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Dear Inquiry and Advisory Committee members,

| am writing this submission about the EES for the Fingerboards mineral sands mine project
as a strong objector on behalf of myself, my husband and all East Gipplanders who value the
region and wish to preserve the land as much as possible for future generations of residents
and visitors.

My husband has had a family association with the East Gippsland area since the 1950s when
his grandfather retired to Raymond Island. He visited the area often as a child. On meeting
my husband 35 years ago, my association with the region began, and | have, since then,
considered the region one of the most environmentally special places in the country. We
now live and work here since moving to Raymond Island 13 years ago.

| work at a school camp which is heavily involved with the teaching of environmental
sustainability. The young 10-13-year-old students come to the region from city areas and
thrive in the natural environment, camping, hiking, and exploring the waterways of the lakes
and Mitchell river, kayaking, and rafting. They learn about the preciousness of water and
good farming land and are instructed in what they can do to help preserve these and other
precious resources which sustain life on earth. | am appalled that if the Fingerboards mine is
approved and made operational that it will require over 3 billion litres of water every year
for processing and dust control. In a region which has experienced severe drought for
several years and having just experienced its driest 3 years on record, it seems
unfathomable that a project requiring so much water should be allowed to operate. What
sort of strain will this enormous extra use of water in the catchment cause to the bores,
aquifers and Mitchell River? Why educate children about environmental sustainability if
mining companies can operate with such wastefulness?

Despite all care taken, mines release contaminants into the environment and | am really
concerned that dust will escape and become a health problem for those living nearby and
also for the entire vegetable growing area of Lindenow, being only within 500m of the mine,
being contaminated with mining dust. There is also the risk of the Mitchell river and
ultimately the Gippsland Lakes, an important RAMSAR-listed wetland, becoming
contaminated, especially in the event of a 1 in 100-year flooding event. The 90-hectare
tailings dam could fail and leach chemicals into the rivers.

Habitat loss is another big concern for me as 700 large, mature trees are at risk of being cut
down for the mine. The mine site has not been fully surveyed to know fully what flora and
fauna is at risk. Once gone, the habitat and landscape cannot be replaced. There are no
guarantees with rehabilitation. Will we be left with a toxic landscape as the community at
Balmoral in Victoria’s west was left with at the Douglas mine? That sort of image can only be
severely damaging to the region’s reputation of a clean and green wilderness mecca for
tourism. The region really cannot afford to have this mine approved (see attached letters
about the impact of the Douglas mine on a small community)

Thank you for the opportunity to voice our concerns,

Susan Crosby and Darren Greenaway.



No bonanza

Sir- Response to Bob Kastelyn (Advertiser,
August 22), part two.

From our experience it is simple; the system
of mine regulation is broken. The EES and
first work plan were sound and endorsed but were
not  followed. As regulators DEDITR  and
DHHS have failed in their “duty of care’ to our
COMMUNICY.

We have formally complained o the Mining
Warden who requested an independent audit of
the mine's operations. Instead of undergoing an
ndependent  audited, DEDITR  appointed
personnel o andit their own work and — surprise,

I8¢ — there was no issoe.

The benefits to the local area are very limited with
sand mining. There is short-term employment while
the resource lasts and extra economy while the mine
15 in operation.

However, farmland that has been purchased by the
mining company is left depleted and unproductive.
Omce mining companies have stripped the asset and
moved on they are in no by o retum once pro-
ductive land 1o its former state {delay of rehabilita-
ton is e istically referred o as ‘cost deferral’
in the indusiry.)

Communities are destroyved by compulsory acgui-
sition, people leaving because they cannotl tolerate
Irving near a mine and remaining residents left have
to put wp with the loss of and quality of life, includ-
ing the elevated risk of cancers from radicactive
material.

On this point, our Landcare group purchased its
o radon gas monitors from the Australian Protec-
tion and Muclear Safety Agency. They recorded over

with only 50 per cent exposure over one-and-a-half
times the allowable public dose rate for radiation.
Farming people who live and work on site would be
at least B0 per cent exposures.

The wealth created evaporates away from the
community at the mine. Over a billion dollars of
profit was taken out of the Donglas mine, vet our
community remains as one of the poorer socioeco-
mOFC regions i Australia.

The wealth goes o the shareholders, in capital
cifies, superannuation companies, invesiment funds
etc. Do not expect a local bonanza

Mr Kastelyn's recollection is very much at odds
with the lived experience of our community. Sand
mining does nod create sustainable communities or
sustainable agriculiure.

Dust 15 only one of the many problems associated
with it, and it does create a significant health risk
when inappropriate management oCcurs.

Yours etc..,

three months effectively measuring and caleulated | President. Kanagulk Landcare Group.
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Mine risks

Sir~ I was concerned when [ read Mr
Kastelyn's limited level of understanding of
the risks of open cut mineral sand mining
{Advertiser, August 22).

Initially I supported lluka Resources’ Dou-
glas Mineral Sand Mine in our community.

Be alarmed! Be aware! We were promised
*world's best practice’ mining with a moving
footprint between one-and-a-half to three
kilometres long. The radioactive mining
waste was to be buried deeper and dispersed
as it naturally occurred, reducing risk to our
community from radiation, especially radon
gas and radium pollution through leachate.
Dust was to be controlled through the use of
water and resins to stablise bare surfaces.

The EES process appeared scund and the
first WorkPlan supported and was consistent
with what we were promised. However, it
proved not to be worth the paper it was writ-
ten on. What has occurred, without appropri-
ate consultation, consecutive WorkPlans
were presented directly opposing what the
EES stated:

1. There was no moving footprint. Mining
ceased four-and-a-half vears ago and the
whole site of 14.5km was open and with no
rehabilitation.

2. The radioactive wastes were concentrat-
ad in pits near the separation plant, to the ex-
tent of hills being formed where there was

once a drainage line.

3. Monazite was being dumped in Pit 23
without meeting the 140:1 co-disposal crite-
ria to alleviate the radicactivity.

4. One farmer had monazite blow over his
residence and sheds; this forced the Health
Department to have a ‘clean-up’ with roofs,
tanks etc., having to be industrially cleaned.
We know the Geiger counter got very excit-
ed. but were never given hard figures of how
radioactive the material was. The farmer was
concerned and kept a sample of the material
in a bag in his machinery shed. The only
other person he informed of its presence was
an individual from the Health Department.
The bag disappeared.

5. In wind events, the area would become
blanketed in red dust. On several occasions
the local fire tower mistook the dust as a fire.
This dust deposited all over our community
for up to 5-6km.

6. High volume dust monitors only operat-
ed one in seven days. Not surprisingly they
missed these events as there was only about
a 15 per cent chance of monitoring them.
However, the 24/7 dust deposition monitors
did pick up large volumes of dust that con-
tained elevated levels of radiation, this indi-
cates there would an increase in risk of can-
cer to our community.

7. Residents were forced to clean out tanks
and spouting about twice a year. The Health
Department on one occasion tested the
water; it measured up to one-third the allow-
able level for radiation in drinking water.
The roof that had twice the surface area had
twice the radiation. Had the tanks not been
so regularly cleaned and or stirred up. | am
sure they would have exceeded the limit as
radium attaches strongly to dust.

Our experience is opposite to Mr Kaste-
lyn's. Sand mining has disadvantaged ouwr
community. More in a future edition.

Yours etc.,

Ian Ross,

Kanagulk Landecare Group president.





