
1 
 

FOSTERVILLE GOLD MINE - ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
 

6th February 2019 
 

MINUTES  
 
 
Tour Undertaken at 9.30am 
Attendance: 
Jeff Cummins 
Cr James Williams 
Tim Harrington 

Areas visited: Project Sites 
 
Meeting Opened at: 11:00am Minutes by: Trudi Jackson 
Attendance:  
Clare Fountain - Chairpoerson 
Felicia Binks – FGM 
Trudi Jackson – FGM 
Will Wettenhall- FGM 
Erin Simpson - FGM 
Ion Hann – FGM 
Jack Baseggio - FGM 
Frank Casimir - CoGB 
Cr James Williams - CoGB Lynley Strachan - GMW 
James Courtman – EPA 
Bob Disken - ERR 
Tim Harrington – Community Representative 
Jeff Cummins – Community Representative 

Apologies 
Ashley Elliot – Goldfields Revegetation 
Barrie Winzar – Community Representative 
Paul Rutzou - ERR 
 
Observers 
Nil 

 
Meeting Commenced 
Clare Fountain commenced the meeting and welcomed everyone. Clare also thanked the Community 
Representatives who volunteer their time to attend the ERC and how their participation is appreciated. Clare then 
asked the committee if anyone would like to declare a new conflict of interest to add to the existing register. 
There was no response from the committee and no new conflicts of interest recorded. 
 
Minutes of the Previous Meeting  
Tim referred to page 4 and the ASTER Plant Solutions. Tim wanted to emphasise that all the checks and 
balances are being completed on this new technology, mentioning that it is not always the ‘golden answer’ and 
that FGM need to be sure that technology is not letting us down. Ion responded by saying that any change goes 
through FGM’s risk management system and has all the appropriate checks in place. 
 
Bob then raised the comments made around spray drift at the last meeting. He reiterated that these spays are 
difficult to manage and control and it is not a technology that ERR supports as it is old/out-dated.  
 
Jeff also noted an amendment to the minutes. Page 3 Paste Plant and Water Treatment Plant, second 
paragraph, third sentence should read, “Jeff said the process was originally called Managed Aquifer Recharge, 
which would have community benefit, now it is called Managed Aquifer Injection. 
 
Moved: Jeff Cummins 
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Seconded: Ion Hann 
 
Action Items 
Historical Tailings  
 
As per presentation provided by Erin Simpson. The tailings are a registered heritage site and any works will 
require a permit. The agreed option was to rehabilitate insitu and a work program has been proposed. FGM are 
now awaiting comment for DELWP and Heritage Victoria.  
 
Tim said in a perfect world he would prefer the tailings be removed but this may have to be the compromise to 
make it look ‘okay’. Felicia then asked for people’s thoughts on a sign to acknowledge what the tailings are. Tim 
said it was possibly not a good idea given the location and traffic on the road. James added that there were more 
appropriate places for sign than this location. Tim said that signage could be added to the existing information 
signage at the end of McCormicks Road. Lynley then asked if there was any proposals to place soils over the 
tailings and batter them. Erin response was that FGM would have to wait and see what feedback is provided.  
 
Tim said he would expect some oxide rock would be placed over the tailings otherwise there was no point in 
completing the work. He said he understands the risks of doing this but if FGM look into it history suggests that 
when it is done for production purposes it has occurred on 5 occasions. Jeff agreed with Tim, but supports 
rehabilitation if it is completed properly. 
 
Ventilation Upgrade 
Ian provided an update on the ventilation upgrade and advised the committee that the drill string is still stuck. He 
also advised that the sound modelling scheduled to occur has been placed on hold due to location uncertainty.  
 
Mining Licence Variation Update 
Felicia provided and update on the MIN5404 variation stating that the application was submitted in October 2018. 
The area is being surveyed by a digital survey. If the area is accepted then community consultation will continue. 
This will include advertising and community meetings. After the variation is granted, a Work Plan Variation will 
need to be completed. The southern work plan will be the first to be completed. 
 
Tim asked if FGM would empty Robbins Hill Pit and construct a portal. Ion said this was not in the current plans 
as there is nowhere for the water to be stored. Tim enquired if it would be at least two years until FGM would be 
in that area, to which Ion said yes. Tim then asked if it would be a spiral development or a straight line. Ion said 
FGM could do a straight line however; FGM need to find a resource from the current drilling on the current mining 
lease. The northern extension is for longer-term protection and the south is an immediate requirement. Jeff 
asked if FGM had had a briefing with council around the planning implications. Felicia said the planning 
requirements would be discussed with DELWP. Jeff added that the planning scheme allows exploration but does 
not allow mining and that he urged FGM to brief council. Felicia said that council have already been briefed.  
 
James said that council recognise the community work that needs to be undertaken. Tim asked at what level 
DEWLP would be dealing with this. Felicia said it will go with the work plan and the minister will decide, as it will 
require state approval. 
 
ERC Community Representatives  
As per the proposal presented by Will Wettenhall.  
 
James opened by saying that council have little say in the responsibility and decisions and are moving more 
towards an advisory role. Tim said if FGM go down this path, it will be one of the few companies with an ERC. 
Felicia responded by saying, many companies have already gone down this path and that FGM are not 
advocating changing the meeting - just formalising the process. James said that FGM need to look at the models 
of the ERC’s and what works and does not work. ERC’s have evolved and will continue to evolve. Jeff then 
asked Bob how the FGM ERC compares to other companies. Bob said what ERR are moving towards are 
Community Advisory Groups rather than ERC’s. Other companies have all different types of models. GBM is a 
dysfunctional group and need to go through a similar process and develop their own model.  
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Felicia then said that this proposal is just about the election of the community representatives. Clare asked how 
many representatives are FGM looking for. Will said this would be determined when the terms of reference are 
drafted, but it could be from 2 to 5. Bob added that other committee’s have deputies. Clare then asked if the 
community representatives will receive some kind of induction. Felicia responded by saying the terms of 
reference would be provided to explain that. Clare commented that inductions would be good to help them 
understand the terms. 
 
Jeff said he has no problems with the company taking ownership but has a few concerns around the tight time 
frames. The draft terms of reference shouldn’t be developed when seeking community reps. Will said that this 
was misinterpreted and that the draft terms of reference would be sent with the application so that those 
interested can understand what is involved in becoming an ERC representative.  
 
Tim then enquired about what the driver is by having an ERC. Ion said it allows FGM to be engaged with 
community. FGM would want this to continue regardless of whether it was a regulatory requirement or not. The 
ERC presents an important opportunity to engage with regulators, council and community. Bob added that it is a 
mandatory requirement to consult with community. Clare said there was currently no terms of reference and if a 
chairperson does not have these then it can become difficult to effectively chair. It also poses a risk without an 
agreed code of conduct. 
 
Tim said ERC community representatives don’t feel like they achieve anything. If FGM want good quality people 
to participate in the ERC they need to give them more effective input. Jeff said the Terms of Reference are 
critical as the community representatives have different priorities to the company. Clare then asked if the ERC is 
the forum for bringing up community ideas or is there another forum for this. Tim suggested inviting the 
community members to the ERC and also asked who will ‘pick it up’ if the nominated community representatives 
don’t attend. Lynley observed DELWP’s absence from the ERC and noted they should be attending. 
 
Continuous Noise Monitoring Investigation – as per summaries distributed 
Noise from the processing plant noise is consistent but this noise alone is not likely to cause noise breaches. It 
was noted that the noise from the saddle is variable and has the greatest influence on overall mine noise.  
 
James asked what is the saddle? Ion explained that the saddle is the flat area in Ellesmere pit, where ore and 
waste rock is transferred.  
 
Jeff asked if the consultant made any recommendations on the saddle noise? Will said it was just an 
investigative report, but it builds on the 2017 mine noise investigation report. Jeff said he had concern over the 
lack of recommendations.  
 
Ion said FGM have looked at truck options but the main noise source is the dumping of hard rock. Jeff asked 
about technical solutions, such as sound packs on trucks. Ion said FGM’s trucks are quiet and staying in pit is 
the best method at present to reduce noise. Tim agreed with Ion that improvements have been made to the 
trucks over the years. 
 
Tim referred to the report that was handed out and asked if there was any details around non-mine related noise. 
Will said it was described at traffic, animals etc. Tim said if ‘community’ are making noise closer to the receptor it 
is different to noise from the mine, which is further away.  
 
Managed Aquifer Injection  
Felicia said FGM have had applications with DELWP for MAI monitoring bore installation since October 2018 that 
were awaiting approval. Once the bores are approved, FGM will be able to install the bores and seek approval 
from GMW to commence a trial. Jeff asked how long would the trial would go for? Felicia said it would be around 
6 months but FGM will be able to provide more details either in May or August ERC meeting – when there was a 
better understanding. Jeff said he supports Managed Aquifer Recharge but not Managed Aquifer Injection. He 
would like to see a reuse component in the trial explored.  
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Other Business 
To be discussed at end of presentations. 
 
OPERATIONS REPORT (as per Operations Report issued to members) 
 
Safety 
As per the report 
 
Environment and Community Report  
As per report and presentation 
 
Discussion 
Tim asked if FGM take the river survey at one point only, Felicia responded advising that there are 6 sites in 
total. Tim then asked if these sites are reserve sites or if they are on private land. Felicia answered that it is a 
combination of both but they are the same locations each year. James enquired as to whether FGM feed the 
results into the Campaspe River Group, to which Erin said yes. 
 
Environmental Incidents 
Jeff asked how effective is the chemical dust suppressant? Felicia said that the photo shows how the cruster 
works; however the product does have a life span (depending on weather, traffic, etc.).  
 
Jeff then then asked in reference to the ASTER Plant and if it was a high priority for the company as it is a high 
priority for the community. Ion said it is budgeted for this year but it is subject to the approvals process. 
 
Water Quality 
As per report and presentation 
 
Tim asked given that one of FGM’s long-term water-monitoring personal has left has the knowledge been passed 
on. Felicia said that two people are always required to complete the monitoring and FGM have standards and 
procedures that need to be adhered to. Erin added that FGM also undertake internal audits to ensure the 
procedure and correct method is followed.  
 
Air Quality  
As per report and presentation 
 
Jeff asked how old the Hi-Vol monitors were? Will said HVAS2 was 1 year old but was unsure how old HVAS1 
was. He added that they are the same design and work on the same operating process. Jeff then stated that in 
the previous meeting Grant and Nick agreed dust monitoring should be located outside the area of influence. 
FGM has no data to compare as EPA do not do regional monitoring. FGM are missing reliable ambient dust 
monitoring data.  
 
Lynley then asked what the dust suppressant is made of? Will said it was a biodegradable product and FGM can 
provide the MDS sheets as requested. Lynley said yes to this. 
 
Noise 
As per report and presentation 
 
Tim asked how many days of monitoring occurred for the total of 600 sessions. Erin said that there are at least 2 
rounds of monitoring per week, with day, evening or night time periods. The 2019 noise monitoring schedule can 
be presented at the next ERC.  
 
Jeff added that in the last quarter the figures don’t add up for exploration noise monitoring. This was 
acknowledged by FGM as being incorrect. 
 
Community 
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As per the report and presentation 
 
Jeff asked about the first community complaint and why it occurred? Erin said that FGM had reorientated a 
diamond drilling shed, which resulted in elevated noise at receptor. FGM had undertaken noise monitoring but 
had not picked it up – as it was an amenity complaint and there was no risk to compliance.  
 
Tim then asked if FGM can identify people who come to the community meetings (i.e. a breakdown of community 
members and FGM staff) as at times the numbers don’t reflect the actual community attendance. James said 
that they are very worthwhile and the feedback council receive reflects this. Tim said that they are a starting point 
for community engagement. Felicia said FGM will continue to hold community meetings as part of the community 
engagement program. 
 
Production Update 
As per the report 
 
Personnel 
As per the report 
 
Exploration 
As per the report 
 
Rehabilitation Report 
As per the report 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
Nil 
 
Action Items 
 
• Historical Tailings - Progress of rehabilitation or movement of tails 
 
• Ventilation Upgrade – Update to ERC committee on design outcomes from the noise modelling   
 
• ERC Community Representatives – Provide a draft Terms of Reference including a Code of Conduct 
 
• MAI – Feedback on extended trial approval and when the Work Plan Variation will be submitted 
 
• DELWP – Follow up on attendance of ERC 
 
• Noise Monitoring – Provide the schedule for FGM noise monitoring 
 
• Dust – Provide MDS sheet for Dust Suppressant used onsite 
 
Meeting Closed 1-00pm  
 
Next Meeting: 
Wednesday 1st of May 2019 
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