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SUMMARY

The processing of ore from ERA's Ranger mine will be completed before 2009, so the development of the

Company's Jabiluka project is vital to its future. In order to achieve the Company's aim of utilising the Ranger

mill to process the Jabiluka ore ERA is looking at innovative ways of furthering community relationships and

responding to the needs of its major stakeholders, particularly the local Aboriginal landowners. The Jabiluka

development has been a trigger for ERA to reconsider the way it does business in order to meet expectations of

the community while maintaining financial viability.

1. INTRODUCTION

Jabiluka has been an issue of media and public

interest since the late 1960's and more recently since

the preparation of an EIS for the development of the

mine by ERA in 1996.

The adjoining Ranger mine was also the focus of

attention in the 70s and was brought on-line in 1980.

With nineteen years of successful operation,

independently scrutinised for environmental impact,

Ranger has won the right for public acceptance.

Map). The Ranger operation consists of two open

pits, Ranger #1 (mined out in 1994) and Ranger #3

(mining commenced in 1997) and a processing plant

capable of producing 6,000 tonnes of U3O8.

In 1991 ERA purchased the Jabiluka deposit from

Pancontinental for $125 million. Pancontinental had

been denied the opportunity to develop the Jabiluka

deposits following the election of the ALP

Government in 1983 and the implementation of the

"Three mines Policy".

It is what lies ahead for Jabiluka and the long term

future of ERA which is perhaps of most interest and

is the focus of this paper.

Energy Resources of Australia (ERA) has recently

been reviewing what is required to bring Jabiluka

successfully into production. What ERA means by

successful production is having an operation which

meets, and if possible exceeds, the expectations of

local Aboriginal communities, the Government,

shareholders, concerned community groups,

employees and our customers.

2. HISTORY

ERA commenced operations at Ranger in the

Northern Territory in 1980 (See Figure 1 - Location

Following the election of the Coalition Government

in March 1996, ERA prepared an EIS for the

Jabiluka development which was subsequently

approved by the Government subject to ERA

complying with 75 stringent conditions designed to

protect the World Heritage Values of the adjacent

Kakadu National Park.

Stage 1 of the development, a 1,150 m decline, 720

m of lateral development for further mine planning

studies and surface facilities has been completed.

The Jabiluka project has now entered a 12 month

design phase that will enable the completion of

further environmental and cultural studies as well as

further negotiations with the Aboriginal people.

Figure 2 shows the current Jabiluka site.
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3. OUTLOOK

It is expected mining will be completed at Ranger by

2006 and production will be completed before 2009.

The Company's plans are to commence limited

production at Jabiluka in 2001, phasing in to full

production as the last of the Ranger ore is depleted.

In the short-term ERA plans to produce to match its

sales, currently around 4,000 tonnes at Ranger,

however the mill capacity is 6,000 tonnes and the

Company is in a strong position to increase

production to this rate in response to any upturn in

the market.

4. WORLD HERITAGE DECISION - A

TURNING POINT

Followers of the fortunes of Jabiluka would be

aware of the July 1999 decision by the World

Heritage Committee not to list Kakadu "in danger"

as a result of the Jabiluka mine. The Company

believes that the recent World Heritage decision has

been a real turning point in the debate about this

project. And in many respects a turning point for

ERA as it was a sharp reminder of the ever

increasing expectations of operating a mine

immediately adjacent to the World Heritage listed

Kakadu National Park.

The message of this paper is that the community

expectations on this project continue to increase and

ERA is putting particular effort into finding

innovative ways of meeting these expectations.

First, a little about an ongoing discussion that has

been taking place between ERA, and within groups

which oversee Jabiluka at North Limited, the parent

company of ERA. It is a discussion about what

ERA perceives as the facts of the Jabiluka issue

versus the emotion of the issue.

On one hand there are the range of emotional

arguments, often used by opponents of projects and

often with success, which focus on the rights and

wrongs, the what if s and maybe's of proposed

activities. Such emotional arguments are often

played out in stereotypes and often at the expense of

the facts of the matter. And it is this point which

causes some discussion within ERA and North.

Our people frustratingly ask "Why is it we can't get

the facts of the matter across?", or more commonly

"If only they knew the facts then their concerns

would dissipate".

Indeed at no time in the past have the facts

surrounding the Jabiluka development seemed more

remote and lost. The emotion surrounding Jabiluka

is everywhere.

So first a few of the facts about the Jabiluka

development which we see as important in this

debate.

• Jabiluka for all intent and purposes is a small

underground mining operation in a dedicated

lease on the eastern side of Kakadu National

Park. The project covers an area of less than 20

hectares. The existing Ranger mine is 620

hectares and is 22 km to the south of Jabiluka

while the adjacent Kakadu National Park covers

two million hectares.

• It will also operate under even more stringent

conditions than those at the adjacent Ranger

mine, which has successfully operated for the

past 19 years without causing detriment to

Kakadu.

• Ultimately Jabiluka and Ranger will be

completely rehabilitated to world's best practice

to blend in with the Park. Indeed this

rehabilitation process is guaranteed by cash

funds and bonds held by the Federal

Government.
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• The project will generate nearly $4 billion in

economic wealth for Australia and over $200

million in royalties for Aboriginal groups.

These facts as we see them stand in contrast to the

emotional side of the debate where the statements

are all too familiar to ERA. These being:

• ERA should not be in Kakadu National Park

• the world heritage values of the area are being

endangered, and

• the Company is not respecting the cultural

values and wishes of the Traditional Owners.

ERA has spent countless hours attempting to address

these claims. No more recently than with World

Heritage deliberations on Jabiluka and whether

Kakadu should be listed as "in danger" from the

current Jabiluka development.

The initial delegation from UNESCO arrived at

Kakadu in late October last year to gather

information. ERA proudly stated its impressive

environmental record of operating the Ranger

uranium mine for the past 18 years - a record backed

by the Federal Government's Supervising Scientist

Group of over forty five scientists and technicians.

The Company's proposal to develop Jabiluka had

also been through a thorough environmental

assessment and passed with a range of stringent

consent conditions. ERA's proposal to develop

Jabiluka submitted to the Federal Government for

review in 1996 represented a unique opportunity to

use the existing mill at Ranger, 20 km to the south.

There was no open cut - it was an underground

operation without the need for all of the

infrastructure required by a new mill. It was remote

from the public eye and required minimal surface

facilities. It could be operated as a contained site -

all run off could be collected. It posed a straight

forward rehabilitation solution. Tailings could be

stored at the existing Ranger project in the used pits.

In simple terms it was, and indeed remains, a near

perfect development scenario.

In addition the Company believed it had, since

exploration days, respected and listened to the

wishes of traditional owners of the area - ERA had

placed some uranium deposits out of development

limits due to Traditional Owners' concerns about

their closeness to important sites. Overall the

Company believed that good intent had been

displayed with Aboriginal groups of the region and

ERA had the scientific data to back the claim that

the Company had not impacted Kakadu National

Park as a result of 18 years of operation at Ranger.

The World Heritage Committee expressed concern

about a number of issues that they believed posed a

threat to Kakadu National Park's world heritage

values.

The cultural concerns ranged from social impacts to

impacts on the land and important sites, while the

scientific uncertainty related to what was an

acceptable degree of risk to the Kakadu

environment. Indeed the very royalty payments that

were imposed on ERA to compensate Aboriginal

people were blamed for some of the social problems.

And so the debate was played out. There were

claims and counter claims. More facts and more

emotion. Different sets of experts from all points of

view. There was a tremendous amount of

documentation produced, significant media

comment and heavy political interest.

It became clear that the Australian Government

wished to understand and either address the concerns

of UNESCO's World Heritage group or show that
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their concerns had already been addressed, an

approach supported by ERA.

In discussing this issue it is important to note that

ERA's place in this process was pushed very much

from the sidelines.

point in the world heritage debate was the scale of

expectations that ERA was prepared to respond to.

It was the first time that the production plans of the

company had been questioned, not for commercial

reasons, but from the broader community

expectations on that operation.

The key to the resolution of the World Heritage

issue rested not so much on a debate of the facts of

the matter, but in gaining of a clear understanding of

the expectations many World Heritage delegates had

of additional development in the area. In short, the

view from a majority of delegates to the World

Heritage Committee was that an additional new

mine in the region would at the end of the day bring

too much environmental and cultural pressure to the

area. The expectation was one of no significant

additional impact.

Most of you would have read or seen that as a result

of the concerns of the World Heritage group that

ERA has agreed to phase in production at Jabiluka

as production at Ranger is phased out. This places

limitations around ERA's production capacity and

therefore effectively limits the company's ability to

respond to a strong market. It does however address

prime concerns of the World Heritage Committee

relating to the impacts that an additional mine in the

area would bring.

The decision to change the Company's development

expectations for Jabiluka and bring it in line with the

expectations of the World Heritage group was not an

easy one, but as I said at the beginning of this

address, the events of the World Heritage decision

were a turning point in the debate for Jabiluka and

significantly a turning point for ERA.

I would however like to stress that ERA believes it

has in the past always responded to reasonable

expectations placed on the Company. The turning

This is an interesting precedent, but one which has

given ERA confidence to face some of the more

intangible issues still facing the project.

With the world heritage deliberations behind us,

there are now even more important expectations to

be faced.

A key expectation comes from the Traditional

Owners of the Ranger and Jabiluka leases. This

group, represented by the Mirrar Gundjehmi

Aboriginal clan, has consistently opposed the

development of Jabiluka. Along with other

Aboriginal people in the region affected by the

project, the Mirrar Gundjehmi have a right to refuse

the transfer of ore from Jabiluka for processing at

the existing Ranger Mill.

As we all know communication is the first step in

understanding expectations of key stakeholders and

ERA is the first to admit there it still has a long way

to go to understand the views of some Traditional

Owners.

Indeed with respect to the Mirrar Gundjehmi, the

fact is that ERA and North do not fully understand

why the Mirrar Gundjehmi are opposed to the

development of Jabiluka, although it may be due to

the perceived or real social and cultural impacts of

the initial Ranger developments. The Company's

conversations with the Mirrar Gundjehmi on their

concerns have been extremely limited.
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ERA's relationship with the representative body for

all negotiations with Aboriginal groups in the area,

the Northern Land Council, has also been a tense,

legal type of relationship - where trust has been

scarce and communication difficult.

In an effort to improve these relationships, ERA is at

this moment agreeing a protocol with the Northern

Land Council on how to conduct communication

with the Council and other Aboriginal groups. It is a

commitment beyond previously set conditions.

In a further recent initiative ERA has also begun to

examine the future benefits from Ranger and

Jabiluka to Aboriginal groups in the region. It

involves an analysis of mine plans, project life and

royalty streams, asset ownership and partnerships. It

is a comprehensive review of the future of Jabiluka

which involves examining the Company's

responsibilities of operating in the Kakadu region.

The review is at its infancy and is firmly based

around a renewed effort to identify expectations on

ERA's future in the Kakadu region.

The issue ERA is currently facing is not based on

the facts or merits of Jabiluka but rather a better

appreciation of the community's expectations of us.

Although ERA firmly believes in its short to

medium term future in the region we are

endeavouring to come to grips with this expectation.

ERA has significant investment in the area with

many groups dependent on our ongoing presence.

Nevertheless in an effort to move beyond the facts of

the matter, we are refocussing our efforts to plan our

eventual departure from the Kakadu region.

As you can see the expectations ERA faces are not

the normal set of expectations on a mineral

development; they are expectations that in some

instances go to the heart of whether development

should take place in an area or not.

Over the next 12 months we will pursue discussions

with key Aboriginal groups over our preferred

development scenario of trucking Jabiluka ore to

Ranger. It is the development concept which

minimises environmental impact and which provides

a platform for a financially sound business for ERA.

No further development is expected to take place at

the project over this time during which every

endeavour will be made to establish a new level of

consultation and one which provides the opportunity

for a more thorough understanding of the

expectations of key stakeholder groups.

Just as the Company needed to respond to the

expectations of the World Heritage group, it now

needs to respond in a new way to the expectations of

the Traditional Owners which, to be frank, ERA

does not fully know or necessarily appreciate.

There is, of course, one final expectation that is the

most difficult to address and one which I would like

to briefly discuss. This is the expectation

that many people would prefer not to have mining

in a World Heritage area such as Kakadu National

Park, no matter how safe.

ERA never would have known what the other side's

expectations were if the Company had not tried to

understand where they are coming from. And this

has been the case for many of the issues facing

Jabiluka. Most often the first thing we see is people

trying to stop us, and our own assumptions are often

too easily made. As with many of the challenges

ERA has faced in this region, important precedents

are again being established which will have wide-

reaching implications for resources development

projects in Australia.
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