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1. This submission respects the need to remove sand from the 227 hectare freehold.* 
The need to remove sand is a given, however, the proposed changes are problematic 
on several fronts, the first of which are the number of embodied assumptions that 
have been made in the given documentation.

(a) When BCSC issued Planning Permit No 120388 seven years ago it included a S173 
agreement containing an endorsed Conservation & Revegetation plan for the currently 
approved WA1488 site. The proposed changes and extensions are making the assumption 
that the original plan will carry over, but there is no statement to that effect. The promised 
rehabilitation at the end of the mining, for example, does not explicitly include the new areas.

(b) Holding a Freehold Title to a substantial portion of Deep Creek should not endorse the 
assumption that the Creek can be used as a vehicle for disposing of excess water or any other 
water use.

(c) There is also an assumption that the clearing of trees is all that needs to be considered. 
Given the topography the resultant erosion would be carried into the Bay. 

Within Specialist Report 1 is the statement that Lot 2, Dunbabbin Road, Grantville, includes 
the greater majority of Deep Creek and its associated vegetation. “The 70 Hectare parcel of 
land abuts the southern Crown Land boundary of the Gurdies Nature Conservation 
Reserve.” (my emphasis)

(d) Any statements to the effect that there is no significant indigenous vegetation on this land 
has to be seen as nonsense subject to this fact alone. The report includes low importance trees 
but barely makes a mention of native orchids and the like. Of the five specific orchids that are 
mentioned, Spurred Helmet-orchids in particular are very rare and cannot be relocated to 
other areas. The assumption is that Greenhoods, Orange-tip Finger-orchids and sun orchids, 
found elsewhere, deems their destruction as permissible. Any inspection of the present 
operation clearly makes a laughing stock of contrived concepts around words aimed to 
indicate a minimisation; the truth is that a total obliterating of indigenous orchids has to take 
place due to the operational nature of the sand extraction.

In summary, Dandy Premix will soon reach the limits of the Extraction Pit (FMSEP) under 
the current Work Plan. Their concrete and construction sands are vital to the Melbourne Supply 
Area and so they have made application to expand. There is still an ample area to quarry sand within 
their freehold. An honest statement of fact is that this will require the destruction of the present flora 
rather than dressing it up as anything else. The above identified assumptions need to be addressed.

2. John Leonard Consulting Services is the only consultant engaged to report on issues in and 
around Hydrogeological Assessment, even though this aspect of the proposed change(s) 
could be considered to be the most critical of all of the collective impacts. 

(a) The first issue is extracting sand from below the water table. On the very first page is the 
fact that Western Port Bay is only 300 metres from the western boundary of the WA1488 
site. The majority of the WA1488 site drains to Deep Creek along the northern site boundary 
with a small area draining to Colbert Creek to the south according to JLCS (p.20). We are 
also informed by the report that, amongst other things, the provisions of the Water Act 1989 
requires “the need to protect the environment, including the riverine and riparian 
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environment.” (my bold). Further, Rural Water Authorities are required to consider the 
matters outlined in Section 40 & 53 of the Water Act 1989 when assessing licence … any 
adverse effect that the allocation or use of water under the entitlement is likely to have on 
…a waterway or aquifer.” In a legal context we are often presented with a question as to 
whether there is any doubt about and around the facts surrounding a case. In parallel the 
above would have us question whether there could possibly be an adverse effect on the 
waterway or aquifer. By logical extension the above facts point to the danger of damage and 
pollution of the waterway, the aquifer, and the Bay. Up until this point the site has only been 
engaged in dry mixing. Washing the sand on site in such close proximity to Deep Creek and 
the Bay is opening up a Pandora’s box. There are frightening stories of others attempting to 
dam such water and the like with catastrophic impacts upon the environment and its 
inhabitants. If in doubt, don’t. If it can be avoided it should be. The risks are too great. 
However deeply knowledgeable the consultants are they can only surmise and postulate about 
the need for the present aquifers. It is interesting to study the number of times the bores have 
“inspected” over the last five years. Considering the proposal to wash one would have 
anticipated a much greater compass and scrutiny of data. 8.2 p.55 onwards speaks for itself. 
The consultants also state that groundwater discharges into the creeks close to the Bay (p.52). 
Once gone it cannot be readily replaced. 

(b) For argument’s sake we accept that the sand is washed. What is the nature of the waste 
product? How much will there be over time? How is this monitored? Who monitors this? 
Where does it go? There are many more questions raised than answered. 

(i) As an aside it is an interesting question in itself as to why there haven’t been any public 
information sessions. Even some positive PR about what the company has and is doing for 
the community would have been good but this has been sadly lacking. The time given to 
consider the proposed changes is also very ordinary for something so complex and important. 
Dandy are happy to take out 30 million tonne but haven’t given Grantville even 30 days to 
respond. As one local wag recently put it, “It seems we are Tusken Raiders but our Tatooine 
has not really benefited in any appreciable way.”

(c) 9.1 Site Water Use (p.62 onwards). The quantities being discussed are very large. The 
sand is estimated to be in the vicinity of five tonnes a minute, 300 tonne each and every hour. 
The troubling aspect however is not the amount of sand being quarried, but the Wet Sand 
extracted by Cutter Suction Dredge from below the water table. The report goes on to say 
that in a simplified understanding we are looking at a net water loss of 34 m3 each and every 
hour, or 65,280 m3 (65.28 ML) a year. During the present operation dust suppression water is 
sourced from on-site dams but these are to be removed under the WPV if the proposed 
FMSEP is developed.

 (i) The impact assessments are founded on what the area was like prior to sand extraction 
beginning, and then making a comparison, which makes questionable data.

 (ii) the additional water supply needed to satisfy the demands of washing is based on short 
term modelling

 (iii) there is no time frame given in respect to how long such quantities of water are to be 
used - is it five years before Southern Rural Water (SRW) have a chance to withdraw 
approval? 
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(iv) taking wet sand from below the water table – WHY?

(d) On page 72 of the report is the following, quote: “Sand extraction operations can have 
detrimental impacts on groundwater quantity if the water table is lowered and/or groundwater 
quality if extraction operations cause groundwater contamination.” There can be a thousand risk 
matrix established and measures put in place to mitigate damage but the fundamental 
question that has to be addressed is why take the risk in the first instance? I respect the need 
to extract sand; I cannot emphasise enough that changing the operation as suggested has the 
potential to cause irreparable and irreversible damage.

(e) If the groundwater that is proposed to be used was contaminated what measures will be 
taken to address this? What level of chemical contamination is assessed as `acceptable’? Are 
we to assume that the excess groundwater used to wash the contaminated sand is going to end 
up in the Bay? Please, NO. The Bay was raped of its seagrass causing massive loss of habitat, 
and silted. Even the most pragmatic are now deeply disappointed. Pumping the volumes 
discussed in the reports into the Bay is totally unacceptable. It cannot be allowed to happen. 
There is an alternative. Not to wash the sand. Not to use a pontoon floated Cutter Suction 
Dredge. Up until this point the quarrying has only left a scar across the land. This is 
something that will be rectified in the future. The extraction of wet sand from below the 
water table, and using the volume of water to wash sand on site, and the prospect of this 
spoiling our beautiful Bay yet again is unthinkable. Let’s not be greedy. Let’s be happy with 
taking the sand that is above the water table as we have been doing. Nothing less, and 
certainly nothing more.
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