Nuclear Fuel Cycle Royal Commission submission – August 2015 – Dan Monceaux

ISSUES PAPER 1 – Uranium mining and milling
1.8
Would an expansion in extraction activities give rise to new or different risks for the
health and safety of workers and the community? If so, what are those risks and what
needs to be done to ensure they do not exceed safe levels?
When considering 'new and different' risks to workers and the public, it is important to
acknowledge that at present the risks related to internal contamination by radioactive material are
not yet fully or widely communicated to nuclear fuel cycle workers in Australia, nor to the general
public. The Government should produce standard, detailed information which should be distributed
to all past, existing and prospective workers handling or who have handled nuclear materials.
Workers need to be adequately informed about the risks of exposure to ionising radiation,
particularly the risk posed by internal contamination- the inhalation or ingestion of radon gas or
radioactive particulates. I am yet to see any literature produced by the Australian Government,
South Australian Government or any corporate interests in the uranium mining, milling and
transportation sector which adequately explains the risks of various cancers and genetic damage
caused by long term internal exposure following the absorbtion of radioactive material by the body.
This should be the highest safety priority, and once developed, this material should also be made
available freely to the general public via relevant government websites.

1.9
Are the existing arrangements for addressing the interaction between the interests
of exploration and extraction activities and other groups with interests such as
landowners and native title holders suitable to manage an expansion in exploration or
extraction activities? Why? If they are not suitable, what needs to be done?
It is my firm belief that extractive industries are not compatible with the purposes of environmental
conservation, and therefore no resource extraction activities should be permitted on any properties
dedicated to environmental conservation, regardless of their ownership or management
arrangements. This is contrary to the Government's considerable effort invested in opening up
conservation parks of various classifications to mineral exploration. There is no way that
exploration drilling can occur without working directly against the purposes of conservation
(clearing for tracks, introduction of weeds, erosion, alterations to drainage regimes, soil
contamination, puncturing of aquifers etc). If drilling works against the purposes of environmental
conservation, mining or other extractive industries are even less appropriate to consider. Any
'arrangements' in place for land access for mineral exploration within the boundaries of
conservation assets should be relinquished immediately and without exception.

1.10
Would a future expansion of exploration, extraction and milling activities create new
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environmental risks or increase existing risks? If so, are current strategies for managing
those new risks sufficient? If not, in what specific respects? How would any current
approach need to changed or adapted?
The management of exploration risk is not appropriately managed at present. Let me provide two
examples which substantiate this point. Firstly, the case of Marathon Resources, and the protection
of Arkaroola. The protected area was only established after Marathon breached environmental
regulations and subsequently lost their social license to operate in the region. More recently, the
work of Eyre Iron, which has been exploring on Eyre Peninsula for iron ore for the past several year
is noteworty. After land-holders went to extraordinary lengths to have their concerns heard and their
evidence considered regarding the reckless undertaking of exploratory drilling across a number of
properties, a drill hole audit was eventually undertaken by DMITRE. The audit revealed that the
majority of drill holes considered were non-compliant, for a wide variety of reasons. This matter
has not been discussed in the media, nor was a final report ever published and released for the
public to consider. This shows the inefficacy of DSD (then DMITRE) to regulate the very activity it
is committed to support and expand. The fact that so few people have seen the attached document is
further evidence of an observable trend towards secrecy and protecting corporate interests. This is
an observation made on the back of extensive personal experience over the past four years. I am
attaching a copy of the drill hole audit, which was obtained under Freedom of Information request .
Put simply, the regulation of mineral exploration needs to be made independent from the
Department of State Development and from political influence. It also needs to be proactive, not
reactive. The results of its monitoring and its special audits, such as the Eyre Iron example given
here should be disclosed to the public in full.

1.11
Given current techniques of extraction and milling and their regulation, what are
the relevant lessons for the contemporary management of environmental impacts
that should be learned from past extraction and milling practices?
Lessons can only be learned from past practise if we re-examine existing evidence, and where
possible, gather new evidence. I would like to be reassured that workers underground at Olympic
Dam and at processing plants at Olympic Dam, Beverley and Honeymoon are not experiencing
elevated cancer risk comparable to the underground workers at the former Radium Hill mine. The
underground mine operated near Olary in South Australia between 1954 and 1961. Epidemiology
studies of this worker cohort conducted in the 1980s and published in the early 1990s showed that
South Australian workers were subject to similar hazards to those experienced by uranium miners in
the USA during that period. While the USA eventually established the Radiation Exposure
Compensation Act to compensate affected workers (which I should add included miners, millers and
ore transportation workers) Australia has no comparable mechanism and therefore is yet to accept
any responsibility for the fate of exposed workers. Radium Hill was not the only uranium mine
operating in Australia during this period, thus it is highly likely that workers at Rum Jungle (NT),
Mary Kathleen (QLD) and Wild Dog Hill (SA) also suffered health impacts to some unknown
degree, as a consequence of occupational exposure.
This brings me to the need for further epidemiological studies in order to better understand the
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industry's prior impact on Australian workers. I believe that epidemiological studies should be
conducted as a matter of urgency, on worker cohorts from the following South Australian
operations:
1) Olympic Dam
2) Port Pirie processing plant
3) Wild Dog Hill (Myponga)
For the sake of the completeness of this record, I brought this matter to the attention of the
Commissioner and his staff Greg Ward and Chad Jacobi at the first Port Pirie public community
consultation session in 1 May 2015. The Commissioner agreed that it was a matter that needed to be
addressed. I used this opportunity to flag for the Commission that no studies other than the Radium
Hill studies exist, and asked if the Commission would support the undertaking of similar studies as
a matter of some urgency.
My concern is that in absence of any scientific studies or meaningful data, this Royal Commission
could make a premature and misleading inference or assumption regarding worker safetysomething along the lines of “no evidence currently exists to support concerns regarding potential
harm caused to uranium industry workers in South Australia, other than those employed at the
Radium Hill mine.”
A more appropriate conclusion would read something like:
“Given that no epidemiology studies have been conducted considering the fate of workers at the
Port Pirie uranium mill, Wild Dog Hill uranium mine or Olympic Dam mine, no conclusions can be
drawn regarding the adequacy of regulation and the safety or lack thereof of contemporary uranium
industry workers in South Australia.”
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ISSUES PAPER 2 – Further processing and manufacture
2.2
Would it be feasible for South Australia to assume a greater role in manufacturing
materials containing radioactive and nuclear substances? What factors need to be taken
into account in making that determination? Which factors are most important and why?
I have no doubt that it would be technically feasible for South Australia to support nuclear
industries in these ways. Whether it would be economically feasible is another question and one I
am unable to answer. I would argue that it is not morally feasible for South Australia to produce
anything but radioactive isotopes, which should be produced in cyclotrons, and not in experimental
nuclear reactors. This moral position is based on the premise that to deny supply (of fissile material)
is the most effective way for Australia to materially reduce the risk of nuclear weapons proliferation
worldwide, and therefore the threat of nuclear war.

2.5
Could South Australia viably increase its participation in manufacturing materials
containing radioactive and nuclear substances? Why or why not? What evidence is
there about this issue? What new or emerging technologies are being developed which
might impact this decision?
A notable Australian development in uranium enrichment is that of SILEX Systems, and their laser
enrichment technology. It has been noted that SILEX technology uses about a quarter of the land
and a quarter of the energy that other established methods of uranium enrichment use. While this
has created a business proposition which is being developed in the USA, it also threatens to
exacerbate nuclear weapons proliferation risk. While the technology is currently classified, it is
likely that the technology will leak (that's how Russia obtained nuclear weapons after World War II)
and when it does, there will be a new threat to world peace... enrichment facilities which, due to
their lower heat and energy consumption profile, will be much harder to detect. I have grave moral
concerns about the realisation of this technology and its implications for nuclear weapons
proliferation.

2.6
What are the specific models and case studies that demonstrate the best practice
for the establishment, operation and regulation of facilities for the conversion,
enrichment, fuel fabrication or reprocessing of, or the manufacture of materials
containing, radioactive and nuclear substances? What are the less successful examples?
Where have they been implemented? What lessons can be drawn from them?
France appears to have one of the world's best track records when it comes to such activities,
though I cannot say conclusively as I cannot read French, and therefore have not been able to
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conduct anything close to an exhaustive search of literature related to French nuclear practise and
incidents. I would like instead to draw the Commission's attention to the case of Tokaimura, Japan.
Tokaimura's history reads as a warning of the many hazards associated with uranium enrichment
and spent fuel reprocessing. In the 1970s, the Carter government in the USA was concerned that
enrichment technology being developed in Japan could potentially leak to states or organisations
seeking to develop nuclear weapons capabilities.
•

http://www.newspapers.com/clip/2977222/japans_tokaimura_gaseous_diffusion/

Another concern was the potential for diversion of plutonium for nuclear weapons production.
•

http://www.newspapers.com/clip/2977299/slate_meet_on_japans_nuclear_plant/

Concerns regarding the separation of uranium and plutionium via spent fuel reprocessing were
realised, when 70 kilograms of plutonium was reported 'lost' in 1994.
•

http://www.newspapers.com/clip/2977398/plutonium_missing_from_nuclear_plant/

A lackadaisical approach to safety was later attributed to major accidents at Tokaimura in 1997 and
1999. The first event saw two fires start within 10 hours at the facility, damaging plant and exposing
37 workers to elevated levels of radiation.
•

http://www.newspapers.com/clip/2977412/japanese_nuclear_plant_has_two_fires/

While the environmental impact of the event was downplayed, video footage revealed the intensity
of the blast, and its proximity to nuclear waste.
•

http://www.newspapers.com/clip/1956750/video_shows_evidence_of_powerful_blast/

Despite officials assuring people that there was no public safety risk, elevated levels of Cesium, a
product of the fission process, were detected 35 miles distant from the site.
•

http://www.newspapers.com/clip/2977436/greater_radiation_leak_hinted/

Another accident in 1999 accident resulted in two fatalities following a criticality incident which
occurred during an improvised liquid uranium mixing process. Two workers received fatal doses of
radiation and died several months later, a third exposed worker was severely injured, but survived.
The IAEA described the cause of the accident as “human error and serious breaches of safety
principles.“
•

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tokaimura_nuclear_accident

Another example of a further processing facility which faces long term contamination problems on
its terrestrial site and in the adjacent Irish Sea is Sellafield (formerly Windscale). It's effluent
discharge has made the Irish Sea one of the most radioactive bodies of water in the world, and
radionuclides persist in the sediment and on beaches there. The report linked below gives some
indication of the nature of the effluent and some historical information on it.
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•

http://www.cefas.defra.gov.uk/publications/aquatic/aemr32.pdf

2.9
What additional environmental risks would be created by the establishment and
operation of such facilities in South Australia? Are there strategies for managing those
risks? If not, what strategies would need to be developed? How would any current
approach to management need to be changed or adapted?
Many nuclear facilities require water for cooling or for use in chemical processes. This would likely
result in the siting of a facility near to the coast, so as to draw upon seawater, potentially operating
in conjunction with a seawater desalination plant. Due to the slow flushing time of South Australia's
two gulf systems, no large industrial cooling water or desalination brine discharge should be located
on the shores of Gulf St. Vincent or Spencer Gulf. Upper Spencer Gulf is particularly slow flushing,
require 400 days to be replenished by ocean exchange. A paper from Jochen Kaempf on the subject
is linked below.
•

http://www.bioone.org/doi/abs/10.2112/JCOASTRES-D-10-00043.1?journalCode=coas

I have asked DEWNR for an update on the status of a long anticipated Statewide Desalination Plan
which was initially to be developed by SA Water. It was intended to investigate and determine
environmentally appropriate and inappropriate sites on South Australia's coast for seawater
desalination plants after considering a range of environmental factors. This document is years
overdue, and in my opinion should be expedited to prevent any inappropriate site selections for
industrial proposals, not limited to nuclear facilities.

2.10
Given current techniques for further processing of radioactive and nuclear substances,
what are the relevant lessons for the contemporary management of environmental
impacts which should be learned from past South Australian processing practices?
It would be appropriate for Olympic Dam to maintain a public register of birds found dead on the
banks of the mine's tailings ponds, or within the Special Mining Lease generally. Little is known
about the impact of exposure to mine tailings on birds, including the effects of ingestion of
immersion in tailings pond water and research in this field is long overdue.
Similarly, understanding the environmental impacts of existing cooling water discharges on the
ecology of Spencer Gulf (thermal pollution) would be instructive in anticipating the environmental
impacts of any future nuclear industrial cooling water discharges on South Australia's coast. Study
subjects could/should include the Nyrstar's lead smelter at Port Pirie, Alinta's coal-fired power
stations near Port Augusta, and the Whyalla steelworks- all of which currently return water to the
sea at elevated temperatures.
6
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It would also be pertinent for Olympic Dam to investigate the commercial opportunities in
separating rare earth elements from the existing mine tailings, thus turning a liability into a potential
asset. This could potentially diversify and expand the manufacturing base of Olympic Dam products
and in time could potentially allow BHP Billiton to abandon uranium production in the future,
should the uranium market suffer or Australians withdraw the current social license to export
uranium.

2.11
What security implications are created by the activities of conversion, enrichment,
fabrication or reprocessing of nuclear fuel, or by further manufacturing activities, in
South Australia? What is the evidence which suggests that such risks might materialise?
Can they be addressed and by what means?
Spent fuel reprocessing, should it occur in South Australia would require the safe storage of spent
nuclear fuel, which would contain uranium and plutonium. The storage of such material creates a
potential 'dirty bomb' threat, and as such would need to be stored underground, at an appropriate
depth, so as to insulate it from conventional or nuclear explosive blasts.
As per Tokaimura, discussed previously in this section, issues exist for nuclear weapons
proliferation, so ensuring that all uranium and plutonium are traced and accounted for is critical, as
is ensuring that technology and processes remain classified where applicable (for example if
Australia were to adopt SILEX enrichment technology).

2.12
What safeguards issues are created by the further participation in South Australia in
activities (such as the production of uranium oxide, conversion, enrichment, fuel
fabrication or reprocessing) necessary for uranium to be used as a fuel in electricity
generation? Can those implications be addressed? If so, by what means? Further, would
the possession of those technical capabilities give rise to strategic and policy issues for
Australia? If so, what are those issues and how could they be addressed?
In my opinion, Australia should be committed to the banning of nuclear weapons. If such a
commitment were made, it would be inappropriate for Australia to be engaged in supporting the use
of fissile materials by mining, milling, processing, reprocessing or manufacturing. Prevention of the
distribution of fissile material is the greatest means at our disposal to stop the increase of nuclear
arms proliferation.

2.13
7
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What financial or economic model or method ought be used to estimate the economic
benefits from South Australia’s establishment and operation of facilities for the
conversion, enrichment, fuel fabrication or reprocessing of, or the manufacture of
materials containing, radioactive and nuclear substances? What information or data
(including that drawn from actual experience elsewhere) should be used in that model or
method?
Any financial model ought to consider the financial consequences of worst case scenarios, which in
turn may support the recommendation that the proposed activity should not be undertaken. For
example, nuclear and non-nuclear attacks on nuclear industrial facilities (including repositories and
stockpiles) and the possibility of class action lawsuits should worker cohorts, other business sectors
or residential communities become contaminated in such an event, could have catastrophic
consequences for South Australia's economy, society and environment.

2.14
Would South Australia’s establishment and operation of such facilities give rise to
impacts on other sectors of the economy? What would those impacts be? How should
they be estimated and what information should be used? Have such impacts been
demonstrated in other economies similar to South Australia?
A terrorist attack on nuclear industrial facilities, resulting in the mobilisation of chemical and/or
radiological pollution into the biosphere could have catastrophic consequences for South Australia's
economy. Pollution of Spencer Gulf could lead to a collapse in fisheries (prawn, blue crab, snapper,
southern bluefin tuna) or loss of seagrass forests (a critical carbon sink and marine nursery habitat).
Pollution of arable land could adversely impact the state's traditional agricultural primary industries
base, and the contamination of significant lands could result in refugees and sacrificial zones as
demonstrated following Chernobyl and Fukushima disasters.
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ISSUES PAPER 3 – Electricity generation
3.1
Are there suitable areas in South Australia for the establishment of a nuclear reactor for
generating electricity? What is the basis for that assessment?
Given my moral position on the production of fissile materials, I cannot support any proposal for a
nuclear reactor in South Australia. If the sole purpose of such a reactor would be to generate
electricity, then this can be achieved by other means (renewable energy, storage and transmission
upgrades to facilitate exports to the eastern sea board).
That said, were a reactor to be built in South Australia it would likely require cooling water, and
therefore be located on the state's coast. Given the slow-flushing nature of South Australia's two
gulf systems, these regions should be excluded from consideration for any such facility. The
existing impact of thermal pollution and tritium (another nuclear power plant liquid effluent) on
marine ecology should be thoroughly studied and understood.

3.6
What are the specific models and case studies that demonstrate the best practice for the
establishment and operation of new facilities for the generation of electricity from
nuclear fuels? What are the less successful examples? Where have they been
implemented in practice? What relevant lessons can be drawn from them if such
facilities were established in South Australia?
I cannot speak of the best practise in this industry- but the sacrifice zones, the nuclear refugees and
the ongoing management problems with Chernobyl, Fukushima and the uncertain path towards
decommissioning of aging and retired power plants around the world are problems which are
unique to this extraordinarily complex method of generating electricity.

3.7
What place is there in the generation market, if any, for electricity generated from
nuclear fuels to play in the medium or long term? Why? What is the basis for that
prediction including the relevant demand scenarios?
I do not believe there is any place for nuclear power generation in Australia's energy mix. While I
understand the 'like for like' baseload proposal to swap coal for uranium, Mark Diesendorf's
research has showed that this would not be necessary with a wider distribution and mix of
renewable, potentially supported by stronger connectivity between state markets and backed up
with biofuel backup generators. I recommend that the Commission follow this up with Diesendorf
directly, as he is leading some research at the University of New South Wales at present which is
immediately relevant to the Commission's inquiry.
I can understand the Minerals Council of Australia's eagerness to create a new market for nuclear
9
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fuel (and therefore uranium) in Australia, and their eagerness to niche market nuclear power to
major resource projects on and offshore in the form of small modular reactors. I do not believe that
this sector's interests are shared by the wider Australian community. This was demonstrated clearly
in 2007, following the Switkowski Review. A company called Australian Nuclear Energy
considered the possibility of nuclear power in South Australia's upper Spencer Gulf region and in
Victoria, which in turn provoked backlash from State Premiers Rann and Bracks, and from regional
communities which were named at the time as prospective sites.

3.8
What issues should be considered in a comparative analysis of the advantages
and disadvantages of the generation of electricity from nuclear fuels as opposed to other
sources? What are the most important issues? Why? How should they be analysed?
The problems of solid, liquid and gaseous wastes from nuclear electricity generation, its thermal
pollution and its vulnerability to attack by terrorists or during times of war are not shared by
competing renewable technologies. Renewable technologies can also be deployed at a range of
scales, such that nuclear electricity generation is presently unable to match. The full life cycle
carbon emissions of all electricity generation methods should be compared, along with the
economic costs of electricity delivered by each method.

3.9
What are the lessons to be learned from accidents, such as that at Fukushima, in
relation to the possible establishment of any proposed nuclear facility to generate
electricity in South Australia? Have those demonstrated risks and other known safety
risks associated with the operation of nuclear plants been addressed? How and by what
means? What are the processes that would need to be undertaken to build confidence in
the community generally, or specific communities, in the design, establishment and
operation of such facilities?
The lesson of Fukushima is that the unthinkable can and does occasionally happen. It is a warning
to other nations to not rely on nuclear power provided they have alternatives available to them. We
have many alternatives here in Australia (largely solar and wind technologies, also opportunities for
marine hydro) and we should embrace them.

3.10
If a facility to generate electricity from nuclear fuels was established in South
Australia, what regulatory regime to address safety would need to be established?
What are the best examples of those regimes? What can be drawn from them?
As I describe in my cover letter, I do not believe that South Australia has demonstrated sufficient
maturity or efficacy in existing environmental regulation to make regulating nuclear power plants
worthy of consideration. See supporting materials for details to support my position.
10
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3.11
How might a comparison of the emission of greenhouse gases from generating
electricity in South Australia from nuclear fuels as opposed to other sources be
quantified, assessed or modelled? What information, including that drawn from relevant
operational experience should be used in that comparative assessment? What general
considerations are relevant in conducting those assessments or developing these
models?
It is critical that the full life cycle of all electricity generation methods be considered. Changes in
cost for each method over time should also be considered. This will reveal that the cost of nuclear
power generation is increasing, while costs for renewable electricity generation are trending
downwards. Emmissions associated with mining, preparation supply and care-taking of spent fuel
for nuclear power should also be considered. Raw materials for facility constructions should also be
considered.

3.12
What are the wastes (other than greenhouse gases) produced in generating electricity
from nuclear and other fuels and technologies? What is the evidence of the impacts of
those wastes on the community and the environment? Is there any accepted means by
which those impacts can be compared? Have such assessments making those
comparisons been undertaken, and if so, what are the results? Can those results be
adapted so as to be relevant to an analysis of the generation of electricity in South
Australia?
Wastes from nuclear power generation include thermal pollution discharged as steam and in cooling
water discharges, tritium discharged to water, iodine and noble gases periodically discharged to the
atmosphere and solid wastes in the form of spent fuel. The mining and milling of uranium to
provide nuclear fuel also generates solid and slurry radioactive wastes, which remain in tailings
ponds like those at Olympic Dam. Current reprocessing techniques result in the release of the gas
Krypton-85 to the atmosphere, which has a half-life of 10.7 years and is accumulating in the
atmosphere with unknown effects.
I am personally committed to studying the impact of these pollutants on communities and the
environment, but am not sufficiently progressed in this work to extrapolate on this issue at presentnor am I able to draw detailed comparisons with renewable energy's material inputs (and associated
wastes) for the sake of comparison. Ecotoxicological comparisons of wastes on a range of South
Australian biota from various electricity generation methods would be worth of undertaking.

3.14
What safeguards issues are created by the establishment of a facility for the
generation of electricity from nuclear fuels? Can those implications be addressed
adequately? If so, by what means?
11
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To the best of my knowledge, all current commercially operating nuclear reactors produce
plutonium, therefore no reactor is exempt from increasing the global inventory of fissile material,
able to be weaponised. This works against the objective of nuclear disarmament and therefore I
must insist on denial of supply as the most effective way to address proliferation risk.
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ISSUES PAPER 4 – Management, storage and disposal of
nuclear and radioactive waste
4.6
What are the security implications created by the storage or disposal of intermediate or
high level waste at a purpose-built facility? Could those risks be addressed? If so, by
what means?
The concentration of any combination of intermediate and high level nuclear waste creates the risk
of the repository being targeted by terrorists or an enemy in a time of war as a ready-made dirty
bomb. This points to the importance of storing the material underground, to minimise risk of
mobilisation of nuclear material into the atmosphere in the event of an explosion or fire at the
facility.
Obviously materials would need to be securely transported to and from the facility, especially those
materials containing uranium and plutonium (ie. spent nuclear fuel) which if intercepted could be
reprocessed and separated to produce nuclear weapons material.

4.8
Bearing in mind the measures that would need to be taken in design and siting, what
risks for health and safety would be created by establishing facilities to manage, store
and dispose of nuclear or radioactive waste? What needs to be done to ensure that risks
do not exceed safe levels? Can anything be done to better understand those risks?
Occupational exposure would need to be measured, monitored and managed. In the event of a fire,
explosion or attack of any kind, there is a possibility that nuclear materials could be mobilised into
the atmosphere. This could have long-lived consequences for people who inhabit or work in
adjacent areas and those down-wind of any atmospheric release. In a worst case scenario, such an
event could result in sacrificial zones as per Maralinga, Fukushima and Chernobyl.
Given that the site of any proposed facility in South Australia is likely to be some distance from
major towns and cities, the implications of such an event on remote indigenous communities needs
careful consideration. Their ability to sustain their way of life and cultural connection to country
could be severely compromised by such an incident, as it was for the people of Maralinga.
It is imperative that every measure possible be made to minimise the risk of any atmospheric
mobilisation of nuclear material. In my opinion, deep geological storage seems to be the most
practical approach to this problem. Another problem encountered with geological storage is water
infiltration, which can lead to corrosion or other chemical reactions. This has compromised existing
and prospective storage sites elsewhere, including Yucca Mountain in the USA and the Lanyu
nuclear waste storage facility on Orchid Island, Taiwan.
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4.9
Bearing in mind the measures that would need to be taken in design and siting, what
environmental risks would the establishment of such facilities present? Are there
strategies for managing those risks? If not, what strategies would need to be developed?
How would any current approach to management need to be changed or adapted?
See previous answer for combined response.

4.10
What are the risks associated with transportation of nuclear or radioactive wastes
for storage or disposal in South Australia? Could existing arrangements for the
transportation of such wastes be applied for this purpose? What additional measures
might be necessary?
My greatest concern regarding the transportation of nuclear waste within Australia would be the
rail journey from Darwin to South Australia (assuming the Port of Darwin were authorised to
receive nuclear wastes). This concern is based on the experience of mining company Oz Minerals,
who lost approximately 1200 tonnes of copper concentrate cargo from Prominent Hill when a rail
embankment was washed away by flood waters in December 2011. The spilled copper concentrates,
which were radioactive, entered the Edith River. The event was sufficient for Oz Minerals to
reconsider its export pathway, and it has chosen to export from Port Adelaide instead ever since.
•

http://www.miningaustralia.com.au/news/oz-minerals-ordered-to-clean-up-copper-spill--1-

I believe the all-weather integrity of the existing north-south rail link between Darwin and Tarcoola
deserves careful assessment, and may require rerouting to minimise the risk of a repeat occurrence
with nuclear waste or other cargo hazardous to the environment in the future.
Road freight of nuclear wastes should be avoided as far as reasonably possible to avoid the
possibility of any collisions with motorists, or accidents occurring on public roads.
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APPENDIX A:

S.O.S. Summary notes
&
Compliance Audit Report Eyre Iron's Exploration Activities,
Lower Eyre Peninsula

15

Congratulations to all of our community and SOS members.
Your support, research, local information and presentations to the state government result is

Eyre Iron Pty Ltd ordered to cease all exploration drilling whilst
New Benchmarks for Exploration Drilling in environmentally sensitive
sustainable agricultural land come into effect.
The community has effectively demanded that the Mining Regulator (DMITRE) conduct an audit of
drilling sites at Greenpatch, Charlton Gully/White Flat, Koppio, Brennand, Kapperna, Mount Hill,
Oolanta, Carrow and Iron Mount for non-compliance of:
1. Exploration Licence.
2. Exploration Work Programs (EWP’s).
3. Program for Environment Protection and Rehabilitation (PEPR).
4. Mining Act 1971.
5. Mining Regulations 2011.
For Greenpatch, Charlton Gully, White Flat, Koppio, Brennand and Iron Mount Audit findings:
 80% of exploration drilling inspected is non-compliant.
 Unauthorized exploration drilling identified.
 Documentation non-consistent and not accurate.
 Damaging and ongoing environmental impacts.
 Incorrect drilling rehabilitation.
 Excessive native vegetation clearance.
 Waste material and pollution left over the land.
 Breaches of Program for Environment Protection and Rehabilitation (PEPR).
The Compliance Directions include:
 No drilling allowed on undulating land.
 No drilling allowed in vegetated land.
 No drilling on flat terrain before proving compliance with new procedures.
 No drilling before providing evidence to the Director of Mines that measures
to prevent recurrence of breeches are in place.
 Provide a $100,000 rehabilitation bond.
SOS will provide further information at the following public meetings.

 7:00 p.m. Wednesday 5th June 2013 - Warramboo Club
 7:00 p.m. Tuesday 11th June 2013 - Yallunda Flat Hall

Since forming as a committee to represent the Eyre Peninsula community on issues affecting the sustainability of our
natural resource environment we have required government regulators to be more responsible to the community
they are funded by. We have required observance for the existing regulations from the numerous identified and
outstanding threats that have been previously permitted through those government agencies which promote mining
and exploration activities. Those threats not only being to both surface and groundwater, and native vegetation but
also to the economic sustainability of the thousands of rural agricultural and the urban businesses, and public health.
The following documents (an edited and partial disclosure by Eyre Iron) clearly detail that due to the effective
activities of SOS, which has significant and widespread community support, the Department for Manufacturing,
Innovation, Trade, Resources and Energy (DMITRE) has found a requirement to act in its role as regulator for the
Mining Industry.
The first company on Eyre Peninsula to have been subjected to a Compliance Audit for Exploration Drilling due to
SOS’s disclosures of their non-compliant activities has been Eyre Iron Pty Ltd. Eyre Iron Pty Ltd is the management
company for an Eyre Peninsula joint venture (Project Fusion) between equal share partners Wugang Australian
Resources Investment Pty Ltd and Centrex Metals Limited. Wugang Australian Resources is owned and controlled by
the Chinese company Wuhan Iron & Steel (Group) co. (“WISCO”). WISCO has a 60 per cent right to iron ore resources
from their exploration licenses on southern Eyre Peninsula with Centrex holding a 40 per cent right.
SOS remains vigilant across the community and is continuing to record the non‐compliant activities of companies
undertaking exploration drilling and mining activities on Eyre Peninsula. Both Lincoln Minerals Limited and Iron Road
Limited are very active in exploration drilling at this time.
We are pleased to be able to provide to the community the following information which specifically lists the
multiple breaches of the existing regulations and guidelines.

DMITRE has notified Eyre Iron Pty Ltd that it is to:


Cease Drilling in undulating or vegetated terrain



Drill on flat terrain only when it can prove a capacity to follow the updated procedures



Provide evidence to the Director of Mines that measures to prevent recurrence of breeches
are in place before resumption of drilling in undulating or vegetated terrain.

DMITRE has identified significant issues with Eyre Iron Pty Ltd for:


Best Practice Environmental Standards



Compliance to Regulation 89 of the Mining Regulations 2011



Topsoil Management



Excessive Excavation



Native Vegetation Clearance



Inadequate Management Systems



Eyre Iron’s capacity to achieve a Social Licence to Operate for Project Fusion.

