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Please accept our submission regarding Kalbar’s proposed Fingerboards mine
below:

When my wife and I got a copy of the EES, conscious of the 40 day deadline
for the lodgement of our response we began to read them immediately. When
we reached the very important Risk Register We found that the print was far
too small to be legible. I find it strange that Kalbar would have presented such
an important risk register in this unprofessional way. They have obviously paid
expensive consultants to provide d=tailed studies, management controls, maps
and other documentation to ‘prove’ that the proponent will be able to manage
the risks in the project to the environment and minimise the impacts to an
acceptable level. It is concerning that if this very risky project is approved, our
community assets will be in the hands of a company which apparently treats
the community with so little respect that it rushes to release its EES, which it
has had years to compile, without careful editing and checking. There has been
no apology that I am aware of for the poor presentation of some sections or for
the inconvenience it has caused many people in the community. In volumes 9
and 10 pages were upside down. Someone we know had complained to the
CEO about this and was told that the pages were in the correct order so it
should be OK to read. I and many others in the community cannot reconcile
this offhand manner with a company that has made a written commitment in
its bulletins to the. community that it will ‘treat people with ‘dignity and
respect’. There are many careless mistakes in the information in the EES such
as the Fingerboards area being North of Dargo (SEI vol 13) which is absurd
and should have been picked up by the people responsible for checking the

" information. It has led many here to an assumption that Kalbar has had

reassurance that the project has already been as good as approved because of
the number of jobs it claims to crecte.

We would like to express in our submission our opposition to Kalbar’s proposal
to locate a vast open cut mineral sands mine so close to the Mitchell River and
the vegetable crops directly opposite the proposed mine site and extending
downstream the entire length of the Lindenow Valley Flood Plain. We have not
confined our response just to the information in the EES but with your
permission we have taken this opportunity to give you a brief explanation of
why so many people here have reacted negatively to Kalbar’s project and to
their interaction with the community. We do this because we believe that if the
project is approved there will be little cooperation from most of the community
to resolve much of the risk mitigation strategies which Kalbar appears to rely
on them to do such as the help from the farmers with rehabilitation; the
‘Community Fund” which relies on locals to help encourage social interaction;
help from locals with the selection of biodiversity species and many more. '

Community dissatisfaction with Kalbar became apparent at the meeting the
proponent held at the Mossiface Hall in December 2014 when Rob Bishop, the
CEO at the time announced that the proposed mine would not be at Mossiface
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as first announced but at Glenaladale, (although they have retained their
retention license over that area.) He told the meeting that there was nothing
there but ‘burnt blue gum trees, some sheep farmers and a few lettuce
growers’. This arrogant sounding description of the multimillion horticulture
industry offended the Glenaladale residents who had come to the meeting.
They realised that the proponents+ad little understanding or knowledge of the
area. Kalbar’s inability to value and respect the contributions and opinions of
people living in the areas surrounding the Fingerboards was also evident in
their refusal to listen to the advice given by local farmers and residents who
had lived in the area all their lives. At community meetings organised by both
Kalbar and the community, long term landholders warned the succession of
Kalbar CEOs about the dangers of East Coast Lows, about the location of
Kalbar’s meteorological station in a wind shadow area, about the severe tunnel
erosion in the proposed mine site and the many years of trials conducted by
Catchment Management and DELWP that would make successful rehabilitation
impossible. They explained that the 2014 bushfires * had devastated the area
which was still in a transition period of recovery, including the vegetation and
wildlife. They warned about the likelihood of ‘soil slumping’ after soil
disturbance in this area due to tunnel erosion and the probable impact of a lot
more sediment entering the Mitchell River. The State Government had already
provided thousands of dollars of funding to prevent erosion on the banks of all
the creeks and waterways that flowed into the Mitchell River.

Many of Kalbar’s early press releases, interviews and articles in the néwspaper
aggrandised the size of the project rather than giving more realistic
information about the project. A good example of this is the article in the
Bairnsdale Advertiser on Friday 28th July 2017 in which the project is

. described in a series of superlatives as being ‘one of ‘the richest deposits in the

world’, ‘world class’, ‘rated as one of the most economical and valuable
underdeveloped mineral sands deposits in the world’, ‘the study demonstrates
the project as a world class project’, ‘the deposit contains some of the highest
grade of zircon in the world”.* This information attracts the readers’ attention
and might attract investors but withholds relevant details for those who will be
affected by the project, such as approximate location of the mine, its
dimensions, how it would source the water it would require and approximate
duration of mining.

Kalbar seemed little interested in timely explanations to the public to further
the community’s understanding of the project in its preliminary stages. It
seemed to be little interested in seeking a genuine understanding of the
values, expectations, or dynamics of the community and seemed to be merely
following a set script to win people’s acceptance of, if not approval for, the
project. They seemed to expect that the community would accept the project.
complacently and not question the impacts on the environment or the many
risk which they had sought to conceal. Their original map of the project area
didn’t even show the Mitchell River which made people begin to question
whether this was deliberate so that no one would notice how close the project
area was to the river and vegetable crops.
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Another conce;’n we have is the contradictory information the Community was
given by Kalbar at the public meetings it organised. None of this initial
information was ever prefaced wiffa statement that these figures were only a
temporary assessment and could change as the project unfolded. There was
actuallly little justification for some- of these ‘issu¢. < such as the number of
truck movements or jobs. Each of the several CEOs offered a different figure
for the number of jobs the mine would create, the number gradually increasing
from 60 mine operators to 200 in the EES. The number of construction workers
increased from 180 to 200 in the EES, the duration of the construction
increased from 9 months to 2 years in the EES, the amount of water required
went from 2-3 Gl to 4-5GI and then back down to 3 Gl in the EES, the number
of truck movements was also increased from 20 to 80 ( 40 return trips). The
size of the project area was increased and the location of the processing plant
was moved closer to 9 residences - changes made without any prior
consultation or explanation to the local residents who would be impacted by
them. And now the community finds out without having had any prior
consultation, that Kalbar is seeking approval to allow compulsory acquisition of
private land outside the project area to be used by the mine for infrastructure
that is located outside the mining project boundary for water pipelines, bore
pumps, bore field, roadworks, new powerlines, easements, rail sidings. The
only explanation given for any one of these changes was the decrease in water
needed from 4-5GI to 3Gl because Kalbar hoped to recycle the water. However
in the EES it now appears that the 3 Gl stated won't be sufficient and they will
require even more for dust suppression and would seem to be in the process of
applying to pump more than just winter fill water from the Mitchell River.

. At community meetings Kalbar seemed reluctant to acknowledge community

members’ legitimate questions about the above changes and the reasons for
them and the lack of consultation prior to the change. There seemed to be
condemnation of community opposition on Kalbar’s part rather than attempts
to resolve issues of concern. On many occasions when people asked questions
that were ‘awkward’ to answer, they glossed over the answer or gave a very
evasive reply. In 2018-2019 Victor Hugo the current CEO attempted to ‘gag’
the community ( letter in the Bairnsdale Advertiser) and prevent discussion
about the project until the EES was released yet according to their stated
policy in their bulletins and website, they ‘encouraged’ people to express their
concerns and to ask questions, and their facilitating Consultant, Coffey told the
community at a Kalbar organised public meeting on 25 July 2016 * that the
proponent would include the public in the progressive stages of the EES
process until it was released. Coffey’s chairperson said at this meeting : ‘I
have mediated in many community disputes but have never seen a
community as affected as yours'.

Kalbar always claimed to the community that it was 100% Australian owned.
In 2020 however, it suddenly seemed that it was now 94% foreign owned.
Challenged by people about this Kalbar hastened to say that was just an
unfortunate mistake and although they weren’t 100% Australian owned they
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had a higher stake than only only 5 or 6 %. The sudden change of name from
Kalbar Resources Ltd to Kalbar Operations Ltd together with the change of CEO
from Victor Hugo to Jozef Patarica, the sudden disclosure of the funding of 144
million from Appian Way- all prior to the release of the EES, has led to further
distrust of the community in the proponent, in the legitimacy of its business as
well as its business acumen and its accountability if things go wrong.

Our community also believes that there is a high probability that Kalbar will sell
the mine if it wins approval like they did with the only other mine they
proposed and won approval for in Indonesia and which they then sold to an
Asian Consortium( Kalbar website). When Rob Bishop, the first CEO was asked
if he would put in writing that the company wouldn’t sell the mine he refused,
explaining that Kalbar Resources Could at any time be the subject of a
takeover by another mining company ( said at Community ‘drop in’ session at
the Glenaladale Hall organised by Kalbar in 2015).

One of Kalbar’s team who apparently also worked for Coffey used our
community, without our knowledge or agreement, in a case study which she
presented at the 16th Annual Mineral Sands Conference on the 15th March
2016 to demonstrate how to win a Social License for a mining project.* The
community members in the photos had not given permission for their photo to
be used in this way and many of the community felt belittled by this case
study. ,
It is apparent to community members who have attended both the Kalbar and
Community organised meetings that the information given by the proponent is
often misleading. One of the best examples of this in is the case studies they

. present in which they compare the successful mining and rehabilitation results

of mines they say are comparable in environmental ‘sensitivity’ to the.
Fingerboards mine. For example in an attempt to justify an open cut mine in
an agricultural area, reference is made to the Wemen mine near Mildura. But
the comparison is misleading because unlike the Fingerboards mine site the
country there is flat and sandy with an average rainfall of 330mm, the highest
daily rainfall recorded being 83mm with the area recording more than 25mm of
rain on an average of only 1.5 days a year. The physiography of the area
allows no run off with excessive rain percolating into the groundwater. The
mine there had a lifespan of 3 years with a footprint measured on Google Earth
of some 240 acres and the depth was minimal compare to the almost 50 metre
depth of the Fingerboards mine. Compared to the 1675 hectare project that
Kalbar proposes for the Fingerboards, this Mine is not a legitimate comparison.
As well as this, the vegetable grown was carrot which grows underground
unlike the cauliflowers broccoli and lettuce etc crops of the Lindenow Valley
exposed to dust and pollution.

Kalbar claims that the tailings of their mine present no environmental damage
or safety hazard. In its Referral to State Government Kalbar admits that ‘some
seepage into the shallow groundwater system may be expected which may
discharge to nearby waterways potentially impacting water quality of the
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nearby envirpnment’. Kalbar has cited the tailings dam at Capel in Western
Australia. But what is conveniently left out and therefore misleading is that the
tailings dam at Capel leaked manganese and sulphate salts into the
groundwater, a fact which the mining company responsible readily admits will
take up to twenty years to repair. Most of the other mines Kalbar makes
comparisons with are :not as big, deep, or of as long a duration as the
Fingerboards. None overlook a vast vegetable growing area and the
topography is dissimilar the ground being relatively flat and level and easy to
rehabilitate. The rainfalls are also higher making rehabilitation more possible
and many mines in W.A. only operateéa— f7so that the noise won't disturb the
residents’ sleep. This is not the transparency we would expect from information
given to us about the project.

In the EES Kalbar quite honestly admits that some workers in the vegetable
growing enterprises might leave to work in the mine because of the higher
wages but this is likely to be menial, untrained work which is likely to be
temporary during the construction period. There is no mention however of the
risk of workers exiting jobs in the agriculture and horticulture industries due to
the high risk of contamination of crops from airborne dust blown by strong
gusts of wind and containing Silica, monazite and other pollutants as well as
possible contamination to the Mitchell River water only several hundred metres
from the mine site.

It is obvious to us from the consultation. period before the release of the EES

and from the information in the EES itself that Kalbar has no affinity with our
area and is prepared to present biased facts that progress its own interests to
the detriment of those of our community. It is trying to convince our State

. Government representatives to place its trust and confidence in a company and

project that entails so many inherent risks and potentially disastrous impacts
to the environment of one of the most beautiful and visited parts of Victoria
and even of Australia, and on the economy and welfare of the people in East
Gippsland. Even the desperately needed jobs as a result of the Covid impacts
do not justify approval for this mine.

The RISK REGISTER

An analysis of Kalbar’s risk assessment as it is written in the EES would
suggest that the project has some risks but that they are all manageable and
would have minimal impact on the environment and the community in and
near the project area. Only 20% of the 172 risks listed are ‘HIGH’ and only 6%
are identified as *‘MAJOR'. It is surprising that Kalbar can actually identify the
level of risk when the EES reveals that the impact and mitigation of many of
the ‘risks’ can only be determined once there has been consultation or
cooperation with the community or industry bodies, or relevant expertise on
the matter can be sourced.

Kalbar made many attempts to ‘gag’ the community and prevent it from
voicing its opposition claiming it was a vocal minority drowning out a silent
majority who supported the project - which was farcical considering the vast
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numbgr of pegple who opposed the project. We were repeatedly told that all
the answers would be in the EES with detailed explanations and information. It
is frustrating now to see that there are still many unresolved issues to be dealt
with before we can really properly identify and assess both the risks and the
mitigation strategies proposed.

~

SEAN DruuTen
ETSORg  BOSCUT]
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https://www.abc.net.au/news/rural/2014-12-17/gippsland-
farmers-dubious-about-co-existence-with-minin

g-project/
59725467
utm_source=abc_news&utm_medium=content_shared&utm_conte
nt=mail&utm_campaign=abc_news
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Case study — Glenaladale Mineral Sands Projeci

“-"Establi nm; e H( (tlvo stakeholder engagement

. Foundation for establishing a social licence 10 operate

slenaladale Mineral Sands Project coffe

. Glenaladale Deposit (25 kms NW Bairnsdale)
. Discovered in 2002 by Rio Tinto
- 2.7 Bt resource
. Fingerboards Mine
. Community has little or no knowledge of mineral sands oOf
mining

. Active opposition
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the proposed mineral sands mine at Glenaladale. s,

Campaign taken to parliament

Mine-free Glemaladale took its
#StopKalbar fight to Melbourne's
Parliament House on Wednesday,

light of day.

Pacliament steps were coverad in
h%(I;J orange & a petion with
45 signatures was tabled by
Greens MP for Brunswick, Tim

Read
- .

ol manmda

cocatod ba. dee

;omm wm’ﬂf Opposw'fnon A

in orange and theee wheelharrows of
beoccoh and caroes” Mr Read sand
“1 wis very impressed that they
had p 4500 sgmateres and
cepanised thix very effective event. |
hope the plasning minister pays
close sention and this mine doesn’t
po shead ™
Mine proponent, Kalbar Re
* sougves, is i the final stages of
g'qunw an Emvircament Effects
Stigement (EES) for submission o0
the Department of Eavironmest
land, Water and Plaasing
(DELWP) aad hist mpght discussed
— ‘ -

Slwmﬂhwmlhpﬁblhmnmmwdnudl)-hmhﬁwk’db‘uw'ﬁﬂlﬁhpﬂnhhlo

sformation evening in Lindencow
(Details to follow in Moaday's
Advernser )

Kalbar chief executive officer, Dr
Victor Hugo, is concemed Mme-
free Glenaladale bas been delivermg
‘mislcading™ statements, inclodag
the sumbes of that could be at
risk due to e amd aghly
taic suhstances mnd the percentage
of directly impacied landholders.

“The technical stodes conduciad
as pert of the EES have determined
that the ore, tmlings and overburden
are not ccmsedered radioactive under

" regulations. We have also not found

levels of metals or other chemicals,
which could be considered as hagh
ly toxic substances’” Dr Hugo

sand

“Whilst Kalbar Resources encour-
ages public discesdon and respects
the rght of commumsty membery
and groups %0 voice their opeatons
ahout the peoject. we believe thal
factwal evidence peesented lhrm&
the EES peocess is a mare o
able hasms for decision-making
than the unsubstantiated claims|






