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Why trust in the process is difficult? 

The Douglas community were ‘promised’ progressive rehabilitation –
variations to workplans were quickly initiated to avoid that and the 
community were left with a massive open scar when mining had ceased 
(in 2012) that has still not been fully rehabilitated. And the Horsham RCC 
has been left with a massive radioactive waste dump to manage. 
(Where are DHHS, ERR and the EPA?)
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Bullying by the miners
Iluka – constant changes to work plans, foisted management of radioactive waste dump on to Horsham City 
Council, progressive rehabilitation means ‘when we’re ready’ not what the community is led to believe it will 
be (Douglas and Ouyen/WRP)

VCAT hearing about Pit 23 – Cost Horsham RCC many hundreds of thousands to defend. Iluka argued that if 
they weren’t allowed to continue using Pit 23 to dump waste from mines outside Victoria it would lead to 
the closure of the Hamilton processing plant and the loss of jobs. 6 weeks after the Tribunal ordered in 
favour of Iluka (as the time for appeal to Supreme Court)

“The grant of a permit for the disposal of waste by-products from the MSP will have implications not just for land 
in the municipality of Horsham. It will have significant regional impacts affecting operation of the MSP at 
Hamilton, most notably being direct and indirect employment and will indirectly affect the effective and efficient 
use of resources and the disposal of by-products from mining such resources within Victoria and interstate. The 
decision about this permit application is one where the principles of integrated decision making identified in 
clause 10.04 are more directly prominent than is often the case in planning decision making.” 

https://iluka.com/iluka/media/website/douglas%20documents/iluka-resources-ltd-pp-15-105-(pit-23)-
emp_rvmp-performance-report-2018.pdf By 2017 the Environmental management Plan had been revised 4 
times.

https://iluka.com/iluka/media/website/douglas%20documents/iluka-resources-ltd-pp-15-105-(pit-23)-emp_rvmp-performance-report-2018.pdf


Experience with the EES
Hard copies and downloaded soft copies
Impossible to follow – very  poorly indexed – things missing tables impossible to read (magnifying by ? 
Percent) – multiple emails while the clock was quickly ticking – couldn’t search e-folder, had to open every 
single document to search, appendices missing, pages upside down, out of order and back to front (and the 
stress of trying to get the response in –

Show photos of risk table beside 
ordinary print
Photo of Bureau Veritas information on the back of my submission 
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There was so much wrong with the documentation – and so many changes since it was released that I’m only 
going to focus on a couple of aspects
1. Risk assessments
2. Mitigations
3. Air Quality

Throughout though, you’ll have to forgive me if I sound completely jaded, angry and incredulous that Kalbar had 
the gall to foist it on the community and thoroughly incredulous that it was approved by the TRG for release.  



Drowning in rubbish
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Typical 
presentation 
of 
information

Impossible on both 
laptop and hardcopy –
therefore assume they 
have something to hide.



• Oversimplification of 
results

• Misinterpreted (or 
downplayed)

• Conflict of interests
• Speculative language
• Sample size too small
• Unrepresentative sample
• Payment relies on results
• Cherry-picked results
• Unreplicable results
• Outdated or 

inappropriate 
methodology 
(AERMOD/ALSP)

• Failure to check veracity 
of input data

Bad Science
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Playing with data



Risk Tables – EES Guidelines absolve action if 
risk is less than High

Subjectivity – who makes the call, who checks it, when do they decide to look at regional, state, 
national? 

The EES guidelines say you don’t need to consider mitigations if the risk is assessed as low. 
However, they do not require honesty from the proponent – a fact that has been reiterated by 
Stuart Morris at least twice in the hearings “There is no proof of truth required.”

Completely goes against risk assessment processes – consistency is key – and it should be local
Aim is obviously to meet the ministerial guidelines to keep all risks under high so you can pretend 
they don’t exist 

The community has learnt not to trust what Kalbar say – and yet it appears that for 
some a miner’s word is like god’s 
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Likelihood 
and 
Consequence



City of Albany Risk Categories
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Kalbar’s consequences
Descriptor Description
Rare A hazard, event and pathway are theoretically possible on this project and 

has occurred once elsewhere, but not anticipated over the duration of the 
project activity, project phase or project life.

Unlikely A hazard, event and pathway exist and harm has occurred in similar 
environments and circumstances elsewhere but is unlikely to occur over 
the duration of the project activity, project phase or project life.

Possible A hazard, event and pathway exist and harm has occurred in similar 
environments and circumstances elsewhere and may occur over the 
duration of the project activity, project phase or project life.

Likely A hazard, event and pathway exist and harm has occurred in similar 
environments and circumstances elsewhere and is likely to occur at least 
once over the duration of the project activity, project phase or project life.

Almost certain A hazard, event and pathway exist and harm has occurred in similar 
environments and circumstances elsewhere and is expected to occur 
more than once over the duration of the project activity, project phase or 
project life.

Descriptor Description
Negligible A temporary or short-term (less than one year) and 

localised impact that is limited to the project footprint, is 
barely detectable, does not reduce the 
viability/capacity of the value, and will resolve itself 
without intervention.

Minor A temporary or short-term (less than five years) and 
localised impact largely within the project footprint.

Moderate A short- to medium-term (e.g., 5 to 15 years) impact 
that extends beyond the area of disturbance to the 
surrounding area. The viability of the value will be 
reduced to a limited extent only and will recover over 
time. Specific management measures may be required 
to effectively manage the impact.
A long-term (e.g., greater than 20 years) and localised
impact largely within the project footprint.

Major A medium- to long-term (e.g., 15 to 20 years) impact, 
that is severe (e.g., viability of the value is reduced to 
some extent) and widespread (e.g., extends beyond 
the study area, but stays within the catchment). 
Specific management measures are required to 
effectively manage the impact.

Extreme A long-term (e.g., greater than 20 years) and 
potentially irreversible impact (e.g., severely affecting 
the viability of the value) that is widespread (e.g., 
extending well beyond the study area, possibly at a 
catchment-wide and/or regional scale). Design 
modification is required to eliminate the impact or 
specific management measures are required to reduce 
the likelihood of occurrence of the impact.

Positive An impact that enhanced the viability, capacity or 
quality of a value, over the short- or long-term.

Likelihood

Rare Unlikely Possible Likely
Almost 
certain

Consequenc
e

Negligible Very low Very low Very low Low Moderate
Minor Very low Low Low Moderate Moderate
Moderate Low Low Moderate High High
Major Low Moderate High Major Major
Extreme Moderate High Major Major Major



Incorrect application of ISO31000 –

Definition of Inherent Risk is incorrect

Inherent Risk is risk without controls –
The CONTEXT needs to be properly understood and all sources of risk should have been established and assessed 
(not just throwing darts at a board or doing a Coffey and deciding what outcome you want and then working back 
to a path to get it). It is also not acceptable to say ERR said to combine or ditch a few risks to make it easier for them 
to regulate. The community and the environment deserve far more than such a cavalier approach.

Controls have to be realistic – what you actually have (or can realistically have) not what you ‘would like to have if 
money was no object’.  You can’t assume the risk reduction claimed without evidence. E,g, reduction from 
suppression of dust via water is unrealistic when there isn’t enough water to start with. Similarly using Dustex when 
it is too expensive to be used on such a large operation. The degree to which controls reduce risks and 
consequences

Residual Risk is risk remaining after controls that are realistic and that you know will be in place have been applied 

Realistic 
controls

Additional 
(realistic) 

mitigations 
Inherent risk Residual Risk

Target risk 
(ideal world)
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Likelihood of a hazard eventuating and consequence of it eventuating = risk



Risk Management Plan contradictions 

Document 198 Updated Risk Management Plan  (page 3-4)
The risk assessment identified and documented both inherent and 
residual risk (the latter meaning  the risk rating once standard controls 
have been put in place). The suite of ‘standard risk controls’ used in the 
Fingerboards project is discussed in Section 6 of this risk management 
plan. Standard controls are controls conventionally used in industry, 
whose effectiveness has been well established and for which site-specific 
investigations and tailored design are generally not required. The
standard controls listed in this risk management plan are consistent with 
those presented in the Fingerboards EES.

CONTRADICTING 
DEFINITIONS

Where is the information about ‘pre-controls’ risk assessment? 
Where is the reasoning behind the judgements? 
Can Kalbar be trusted?



Where is the justification for this risk 
assessment – just because Coffey and Kalbar 
think the health of our community members 
is insignificant does not mean that they are. 
People matter – we are not ‘insignificant’

Insignificant 
to whom?
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Questionable risk assessments

The mine contact water dams will  capture every bit of water that used to flow down the gullies to the Mitchell. 
Nobody knows what the effects will be on the hydrology, GDEs or anything else so how can they say the consequence 
is only minor. (The frogs might disagree?)
And taking water from the river is at the other end of the ‘process’. It can’t be used as a ‘mitigation’.
This is the only mitigation and it can’t possible have changed either the likelihood or the consequence of the water 
capture. What is the true risk?

The proposed use of centrifuges has created its own unique risks but they are ignored. E.g. given the amount of 
concern about the quantities of flocculant proposed for the fine tailings, why has there been recognition of the 
risks of such things as breakdown to acrylamides and the impacts on aquatic and other life?



Other risks – including centrifuges

How on earth do you increase the ‘density of deep-rooted trees and shrubs’ while the mine is operational.
Where are the references to the type of mitigations/practices recommended by GHD (e.g. compaction/use of the 
right materials). And for goodness sake they repeat the same impractical mitigation and say they’ll have an 
occasion look at the water storage structures?

Where are the references/risk assessments to the many hazards associated with the use of centrifuges, e.g.
• Vibration leading to possible liquefaction of soil 
• Instability of site 
• Noise disturbance for miles around
• Effects on power supplies of sudden stopping or starting
• Impacts on other power users?
• Impacts on workers (consider Daniel Banks submission on 15 minute stints)
• Failure to result in sufficient level of dewatering, etc., 



Still other risks
What if (as seems highly likely) the centrifuge option is not viable due to expense of 
implementation or inability to deliver the desired dewatering?
This is a business risk as well as an environmental one. Why hasn’t it been considered
What consideration has been given to business risks? 

Market downturn, new competitors (especially in rare earths), increased transport costs, ongoing 
China/America tensions, domestic political unrest?

Insolvency

This is a business risk as well as an environmental one. Why hasn’t it been considered

Kalbar’s concept of ‘Adaptive Management’ is the biggest one. It looks like they are just expecting 
people to trust them to make it up as they go. Why should any of us put so much at risk for such a 
lazy, haphazard, unprofessional approach to management? So much time looking for weasel words 
and trying to (just) meet standards rather than genuinely considering the things that could go 
wrong and making a sincere and concerted effort to avoid that happening.



Air Quality Controls
This risk treatment plan is for the control of mining hazards 
associated with airborne and deposited dust.
Gob smacking negligence and arrogance How are those 
‘likelihood’ ratings allowed to be accepted without question. 
How dare Kalbar consider the impacts on people minor or 
insignificant. How different would the outcomes be if realistic 
judgements were made?
WHO IS HOLDING KALBAR (AND THEIR CONSULTANTS) TO 
ACCOUNT FOR THE MISLEADING AND DECEIPTFUL 
INFORMATION

# Details of risk event Phase Consequence Likelihood Inherent risk

rating

Ground clearing, mining, materials handling, vehicular traffic: 
exposure of sensitive offsite receptors to

1 airborne particulates (total particulates, PM10, PM2.5, crystalline 
silica) exceeds human health guideline values

C, O, CL Minor Unlikely Low

Wind erosion from disturbed surfaces and /or stockpiles: Exposure 
of sensitive offsite receptors to

2 airborne particulates (total particulates, PM10, PM2.5, crystalline 
silica) exceeds human health guideline
values

C, O, CL Minor Unlikely Low

Ore processing: Exposure of sensitive offsite receptors
4 to airborne particulates (total particulates, PM10, PM2.5, 

crystalline silica) exceeds humanhealth

guideline values

O Minor Rare Low

Wheel‐generated dust and lift off from disturbed areas

5 and stockpiles: Contamination of horticultural crops (inert dust)
C, O, CL Minor Unlikely Low

Wheel‐generated dust and lift off from disturbed areas

6 and stockpiles: contamination of horticultural crops (metals or

radionuclides)

C, O, CL Insignificant Unlikely Low

Wheel‐generated dust and lift off from disturbed areas
7 and stockpiles: impacts on productivity or marketability of horticultural

crops
C, O, C L Insignificant Unlikely Low

8 Wheel‐generated dust and lift off from disturbed areas and stockpiles:
Soiling of surfaces at sensitive receptors C, O, CL Insignificant Unlikely Low

Wheel‐generated dust and lift off from disturbed areas

9 and stockpiles: Deposition on rooftops, followed by 

contamination of rainwater tanks

C, O, CL Insignificant Unlikely Low

Wheel‐generated dust and lift off from disturbed areas

10 and stockpiles: Aesthetic impacts: reduction in clarity of air
C, O, CL Insignificant Unlikely Low

Wind erosion from disturbed surfaces, stockpiles or
11 TSF: exposure of sensitive offsite receptors to airborne toxicants human 

health guideline values
C, O, CL Insignificant Unlikely Low

12 Ore processing: Exposure of sensitive offsite receptors to airborne toxicants 
exceeds human healthguideline
values O Insignificant Unlikely Low

Vehicle emissions: Exposure of sensitive offsite
13 receptors to airborne toxicants exceeds human health guideline values C, O, CL Insignificant Unlikely Low

Ground clearing, mining, materials handling, vehicular traffic – is 
certain to happen
Wind erosion from disturbed surfaces and/or stockpiles – is certain
to happen and the consequences are far from minor or 
insignificant
Wheel generated dust and lift off from disturbed areas and 
stockpiles are certain (and why are they both treated in the same 
risk event)?
Vehicle emissions almost certain
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2

1

3

4

5

6

7

8

Controls?
Reality?
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Optimistic control measures
Katestone should not have ‘reduced’ risk on the basis of non-existent controls
We don’t know what the real inherent risk is 
Many of the controls are meaningless
We don’t know if Kalbar can actually implement those controls
We certainly don’t know if they can be implemented effectively and whether in doing so the risk reduction 
they create is realistic for a mineral sands mine of this size, this level of complexity and in such a challenging 
environment (environmentally, geographically and socially)
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Examples of airborne dust 
sources in mining

Says that all workers on a mine are potentially at risk from 
exposure to airborne respirable dust.
Sources include mechanical operations such as scraping, 
tipping and loading – anything that releases dust into the air, 
ore tipping, ore transport (from face to MUP), movement of 
people along haul routhes, backill placement. The crushing 
and pulverisation of particles by the vehicle tyers is a 
significant source of dust (unless haul routes are constantly 
treated by water or binding agents)
Crystalline silica (quartz) is a component of nearly every 
mineral deposit and can be >90% of sandstones and sand 
mines. Coal mines have far lower levels of quartz and are 
inappropriate to be used when determining risk and 
treatment for mineral sands mines

Don’t even consider risk from wheel generated 
dust on human health but it is the most significant 
source of dust -

Incorrect use of term 
Inherent Risk

23

If it was their loved ones would they consider these 
consequences as Minor and downplay the risks?



Document 198 Updated Risk Management 
Plan
Control (AQ12) Events managed

There will be no crushing or grinding of ore,
preventing the potential generation of
respirable crystalline silica emissions.

40
46
49

So totally misleading – people are supposed to believe that the only source of RCS emissions is 
crushing and grinding of ore? Haul trucks are the biggest cause, followed by wind erosion.

The Risk Management Plan considers the consequences of Airborne and deposited dust minor or 
insignificant and it being unlikely to happen because of ground clearing, mining materials 
handling, vehicular traffic, or wind erosion from stockpiles
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Dust we will be exposed to

Kalbar do not have the water 
they need to stop fugitive dust 
from their roads, let alone 
exposed stockpiles and the 
orebody.

•Reduces respirable dust by 80%+. Respirable dust (typically 
less than 10 microns), is the dust that can cause everything 
from irritation and vision impairment to major health risks.



%s of dust in SD14 Blue shading – dust is not a problem
Orange tones – Dust is considered 
anything up to around 100µm. The 
smaller (increasingly darker colour) the 
more dangerous.

RCS will be  in the dark orange section. 
Every layer contains it.
Ore has been ignored

Welchman has used size fractions from a 
typical Western District or Western Australian 
mineral sands mine (e.g. Douglas). That is 
NOT the same as the Fingerboards, which is 
comprised of WIM sands* and is invariably far 
finer, more difficult to process and far more 
difficult to ‘capture’ all product as it such a 
large percentage is interspersed in the fines. 
(I doubt they would have been telling their 
investors (and the regulators) about this 
difficulty – I know they haven’t been open 
with the community about  it.)
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Unbelievable and misleading claims about dust
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This is patently false. Katestone is referring to the coarse 
sand mineral sands mines – not the WIM type (i.e the 

Fingerboards).



Why does it matter

More than  26% of the ore is comprised of very 
fine particles (<20µm) but ore has not been 
included in air quality contributions as it has 
been considered to be damp. Evaporation will 
dry any exposed surface out rapidly and Kalbar 
have been shown to have made a pitifully 
insufficient allowance for water to keep the ore 
body damp. *
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Who can you trust? Silt levels in lithological layers

False information in Air Quality report. References to 
non-existent factors.  Why was it done when Kalbar 
already had silt content of what they were claiming are 
representative samples or topsoil and overburden 
(SD14) as well as ore (10tonne ore). 

29

Why wasn’t available data used?



Katestone breaches own guidelines

Katestone clearly stated in their own 2011 report on best practice that local measurements of 
variables such as surface silt and moisture content should be used.
They have clearly relied on ‘local measurements’ from Kalbar regarding moisture – (not that that 
data would necessarily be true) – why then not use Kalbar’s information about silt levels given 
they were available?
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The Geotechnical Report gave actual measures of 
silt
P15 – HHF Upper Clay 39—57%
P19 – HHF Gravel 12-18%
Coongulmerang – 31-73% fines (<75µm) and 
borderline between silt and clay



Wind erosion from exposed surfaces
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Wind erosion is second highest source of 
TSP, PM10 and highest for PM2.5 but 
Kalbar say it is ‘unlikely’ to exceed 
guidelines. Where is the proof? They are 
haven’t factored in enough water to 
mitigate this dust. 



Mitigations - laughable
The miner has already admitted that it won’t be able to control all the dust, and unfortunately its water modelling 
make this even more apparent, in that it appears to have only factored in watering haul roads and has not made 
enough allowances for keeping the ore face or overburden stockpiles damp. 
Welchman has included a 90% reduction in dust (due to Level 2 watering) from haul roads in his calculations and 
Kalbar have stated they have allowed 375ML water for dust control. Level 2 watering requires more than 
2l/m2/hour. The table below shows how pitifully inadequate this amount is. Granted watering will not be required 
24/7, but even if it was only 1/5 of that time, there is still only enough water for 10ha. 

Water available Hours per year Water available 
per hour

Area that can be 
watered annually 

(2l/m2/hr at Level 1 ) 

Hectares that can be 
watered annually (at 

Level 1) 

375ML water for haul 
roads

375,000,000 litres 8,760 hours 42,808 litres/hour 21,404m2 2.14ha

25ML (additonal water 
available)

25,000,000 litres 8,760 hours 2,854 litres/hour 1,427m2 0.14ha
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Kalbar have committed to implementing a range of dust mitigation measures on a routine basis during construction and 
operations. These mitigation measures have been identified and incorporated into the emissions inventory based on:
• The application of best practice approaches for control of particulate emissions   



No Monitoring locations at most 
sensitive receptors – all 3km from 
the mine and none to the East to 
catch impacts on downwind 
receptors. Designed not to find 
exceedances – cynical and a sign 
of what other communities have 
come to expect
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Monitoring 
locations –
Douglas
revisited



Silt content figures were available to Katestone –
why weren’t they used?
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ESTIMATES USED BY KATESTONE

Overburden Silt content  6.9%   AP42 Table 11.9-3
Ore Silt content               6.9% AP42 Table 11.9-3
Topsoil Silt content          6.9% AP42 Table 11.9-3

FIGURES IN MINING ONE GEOTECH REPORT

HHF Basal Gravel              12-18% silt
HHF Upper Clay                 39-57% silt 
Coongulmerang Formation 31 – 75% <75µm (silt)

It matters – the effect of silt content on 
emissions is exponential
6.91.3 = 12.32
121.3 = 25.29
24 1.3 = 62.27

Doubling the silt content 
has more than doubled 

the multiplier effect



Respirable Crystalline Silica
Safe Work Australia publishes exposure standards for airborne contaminants in 
the workplace, through its guidance Workplace exposure standards for airborne 
contaminants (link below).
The exposure standard for respirable crystalline silica dust is 0.05 mg/m3 as a 
time-weighted average (TWA) airborne concentration over 8 hours.
An 8-hour TWA exposure standard is the average airborne concentration of a 
particular substance permitted over an 8-hour working day and 5-day working 
week.
WorkSafe Victoria recommends that employers take a precautionary approach 
and reduce employees' exposure to below 0.02 mg/m3 as an 8-hour TWA to 
prevent silicosis and minimise the risk of lung cancer.
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Katestone failed to use the real silt loading figures in their calculations – even though they were
available to them. The silt loading of the haul roads was assumed to be 3 g/m² in the absence of any
site-specific measurements.



Farmers co-existence on site – PPEs
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…. haul trucks generate the majority of dust emissions at these sites, with their contribution being 
78–97 percent of total dust emissions for particulate matter less than 10 micrometers (µm) [Cole 
and Zapert, 1995; Amponsah-Dacosta and Annegarn 1998; Reed et al. 2001]

The high contribution of dust emissions from haul trucks has the potential to expose personnel working 
nearby (within 100 feet or downwind) to significant amounts of respirable dust, creating potential 3 
overexposures. Further, high concentrations of respirable dust (up to 21.50 mg/m ) have been 
documented in areas near the vehicles [Reed and Organiscak 2005], and elevated percentages of silica can 
be associated with haul road dust [Organiscak and Reed 2004].

… of greatest concern here is the ongoing health problem associated with high dust concentrations being 
inhaled by workers at mine operations, especially respirable silica dust. 

The majority of the fugitive dust is generated through the forces of the wheels on the road surface and 
by the turbulence created by the vehicles [Moosmüller et al. 2005]. Therefore, the first step in haul 
road dust control is proper road construction. 



Downplaying RCS
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RCS – ‘pre-screened’ samples, missing layers, no chain of custody, 
no proof – no confidence

If you believe RCS is not a problem you are delusional or 
wilfully blind. 

Samples were pre-screened before submission to Townend
On the basis of the one sample they did share information 
about, the overburden (from 0.2m to 23.8m in depth) had 
%s of <20µm ranging from 7.01% in the 5 metres of the 
gravelly component to more than 53% in the ‘Sandy Clay 
Horizon’. To claim there is only 0.38% a quartz in the 
overburden is an outright lie. There should be independent 
testing done. Where is the testing on the Upper Sands? 
Where is the testing on the Sandy Clay layer?

I believe Kalbar is putting people’s lives at risk by 
deliberately avoiding doing proper analysis of the materials 
at the Fingerboards so they can in turn avoid implementing 
adequate mitigations.

Impossible
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The diesel engines … produce exhaust from the combustion of diesel fuel. Diesel 
exhaust is made up of harmful chemicals including very small toxic particles and 
hazardous gases. Some of these hazardous gases (e.g. nitrogen oxides, benzene, 
sulfur dioxide, and formaldehyde) have been found to possibly cause cancer.

Health hazards of diesel exhaust
Breathing this exhaust is the most common method of exposure. As we breathe, 
fine particles and toxic gases can enter the lungs. Being exposed to diesel exhaust 
for short periods of time may cause headaches, nausea, chest tightness, 
wheezing, cough and irritation of the eyes, nose, and throat.
Over long periods of time (usually years), exposure may increase the chances of 
getting cancer. Those workers who already have respiratory illnesses, such as 
bronchitis, emphysema, and/or asthma, may be adversely affected if they are 
exposed to long-term, or chronic exposure to, diesel exhaust.

Who is at risk?
Workers most likely to be exposed to diesel exhaust include bridge, tunnel, and 
loading dock workers, truck and bus maintenance garage workers, miners, toll 
booth collectors, truck and forklift drivers, and material handling machine 
operators.

Kalbar claimed they did over a year’s worth of 
air quality monitoring but strangely relied on 
Traralgon ambient air data for their baseline 
information

Community is right to be concerned about such 
an odd choice – an industrial city with the most 
polluting and toxic coal mines in the country. 

Could it have something to do with wanting the 
baseline to appear as bad as possible so the 
actual pollution when the mine goes ahead 
seeks okay?

Cynical baseline data –
Traralgon emissions



From Environmental Geochemistry International 
report dated 6  Feb 2019 
Geochem Testing of Fingerboard Tailings and 
Overburden

(Kalbar provided all the information for analysis)

This is exactly as it was shown in the EES 
documentation.
Were the documents ‘doctored’? Samples received 
two days AFTER they were analysed

More dodgy baseline data
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Same samples (217289-B-1) analysed 10-13 
days before receipt by laboratory
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Windspeed and direction matter 
Katestone’s modelling is inadequate and dangerous

Wind speed 10 micron 5 micron
km/hr km travelled km travelled
4.99 0.89 3.54
9.98 1.77 7.24

19.96 3.70 14.48
39.91 7.40 28.97
60.03 11.10 43.45
79.98 14.81 58.10

Dust particles need to be smaller than 
200 microns to become airborne and 
smaller than 10 microns to be 
classified as “respirable.” Respirable 
dust is able to penetrate the body’s 
natural defenses and travels to the 
lungs which can lead to serious health 
hazards. Naturally, the size of the dust 
particle dictates how far it travels when 
airborne. Wind speed is another 
contributing factor to distance traveled: 
as wind speed increases, so does the 
distance traveled of the respirable dust 
particles.
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https://www.nosilicadust.com/visible-dust-reduction/


Road diversions are dangerous and nonsensical

Road diversions
Not only do they make no sense
1. Interfere with others’ businesses
2. Aren’t economically justified
3. Are downright dangerous – year 1 where 

the tailings storage facility is????
4. Go against GHD recommendations
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GHD Recommendations re roads



Dam failure – must be modelled. 

2.6 Consequence of failure 
…the sudden release of water and debris could result in loss of life or injury, 
and damage to downstream properties. Damages could include other dams, 
houses, buildings, livestock, roads, railways or interruption to public utilities 
such as electricity and telephone networks. In addition, there could be 
significant environmental damage. This can take the form of erosion of the 
waterway or gully, and the loss of flora and fauna downstream, which may 
take considerable time to recover, if recovery is possible. 

The ANCOLD Guidelines on the Consequence Categories of Dams (2012) 
describes consequence category as categories of dams based on the 
consequences of potential dambreak failure to human life, property, commerce, 
infrastructure, the effect on the dam owner’s business, political and business 
credibility, health, social and economic disruption, and environmental impacts. 

The consequence categories range from ‘Very Low’, ‘Low’, ‘Significant’, ‘High 
(A, B, C)’ to ‘Extreme’, depending on the impacts failure of the dam would 
pose to downstream communities and environments. Dams with Significant or 
above consequence categories to pose risk to human life (potential for 
fatalities) and thus have more stringent licensing, design, operation and 
maintenance requirements 

Has the IAC, the TRG, ERR or anyone else seen a proper risk assessment or 
any modelling for dam failure? The community has not been presented 
with a proper consequence assessment of dam failure for any of the dam 
sites. It is a matter of not if, but when.

4.3.1 On-stream storages 
On-stream storages (all the mine water 
catchment dams) are usually the most 
economical BUT have several 
disadvantages, including:
• The need for a spillway to accommodate 
extreme floods without the embankment 
being overtopped. Even for a Very Low 
consequence category dam ANCOLD 
suggest a capacity to accommodate a 
flood in excess of the 1 in 100 year 
flood. For a Significant consequence 
category dam ANCOLD suggest a 
capacity to accommodate a flood in 
excess of the 1 in 10,000 year flood. 
• The possible need to deal with floods 
during construction 
• Potentially poor foundation conditions (as 
are found with the Fingerboards dispersive 
soils)
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We need to know who will be accountable. 
We need to know which insurer will pay up when the dams fail.



Dams – effects on downstream users and neighbours
Neighbours and downstream users.
Kalbar are capturing all water that would normally flow 
down the gullies. How do you compensate neighbours and 
the Rivers for loss of water? 
What modelling has been done for failure water storage 
dams? (Kalbar admit that the neighbours properties will 
receive less runoff – except during floods.)
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Sources of soil contamination
FLOCCULANTS
The flocculants used in excessive amounts at the 
Fingerboards are likely to break down to acrylamides 
under anaerobic conditions.
Acrylamides in water have a deleterious effect on 
human health
No testing has been done on the ultimate 
breakdown of flocculants or the filtration rates of 
flocculated soil (centrifuge cake) through the in pit 
tailings storage facilities
Limited research but it is apparent they will break 
down
Acrylamides will contaminate the groundwater and 
possibly surface water via the Perry Gully or through 
leaching sideways across the site
People use the river water for domestic, stock and 
irrigation supplies
Are we going to see another PFAS/PFOS situation at 
the Glen and be faced with the same issues of 
contamination that are destroying farms around the 
western edges of the Lakes?
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DIESEL – VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS
Incomplete combustion is common in mining areas 
(they don’t pay tax on diesel so use with abandon)
DPM is typically composed of carbon particles (“soot”, 
also called black carbon, or BC) and numerous organic 
compounds, including over 40 known cancer-
causing organic substances. ... 
NOx emissions from diesel engines are important 
because they can undergo chemical reactions in the 
atmosphere leading to formation of PM2.

How much diesel over each area – what measures 
are taken by any mining company to clean it up
What rubbish will be buried on site – tyres, concrete, 
general waste, not to mention the effluence of the 
affluent society.



Impacting on flows to neighbouring farmers
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How does this help neighbouring farmers who are going to lose flows to their properties?



Cumulative/additive effects
ADDITIVE EFFECTS When the body is exposed to two or more contaminants, an additive effect is obtained 
when contaminants have the same target organ or the same mechanism of action. In this situation, the 
total effect upon the body equals the sum of effects from the individual substances. For substances which 
are purely additive, conformity with the standard results when: 

Where C1 , C2 .. Cn are the average measured airborne concentrations of the particular substances 1, 2 .. n 
and L1 , L2 .. Ln are the appropriate exposure standards for the individual substances. 
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Other consultants base reports on the basis 
of incorrect and misleading assumptions

Apart from the fact that the Health Assessment is 
inadequate and incomplete, Teague states that it is based 
on assumptions about controls being in place. We already 
know those controls won’t be in place – Many of them are 
based on the use of water or dustex (or similar). There is 
inadequate water and Dustex is too expensive for this sort 
of operation. The Panel should require all the consultants 
and Kalbar to re-do the EES risk assessments on the basis 
that their controls will not eventuate.
Others are based on progressive rehabilitation – which we 
have seen time and time again does not happen in 
Victoria generally and in mineral sands mines specifically.
Yet others are based on changes to human behaviour (e.g. 
reduced vehicle speeds, which, as has been pointed out, 
are never adhered to.

Failure to include noise is yet another 
fundamental flaw in the HHRA – why has 
that been allowed?
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CONCERNS ABOUT 
REGULATION

Tailings Storage Facilities –
variation  

Even with the centrifuge option there are 
still two types of Tailings Storage Facility
1. In-pit TSFs
2. Cross-valley TSF (Perry Gully)
ERR’s guidance says the EPA is responsible 
for in-pit TSFs, but EPA says they are not.
ERR defines TSFs as:
TSFs are areas used to confine 
tailings and include the dam or 
other structure, as well as the 
associated infrastructure. The term 
refers to the overall facility, and may 
include one or more tailings (or 
water) dams.

Have the EPA and ERR 
established who is responsible 
for regulating the in-pit tailings. 
There is no excuse for not having 
done so - people’s lives and 
livelihoods (not to mention the 
groundwater, GDEs etc.) are at 
stake  

4

5

2

1.

3

NON-STANDARD 
INTERPRETATION OF WORDS 
ALLOWS AGENCIES TO ABSOLVE 
THEMSELVES OF RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR REGULATORY OVERSIGHT
1  Change in Works – would the  
TSF be interpreted as 
‘infrastructure’ rather than 
‘works’
If YES then
2 and 3 - any change to on-site 
plans requires a simple 
administrative tick
If NO then
3 and 4 – they will use Kalbar’s 
unsubstantiated and inadequate 
risk assessment and be able to 
give an administrative tick 
because of the Planning Scheme 
Amendment which has removed 
any ‘agency’ of the shire and the 
community over the licence area. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions – underestimated but 
still unacceptable

They haven’t included emissions associated with transport of the product after it reaches the 
sidings. How is transport to Melbourne or Geelong and then shipping to China accounted for?

Australia Victoria Kalbar

Emissions tCO2-e 529,300,000 91,300,000 129,560

Jobs Number 13,125,100 3,453,700 200

% Australia's employment
%

100 26.31 0.0015

% Victoria's employment
%

380 100 0.0058

Emissions/job tCO2-e 40 26 648

% of Australian emissions
%

100 17.249 0.024

% of Victorian emissions
%

579.737 100 0.142

Kalbar’s own figures show the maximum 
contribution they make is only 1 job for every 

17,263 Victorian worker and only 1 job for every 
65,625 Australian Worker.

Yet each of those jobs is going to create massive 
emissions compared to other jobs (25 times as 
much as every other Victorian job and 16 times 

as much as every other Australian job)

Once again the consultants base ‘reports’ on information/data provided by Kalbar without any cross-checking for validity. There is no 
evidence anywhere of the supposed reduction in haul routes from the centrifuge. There is also no evidence for the magical reduction in 
power use identified since the EES was released. Sloppy, unprofessional and insulting. No wonder the community is annoyed and sceptical.
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