deprived of oxygen and with time the aquifer will revert to a state that will be barely detectable from its original condition.  

1.98 The effectiveness of existing regulation

Claim 1:  Practical regulation of mining operations remains less ineffectual than other hazardous industries.

Response:  The double negative contained in this statement literally means that regulation is more effective in the uranium industry than other industries.  This is the case.

However, we presume the statement was intended to read:  “Practical regulation of mining operations remains less effectual than other hazardous industries.”

If this was the intention, the statement is incorrect.  Uranium mining is more stringently regulated and closely monitored than any other industry in Australia.  

Claim 2:  Repeated incidents at mines (in SA and the NT) demonstrate a clear failure of existing regulatory regimes.

Response:  No “incident” in at Beverley has led to any lasting detrimental environmental or occupational health and safety impact.
1.99 Effectiveness of monitoring

Claim 1:  The physical nature of radiation and the mechanisms of release make monitoring a difficult task.

Response:  This statement is false.  Monitoring of radiation has been fine‑tuned over the past 100 years or more since its discovery.  In this time, monitoring equipment and procedures have been developed to the point where they provide a very high degree of accuracy and confidence.

Claim 2:  Steps can be made to expand present monitoring allowing for assessment independent of the mine operator.

Response:  Monitoring is already assessed independent of the mine operator.  The Radiation Protection Branch of the EPA, Regulation and Rehabilitation Branch of PIRSA, EPA (via the ISL and BECC meetings and quarterly and annual reports), Workplace Services (DIAS), and the Department of Water Land and Biodiversity Conservation, plus various Commonwealth regulators via the BECC.  External auditors GHD and Dr Jiri Kvasnika (RDS) also review Beverley data. 

FOE and other anti-nuclear activist groups continually call for release of this information to enable them to assess it.  Previous experience with other data available to or provided to such groups has shown they are not capable of independent and meaningful assessment.

Claim 3:  Monitoring is periodic rather than continuous and does not cover the spectrum of potential radiological exposures/releases.

Response:  This statement is incorrect. Monitoring is conducted according the approved monitoring plans.  Both continuous and gab sampling is conducted as appropriate.  Monitoring is conducted according to Australian and International standards.

Claim 4:  The location of monitoring stations in most cases is not sufficient to assess intermittent and accumulative impacts.

Response:  This claim does not stand up to scrutiny.  FOE, having never been to Beverley other than to protest outside the mine gate, has no knowledge of what monitoring stations exist.  

Claim 5:  Assessment of human exposure continues to use risk analysis with acceptable worker and accident doses above general population.

Response:  Assessment is in accordance with recommendations of the International Commission on Radiation Protection.

Claim 6:  There remains no government collection of records to assess long-term health impacts to workers.  Given the health impacts now recognised with asbestos, long-term health assessment should be a matter of duty of care.

Response:  The risks associated with excessive exposure to radioactive substances have long been understood.  Comparison with asbestos is frivolous.  Records relating to the health of workers in the uranium industry are maintained scrupulously.  However, under the Radiation Protection and Control Act they are not for public disclosure – as continually called for by the anti-nuclear movement – because the health records of individuals are considered confidential.  At the same time, those records are continually available to the individuals concerned.

1.100 Reporting

Claim 1:  Recent incidents are uranium operations have failed to be promptly reported to authorities or the public.

Response:  This statement is incorrect.  All incidents at Beverley have been reported as required under various approvals and licences.

Claim 2:  It should not be in the judgement of the mine operator whether reporting should be made or whether it is in the interest of the broader community.

Response:  This claim implies that this issue is left to the judgement of the operator, which is clearly not the case.

1.101 Enforcement and penalty mechanisms

Claim 1:  Comparable incidents involving the discharge of pollutants occurring in other industrial operations would face significant penalties or shut down.

Response:  Penalties and/or shutdown may be enforced under existing provisions.  The fact that they have not been enforced at Beverley reflects the fact that no incident has had a significant environmental or occupation health and safety impact.

Claim 2:  During the EIA assessment process Heathgate Resources claimed the operation was a closed system and as such there would be no release of radioactive material to the surface environment. Since then the company has denied impact rather than commit to improved practice.

Response:  This statement is incorrect.  The Beverley EIS described the process as a closed loop, as claimed by FOE.  However, it did not state that there would be no release of radioactive material to the surface environment.  It was always known that radon would be released in small amounts when stored or evaporated form the plant process ponds.  Further, the EIS stated that spills and leaks within the system were likely and provided detail of how they would be managed. Notwithstanding this, the releases are minimal when compared with radon release from open cut or underground mines and generally are in amounts too minute to have any impact on the environment or health and safety or workers or the community at large.

Heathgate Resources has consistently striven to achieve its “no spills” policy at Beverley.  While it is conceded that there have been several spills of fluids, it must also be conceded than none has had detrimental environmental of occupational health and safety impact.  It is also conceded that the number of spills during the commissioning phase of the mine (its first year of operation) was higher than desired, it is not true to claim that Heathgate Resources has not made a commitment to improved practice.

Heathgate Resources has expended significant funds in designing and implementing plant and wellfield infrastructure modifications to minimise solution spillage.  Many of the initiatives undertaken at Beverley are leading the way for ISL miners worldwide. 

Claim 3:  Regulation requires independence and potency to deliver effective control over mining operations.  South Australian regulation remains primarily with Primary Industries and resources (PIRSA).

Response:  The South Australian Environment Minister, the Hon John Hill, has announced that oversight of the uranium mining industry in this State will be passed over to the Environment Protection Agency.

Claim 4:  Given the nature and repetition of incidents, there needs to be a stronger use of financial penalties combined with the suspension or revocation of operating licences.
Response:  None of these occurrences has been as serious as portrayed by the FOE and other anti-nuclear activist groups. The fact that these penalties have not been enforced reflects this fact. 

1.102 Spills/leaks

Claim 1:  Repeated spills, leaks and incidents and the failure of the principal environmental regulator demonstrate that the long-term impacts of operations and incidents are not being taken seriously.

Response:  Solution spills as small as 50 litres that have no impact are reportable in SA.  The fact that they are reportable is clear evidence of the diligence with which the industry is regulated by various government agencies and the close scrutiny to which it is subjected. 

Claim 2:  Accident scenarios relating to chemical spills (e.g. Beverley 16 March 2002) could include acids, oxidants and other chemicals.

Response:  The March 16 incident referred to involved a spill of between 20 and 50 litres of acid during routine maintenance of a sulphuric acid tank.  Standard safety procedures employed while the acid tank was being drained prevented any environmental or occupational health and safety impact.  A small fire that began when the acid came in contact with hydrogen peroxide venting from a pressure relief fixture was extinguished in seconds without causing any damage.  The fire left two scorch marks – one slightly larger and one slightly smaller than a 50-cent piece.

Such incidents are commonplace at industrial sites Australia-wide. Heathgate Resources and other uranium miners adhere to the same hazardous goods regulation as any other industry.

1.103 Spills reporting requirements

Claim:  As a minimum for spills reporting procedure, naming of the source, quantification and concentrations must be included.

Response:  This information is included.

1.104 Improved mechanisms

Claim:  Stakeholders including FOE, the Conservation Council of SA and the Australian Conservation Foundation should be included in community consultative forums.

Response:  The Conservation Council, as the umbrella environmental group in South Australia, has rejected invitations from government to participate in such forums.
1.105 Beverley Environment Consultative Committee

Claim 1:  The pubic accountability of the BECC is effectively zero.

Response:  The BECC is kept fully informed of developments at Beverley. BECC is comprised of independent experts with no prejudice against the uranium mining industry.  Their role is to administer its operation safely and effectively in the community interest.  The fact that BECC has not acceded to the demands of groups such as FOE is a reflection of the fact that it is satisfied that the FOE claims and demands are spurious.

Claim 2:  The environment movement had heard of developing issues during 2000 and 2001 with regard to incidents and problems at Beverley but could not bring this to the attention of regulators or BECC due to the all-encompassing secrecy within which the project operates.

Response:  This claim reflects the approach of groups such as FOE in their continuing campaigns of half-truth and blatant falsehood with regard to the uranium mining industry.

If FOE had evidence of any “developing issues’ at Beverley it had every opportunity to raise the matter with a wide range of people including:

· Heathgate Resources

· The Chief Inspector of Mines

· The Minister for the Environment

· The political opposition

at a local level and with their counterparts at a Federal level.

The fact that FOE failed to do so and now choose the forum of a Senate inquiry to level sweeping, unsubstantiated claims is a serious and disparaging reflection on the credibility of the organisation.

1.106 Online database

Claim:  A feature of best practice for ISL mines in Wyoming is an on-line database.

Response:  The web site of the SA Office of Mineral Resources contains similar details of all reportable spills

1.107 Reconstituting community consultative forums

Claim:  Community consultative forums should be reconstituted to ensure political and corporate independence.  The Commonwealth should be approached for funding of two positions on the committee for each site.

Response:  The question of who FOE and other anti-nuclear groups would consider to be worthy of taking the proposed positions is one for speculation.  These consultative committees were established to provide a link between individual uranium miners and the Commonwealth and State agencies responsible for monitoring them on behalf of the community.  In the past, anti‑nuclear groups have retreated from the consultative process because the committees are not the forums for espousing anti-nuclear sentiment that they attempted to make them.

The appendices

Appendix 1:  Spills leaks and Excursions in SA

This document – apparently presented as a litany of environmental degradation and worker safety breaches – contains information freely available through various South Australian web sites, government and company publications.  It highlights the incidents that had the highest contained uranium, but makes no reference to the contained uranium in the majority of incidents.  It also refers to concentrations as parts per billion, instead of parts per million, which is accepted international practice. e.g. 18,000 ppb (18 ppm).  The clear intention is to portray the spills in the worst possible light and cloud the fact that, in most cases, concentrations are so low as to be utterly inconsequential.

2 Medical Association for Prevention of War

2.1 Incapacity to prevent leakage and contamination

Claim:  MAPW is concerned about the predicted and now proven incapacity of the operators to protect groundwater and prevent leakage from the mine site and contamination of surrounding soils and aquifers.

Response:  There has been no leakage from the mine site and no contamination of “surrounding soils and aquifers”.  Spills that have occurred have all been within the mine lease.  Close monitoring of water resources in the area has shown no impact from mining beyond the aquifer being mined.

2.2 Waste discharge, secrecy and failure of public reporting

Claim:  Recent well-documented events reveal ongoing mine waste discharge into groundwater, under secrecy by operators and government utilities, routine radiological leaks and failure of public reporting.

Response:  Waste discharge is in accordance with the approved EIS.  

MAPW’s broad claim of secrecy has no substance.  The reporting process has been most public, including posting of information on web sites.

There have been no “radiological leaks” let alone routine incidents of this nature.

The public reporting of events in the uranium industry goes beyond that applying to any other industry in the nation.

2.3 The ISL technique

Claim:  ISL mining as employed at Beverley and planned at Honeymoon is not used in any other OECD country.

Response:  Reference to the OECD is intended to imply that acid-ISL is only permitted in “third world” countries where environmental considerations are not an issue.  Beverley uses acid leach (as will Honeymoon) because the chemical balance of the mining aquifer renders alkaline leach ineffective.  Would MAPW support ISL mining in Australia if alkaline leach were used?

MAPW recommendations

MAPW recommends:

i) Enhanced protection of groundwater and rehabilitation to pre-mining standard

ii) More rigorous control of radiological dispersals and leaks and enhanced report of such incidents

iii) A halt to disposal of liquid mine wastes into groundwater

iv) A new public EIS of radioactive mine waste management

v) No government support for Honeymoon

vi) No future expansion for Beverley

Response: 

i) Before mining even began, the levels of salt and naturally occurring radioactivity in the Beverley aquifer rendered the water unfit for human, livestock or agricultural purposes.  The so-called “mine wastes” represent material that originated in the aquifer.  Many US ISL mines discharge of their “mine wastes” into aquifers of higher standard than the Beverley aquifer was in its pre-mining condition.  
ii) Uranium mining activities in SA are already more stringently regulated and more closely monitored by various State and Commonwealth agencies than similar projects in any other country.
iii)  Waste discharge is in accordance with the approved EIS.  
iv) Radioactive mine waste management is in accordance with the approved EIS, which was subject to considerable public input at various stages throughout the process
v) The Honeymoon mine, like Beverley, has received all relevant approvals from the State and Commonwealth Governments after an exhaustive EIS process.  With those approvals in place, Honeymoon should be able to operate so long as it does not breach its licence conditions and is entitled to expect that neither the State nor Commonwealth governments will stand in the way.
vi) So long as it Heathgate Resources does not breach its Beverley licence conditions it is entitled to expect that neither the State nor Commonwealth governments will stand in the way of any future expansion.
People for Nuclear Disarmament

2.4 Sustainability

Claim:  The nuclear industry is unsustainable and unnecessary.

Response:  This is merely a statement of philosophy by a group that is “unequivocally opposed to uranium mining per se and support Australia becoming a nuclear free country.”  It is clearly incorrect and is outside the terms of reference of the inquiry.  

At present, 16 percent of the world’s power is supplied by nuclear, with zero greenhouse emissions.  Reactor programs in many countries are being extended, with 33 new reactors currently under construction world-wide and six new reactors site approvals currently being considered in the US alone.  The Finnish government recently voted to increase its nuclear capacity, while Sweden has reversed an earlier decision to wind down its nuclear program and is in the processing of extending it.

2.5 Safe storage

Claim:  There is no safe was of storing or disposing of radioactive waste, which stays radioactive for 250,000 years.

Response:  Low-level waste can be and is being handled safely in Australia and overseas.  High-level radioactive waste from nuclear power stations has been handled and stored safely for the past 50 years under water at power station sites.

2.6 Energy alternatives 

Claim:  Viable and sustainable alternatives for energy production exist.

Response:  While several energy alternatives exist, none has the capacity of nuclear power to produce bulk load power without generating massive amounts of carbon dioxide – the principal greenhouse gas. 

2.7 Other uses of uranium 

Claim:  Uranium has other uses (beyond power generation).

Response:  Uranium has a range of applications including production of life-saving medial isotopes, safety equipment such as smoke detectors and a wide range of industry applications.  One of the fastest growing applications of uranium in Australia is in soil moisture measuring equipment for the wine industry. 

2.8 Regulation and reporting standards 

Claim:  If Australia continues to permit uranium mining it is imperative that monitoring, regulation and reporting standards are substantially improved.

Response:  The existing monitoring, regulation and reporting standards are already as stringent as those applying in any other country.  

2.9 Enforcement 

Claim:  It is imperative that standards are strictly enforced. 

Response:  Heathgate Resources agrees and points out that these standards already are strictly enforced.

2.10 ISL mining 

Claim:  PND opposes ISL mining and calls on the inquiry to recommend a ban on the process. 

Response:  This call is outside the terms of reference of the inquiry.  However, the ISL process has been the subject of three extensive environmental impact assessments (two for Honeymoon and one for Beverley).  None of these assessments found any grounds for not allowing ISL mining to proceed.

2.11 Environmental standards 

Claim:  Environmental standards have been driven down at Beverley and Honeymoon. 

Response:  This statement has no substance.  Environmental standards in Australia are the strictest in the world and no compromises have been made in any area of environmental protection.  

2.12 Public aspiration 

Claim:  A public aspiration to protect groundwater and to take responsibility for impacts of uranium mining here and overseas faces ongoing mine waste discharge into groundwater, secrecy by companies and Governments, routine radiological leaks and failure of public reporting, and a polluting acid uranium mining technique not approved in any other OECD country. 

Response:  These claims are similar to those made by other anti-nuclear groups.  All are addressed elsewhere in this document in responses to similar claims made by Dr Dennis Matthews, the Australian Conservation Foundation and Friends of the Earth.

2.13 PND demands 

Claim:  The Senate inquiry should recommend:

i) A legislated ban on ISL mining in Australia

ii) Federal and State commitment to protect groundwater, including no discharge of mine waste to groundwater and to rehabilitation of groundwater

iii) Increased monitoring of operations and public reporting of radioactive leaks

iv) A new public EIS of radioactive mine waste management

v) Constraint and winding back of existing operations at Beverley and prevention of proposed operations at Honeymoon

Response:  

i) This demand is outside the terms of reference of the inquiry.  However, ISL mining is permitted in Australia and has been subjected to close scrutiny through the EIS process.

ii) Discharge of mine waste into the originating aquifer is permitted under the approved EIS.

iii) Uranium mining in Australia already has more stringent monitoring and reporting procedures than any other country.  Further measures are not necessary.  Spills are already reported on the PIRSA web site.

iv) The issue of Beverley mine waste management has been addressed in detail in the approved EIS.

v) The EIS process followed for Beverley (and Honeymoon) was detailed and closely assessed by independent experts before Commonwealth approval to proceed was granted.  There is no need to repeat the process.

Form letters

A number of submissions to the inquiry were one of two form letters addressing the same broad issues: i.e.

Form letter 1

· Commonwealth and State commitment to protection of groundwater

· Prevention of underground “leaks” into connected aquifers

· Rehabilitation of mining impacts on groundwater

· Increased monitoring of operations

· Increased public reporting of radioactive leaks

· A new public environmental assessment of mine waste management

Form Letter 2

· Overhaul of the present environmental regulatory regime to prove greater transparence and independence

· Greater involvement of traditional owners

· More monitoring points and increased frequency of monitoring

· Event-based monitoring

· Specific issues related to the Jabiluka project

Heathgate Resources believes the issues these form letters raise in relation to the Beverley Mine have been addressed in responses to similar claims made in the submissions of:

· The Australian Conservation Foundation

· Friends of the Earth

· Dr Dennis Matthews

However, should members of the Committee require further information, Heathgate Resources would be pleased to provide it.

Verbal evidence

Many of the issues raised in evidence during the committee’s hearings represented reiteration of statements made in written submissions.  Other evidence related to mines other than Beverly.  This document does not respond to issues relating to other mines except where claims of a very general nature are made.  Further, it does not respond to many of the anti-nuclear myths and war cries.  The following represents a selection of false and misleading statements made by witnesses.  It does not readdress matters raised in written submissions

2.14 Dr Dennis Matthews

Claim:  The nuclear industry in Australia does not have a very good record..

Response:  This is merely a statement of opinion that is not supported by examination of the facts.  Despite the fact that the industry is more stringently regulated than any other, the environmental catastrophes claimed by the anti-nuclear movement have not occurred.

Claim: Other industries dealing with the same sorts of nuclear waste would have to be more circumspect in the way it handles this material.

Response:  Radioactive waste produced in the mining and milling of Australian uranium is disposed of according to Commonwealth and State government regulation, which is based on internationally accepted best practice standards.

Claim:  The Radiation Protection Committee was stacked and ARPANSA is there to help the industry rather than look after the interests of the people of Australia in general.

Response:  This statement is without substance and is no more than an uninformed opinion of an opponent of the uranium mining industry. It reflects very gravely and unfairly on a number of Commonwealth and State Ministers and senior public servants.

Claim:  There is no empirical evidence to support the theory of attenuation.  Conclusions about the time scale are completely incorrect.  Rationalising liquid waste disposal in the aquifer on the basis of natural attenuation is a fraud.

Response:  Evidence from the Beverley Field Leach Trial and from sampling undertaken two and a half years after its completion has confirmed that attenuation is occurring as expected.

Claim:  The Beverley EIS stated that oxygen would be used as the oxidant, whereas it appears they are now using hydrogen peroxide.  If this is the case the EIS process was invalid and agreements given on the basis of those documents should be withdrawn.

Response:  The Beverley EIS stated that oxygen and hydrogen peroxide would be used in commercial mining operations.

Claim:  There are no technical reasons why (Beverley) cannot use alkaline leach.

Response:  The chemical balance of the aquifer renders alkaline leach inappropriate.

Claim:  (With reinjection of liquid waste) you have toxic radioactive waste that you have to worry about for thousands of generations.

Response:  Natural attenuation as demonstrated by sampling of the section of the orebody accessed during the Beverley Field leach Trial demonstrates that this statement is incorrect.  Significant attenuation has already occurred after less than three years.     

Claim:  The aquifer should be flushed out with fresh liquid until you get back to something close to where you started before mining.

Response:  Flushing the aquifer with fresh water represents a waste of the very resource Dr Matthews wishes to preserve and is not necessary, given the process of attenuation that will occur once mining ceases.

Claim:  If liquid from the tailings dam at Roxby leaks into the underground aquifer it will pollute that underground water in the vicinity and may eventually migrate away.  I do not see a lot of difference between that and deliberately polluting the underground water at Beverley.

Response:  The Beverley aquifer has been confirmed as an isolated resource with no connection to any other aquifer.  The comparison is with Olympic Dam is baseless.  In any event, studies have shown that most of the seepage at Olympic Dam was from the mine water retention dam and merely amounted to mine water returning to its originating aquifer.

Claim:  There were some trial mines in the US – I think it was Wyoming –where acid ISL was used.  They were unable to rehabilitate the aquifer.

Response:  Acid leach was trialed at Nine Mile Lake near Casper, Wyoming.    It was not used for commercial operations because the chemical nature of the aquifer suited alkaline leach.  The trial mine aquifer was successfully rehabilitated to the satisfaction of regulatory authorities.

Claim:  The whole lot of pipelines and the wellfields should be bunded.  There should be containments around all of those areas.

Response:  The entire wellfield is surrounded by a bund.  Any significant solution release would flow to the low point in the field, where it would be contained by the earthen wellfield bund.

2.15 David Noonan

Claim:  A letter from James J Graham to PIRSA on 19 April 2001 states the final report of the field leach trial was never intended to be a public document.  Heathgate Resources had always conducted their business on the basis that they could prevent public access to the trial mine reporting, to ground water monitoring and to the waste disposal reports.

Response:  The inference is that the report contained information that would confirm the ant-nuclear lobby’s erroneous claims of aquifer damage, which has not occurred.  Mr Graham’s letter outlined the reasons why Heathgate Resources was reluctant to provide it to the anti-nuclear lobby, which has a demonstrated track record of misrepresenting material of this nature.  Mr Graham’s letter went on to state:

“Further, we believe the ACF is conducting nothing more than a trawling exercise in the hope of turning up information it can manipulate to discredit PIRSA and Heathgate Resources.  Because the material in question contains no evidence of aquifer damage, collusion or cover-up, we believe it will simply lead to ACF demands for release of still more documents.  Acceding to these frivolous requests is likely to be a time-consuming and costly exercise for the Government as well as for Heathgate Resources, which is why we believe they should be resisted. “

Heathgate Resources has repeatedly invited Mr Noonan and others to visit Beverley and ask any questions they have.  Neither he nor any other anti-nuclear group has taken up the invitation.

Claim:  We are constrained from making any proper assessment of the extent of the damage, the impacts and the malpractice that have been allowed for years to be conducted at Beverley and Honeymoon by the deliberate prevention of access to information through various means such as commercial in confidence and secrecy provisions.

Response:  Proper assessment of the impact of the Beverley mine has been undertaken by the relevant regulatory authorities.  There has been no damage or malpractice.

Claim:  They should have to conduct a new pubic environmental impact assessment on how they manage their radioactive wastes and on their ground water impacts.

Response:  Beverley is operated within the approvals granted under a public environmental assessment process conducted in the late 1990s.  Heathgate Resources has not breached any of its operating conditions.  There is no need to readdress issues already covered in the EIS.

Claim:  The approvals to discharge mine wastes to ground water have even transferred from Beverley to Honeymoon even though groundwater conditions are substantially different at Honeymoon.

Response:  This Beverley approvals are in no way related to approvals for liquid waste disposal at Honeymoon.

Claim:  None of the categories (for reporting of incidents) require any public report.

Response:  All reportable spills are published on the PIRSA web site. Incidents considered to be of public interest are published on the Heathgate Resources web site.

Claim:  The Adnyamathanha community were, through legal means under the Acts and by the company, forced to come to an agreed outcome with the company.

Response:  The Adnyamathanha community was not forced to do anything of the kind.  Mining agreements reached with the various Native Title claimants – including those representing the Adnyamathanha community were negotiated in strict accordance with the law and in good spirit.

Claim:  The Chair on the Adnyamathanha Native Title Management Committee appeared on Channel 2 at the time of signing the agreement and said: “We were forced into signing it.”

Response:  The inference is that Heathgate Resources forced the ANTMC into signing the agreement.  This is not what the Chair (Vincent Coulthard) said.  Selective editing of the ABC television interview in the context of subsequent interviews broadcast on ABC radio makes this clear.  Mr Coulthard, who is opposed to uranium mining, said his people – not Heathgate Resources – had “forced him into signing” the agreement.

The following day Mr Coulthard was reported on ABC radio as saying: “I know deep down I can sleep at night.  I know that deep down inside me that I did my best for my history and my people and to some degree I’ve been really driven this way into being here and to put my signature on the document.  And that’s been guided by my people and I just go with what they wish me to do.”

Mr Noonan’s selective reporting of the Coulthard comments is deliberately misleading.

Claim:  We were prevented from having the opportunity of putting an informed submission to (the committee) because a very large part of the substantial documentation applying to the commercial operations at Beverley and which applied to the trial operations at Honeymoon is not in the public realm.

Response:  The fact that some documentation has been considered commercial in confidence has not resulted in the anti-nuclear movement being denied information that would support their claims of malpractice and environmental damage.  The fact is, none exists.  To the contrary, Mr Noonan and others have been invited many times to visit Beverley or address questions direct to Heathgate.  Neither he nor any other anti-nuclear group has taken up the invitation.

Claim:  Essentially you had a mine designed and operating on a basis that was not in proper compliance with best practice under hazard and operability standards both in Australia and elsewhere.

Response:  This statement is patently false.  The HAZOP conducted at the request of the Chief Inspector of Mines identified no major design or operational faults with the mine, which is the most modern ISL operation in the world and is setting the benchmark for best practice.

Claim:  The ACF finds it extraordinary that a regulator can fail to even hold a copy of the report the regulator ordered into what had gone wrong at that major leak at Beverley.

Response:  This is another manipulation of fact.  The HAZOP is not a report into what occurred during and after the 11 January 2002 solution spill.  All regulatory agencies have copies of the report that was prepared on the spill.  The regulators do not hold a copy of the HAZOP because it is not practice in any industry for proprietary information such as this to be held by the regulatory authorities.  The Chief Inspector of Mines does not hold a single HAZOP from any mine in the State.  However, he and other experts from PIRSA and the Environment Protection Authority have reviewed the document and associated drawings in our offices and at the mine site on numerous occasions.

Claim:  If the company are actually interested, as they claim in their submission to you, in public accountability and openness to the community, why do they refuse to make public the 73 recommendations for changes in their mine and plant after that major leak at Beverley?

Response:  None of the 73 recommendations contained in the HAZOP findings were such that the mine’s continued operation placed an unacceptable risk on the environment, the community or the workforce.  

Claim:  We believe it is absolutely unacceptable for the company to be the determinant of what is commercial in confidence.

Response:  This is a view that is unlikely to be shared by any company in Australia – in the mining industry or otherwise.  Industry all over Australia makes decisions on what it will place in the public domain on a daily basis.

Claim:  If the mine is operating in a manner that is polluting or is unsafe we believe that the Commonwealth has jurisdiction to intervene under its uranium export approvals to say to the company: “Unless you conduct your operations in a manner that is standards-wise acceptable to us you may no longer retain the previously assumed right for the export of uranium”.

Response:  This is correct.  The Commonwealth has such jurisdiction.  It has not acted as Mr Noonan suggests because the Beverley mine is operated to the satisfaction of the Commonwealth agencies involved with its regulation. 

Claim:  At one point the Conservation Council of SA were asked whether they wished to be a member of the Beverley Environment Consultative Committee.  Given their involvement with the Olympic Dam Operations Consultative Committee they declined that offer.

Response:  CCSA was not offered a position on the BECC, but on a consultative forum that would function in association with BECC, which is a Commonwealth-State-Heathgate committee that was established for the purpose of discussing operational issues and facilitating an exchange of information between the regulating agencies and the company.

The CCSA’s decision not to involve itself with the forum reflects the anti-nuclear movement’s preference for declining information when it is offered.

Claim:  I am not aware of any successful rehabilitation of the aquifers post the mining operations or even post trial mining operations that used acid ISL.

Response:  After acid leach was trialed at Nine Mile Lake near Casper, Wyoming, USA the aquifer was successfully rehabilitated to the satisfaction of regulatory authorities.

Claim:  In East Germany at the Konigstein and other acid ISL mines there, now that Germany has been reunited, even the best West German technology cannot remediate the impacts of the use of acid ISL in those former mine sites.

Response:  The Konigstein mine was operated in a manner significantly different to and without the environmental considerations that are fundamental at Beverley.  Nevertheless, the aquifer is being rehabilitated.  A Heathgate Resources affiliate company is assisting with the remediation process. 

Claim:  No company has ever been able to demonstrate that they can rehabilitate the impacts of acid ISL.  That is the reason the US has never approved acid ISL – because it impacts on ground water and essentially there is no demonstrated record to rehabilitate it.

Response:  Nine Mile Lake, Wyoming has demonstrated the ability to rehabilitate acid leach aquifers.  Konigstein in Germany is being rehabilitated.  There has never been an application to develop an acid ISL mine in the US because of the chemical nature of the aquifers, not because the process is banned, as Mr Noonan has claimed on many occasions in the past.

Claim:  Given that they (BECC) were privy to all of the leak issues at Beverley over a number of years when those leaks were kept secret, we think it is evidence of collusion between the regulators, state and federal and the company to keep evidence of unsatisfactory practice from the public.

Response:  Mr Noonan frequently alleges collusion between authorities and Heathgate to cover up incidents.  There is no basis for this claim.

2.16 Friends of the Earth – Bruce Thompson

Claim:  Friends of the Earth is a federation of 60 national environment groups across the world, so we are represented in 60 nations.  This gives Friends of the Earth a global experience in the nuclear industry.

Response:  Friends of the Earth’s “global experience in the nuclear industry” is as an opponent to the nuclear fuel cycle.  In the process, FOE has demonstrated a tendency to support its argument by distortion and misrepresentation of fact.

Claim:  Significant scientific debate remains about how contained the aquifer being mined (at Beverley) is and reports of groundwater excursions or leaks were revealed to the public only after approval had been granted.

Response:  Independent experts – Australian and international – have no doubt that the Beverley aquifer is contained.  The “scientific debate” referred to is represented only by papers prepared by anti-nuclear activist, Dr Gavin Mudd.  

There have been no excursions at Beverley.  The solution spill during the Field Leach Trial was reported to authorities almost a year before approval for commercial mining and revealed publicly seven months before approval.

Claim:  We see an increasingly political decision being made about uranium operations.  We do not see good, solid and independent assessment of those operations.

Response:  Decisions on whether mines can proceed are based on “good, solid and independent assessment”.  The anti-nuclear movement simply considers any opinion not shared by it to be flawed.

Claim:  Friends of the Earth does not believe that you can effectively manage uranium mining; it is intrinsically hazardous.

Response:  Uranium is mined in many countries without impact on the environment or the health and welfare of the community or workers.  Even in countries with much lesser environmental and occupational health and safety regulations than Australia, uranium mining compares more than favourably with coal mining, which annually results in deaths by the thousands through mine accidents and air pollution as a consequence of burning coal.

Claim:  We believe there is a continual accumulation of radioactive material within the environment from uranium operations and that continues to increase background radiation.

Response:  Uranium mining is no more hazardous than most other industrial activities and less so than many involving flammable chemicals.  The Uranium Information Centre knows of no uranium mining operations that release hazardous amounts of radioactive materials or where such materials on site pose a significant health or environmental hazard.  This statement is no more than a belief held by an anti-nuclear activist group than cannot provide supporting evidence.

Claim:  The nuclear cycle has been probably one of the most controversial industrial practices of the last 50 years.

Response:  It has been controversial because of activist rhetoric that is not supported by any examination of the facts.  The high performance and low intrinsic hazards associated with the nuclear fuel cycle stand it well above most other industrial practices.

Claim:  Australia has banned asbestos mining.  The nuclear industry has the same impacts (as asbestos).

Response:  The suggestion that the nuclear industry has had same impact as asbestos is not supported by any examination of the facts, except perhaps with regard to early, unventilated small-scale uranium mining in the (940s-50s and earlier.  There can certainly be no relevant comparison today.

Claim:  if the Australian Government made an independent assessment of the nuclear industry it would realise that uranium was not in our best interests for commercial development.

Response:  That assessment was undertaken as part of the Fox Inquiry.  There has been no major change in the global situation since then.  Friends of the Earth will only accept the findings of independent inquiries when their findings fit with the FOE agenda, which is to close all mines and wind back Australia’s involvement in the nuclear fuel cycle, regardless of the fact that many nations rely on nuclear power to provide large amounts of greenhouse-friendly electricity.

Claim:  There needs to be clear, staged and immediate action to rehabilitate the Jabiluka site, reduce the threat, retire the Jabiluka mineral lease and fold that lease back into Kakadu National Park and the World Heritage area.

Response:  Jabiluka was never part of the Kakadu National Park or World Heritage area.

2.17 The Australian Conservation Foundation

Claim:  The ACF believes that uranium mining is a complex, problematic, hazardous and always contentious issue.

Response:  That is clearly their belief, but the first three adjectives are not supported by facts and contention exists only because of their ideological beliefs.

Claim:  We are concerned about the cumulative effects of radiation, radioactive materials and heavy metal contamination.

Response:  This “cumulative effects” assertion is often repeated but never plausibly supported.

Adelaide, South Australia

31 October 2002
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