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Minutes of Fifteenth Meeting  

The DRCCC had its 15th meeting on 21 July 2015 at the Braidwood Meeting Room. 

Meeting  

Attendance: Brian Elton (Chairperson), Belinda Royds, David Lever, Matt Darwon (proxy for Bill 

Waterhouse), Robyn Clubb (proxy for Catherine Harrison), Peter Cormick (proxy for Jackie French), 

Pete Harrison (representing Palerang Council); Brett Corven (representing Eurobodalla Council); 

Angus Maclean (observer from Eurobodalla Council), Andrew McIIwain (observer from Unity 

Mining), Chris Corcoran and James Dornan (representing Unity Mining), Mike Young and Phillipa 

Duncan (representing Department of Planning and Environment – DP&E), Roz Chivers (Elton 

Consulting – Minutes). 

Apologies 

Apologies were received from Cath Harrison, Jackie French and Bill Waterhouse 

It was noted that Christine Wright had previously resigned from the CCC as she has moved away 

from the area.  

Minutes  

The minutes of the last meeting in February 2015 had not been circulated to members and 

participants. The current Chair will follow up this issue with the previous Chair. 

Previous minutes of the Committee are available to the public at the Braidwood office of the 

Palerang Council and via the Company’s website (www.unitymining.com.au).  

Pecuniary and other interests 

In keeping with the guidelines for establishing and operating CCC for mining projects (Dept. of 

Planning and Infrastructure 2007) all members are asked to declare any pecuniary or other 

interests.  No changes were reported by members present. 

Matters Arising 

Nil. 

Correspondence 

http://www.unitymining.co/


 

  

 

 

2 

D
R

C
C

C
 M

in
u

te
s 

2
1 

Ju
ly

 2
0

15
  

No correspondence has been received since the last meeting.  

Update of the Project – Unity  

The project is currently in a care and maintenance phase with activity focussed on weed and water 

management, fencing to exclude stock, tree planting and environmental monitoring. The 

environmental monitoring program is largely in place – includes air quality, ground and surface 

water, biodiversity, aquatic ecology – as per the conditions of the original consent. The data is 

available on the Unity website. 

 

A member raised the matter, of the meaningfulness of the environmental monitoring data to the 

layperson. There was a request that the information provided contain some further analysis. A 

discussion and demonstrations on ways to make the data more informative could be undertaken at 

a later meeting. 

 

Offsite environmental monitoring is an issue on one property.   

 

Code of Conduct and CCC guidelines – Chair  

The procedural rules of conduct in the DP&E’s mining CCC Guidelines have been circulated for 

review.  Members are requested to review prior to the next meeting. In addition to the code of 

conduct in the guideline the Chair suggested that the following apply at DRCCC meetings: 

 Mutual respect – agreement to disagree respectfully 

 Trust – build an atmosphere of trust to allow for a better and more informed debate of 

complex issues 

 Clarity and timeliness of information requested and distributed 

 Questions and comments through the Chair 

 Meetings to start and finish on time 

Members agreed to the above suggestions. 

 

It was noted that the DRCCC had its own Charter that was adopted early in its history.  Members 

are happy to continue to adopt the Charter. 

 

Consistent with the Guidelines members cannot purport to represent the DRCCC to the media.  

That is the Chair’s role.  Members may speak with the media in their own right or to represent 

their community not the DRCCC. 

 

The effective sharing of information with the community is one of the objectives of the DRCCC. 

Notes taken by Members of the meeting can be provided to local residents and the Minutes are on 

the public record. 
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Update on the Environmental Assessment – Modification 3 and the assessment process - DP&E 

Mike Young explained the process for a modification and why the current application is deemed a 

modification and not considered a new project. He acknowledged that some community members 

feel that the changes to the approval should be considered a new project. However, under the 

EP&A Act the parameters to determine whether changes are a modification are broad.  The DP&E 

has determined that this is a modification and there is no need for the changes to be considered as 

a new project.    

 

Mike indicated that the actual steps in the process for a modification are almost the same as for a 

new development approval.  An environmental impact assessment (EA) is required as well as 

public exhibition which in this case is for a six week period (more than for a DA).  Unity will need to 

provide a formal response to all public submissions following the public exhibition.  These will be 

publically available. The DP&E will then finalise the assessment and prepare a report, along with 

other relevant government agencies, for the decision maker.  At this stage the decision maker has 

not been determined.  If there is a significant level of public interest it will be the Planning and 

Assessment Commission (PAC), who may decide to undertake additional public consultation on the 

proposal.    

 

The recommended approval would include modified and/or additional conditions above the 2010 

decision to ensure that the proposed changes are appropriately managed.   

 

Members had a number of questions including:  

 The best timing for the community to lodge submissions (early or late in the process)?  It 

was felt that technical issues would be best lodged early. 

 The length of time Unity has to respond to submissions? This is up to the company but a 

detailed response is typically expected within two to four weeks. 

 The role of the DP&E when submissions are received? Effectively act as a ‘mail box’ in the 

first instance. The DP&E assesses the submissions and the company’s responses once these 

have been provided and take these into account when preparing their report. 

 Is it normal for companies to request modifications to approval conditions? This is normal 

practice for a variety of reasons. including changes in best practice benchmarks 

 Is the DDP&E attending all DRCCC meetings and have the people that will be assessing the 

EA been on a site visit? The DP&E will attend meetings on an ad hoc basis at the request of 

the Chair.  The DP&E and other agencies involved in the assessment have visited the site on 

numerous occasions. The Chair is able to act as a conduit to the DP&E between meetings. 
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 Does DP&E have the technical expertise to assess the submissions and responses?  DP&E 

has in house expertise and also calls upon independent technical experts on key matters.  

The PAC can also engage their own experts if required.   

 Is there a requirement to undertake a financial capacity assessment of the company to 

ensure there are sufficient funds to manage incidences and amelioration?  This is not a 

factor the DP&E can take into account.  However the Environment Protection Authority is 

able to apply a ‘fit and proper’ person test to the issue of licences.  Under the Mining Act all 

mine lessees are required to lodge a bond with the government with sufficient funds for the 

rehabilitation of a site. 

 

The public consultation during the exhibition period - Unity  

Public submissions and responses will be submitted to the DP&E and made publicly available.  

“Common” issues will be handled together and responded to collectively.  

 

Unity sought the advice of the DRCCC on what level and type of consultation would be 

appropriate.  They highlighted that people are able to visit the mine site but need to do so through 

prior arrangement and abide by safety and health requirements.  The DRCCC will have the 

opportunity for a site tour as part of the next committee meeting. 

 

The Members noted that a one size fits all approach to consultation wouldn’t work as each 

community is very different.  Being able to provide people with an understanding of the scale of 

the proposed developments e.g. size and location of the tailings dam was considered important.  

Video on the Facebook page and/or a 3D model were suggested.  Unity took this issue on notice 

and will also use social media and the website to publicise information. Media releases will also be 

used as necessary.   

 

It was felt that open public meetings may not be appropriate at this stage in the process. The 

provision of simplified information e.g. summaries of the EA may be useful. 

 

Matters that the community representatives want to raise with the mine operators 

Members were interested in risk management strategies and how the operators would respond to 

different scenarios. They were also interested in the resources that would be allocated to address 

the various scenarios. Unity indicated that they have response procedures in place for numerous 

scenarios are these are tested on a routine basis. 

 

Members also raised questions about mining for silver and whether this was likely.  Unity indicated 

that they were not specifically mining for silver.  Silver is contained in the gold orebody and is a by-
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product of the gold extraction process, along with minor amounts of copper and other base 

metals. 

 

Matters that the mine operator wanted to raise with the community representatives 

Unity highlighted the significant documentation associated with the EA.  In particular they 

highlighted the table where the commitments were struck out.  This approach has been used as 

there is a requirement to retain the history of the project not that the commitment was not being 

implemented.  The commitments formed the basis of the conditions and are now mostly 

duplicated in the project approvals. 

 

Members raised concerns that the commitments and conditions of the approval are being diluted. 

Discussion was had in relation to the words now in the approval of “generally in accordance with” 

rather than strictly “in accordance with”.  DP&E advised that this does not reflect a dilution in 

conditions that the Proponent is required to abide by.  The wording relates to the strict liability 

test. There needs to be some flexibility so that compliance is manageable.   

 

There was discussion about whether the court conditions had greater weight than other 

conditions.  The DP&E confirmed that they do not.  DP&E offered to discuss this with Eurobodalla 

Council if this remains a concern.   

 

It was highlighted that some conditions in the approval were put in to reflect that they were not 

assessed in the original determination rather than not allowed.  The condition related to the use of 

mercury was a case in point.  Mercury was never proposed and therefore never assessed.  Cyanide 

was never proposed and never assessed in the first development application and hence why it is 

subject to this comprehensive modification review. 

 

Members raised concerns about incremental modifications to conditions and whether future 

modifications are referred back to the development originally approved or subsequent 

modifications.  DP&E highlighted that the potential for approval of modifications had been 

anticipated in the legislation and that all modifications are referred back to the original approval.   

 

Unity was asked if there was any consideration of ore being brought in from offsite for processing.  

Unity indicated that there was no capacity to do this and no approval to allow this to happen. 

Unity stated that there will be no ore brought in from outside the site.  

 

Facilitating broader community input 

There was a discussion about whether there was a need to publicise the outcomes of meetings 

and the membership contact details.  This was taken as a question on notice.  
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Challenges related to the readership of local newspapers and patchy IT coverage (in relation to 

dissemination of information electronically) within the district was discussed. 

 

The CCC 

Membership – it was noted that there is currently one vacancy on the committee.  Members also 

raised concerns related to the geographical coverage of the membership.  It was felt that it was 

equitable to have the full complement of members and that the membership must reflect the 

committee’s terms of reference. It was agreed that the Chair and DP&E would discuss the issue of 

membership out of session.  

Observers – it was agreed to allow observers for openness and transparency under the following 

conditions –  

 that they were unable to speak unless given permission by the Chair 

 the Chair was to be notified of their attendance in advance of the meeting 

Other business 

A question was raised regarding why cyanide was not included in table 10, page 58 of the EA.  This 

is because Table 10 of the EA is an elemental analysis of the tailings material. A member 

requested a comparable table of compounds. 

Members were asked to forward any questions in writing to Unity and/or DP&E and to copy the 

Chair in. 

The issue of remuneration of CCC members was raised.  The DP&E representatives responded that 

sitting fees are not usually paid. 

Next Meeting 

Will be held on site in two weeks’ time. Day and time to be advised.  The session could include 

opportunity for a detailed Q&A on the EA. 

These minutes are endorsed by 

 

Brian Elton  

Independent Chairperson  

Dargues Reef Community Consultative Committee  


