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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
 

Item Details 

Meeting date & time Wednesday, 2 February 2022, 11:08am–1:09pm 

Meeting location Board Room, Fosterville, VIC 3557 and online 

Present Jude Holt (Chair). Lance Faulkner (General Manager, Fosterville Gold Mine), Will 

Wettenhall (Environment and Community Manager, Fosterville Gold Mine), Trudi 

Jackson (Senior Community Advisor, Fosterville Gold Mine), Jack Bowen (Senior 

Environment and Community Advisor, Fosterville Gold Mine), Oliver Hickson 

(Senior Environment and Community Advisor, Fosterville Gold Mine), Natasha 

van Leeuwen (Environment and Community Advisor, Fosterville Gold Mine), Fran 

Crossan (EES Project Lead, Fosterville Gold Mine), Leigh Byrne (Community 

Officer, Fosterville Gold Mine), Tim Norden (DELWP), Jacob McDonald (EPA), 

Ryan Straub (EPA), Bob Disken (ERR), Lynley Strachen (GMW),  Andrew 

Radojkovic (ERR), Cr Julie Sloan (Whipstick Ward, City of Greater Bendigo), Ian 

Ralston (Community Representative), Barrie Winzar (Community 

Representative), Frank Casimir (City of Greater Bendigo),  

Absent N/A 

Apologies Tim Harrington (Community Representative), Cr Greg Penna (Eppalock Ward, 

City of Greater Bendigo)  

By invitation Jamie Rooney (RMCG) 

Observers N/A 

 

Item 

number 

Agenda item 

 

1 Welcome, attendance and apologies 

1.1 New Chairperson Jude Holt welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced herself and briefly 

spoke about her background. 

2 Acknowledgement of Country and introductions 

2.1 The Chairperson acknowledged the traditional custodians of the land on which the meeting was 

held – the Dja Dja Wurrung people, and paid respects to their Elder’s past and present.  

Each attendee then introduced themselves and the capacities in which they were attending. 

3 Declaration of interests 

3.1 The Chairperson declared she is the Independent Chair on the Audit and Risk Committee of the 

Dhelkunya Dja Land Management Board but this role has no decision making capacity.  



 
Fosterville Gold Mine | Environmental Review Committee Meeting Minutes – 2 February 2022 2 

 

4 Minutes, actions and matters arising since last committee meeting 

4.1 Confirmation of minutes from meeting on 10 November 2021 

The minutes of the previous meeting on were reviewed for accuracy. 

IT WAS RESOLVED that the minutes of the previous meeting on10 November 2021 be 

confirmed as a true and accurate record of proceedings: 

MOVED: Ian Ralston 

SECONDED: Tim Norden 

AGAINST: N/A 

OUTCOME: Carried unanimously 

4.2 ERC Site Tour 

The ERC site tour attended FGM’s Surface Ventilation System, and a Blast, Dust and Noise 

monitoring site.  

The site tour was attended by Will Wettenhall, Oliver Hickson, Natasha van Leeuwen, Lynley 

Strachen, Barrie Winzar and Ian Ralston. 

Feedback was provided that it was beneficial information sharing, with participants given gaining 

increased knowledge of the number of environmental monitoring locations and methods across 

the FGM site.  

No actions arose from ERC site tour preceding the meeting. 

4.3 Information/project updates to ERC Members 

FGM Sustained Operations Project EES Update 

Fran Crossan discussed the progress of the EES and the stages, which will be undertaken over 

the course of the project and about the site visits and consultation work with RMCG which forms 

part of the community engagement process. 

Lynley Strachen queried what RMCG’s consultation plan will involve, and what community 

engagement will be undertaken? Barrie Winzar asked if community open days will be held in 

relation to the upcoming EES?  

Jamie Rooney confirmed that open days/information sessions had been scheduled in mid-

February with a number of ‘open houses’ to be held throughout each stage of the EES. Barrie 

Winzar also asked if there was a time frame in place for the community consultation? Jamie 

Rooney advised that there is no exact time frame, but ongoing opportunities would be available 

for community to engage throughout the EES process.  

Andrew Radojkovic asked if low frequency noise would be part of the assessment? Will 

Wettenhall informed the committee that the scoping studies are yet to be released by DEWLP, 

and that all elements of those scoping requirements will be addressed, and if that includes low 

frequency noise then it will be assessed. 

Cr Julie Sloan requested information on the ecology technical study and what that would include? 

Fran Crossan and Will Wettenhall advised these studies would assess Terrestrial Ecology but 

restated that FGM are waiting for the formal scoping documents from DELWP to confirm what 

would/will be included in the study. Will Wettenhall also informed the committee that the draft 

EES scoping requirement will be exhibited publicly for consultation and there is an opportunity 

for community input into the technical study program. FGM hoped that by the next ERC meeting 

the scoping documents will be available, however there is currently no firm commitment from 

DELWP on the timeframe for this documentation. 

4.4 Update on actions arising from the minutes  

The actions arising from the previous meeting were reviewed.  
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Action 202111–5 

• FGM response to questions submitted by Community member at November ERC - 

Complete 

Action 202111-2 

• FGM to provide an update to ERC committee members as to the decision of the Minister 

for Planning in respect of the requirement to obtain an EES - Complete 

Action 202211-3 

• Copy minutes of the 4 August 2022 meeting to be distributed to DEWLP and ERR 

representatives - Complete 

Action 202211-4 

• GMW to follow up with ground water and streams regarding the provision of FGM mine 

induced seismicity information.  

Lynley Strachen advised that GMW’s Groundwater and Streams team did not require 

any information regarding FGM mine-induced seismic events. 

 ACTION  

(202202-1): 

FGM response to questions submitted by Community member at November 

ERC to be provided to ERC committee members 

4.5 Other business to be noted for discussion at end of presentations 

Ian Ralston noted he had one question to raise.  

Will Wettenhall noted he had several questions to raise on behalf of Tim Harrington. 

5 Official business on the agenda 

5.1 Quarterly Environment and Community Report 

 Will Wettenhall introduced the Quarterly Environment and Community presentation and new E&C 

team members that had joined FGM over the past 2-3 months. 

Community Activities and Complaints 

The quarterly environment and community report was discussed as per the presentation. 

Community activities and complaints were discussed in detail by Trudi Jackson. Barrie Winzar 

asked to be informed of future local events, such as the Community Clean Up Day, so he can 

help activate a few “Old Fostervillians” to attend.  

Trudi Jackson and Will Wettenhall shared with the committee the new FGM Community Website 

and discussed how it will be a centralised information platform helping to keep the community 

informed on FGM’s Environment, Community and Exploration projects. Jude Holt indicated that 

while researching for her role as ERC chairperson she found the website informative and the fact 

sheets fantastic. Trudi Jackson requested the committee to provide any feedback (positive or 

negative), so FGM Community Team can continue to improve how it delivers information to the 

local community. 

Trudi Jackson then discussed the Community Voices Survey, with 191 residents invited to 

complete the survey and 71 residents participating. Jude Holt indicated that it was a great 

response rate compared to other community surveys she has seen. Trudi Jackson advised FGM 

are planning to publish a summary of the survey in the next FGM community newsletter and on 

the website, with more detailed information to be presented at the next ERC meeting. 

Bob Disken asked if there had been much community uptake in response to FGM initiatives 

implemented around blasting and ground vibration. Trudi Jackson responded by noting the SMS 

blast notifications have been available and used for the past 2-3 years, and blast monitoring 

results are published in the FGM community newsletters and discussed at ERC meetings. Will 

Wettenhall also added that landholders who receive a blast notification also are able to complete 

a survey via Survey Monkey to provide feedback on the blast event. 
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Ian Ralston asked if the landowners who have lodged blast complaints live close to each other? 

Trudi Jackson answered that the nearest blast monitors to landholders are different, but they are 

all located to the south or the east of FGM’s operations. Ian Ralston queried whether this was 

where FGM was currently undertaking development? Lance Faulkner clarified that community 

complaints are not typically related to development blasting, with most of the complaints relating 

to production (stope) firings.  

Barrie Winzar asked about community complaints after the Mansfield earthquake but was 

unaware that it was covered at the previous ERC, which he did not attend.  

Will Wettenhall asked a question on behalf of Tim Harrington:  

‘Community (page 19) 10.1.2 Noise Complaints - All cereal crops in the area by 29/11 would 

have been ripened and therefore not require spraying prior to harvest. However, the vineyard 

(owned by the company and leased to an operator) on Axedale-Goornong Road is often applying 

foliar sprays in the evenings with their turbo-mister equipment, which does have a big fan. Is this 

the noise referred to in this complaint? How far away did the complainant live from the noise site? 

This is an activity that has been undertaken annually at the vineyard since it was established in 

the late 90s.’  

Trudi Jackson confirmed that FGM’s investigations concluded that the noise relating to that 

complaint was being generated from the vineyard. Trudi Jackson clarified that information 

relating to the landholder who raised the complaint was limited as the complaint was lodged with 

the EPA and therefore FGM was unable to comment on how far away the landholder may live.  

Barrie Winzar queried if the details of the investigation had been relayed to the landholder by the 

EPA? Ryan Straub responded that the EPA had followed up with landholder. Barrie Winzar 

queried the timing of weed spraying at night but understood the need to spray at that time given 

it was at the vineyard. 

Trudi Jackson spoke about three community complaints received in relation to EL006503. Bob 

Disken queried the postponement of exploration drilling within EL006503 and asked if FGM had 

timeframes for commencement of this program? Lance Faulkner advised there was no defined 

timeframe, restating that this drilling program had been deferred whilst FGM re-evaluates its 

regional exploration strategy following the announcements from the North Central Goldfields 

Ground Release. Will Wettenhall reassured the Bob Disken that FGM would provide the 

appropriate regulatory notifications and community engagement, prior to commencing any 

program, if it were to progress.  

Cr Julie Sloan asked how many landholders are in the area. Trudi advised that there are 

approximately 70 landholders within the mining licence area. Will Wettenhall adding that the 

proposed exploration site in EL006503 is located in the middle of Wellsford Forest, so there were 

no landholders in immediate proximity to the area. 

 

Environmental Activities 

Oliver Hickson spoke about the targeted Low Frequency Noise (LFN) investigations undertaken 

during Q4 and the remediation works being undertaken at Hunts Pit North.  Barrie Winzar asked 

if this remediation work would take some time? Will Wettenhall advised that FGM expects that 

by the next ERC in May, this work will be complete.  

Oliver Hickson advised the committee that FGM had received approval for CIL Hardstand #4 

Work Plan Variation during the quarter.  

Barrie Winzar noted the CIL Hardstand #4 location and asked if FGM had applied any dust 

suppression in this area? Will Wettenhall confirmed that FGM does apply dust suppressant to 

the CIL Hardstands and referred to photos of dust suppressant application in the presentation.  

Will Wettenhall raised a question on behalf of Tim Harrington regarding CIL Hardstand #4:  
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‘While I understand that this has been approved it is my belief that extending it to the east is not 

in the best interests of the company's community outcomes. There is already a lot of dust leaving 

these heaps on moderately windy days. It is a bad advertisement for the company to extend to 

the east where it will be more highly visible to local residents and passing traffic. The current dust 

suppression techniques only just seem to manage.’  

Will Wettenhall spoke about the current use of dust suppressant on the CIL Hardstands. The 

dust suppressant is most effective when applied to areas that remain un-trafficked, and once 

applied, the suppressant forms a crust on the CIL tails surface. FGM undertakes a dig out of the 

CIL TSFs on an annual basis and this entire process has an extensive dust suppression program 

wrapped around it. 

Lynley Strachen queried whether there was less dust reported this year due to the wetter 

conditions? Will Wettenhall advised it has been consistent with other years, with a couple of 

outliers from anomalous results, a wet summer has certainly reduced dust locally and regionally.  

Oliver Hickson discussed regulatory engagement relating to LFN and subsequent remedial 

notices issued by the EPA. Environmental incidents for the quarter were also discussed. 

Will Wettenhall raised a question on behalf of Tim Harrington:  

‘Site Activities (page 3) - The bullet point regarding Hunts Pit North contamination event - what 

happened?’ 

Oliver Hickson advised that investigations indicated the likely source of hydrocarbon 

contamination was from exploration drilling fluids, which are disposed of into Hunts Pit North (a 

fully contained facility). The incident was discussed previously at the November 2021 ERC 

meeting and further details were provided in the Q3 2021 Environment and Community report.  

 

Noise 

Oliver Hickson discussed noise abatement projects progressed during Q4 2021. 

Bob Disken congratulated FGM on the 14dB reduction at the Paste Plant air compressor after 

noise paneling was installed. Bob Disken also queried if FGM considered this air compressor as 

a source of low frequency noise. Oliver Hickson advised it was considered and investigated as 

part of the EPA LFN assessment and was not considered a source of LFN.   

Will Wettenhall asked a question on behalf of Tim Harrington:  

‘Noise monitoring (page 14) 8.1 - while I understand the paragraph as presented, the people in 

the area who are experiencing noise related issues would, if they read this, think the company is 

not transparent.’  

Will Wettenhall responded by noting that the information is consistent with how noise monitoring 

information has been presented in previous ERC meetings, and will continue to be presented 

into the future. Will Wettenhall confirmed that there were no noise breaches recorded during the 

Q4 2021 reporting period, and therefore the information is a transparent representation of the 

noise monitoring events.  

Barrie Winzar asked the EPA and ERR if this LFN occurs at other mine sites? Bob Disken 

informed the committee that FGM is the only mine that ERR regulate that has LFN issues. Bob 

Disken followed up by saying the LFN is not part of FGM’s approved Work Plan and therefore 

there is no non-compliance under the Mineral Resources (Sustainable Development) Act. The 

LFN issue is being administered under the EPA legislation. Ryan Straub added that EPA has 

encountered LFN at wind farms within the state, but FGM is a unique site. 

 

Groundwater 

Natasha van Leeuwen discussed the groundwater exceedances reported in Q4 2021. Lynley 

Strachen queried if the water levels within the bore had also decreased. Will Wettenhall advised 
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that FGM did not have this information immediately available, but the bore water levels will be 

considered as part of FGM’s assessment.  

  

Air Quality 

Natasha van Leeuwen discussed the air quality results for the quarter. Will Wettenhall spoke 

about the depositional dust gauges, with many of these monitors now accompanied by either a 

High Vol monitor, directional depositional dust monitor and/or a continuous dust monitor (as 

sighted on the ERC site tour). These additional monitors all provide further information and data 

to assist FGM’s. Bob Disken spoke about the ‘coarse dust samples’ (collected in the depositional 

dust gauges) and how abnormal results can occur due to bird and insect/organic matter sample 

contamination and this is a common problem when measuring coarse dust. Bob Disken then 

highlighted that the particulate matter concentrations (PM10 and PM2.5) reported by FGM are well 

within compliance limits. He explained that PM10 and PM2.5 are very small dust particles that can 

cause health issues and it is important to highlight to the committee that FGM are well below the 

compliance limits for both these particulate matter fractions. 

5.2 Quarterly Operations Report 

 Lance Faulkner discussed FGM’s achievements for Q4 along with the proposed merger between 

Kirkland Lake Gold and Agnico Eagle. 

Barrie Winzar questioned if there will be a name change for the mine?  Lance Faulkner informed 

the committee that at the corporate level there will be a number of changes but FGM will always 

be recognised as Fosterville Gold Mine.  

Bob Disken also noted that FGM’s mining licence (MIN5404) and associated exploration 

tenements are registered and will remain registered in the Fosterville Gold Mine Pty Ltd company 

name.   

Bob Disken then referred to the EPA Prohibition Notice on Exploration Drilling within the 

MIN5404. Lance Faulkner clarified that this notice was applicable to surface drilling in the south 

of MIN5404, and the notice prohibited the operation of surface dill rigs between 10:00pm and 

7:00am.  

6 Other Business 

6.1 

 

Questions 

Barrie Winzar asked if the TSF2 water quality bore (PB01), which had a sulphate exceedance 

was close to the proposed Managed Aquifer Recharge site? Will Wettenhall advised that this 

bore is a significant distance (at least 1 km away from the Managed Aquifer Recharge site).  

Lynley Strachen also confirmed that the proposed aquifer for Managed Aquifer Recharge is 120m 

deep, whereas the PB01 intercepts the shallower aquifer. 

Will Wettenhall asked the following questions on behalf of Tim Harrington:  

‘In-Pit Residue Monitoring (page 20) - The bullet point referring to the Emergency TARP for 

tailings dams - what does this mean? Can you please provide further detail?’  

‘TSF2 Residue Monitoring (page 21) references to PB01 - I may have my bores mixed up but I 

think it was previous Mine Manager Ian Holland who enlisted Coffey GeoTechnics to design a 

procedure in 2015 because there had already been a lot of anomalies. From the layman’s view, 

those recommendations have been followed for 6+ years and there still seems to be anomalies. 

Is it time for a new look at this by a different water consultant? What is the distance or correlation 

where PB01 is and the aquifer injection site? What is the depth of the PB01 bore? and the depth 

of the aquifer injection? How do we understand that there will be no connectivity between these 

2 sites?’  

Will Wettenhall advised that FGM will take these questions on notice and provide a response at 

the next ERC meeting.  
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 ACTION  

(202202–03): 

FGM to provide a response to questions raised regarding the Emergency TARP 

for tailings dams & TFS2 Residue Monitoring at the next meeting. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ian Ralston thanked FGM for sampling his rainwater tanks and for the consistent safe results.  

Ian Ralston then provided water testing results from another landowner, who is located 1 km 

north from his home, who has completed their own testing and the results are very different. Ian 

Ralston queried if dust were to settle in the bottom of a tank, for how long would it contaminate 

the water? Ian Ralston suggested that it may be possible that the tank contains historic residue 

from a very long time ago and if this was the case was a solution to drain the tank and then 

continue to test after that.  

Will Wettenhall explained that FGM has made multiple approaches over the past two years to 

sample and clean the landholders water tank, however the landowner continues to decline FGM’s 

offers of assistance or access to the property for rainwater tank testing. ERR have also attempted 

to engage with this landholder, however their request for access and sampling have also been 

declined. 

Ian Ralston offered to further engage with the landholder to discuss the water quality results and 

restate FGM’s offers of assistance. Barrie Winzar informed FGM that he no longer requires water 

tank testing at his property on a quarterly basis, as the results have been consistent for years. 

Will Wettenhall asked questions on behalf of Tim Harrington: 

‘Meeting pack cover letter - I would like to make formal comment regarding the company's 

request for all questions to be submitted on the Monday prior to the meeting. I would like it 

minuted that I am not in favour of this request being made and I do not believe (although would 

stand corrected if advised otherwise) that this is part of the Terms of Reference under which the 

ERC Meetings operate. I would give further consideration to this request if the company could 

guarantee that the ERC meeting packs were provided to us a minimum of 14 days prior to the 

meetings. For example, I received the meeting pack for tomorrow's meeting last Friday. I 

acknowledge it may have been in our letterbox for 1 or 2 days prior to me collecting it but that is 

only 3 days prior to the meeting. This is not enough time to review the material and put together 

questions.’  

Will Wettenhall advised that he’d had a conversation with Tim Harrington around his comment 

and FGM’s request for any questions to be lodged in advance of the ERC meeting.  

Will Wettenhall referred to the August 2021 ERC meeting where Tim Harrington was approached 

by community members to table 30+ questions to the committee. Consequently, both the number 

of community questions and considerable information updates provided by FGM at this meeting, 

meant there was not sufficient time to be able to address other important agenda items in the 

meeting. The requests for questions in advance offers FGM the best opportunity to be able to 

respond to these questions at the meeting. It does not preclude members of the ERC committee 

from asking questions throughout the meeting and this is encouraged. Jude Holt added that in 

her experience it is unusual not to ask for questions in advance as it provides the best opportunity 

to respond.  

Will Wettenhall acknowledged Tim Harrington’s comments around the timely provision of the 

ERC meeting notes and that the Terms of Reference outlined that requirement for reports to be 

provided to committee members 14 days in advance of the meeting. FGM committed to the timely 

provision of meeting minutes and reports moving forward. 

Will Wettenhall raised a final question on behalf of Tim Harrington: 

‘Other business - At the last two meetings I have been representing the views of other community 

members and time has not allowed for this question - What is the result of the stygofauna survey? 

Some early indications were that the stygofauna were present which some people may say is 

not so suitable for aquifer injection (because that is not good for the stygofauna).’  
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Will Wettenhall advised that FGM had prepared an update on stygofauna study for the meeting, 

however recognising that Tim Harrington was an apology for this meeting, this update will be 

held over to the ERC meeting in May 2022. 

 ACTION  

(202202–04): 

FGM Stygofauna study update to be presented at next meeting 

7 Any other business 

7.1 Confirmation of actions arising 

 The minute taker summarised the actions arising from this meeting, see schedule 1.  

 

8 Next meeting 

8.1 Date/time: Wednesday, 4 May 2022, 11:00am 

Location: Board Room, Fosterville, VIC, 3557 

9 Meeting closure 

 The meeting concluded at 1:09pm. 
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SCHEDULE 1 

 
SUMMARY OF ACTIONS 

 

Action ref. Action description Assigned to Due date 

202108-01 Waste management overview and the 

recent tender process 

FGM  2022 

202202–02 FGM to provide a summary to the group 

of the Community Perceptions Survey 

report at the next meeting. 

FGM 4 May 2022 

202202–03 FGM to provide a response to questions 

raised regarding the Emergency TARP for 

tailings dams & TFS2 Residue Monitoring 

at the next meeting. 

FGM 4 May 2022 

202202-04 FGM Stygofauna study update to be 

presented at the next meeting 

FGM 4 May 2022 

202202-05 FGM response to questions submitted by 

Community member at November ERC to 

be provided to ERC committee members 

FGM 4 May 2022 

 


