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1. Introductions Action 
 
Michael Ulph  
Welcome and Acknowledgement of Country 
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2. Meeting agenda 
 

 Welcome 

 Acceptance of previous meetings 

CCC: Issue with the minutes being released very late. Concerned 
that they are published on the website prior to being accepted by 
the CCC. Concerned about the paraphrasing of the Waukivory 
blockade, this is believed to be paraphrased to the point where it 
is incorrect. 

Michael: explained the process of the minutes being taken. 
Welcomed the CCC to call him to discuss any further issues. 
Acknowledged that 4 weeks for the release of the draft minutes 
was unacceptable and that a 2 week turnaround was to be 
achieved from now on. This is to be reflected in the terms of 
reference. 

Barbara: explained further to contacting Michael that the terms of 
reference would be used to ensure an appropriate protocol for 
taking the minutes. 

CCC: Further discussed the error in the meeting minutes 
regarding the blockade and requested they be amended with the 
following correction: 

“He said he would like AGL to go back to the Alliance rather than 
it being brought up in the CCC meeting”. 

CCC: Explained that they are not content with the structure of the 
minutes. 

Michael stated that he would ask the CCC to discuss the 
structure of the minutes during the terms of reference discussion 
later in the meeting. 

CCC: Requested hard copies of documents with large numbers 
of pages due to the extensive printing required and that page 
numbers be added to minutes.  
 

Minutes moved by Gerry Germon. Seconded by Rod 
Williams. 

Due to the delay in sending the minutes they are not 
accepted by Ed Robinson or Gerald McCalden. 
Minutes from 2nd April, 2012 (extraordinary meeting) were 
moved by Rod Williams. Seconded by Gerry Germon. 
 

 Action items from previous meetings 

o Action 1: Michael to set aside time in the next 
meeting to discuss ‘Membership of CCC’ and the 
Community Engagement Plan. 

CEP moved back to the next meet meeting due to the 
busy agenda. 

o Action 2: Toni Laurie to re-distribute maps with 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Action: Michael to 
add the following 
correction to the 
previous minutes: 
“He said he would 
like AGL to go 
back to the 
Alliance rather 
than it being 
brought up in the 
CCC meeting”. 
 

Action: Page 
numbers to be 
added to all future 
minute documents 
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distribute hard 
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with kilometre 
points marked to 
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to mail out to 
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kilometre points marked. 

Toni to distribute hard copies to those present and to 
send to those not present. 

o Action 3: Toni to collect this information and send to 
Michael to distribute to GCCC. 

Link to DTIRIS has been sent to CCC members. 

o Action 4: Toni to send this information in an email to 
Michael to distribute to GCCC. 

Contact mechanisms have been sent to the CCC 

o Action 5: Rick to produce a draft review report by 
20th March 
Complete 

o Action 6: Michael to organise an extraordinary 
meeting on 2nd April and invite Dr Evans to speak. 
Complete 

o Action 7: GCCC to send any questions to Michael 
prior to the meeting 2nd April. Questions to be sent 
to Rick. 

Complete 

 

Motion that was put forward at the previous meeting is 
that AGL and CCC is to discuss notion of perceived 
independence at the next meeting: This will be 
discussed during the presentation of the Terms of 
Reference. 
 

o Action 8: AGL, CCC and GHD to discuss community 
perceptions of ‘independence’ further at the next 
meeting. 

Terms of reference happening today 

o Action 9: Michael to provide a clear agenda of the 
next CCC meeting that allocates more time to the 
CEP and terms of reference. 

Dr. Evans will discuss the recommendations. John Ross 
will discuss today how the groundwater studies will go to 
a broader area of the Gloucester Basin. This can be 
discussed further at the next meeting, but will be 
commented on by John during Rick’s presentation. 

o Action 10: AGL to clarify what is and isn’t reportable. 

Environmental incident reporting – to be held for the next 
meeting. 

o Action 11: Michael to include the mentoring program 
mentoring as part of the next meeting. 

Mentoring – held for the next meeting 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Action: AGL to 
clarify what is and 
isn’t reportable (re: 
environmental 
incidents). Michael 
to distribute. 
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o Action 12: Clarification needed regarding the flood 
management plan and the reason for placing wells 
on a floodplain. 

Clarification needed regarding the flood management 
plan and the reason for placing wells on a flood plain. 

o Action 13: AGL to provide a clearer response to the 
CCC’s request as to why there is not a holistic study 
of the Gloucester Basin area. 
John Ross to provide to the CCC at the next meeting.  

o Action 14: GCCC to review the documents and to 
discuss the terms of reference in this document at 
the next meeting on 26th April 

Correspondence from the CCC regarding the hydrogeological 
review – no comments from the CCC. 

 

Some issues were raised with the following action due to it 
being deferred to the next ordinary meeting: 
Clarification needed regarding the flood management plan and the 
reason for placing wells on a flood plain. 

CCC: Will it be too late in 2 months time? What’s your plan for the 
Waukivory wells? Won’t it be too late to clarify if you’re already going 
to start drilling? 

Toni: there are no immediate plans to do any drilling now as they are 
on hold. We have flood management plans, both general and site 
specific flood management plans. The site specific ones are done 
closer to the time when drilling occurs and will cover the river 
scenarios and the gully behind. The flood management plans will 
deal more with the site construction and the bunding of the sites and 
the way the site is built up. 

CCC: These plans are not part of the REF because the REF stated 
that they are not on a floodplain. 

Toni: No they’re not. What the REF has to address is if they are in an 
area that is mapped as a flood plain area or not. That area is not 
mapped as a ‘floodplain’ area.  

CCC: But that means that there is no flood plain levee, not that it’s 
not on a flood plain. 

Toni: Yes, but that is what the REF addresses. We have to address 
the flood mapping and that area isn’t mapped as a ‘floodplain area’. It 
does not mean that we do not address the fact that there is flooding 
in that area – our management plans will address that. 

CCC: But the wording suggests that this floods. You have to read the 
REF again to get that negative interpretation.  

 

Toni explained that the guidelines for the REF have been 
updated following the release of the REF for this area.  
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CCC: At some stage there have to be roads to the wells because it is 
likely to be used for extraction and that is going to change the whole 
structure of the Avon River and directly affect me. 

CCC: Are these plans in the public domain? 

Toni: the Camden plans would be, and ours will be the same as 
those. The site specific plans would be the ones that change. They 
aren’t available as yet. 

CCC: So they can’t be criticised because they are not in the public 
domain. 

Toni: They are not in the public domain because we are not at the 
stage of completing our site specific plans. We’re on hold with the 
entire project, so they have not been completed.  

CCC: The problem is that you are not at any stage yet and you are 
charging ahead with this project. 

Toni: We haven’t been able to do site specific management plans 
because we’re not at that stage there. In terms of the bigger project 
we have been through the conditions of the whole project and we 
have not started these stages because we have to address all of our 
conditions. We have our general management plans and that will be 
applied here. 

CCC: The ones in Camden, they have to be built for a 1 in 100 year 
flood event, don’t they? 

Toni: No, they don’t have to be built to that event. What they look at is 
how often they need to go to the site, so the roads are built with that 
in mind. 

 

Other CCC members requested the Chair cease this 
conversation for the purposes of moving forward. 

Michael: Toni, you mentioned that you would be doing more work 
around this area. Do you mean that this would occur before any work 
proceeds in this area? 

Toni: if you’re looking at the bigger project then it has to happen and 
we will have management plans developing in the next 12 months. If 
we’re talking about the Waukivory ones then that will be driven by the 
need to use that site. But again we’ve got management plans that will 
be adapted from the Camden scenario to suit this area. 

Michael: When that is done, will that document be able to be 
examined before you go ahead. 

Toni: We can look to do that. Yes. 

CCC: That would give us some comfort if we had plenty of time to 
review prior to it happening. 

Toni: I can provide information that has been used previously, for 
other projects such as in Camden. That can be provided to you. 

CCC: I want to be convinced that if a flood does happen, what the 
plan is. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Action: Toni to 
send information 
prior to any work 
being done in 
Waukivory. 
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 Peer Review of Phase 2 Groundwater Study – Discussion 
regarding Draft B 

 GCCC Terms of Reference 

 Project update/ General business 

 Close of formal proceedings 

Tony McKenzie left – 10:30 due to emergency. 

3. Dr. Richard Evans – Presentation of Draft B 

Dr. Evans explained that there were 6 summarised slides, a number 
of slides responding to comments from CCC, the remainder are 
based on recommendations and conclusions. Dr Evans suggested 
that questions be asked throughout the presentation for time 
constraint reasons, but requested the CCC to indicate when they 
want to pause and discuss. 

Summary of first draft 

 
In agreement with most of the conclusions made in the review. 

Summary of first draft – conceptual model 
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Detailed that the conceptual model does not go far enough or deep 
enough in the valley. The boundaries of the valley need to be defined 
and that the information is limited for the purposes of creating a 
numerical model. Faults and overflow/recharge areas require further 
investigation. 

 

Summary of first draft – connectivity between shallow 
aquifer/surface 

 
The last two (sub) points – the evidence does not support these two 
points but rather, support another conclusion. I am questioning this. 

 
 
 
Summary of first draft – vertical hydraulic conductivity 

 
The vertical hydraulic conductivity is not explored enough in the 
report and will impact on the numerical model. 
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Summary of first draft – discharge processes 

 
I agree with most of the conclusions but there are aspects that 
require further investigation 

 

Summary of first draft – GDEs 

 
There is quite a bit of additional work that needs to be done on 
baseflow. There is little to no thought on springs – the fact that the 
report is silent on this is, in my opinion, not OK. The effect on 
baseflow and springs are linked anyway, but need to be looked at. 

CCC: What is a spring, in your definition? 

Rick: The definition is quite vague but essentially it is an area 
wherever there is groundwater emanating at the surface.  

 

GCCC comments 
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SKM – I am responsible for the report but, in a legal and insurance 
sense, all of my reports are released under SKM. 

CCC acknowledged that this has been covered previously and asked 
for him to move on. 

 

GCCC 2 

 
Rick: acknowledges that he has emphasised vertical flows and the 
importance of groundwater ecosystems. Rick stated that he 
disagreed with the comments made by the GCCC. 
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GCCC 3 

 
Rick – in response to this comment has stated that he has requested 
for further work to be done, but that it was not the purpose of the PB 
report to look at computed impacts because that is part of a later 
stage. The conceptual model needs to be strengthened but the 
fundamental point that there is no assessment of CSG impacts is not 
able to be made at this stage. The high/unacceptable risk is not 
defined as this is a future assessment. In my opinion, there are no 
damning or fundamental issues that would create a high or 
unacceptable risk.  

 

CCC: there was a substantial well blow out in 2006? The report 
in the media stated that there was a water or gas eruption during 
the Lucas days. There is an external report available. We’re 
getting informed scientific comment that there is significant 
vertical conductivity happening here. 

 

Rick: I agree that significant vertical leakage can occur and I make 
that very clear. I disagree that the report is silent on this or gives it 
zero. It is normal, the fact that it happens doesn’t mean that there is a 
high or unacceptable risk but it has to be captured into the conceptual 
model and then further in the numerical model. Based on what I’ve 
seen I don’t think that a high risk will be the case. I’m saying that yes 
it could be a problem, but if there is significant vertical leakage, then 
they can’t depressurise the coal seam, pump too much water and, as 
a result it would be in doubt and become economically unsuitable. 
Normally you get blow outs because of the bore construction, the 
casing hasn’t been done properly or it hasn’t been done right and as 
a result there is a blow out as you say. I don’t know the details at all, 
but I’m guessing that that is likely to be the cause of the issue you 
describe. That is not acceptable, but the standard to which they are 
designed is a separate issue. A lot of the issues that have been made 
in the US, for example, are because of this. I believe that, generally, 
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this is an issue across the board but it should be considered 
separately to this. 

 

CCC: I think the refusal to address the matter added very much 
to the concern. If there had been a logical explanation it could 
have helped eased the speculation. 

 

CCC: Is this an issue on an individual well basis or is it more a 
whole bore field project problem? 

Rick: No, this is more of an issue with individual well construction. 
The issue here could be either that the people designing it are not 
doing it properly or that the standards are not correct. I know that in 
Australia people are putting in a lot of effort to make sure that this 
doesn’t happen. These issues can cause massive reputation risk and 
need to be managed. One of my recommendations involves what 
happens to old wells or abandoned wells. It is my point of view, and 
of the companies responsible for CSG production that this is not 
something that they would want to want to brush over. 

 

CCC: Is there a standard for well construction? 

Rick: Absolutely. Lot of them. 

Naomi: There are standards that already exist but there has also 
been a review by the Australian Government as part of the 
investigations into coal seam gas. 

John: The new codes of practice are the ones that specifically relate 
to well construction and well integrity. There’s also a code of practice 
for fracturing. They are documents that are already being attended to, 
going forward. Underlying those codes are site plans such as fracture 
management plans. 

 

CCC: So if you had a problematic well, would it be managed in a 
way so that there’s no further communication, in a vertical 
sense? I guess I just want to be comforted in the fact that there 
are mechanisms in place to make sure you can reinstate the 
wells to the right standard. 

Rick: If you know where the well is, yes you can definitely come in 
and do all of the right things to that well. Whether there’s a process to 
ensure that that occurs that’s a different matter, but yes you can do 
that in a physical sense. 

John: I think the greatest risks are the exploration holes, like Rick has 
pointed out. We have as part of our planning conditions a specific line 
item in there to say that every old exploration hole within 500m of a 
proposed production well has to be located and checked that it is 
properly abandoned before that well produces. 

Toni: And we do that already and make sure to plug and abandon 
them properly before we drill or explore in that area. 
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CCC: And Gloucester Coal would have to be informed? 

Toni: Absolutely, it is GPS tracked and we work together with other 
companies to ensure that there aren’t any potential issues with 
abandoned wells. 

 

AGL 1 

 
Rick: I don’t think that the comments I have made are fatal flaws at 
this early stage, but rather that the recommendations that I have 
made need to be addressed because they will have impacts on the 
numerical model. We need to know whether the impacts or 
timeframes are acceptable, and that is not right at the moment. The 
PB report does not go there at all. 

 
AGL 2 
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No comments 

 

AGL 3 

 
I agree that there is a reason why there is a jump in this graph but 
that this was not due to a significant event, but rather a recharge 
event occurring in that area. The fundamental point is that there’s 
evidence, slow and gradual, of a change in groundwater level due to 
a recharge event occurring here that still holds. All of these results 
are showing a response to a recharge event - there is an apparent 
interconnection with the surface in the deeper monitoring bores. This 
is due to a process happening that we need to identify and discuss in 
the conceptual model. This is not indicating isolation, as was 
discussed in the PB report, but it needs to be addressed. 

CCC: Is it due to significant rain over a significant point of time? 
Or is it a big feed in somewhere? 

Rick: it could be rainfall, or rather a coincidence.  

John: I agree that some words being used by PB are not correct and 
that there are inconsistencies. But when you put that figure (20cm) 
into perspective, you’re looking at less than 0.5 of 1% of rainfall which 
is not a large quantity of water. It’s not a large recharge event. There 
is something going on that needs to be factored into the conceptual 
model, yes, but that it isn’t a significant rise. 

Rick – I agree that it is a small rise, yes. Putting it into perspective 
when there is a pressure response, you get a pressure moving 
through your aquifer and then ultimately given sufficient time (which 
in this case would be a very long time) you would get that water 
molecule reaching the area that is being assessed. 

CCC: It’s a very quick response? 

Rick – not necessarily, it is due to other processes that are occurring 
too, which is quite normal. This is due to four other processes – tide 
effect, loading and unloading events and recharging. What I mean to 
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say is that the issue in the report is that this is a normal effect but 
what are the impacts of this event? 

John: the other important aspect is the stress test such as the 
upcoming pilot program to understand what happens across all the 
aquifers. 

Rick: And this is the best test you could ever do to understand this 
issue. 

CCC: But in June 2011, this was not considered to be a 
significant flooding event. 

Rick – I’m not saying that this is a major event, but that there was a 
short, sharp rainfall event that has been recorded. All I am saying is 
that it occurred and that there was an increase as a result of this. 

CCC: But there have been bigger events.  

Rick: Yes, and it would be interesting to have that information, but we 
currently don’t. 

CCC: So how important is the rainfall record? 

Rick: It is important, but what I’m saying is that what we have is 
enough to tell us that something is happening and that we need to 
discuss it and evaluate its impact.  

CCC: What I’m saying is that if it happened earlier then 
permeability would be lower that what is indicated there. 

Rick: Yes, that’s right and what I’m saying is that time lags, as shown 
in this diagram, are normal. 

John: By the time that we get into the modelling program we will have 
18 to 20 months of records and we think we will be in a reasonable 
state to tease out any flood events. 

CCC: And I think that that’s what we’re most interested in. 

Rick: Yes, And what I’ve highlighted further in this instance is that the 
PB report is silent in a few areas that needs to be captured in the 
conceptual model. 

CCC: is it possible to go on the numerical model when this 
report is only dealing with the static stuff, rather than the gas. 
Can you make that leap? 

Rick: Yes you can make that leap and we do have to make it, but this 
is perhaps another of my fundamental questions. The PB report does 
make the point clear when there is a natural stage conclusion. I 
believe that they need to discuss what happens in the stress state, as 
is what you’re suggesting; our job is to make those predictions. We 
need to understand what the information is telling us. I believe that 
we can extrapolate information from the natural state to the stressed 
state. The more stress you impose, the more accurate a predication 
you can make on the impacts. Because of the solid science behind 
the report, you can use the data to understand the impact. When I 
say that the PB report needs to go in further detail, it doesn’t mean 
putting a number on it, it is just a matter of investigating it further. 
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AGL 4 

 
I have acknowledged that there was some clarification and 
amendments needed to Draft A and you will note this.  

 
AGL 5 

 
No comments 
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AGL 6 

 
No comments 

 
 
 
 
AGL 7 

 
There was a perception that there could be confusion stating that we 
agreed with most of the outcomes of the report but that there are 30 
pages of criticism. I have addressed this accordingly. 

Naomi: it is pretty substantial change. Do we need to explain that 
further to make sure that everyone understands the change? 

CCC was OK to continue. 
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AGL 8 

 
Further modifications made based on comments from AGL 

 
 
 
AGL 9 

 
Agreements made with the comments from AGL 
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AGL 10 

 
No further comments – as outlined on slide. 

 
AGL 11 

 
As outlined on the slide 

CCC: That AH Ecology report was additional? 

Rick – yes and will be part of the further information handed to you as 
discussed earlier in the meeting. 

CCC: Are the page numbers A or B page numbers? 

Rick – this is A. 
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AGL 12 

 
No comment 

 

CCC: So the comment about the location of the wells. It was 
going to vary based on the seismic study and other factors. That 
was never part of where the wells are going to go. Where you 
put the wells on the EA aren’t where they’re going to go. 

John – they’re indicative. On the ground it will vary as you said but it 
doesn’t have an impact on the hydrogeological report. 

 

Conclusion 

 
As outlined in the slide. 

Rick – Even though there are a lot of criticisms, they can be 
addressed. The issue is what effect those changes will have. The 
expectations of the PB report was that it would provide all of the 
answers and it doesn’t and never will. That was not the intention of 
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the report. 

How to provide input to Rick is tabled for discussion by the 
CCC. 
CCC: Can we get a copy of the presentation? 

Michael: Absolutely. 

CCC: When do you need the report done? 

Rick – next Thursday 

CCC: When will we get time to provide comments? 

Rick – these are the comments you have provided for the purpose of 
creating Draft B. 
CCC: I think all of the comments have been addressed by you. 
We have all had an opportunity to provide more to you and I 
think that they have all been adequately answered. 

Rick – I’m not suggesting that the time frame is strict. But if you would 
like to have time to look at Draft B then ‘how long’ is up to you. 

CCC: My comment is that I would like to see more clarification 
as to why there was a departure from your comment based on 
AGL’s comment. I would like to see that captured in the final 
document (this is based on Naomi’s comment earlier that it was 
quite a big change). 

Rick – In this instance, I wasn’t able to understand a particular part of 
the response and, when more information was provided to me, it 
became clearer. 

CCC: Is it fair to ask that this is addressed? 

Rick – of course 

CCC – we still have to get the two CDs of information that John 
sent to Rick and then process those prior to next week. 

John – I don’t think the information is going to be that digestible its 
raw information. 

CCC – that might be right, but it means that I will be frozen out 
of the process. 

CCC – I think what is being said is right but on the other side of 
the coin we had draft A and the comments from the CCC were 
very small in number and I think have been picked up in Draft B. 
So, what is the point of delaying the release of the final draft? 
CCC – I’m not saying that it’s going to change the final draft, I 
have a fundamental problem with being frozen out of the 
process by not being given all of the information. 
CCC – I think Rick has explained that we won’t be able to find 
everything that we’re looking for, so what’s the point of trying to 
do that? 

CCC – I just have a fundamental problem with not being given all 
of the information available.  

Rick – If I can ask John a question, in terms of the extraction that has 
happened to date, is there anything available to be able to monitor 
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the effects of that? 

John - yes we have information for the Stratford pilot wells, but there 
is no shallow aquifer information. Apart from flow volumes there is no 
information on water levels that I am aware of. That emphasises to 
me the absolute criticality of going ahead with the Waukivory tests 
and to undertake a stress test. It is such a critical part of 
understanding the trends happening in that area. 

Rick – The reason I ask is because, I wanted to know if you knew or 
had any data to provide to me that would shed new light on what we 
already know. I think the answer here is ‘no’. I think that the reason 
that the CCC have asked me to get involved is so I can go through 
that data myself on your behalf and that, if you had issues 
understanding or had questions, that you highlight this. But for you to 
be confident is very important. 

CCC – at the meeting you (a member of the CCC) weren’t 
present for. I don’t think that there was an obligation to provide 
the raw data. So I think to that extent we don’t need it. 

Michael – I think that in terms of transparency it is important that the 
CCC gets that information. We need to balance that with a desire to 
make this information publicly available. By delaying this process you 
could essentially delay the report going out into the public domain. 
We can put it to a vote. 

CCC – I can’t promise any fundamental changes, but I haven’t 
got any idea if this would happen given the limited time I had to 
look at the documents. 
 

Motion – that it (the publication of the final report) would be held 
over to the next meeting as there is information yet to come. 
 

CCC – I think what we have to look at, and please don’t take this 
the wrong way, but if we get ourselves too bogged down it 
becomes a complicated process. We got a gentleman to do this 
for us so we have to have trust in him to do this for us and I am 
comfortable with what he has produced. 
CCC – I agree but I would also say to you that this is a very 
serious project and I think we need to consider this very 
carefully. 
CCC – But we need to understand the certain point where 
stalling doesn’t work with your own judgements. You can keep 
asking for more information but if you’re not careful you can get 
bogged down and it doesn’t move along. 

CCC – I think it’s necessary to have extra time. This has not 
been a long process. We have had 4 meetings in four months, 
so I don’t think that this has been a long or slow process at all. 
We need to see if this information is going to influence the final 
draft. 
Toni – if we get that information out quickly John, is that possible? 

John – yes, I can have that done as quickly as possible.  
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CCC – I really should be going out to the people that I represent 
and I feel I haven’t given them time to digest all of this 
information. 
CCC – The extra information, was that within or outside the brief? 

John – Within, definitely. The rest of the information has been email 
correspondence that has all been filed. 

CCC – I think Rick has been hired to do a job, and he had done that 
job. We engaged him for that purpose. 

 

Vote on motion that CCC to delay the publication of the final 
report to the next meeting or an extraordinary meeting so that 
they can consider the extra data. 

 

Vote: 3 for, 5 against 
 
Motion defeated. Final report to be made public in a week’s time. 

 

Naomi – is there any way we can reach middle ground? 

CCC – but what is the middle ground? No, because you will be 
releasing the report anyway. I’m right across everything that 
you’re stating but I think you’re rushing. But I respect the vote of 
the committee. 
 

CCC – to be fair you walked out at that meeting where we were 
deciding all of this and decided not to be part of this process. You 
decided not to be part of that process so I don’t think that you have to 
criticise us. 

CCC – I think that there is no need to put a value on that. Move on. 

 

Michael moved on. 

 

Rick – there was a hint of public meetings but it was not clear. I would 
like to make this clear. 

 

Michael – OK so let’s discuss where to from here? 

CCC – I would like it to go to the community for one month and 
then to have a public meeting to discuss. 

Naomi – is one public meeting enough? Or does there need to be 
another method? 

CCC – I can’t see that there will be many people outside of the 
groups represented here but I still think that it is important to 
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have. I also think that it needs to go wider and that it needs to be 
taken to all of the four councils. It is also dependant on how 
Rick has experienced this in the past? 

Rick – it is very case specific but I am happy to work to meet with the 
requests of this community. 

CCC – logically I would suggest the meeting be held locally. 

CCC – maybe a focus of the public meeting is an AGL update 
because there hasn’t been one for years. 

Naomi – I think it’s important and not a problem at all, but we need to 
be clear that we don’t want to blur the social, political aspects etc. 
that Rick doesn’t want to go into. 

CCC – it’s just something off the top of my head. 

Toni – and I think it’s better to keep them as a separate issue. 

Rick – there is a strong argument that one big meeting is easier to 
organise. But there are people that may not be tempted to ask 
questions at a big meeting but you need to deal with people that are 
more introverted. 

CCC – this should be a CCC initiative and AGL should be kept at 
arm’s length for transparency. An open forum might be better 
for those that can walk around and ask questions. 

CCC – the issue is that when there are mini conversations 
happening then you get an issue with transparency. But maybe 
it could be a mixture of them both. 
 

Michael explained the process of combining a drop-in and 
public meeting. 
 

Break for lunch – 12:44 
 

Michael offered the potential for having individual briefings for each 
area. 

 

CCC – I think that there wouldn’t be enough interest to have 
these, so that’s why I think that a public meeting would be 
better. I think that, for those that will actually read the document, 
their questions can be answered in a drop-in session. 
 

Naomi – do you think that the opportunity to meet with the person 
who did the report would be good? 

 

CCC – Yes, I think it’s vital. 

 

Michael posed the question to representatives of the Gloucester 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Action – GCCC 
members to go to 
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Project and BSGPA. 

CCC representatives indicated that it would be a positive thing and 
that they would go back to them and see what the response is. 

 

CCC – I think that not many people will read the report, but I am 
hesitant at getting people through the door and not walking out 
the door disappointed. It is a very distinct topic and I think that it 
may not interest a lot of people. This is very different to any 
other meeting we have had. 

CCC – if you’re going to do it that way then I suggest to have 
that public meeting first and then the individual meetings. 
Because you can upset a lot of people. The last thing we want is 
to upset people and not get them back in the future. 
CCC – There may be questions that come up that would require 
the report. 
 

John – we need to go back into the work programs and understand 
that the scope is and how things can fit. That would be a few weeks, 
but I would like it to be done prior to the public meeting. 

Naomi – If Rick’s last report is made available for a period of time and 
the AGL response comes as soon as possible. 

CCC – requested a timeframe. 
 

CCC - is there going to be an opportunity to ask general 
questions in relation to the report? 
Michael – yes, go ahead. 

 

CCC – the community update – “most importantly this 
investigation shows that there is no connectivity between 
shallow and deeper aquifers”. Is this correct to make based on 
the peer report. 

Rick – there is clear evidence in my mind of linkage of shallow and 
deep aquifer. 

 

CCC – do you think AGL is justified in publishing that 
document? 
Rick – I think this is a social issue. 

 

CCC – I think it’s a factual issue and I suggest that AGL make a 
correction because that is not factual. 

John – At the time of publishing the report this was correct. 

Naomi – It needs to be put into context that this was taken from the 
PB report which has now been peer reviewed and several criticisms 
have since been published. 
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CCC – Yes but my question is, you published something for the 
community but it is not correct, so will you release a community 
update with a correction? 

Toni – No we won’t because this has to be taken in context. We have 
now gone through this process and will be going through further 
processes to address how AGL will respond to the review. 

 

CCC – I assume that this will be addressed in the meetings we 
will have post this process? 
Naomi – yes, and we will also have to address any other comments. 

 

Michael – did the PB report say what is written in the community 
update? 

Rick – yes, it did. And what I’m saying in my review (which relates to 
that paragraph) is that I still don’t think that just because you have an 
impact doesn’t mean that it is unacceptable or a fatal flaw. We’re not 
there at this stage. 

 

CCC – talking about timing. The last 3 or 4 meetings ran over 
time. Why aren’t we allowing time? 
Naomi – it’s just historical, that these times were chosen. 

 

CCC – we’re going to lose people if they keep running over time. 
For the normal meetings we should be going for 4 hours 
because we keep cutting ourselves short. 

It was agreed that more time would be dedicated to each meeting. 
 
4. Terms of Reference 
 
CCC – I am concerned that we got this very late. 
 
Naomi – would you like to take it home and have more time? 
 
Barbara – I can provide a bit of a framework. 
 
CCC – yes, that would be good. 
 
Barbara – there are some key issues to consider when developing a 
terms of reference. It is important to note that there is no ministerial 
direction to have this forum on, but AGL has committed to having as 
much transparency as possible.  
 
CCC – one of the things that I brought up some time ago, that 
we were going to discuss is how we did this. I did also mention 
that a broader demographic and an aboriginal representative 
should be present. We need to have certainly more 
representatives from the schools. There aren’t enough young 

Action –AGL to 
reissue the 
stakeholder table 
 

Action – AGL to 
update 
stakeholder list 
and publish on 
web 
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people because it is their future. 
 
CCC – In other committees I’ve been on it’s been the chairman’s 
job to find an indigenous representative to make themselves 
available. But it needs to be done. 
 
Barbara – what is the current existing perception of the committee 
independence and what it represents. It’s not an easy road because 
there is a lot of uncertainty, and if you’re struggling with this then it is 
even harder for the community to get on board. I think that the terms 
of reference need to try and reflect what the CCC feels about 
membership and how we can get these people involved in the 
process. 
 
Naomi – we should talk about including new members   
 
CCC – the thing that interests me most is getting the young 
people. Even if they chop and change, we still have some sort of 
representation. 
 
Michael – as stated in the terms of reference, there is enough 
flexibility to let that happen. 
 
CCC – I think you’ll find that the list that we have covers most of 
us in one guise or another, but what’s missing is an aboriginal 
and young people representative. 
 
Naomi – we do have a lot of flexibility to ensure that we have enough 
representation. We’ve capped at 15 but if we want to expand it we 
need to know what the number is. 
 
CCC - in my committee it was a priority to have an indigenous 
member and I think that this needs to be prioritised here then it 
needs to be the chairman’s job to ensure that there is someone 
is in attendance. 
 
CCC – the problem is that they are distributed to us 10 days 
after the meeting which is good. But the CCC only has 5 days to 
review them.  
 
Michael – I would want them to be online when they have been 
accepted as a true and correct form. 
 
CCC – I would accept that, but I think we need more than 5 days 
to review them, because it needs to go back to those that we 
represent. 
 
Naomi – I just want to add that it was my error putting up the previous 
draft meeting minutes before they were accepted. It is not something 
we’ve done before and it won’t happen. 
 
Barbara – I think 2 months is too long for them to be ratified. They 
could go up in draft form and then be ratified. If I was a community 
member I would feel very displeased that they are not out there. 
 
Michael: I agree that, if the meeting isn’t for 2 months then 10 days 
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for the CCC to review the meeting minutes seems fair. That would 
give you enough time to read them yourself and then send them to 
your group for review. 
 
Barbara - we can look at that because what we want to make sure is 
that we are not limiting this process and alleviating the concerns as 
much as possible. What do you think will work? 
 
CCC – the people that want to read the minutes have read them. 
As soon as they come to me I send them out. So I don’t think 
that’s an issue. 
 
CCC - you could have an endorsed and unendorsed version. 
 
Naomi – yes, that would be good. 
 
Barbara – that would be perfect for the website, you could have both 
versions. 
 
CCC – I’m still worried about the days. I would need more days, 
maybe 10 days leaving it as a draft version.  
 
Barbara – I think that is a reasonable approach and I agree that I 
need to make a consistency between the two versions, which is the 
unendorsed and unendorsed version. 
 
Barbara – we’ve covered membership and minutes. Let’s talk about 
procotols. 
 
Naomi – I’m conscious that the members that really wanted to talk 
about the terms of reference have had to leave. 
 
Michael – I would like to hold over that until the next meeting. 
 
Discussion was had to postpone the terms of reference for the 
next meeting. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Notion 10 working 
days for the 
minutes to be with 
the CCC for 
comment before 
they are put on the 
website.  

They would then 
be ratified at the 
following ordinary 
meeting. Once 
ratified they will go 
up again on the 
website in final 
form. 
 

Notion 
unanimously 
supported. 
 

 
5. Update 
 
 2D Seismic survey starting next week 
 The road into the Waukivory pilot wells at Forbesdale will 

commence tomorrow/next week 
 

CCC – The waterbores are not included in the REF? 
Toni – no they go through the Office of Water. Only one 
indicative location was included in the REF. But we go through 
another department for approvals. 
CCC – is that down on the flood plain? 
Toni – Yes, it is. The road doesn’t continue on down there.  
CCC – what depth are they? 
Toni – There’s a 50 metre and a 120m. I would have to check 
that, but roughly those depths. 
CCC - The road doesn't continue on down to that area. Will 
you have to build an access road? 
Toni – we would have to build a road but the wet weather is 
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beating us at the moment. But we will eventually get to this. 
 

Naomi - AGL recognises the importance of community consultation 
and getting it right. A decision was made to restructure our 
community relations team in upstream gas which means there will be 
a dedicated community relations representative at all locations. The 
role of Community Relations Manager for Gloucester was advertised 
on seek and through the IAP2. A new Community Relations 
Manager, Therese Ryan, will be starting in Gloucester 7th May.  
 
CCC – Can you just remind me what her role will be? 
Naomi – she will be the Community Relations Manager in this region 
only. 

 
 

Meeting closed 2:10pm. 
 
Next meeting 
 
Next meeting – 28th June, 2012 
 

 

 

Michael Ulph 

GHD – Stakeholder Engagement   


