Fingerboards Mineral Sands Project Inquiry and Advisory Committee
Technical note

TN No: TN OOS8
Date: 8 February 2021
Subject: Response to IAC Request for Information — Part 12.

INTRODUCTION

The IAC’s request relevantly provides:

12.1 Cultural Heritage Management Plan

(i) Reference
EES Chapters 9.12.3.2, 9.12.1, Mitigation Measure CHO1; Appendix A017. The EES states that a
Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) (or draft CHMP) has not yet been prepared and that
“formal input” from GLaWAC will be undertaken in parallel to the development of the CHMP.
(i) Request
105. The Proponent should provide details of the status of the CHMP, including:

a) when the draft CHMP is expected to be completed and submitted for approval.

b) whether a draft CHMP will be available to the IAC and if so, when.

¢) any further consultation undertaken with Aboriginal Victoria (as Registered Aboriginal Party),
GLaWAC (either directly or through Aboriginal Victoria) (refer EES 9.12.1) and any other relevant
stakeholders since the release of the EES.

d) the likely major issues to be negotiated prior to its finalisation.

e) whether the CHMP, when finalised, might or is likely to require any changes to the Project,
including changes to the proposed location, design, construction, or operation of the Project.

12.2 Scope of Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment

(i) Reference

EES Chapters 8.12 and 9.12; Appendix A017; Submissions 662 and 813. The investigation and
assessment of Aboriginal cultural heritage appears to have a limited consideration of intangible
Aboriginal cultural heritage, contemporary oral or ethnographic history, and the impact on the broader
Aboriginal cultural landscape (including waters).

(i) Request
The Proponent should:

106. Provide details of any further investigation and assessment of intangible Aboriginal cultural heritage
since the EES and how any impacts on intangible heritage values will be addressed.

107. Provide details of any contemporary oral histories or ethnographic research that has been
undertaken in relation to the Project Area.

108. Provide information on the impact on Aboriginal cultural values of the potential allocation of water
from the Mitchell River to the Project.




109. Provide information on the impact of the Project on the Aboriginal cultural values associated with
the Mitchell River itself as well as the broader landscape.

110. Provide a response to the submissions made at pages 489-495 of Submission 813.
12.3 Heritage salvage

(i) Reference

The EES suggests that the disturbance/destruction of indigenous cultural heritage sites and places
can be mitigated by salvage and storage of recovered artefacts and scatters (EES 9.12; CHO3,
CHO04, CHO05, CHO07).

(i) Request

111. The Proponent should provide further information on the salvage and storage measures that are
being proposed to mitigate the impacts of removal/destruction of known and unknown indigenous
cultural heritage sites and places and evidence of Aboriginal Victoria’s and GLaWAC’s views on
these suggested mitigation measures.

12.4 Aboriginal cultural heritage places

(i) Reference

EES Chapter 9.12.3.3 and 9.12.5.3. The summaries of residual impacts relating to
disturbance/destruction of registered Aboriginal cultural heritage place (VAHR 8322-0226
(Fingerboards LDAD 1)) and disturbance/destruction of recorded Aboriginal cultural heritage place
(Fingerboards LDAD 2) both state that a portion of each place is outside the mining boundary area.

(i) Request

112. The Proponent should provide further details of the proportion of each place and its contents that is
inside and outside the proposed mining boundary area including by providing a clear map.

12.5 Rehabilitation plans

(i) Reference

Submission 662. The extent to which the rehabilitation plans have considered Aboriginal cultural values.

(i) Request

113. The Proponent should provide detail on the extent to which the rehabilitation plans have/will
address Aboriginal heritage values and provide opportunities for traditional owner/GLaWAC input to
ensure that cultural values are restored and/or improved to the extent possible.

RESPONSES:

Question 105

(&) The completion of the Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP) is not likely until mid-late
2021.This is because multiple Victorian Aboriginal Heritage Register (VAHR) place registrations are
required following the most recent phase of complex assessment in Nov/Dec 2020, and the
management of these sites will need to be discussed and agreed with GLaWAC. In addition, it is
expected that the will incorporate the findings of a cultural values assessment, which is not expected

to be completed until mid-2021 (see item 106 below).

(b) A draft CHMP is not yet available. However, Figures 1-4 show the results of the standard and

complex assessments undertaken for the CHMP to date and include:
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o all testing surface artefacts identified during the preparation of the CHMP
e proposed VAHR place extents with updated place names

e where relevant, a note stating that any artefacts not encompassed within the proposed place

extents are being registered as Doogooroo LDAD 1

(c) Consultation with GLaWAC and Aboriginal Victoria (AV) has been ongoing since the release of the

EES, as part of the preparation of the CHMP.

(d) Discussions with GLaWAC and AV in relation to the management conditions and requirements for

any additional testing will be ongoing while the Proponent progresses the CHMP towards evaluation.

(e) The site types identified are broadly consistent with management conditions to mitigate harm, rather
than necessarily avoiding harm. It is therefore unlikely that changes to the proposed Project footprint
will be required. The management conditions will likely facilitate a more detailed investigation at the
VAHR locations post CHMP approval and may include tertiary institutions to assist with the agreed
implementation of the RAP’s research design.
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Figure 4

532000 DETAIL MAP3 532500 533000 533500

| Standard and complex assessment
A Surface artefact
@ 0.5x0.5m test pit
@ 0.5x0.5m test pit, artefacts
M 1x1m test pit, artefacts
¢ 2x1m mechanical test pit, artefacts |3

5816000

STP027/(8)
isTRO28:1) 22 NG Y 0
b STR032/(2) P TET0016)
STR109i(5) STPO091i(1) ' 7

A

< STP1074(3) STRO0 (.3) . 1x1D1(29)
S STPA104(1) s 2x1E/(34)

DoogooroolASH. STP088!(1) 1STP030](2) STR0331(7) Doogooroo'ASi6 STP102:(3)

5 STP105)(2)
STR108i(2) § STE090i(2)

sTR112[(2)
STP92{(4) DoogooroorASi4

Doogooroo’AS 5

STP104/(4)

2x1Fi(33)

STP034)(3) 1X1E((51) ;' . : STP106/(2)
\ ' STP126](1)

‘ STRAAN(1) il
\ 2x1G1(3) v M55 M [ STP124)(3) ¥,
il STP128/(3) STP1132) L e
- . ¥ STP115/(1) sTp12 § SULARENG) ; «&l
\ < STP117/(4) SUAD) () =

STP116,(2
(2)

5815500

2roGRID IGN, and the GIS User Communiy
 —  —
NOTE THAT ALL ARTEFACTS NOT ENCOMPASSED WITHIN PROPOSED PLACE EXTENTS ARE BEING REGISTERED AS LOW-DENSITY ARTEFACT DISTRIBUTION DOOGOOROO LDAD 1 h 100 200 oy
Fingerboards Mineral Sands Project CJActivity area / mine footprint IProposed place extent 0.5m contour Project Code: | Drawn by: Josara de Lange
Map showing the results Activity area / ancillary works and P d potential archaeological d i Property parcel
’ ~ v P FMSP_2767| Date: 04 February 2021
of the standard and complex assessments infrastructure (PAD) —Road = . ANDREW LONGT
1-8-year combined mine footprint Low-density artefact distribution (VAHR — \Watercourse GDA9%4 o R L
and the S;:“rrgmsed place extents ¢ 8322-0226) MGA Zone§5| « « ASSOCIATES
ast Gippsland C1Water area .
© 2021 \Waie ALA has taken every care © ensure the accuracy and cumency of this product ALA makes Ao representations or warmanbes about Its accuracy, compieteness or sultablity for any speci®c perpose

. Viclan kpoarepve dein ® G
T S 01 VA Che i Pt WAITASE 1 ACEATRC O €O pholiess f T IEMALN i TV FUBACASEN 20) Wy DROSCr Ut
e 33 01 e bavas taaf the Sharm of Vickorin shal e 10 Tasporesbety o Ity whatromwr o ary trroes Snrts. el

ALA cannot be heid Sabie for any direct or Indirect axpenses, 103363, damages andior Costs IRcurTed 33 3 resslt of the Product being inaccurase, Incompiate or unsuitable In any way or for any reason




Question 106

The Proponent has engaged an historian recommended by GLaWAC’s RAP Manager to undertake a
cultural values assessment. This assessment will build upon existing information from the EES and will
involve researching and reporting on intangible indigenous heritage and histories from the region where
the Project is proposed. This will include:

e gathering indigenous oral histories of the region;

e studying early historical accounts of colonial contact between the Gunaikurnai and the first
European settlers;

e studying the most up-to-date scholarship on cross-cultural contact in the region;
e interviewing current landowners, including farmers, about the history of their properties; and

e maintaining constant communication with ALA, the Proponent and GLaWAC.

Question 107

Section 5.4 of the Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment (EES Appendix A017) presents ethnohistorical
and historical accounts relating to the area.

Following unsuccessful attempts to engage the GLaWAC directly in the field during the preparation of the
EES for the purposes of a cultural values assessment, the Proponent is pleased to confirm that GLaWAC
recommended an historian to undertake the cultural values assessment referred to in item 106 above and
the scope and methodology of that assessment have now been agreed.

Question 108

This will be addressed through the cultural values assessment referred to in item 106 above.

Question 109

This will be addressed through the cultural values assessment referred to in item 106 above.

Question 110
Key issues raised in Submission 813 at pages 489-495, and the Proponent’s responses, are as follows:

1. Allegation that the EES does not take into account a Pleistocene sand dune that may be associated
with significant sites and old burial areas.

The Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment (EES Appendix A017) discussed the sand dunes, which are
believed to be of Late Pleistocene age. See in particular pages 41 and 67 of Appendix A017. Sand

dune landforms continue to be subject to ongoing investigation as part of the CHMP preparations.
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2. Concern about the statement on page 51 of Appendix A017 that ‘[njo registered historic Aboriginal
cultural heritage places or historical references to the activities of Aboriginal people are located with
the activity area or the wider geographic region’. The submission then refers to items and places of
cultural significance, including ring marker trees, the massacre site at Skull Creek and the Den of

Nargun and Deadcock Den sites.

See the full discussion of Aboriginal Heritage Registers in section 5.3.1 of Appendix A017 for context

to the extracted statement. Refer also to items 105 and 106 above.

3. Concern about the impact of the Project on European history in the area.
Refer to the assessment of historical heritage in Appendix A017.

4. Concern about the ecological effects of the Project
Refer to the witness statement of Aaron Organ.

5. General concerns raised, including about discrepancies and gaps in the EES, modelling limitations
and consultation with GLaWAC.

Refer to the Proponent’s response to issues raised in submissions (IAC Direction No. 27), in particular,
sections 2.13 and 2.22.

Question 111

Salvage conditions and mitigation measure will be agreed with GLaWAC and AV after the CHMP complex

assessment is completed, which is expected in the next 2-3 months.

Question 112

Refer to Figures 1-4 above.

Question 113

The Proponent envisages that GLaWAC will have input into the post-rehabilitation land form, particularly in
terms of the traditional owners sharing their cultural knowledge and land management expertise to improve

rehabilitation outcomes.

To this end, the Proponent has had initial discussions with GLaWAC's representatives on this topic on
several occasions in 2019 and 2020, during which the goals of the rehabilitation program were outlined and
discussed. This included explaining the Proponent’s proposal to establish a high diversity native grassy
woodland, and the use of seed production techniques to provide the seed resources required for restoration.
During those discussions several avenues for involvement and/or collaboration where discussed, although

no firm commitments were sought by the Proponent or given by GLaWAC reps.

In recent discussions with GLaWAC, the traditional owners have emphasised the desirability of aligning the

Proponent’s rehabilitation plans align with key ‘whole of country principles’. Again, this was a constructive
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and positive discussion, and it was agreed there were many potential alignments of interest and
opportunities for GLAWAC input in terms of cultural knowledge and land management expertise.

The precise extent to which the rehabilitation plans could address Aboriginal heritage values and provide
opportunities for traditional owners/GLaWAC input to ensure that cultural values are restored and/or

improved to the extent possible can be resolved following
e the cultural values assessment outlined in Item 106 above; and

e the CHMP consultation process regarding the expectations of management conditions and

contingencies.

Finally, the Proponent has also partnered with Skillinvest to provide work experience to an indigenous Yr
10 student as part of a CERT Il TAFE Horticulture program. The student works one day per week at the
Bengworden seed production nursery, which has been established by the Proponent to start growing plants
for rehabilitation purposes. The student is exposed to not only general horticultural training, but also to

working with a wide range of native species.

If the mine is approved, the Proponent will invite GLaWAC to partner in several areas related to

rehabilitation and landscape management.
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