ports, simply going by im-
pmm;:yu. or what is fed to
hem by staff or political
interests. '

ble and Ellis to have coun-

cil reconsider a report
with a $2.8 million anom-

aly was blocked by Crs

Eﬁhml;wﬁey Anderson,
. Buckley and Pelz.

More disturbing was the
attempt by Crs Freshwa-
ter, Pelz and Neal to block
the notice of motion even
being discussed. Open
and informed debate is es-
sential to democracy. -
_ The proposal for massive
infrastructure &t Bastion
Point continues to be
shoved through despite a
cheape:l and safer boat
famp altemative. Proper
given to catastrophic risk,

- the Buchan
sty

&

)

“Althiough blocking prop-
_er analysis, councillors
scemed unclear as to why
it should be built (if the ra-
frastructure was based on

faulty cost benefit)

ght up b
the

sion at the end of the day

Report bal--

the report so sure should
be responsible for check-

ing that it has been
brought back up. We've
received the report and

~ handed it on. We've made

the right assessment.” (We
have been the rubber
stamp.) 2

Cr Neal: “Economists
are unregulated, not re-
sponsible and not ac-
countable.”

- (Which economists - the
shire’s or the consultasts
engaged?) i

Cr Anderson said she
“was disappointed and
upset” with the error and
the lack of action to fix it.
(But then she voted not to
have the report reap-

__cgnouly S idad hibé
fits. If it's as good as I
think it is, and I've been
told it is, the bencfits are
irrelevant” '

(A $6 million project -
foc what benefit? Oh well,
it's just public money
after all.)

[ottes + Tle

overstated

Sir,- We note that the
economic benefit of the
tion Point breakwater
have again becn signifi-
cantly overstated by coun-
cil’s advisors, (Advertiser,
November 12), this time
by $2.8 million each year.

We are extremely con-
cerned that the ratepayers
of East Gippsland have
been and continue to be
misled about the real and
the council’s proposal. At
the same time, the poten-
tial benefits to Mallacoota
and its economy have
been consistently oyer-
stated to justify the pro-
posal - one that the major-
ity of the local community
does not want.

Sure, the council has ap-
plied for State Govern-
ment funds to construct
the breakwater. However,
the real cost — year in,
year out — will fall on East
Gippsland ratepayers for a
facility that from the out-
set has no viable econom-
ic base, and little chance
of achieving one on the
evidence that has been put
forward to date.

Among the inaccuracies
and concerns about the
economics of this project
are: '

* The assumption that

N rom
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this, or how it will
achieved.

* The ludicrous assump-
week’s Advertiser, that
each group of three visi-
tors to Mallacoota will
_spend over $4,240 for
three days' stay - even if
they are camping.

cil has not identified, or
allowed for, the additional
~marketing costs involved.

be

~ From first-hand experi--
ence, dealing with hun-
dreds of guests each year,
‘we believe that Mallacoo-

R Tatare Hewin Tow-im:.

“yield tourism, and that
Mallacoota will be best
served by a lcw.-ﬁnl’%*
- upgrade of the existing fa-
cility, at minimal cost to
East Gippsland ratepay-
ers.

Yours etc.,

Rosemary Luker and
Russell Freeman,

Karbeethong  Lodge,



