Meeting at the East End Mine at 3 pm 2 November 2005
EEMAG delegates: George Armstrong, Peter Brady and Alec Lucke 

Cement Australia: Area Manager Kevin Savory and Mine Manager David Brown
Issues: 

· Waste water discharge from the mine. Dr Charles Edwards proposed study / water injection at Wallaby Lane / re-injection at the headwaters of the Creek systems? Other?

· Access to radio metric study?

· Acknowledgement of collaborative arrangement between EEMAG and Cement Australia re gully diversion application to Community Water Grants. Acknowledgement of receiving card and number.

· Access to this year’s Annual Water Monitoring Report.

· Application to DNR&M by a Bracewell landholder for an assessment of an alternative water supply under Condition 4 

· Wright’s pumping / new hydrology study coming

· Cement Australia new mining lease application 

· Any other issues.

The above agenda was forwarded to Cement Australia prior to the meeting.

Summary of meeting. (not circulated)
Cement Australia delegates volunteered their unhappiness with negotiations taking place between the Gladstone Area Water Board and senior management of the Company. This matter related to an infrastructure agreement regarding contributions towards the Mt Larcom town water supply under the 1977 Franchise Act between QCL and the Qld Government that had lapsed. EEMAG, through the distribution of FOI material had caused the topic to resurface in such a way that the company’s unmet but obligated contributions became of interest. 

Although EEMAG had received written confirmation of Cement Australia’s support  for a proposed study by Dr Charles Edwards into the best use of waste water from East End Mine Manager Dave Brown, Area Manager Kevin Savory vetoed the collaborative arrangement on the basis that “if Cement Australia treated the water to a potable standard Council might take it off them.” Additionally “Cement Australia’s first preference was to pump the water back.”

The meeting then shifted (at their request) to the dot point reference to Cement Australia’s new mining lease application. 

EEMAG explained that we did not want to lodge an objection against the mining lease application for the stockpiling of waste but that we were most unhappy with what we perceived to be falsely benchmarked impacts and an Environmental Authority unrepresentative of their widespread environmental impacts.
The mine responded that decisions relating to the Environmental Regulation of the mine were the prerogative of the EPA. 

We asked that they take a more responsive, proactive stance but they remained adamant that they would not do so.

“We do what they require us to do,” they said, “and it is not reasonable to expect us to do more.”

Although considerable discussion ensued and it was obvious that the mining lease application preoccupied them, management exhibited no capacity to appease or to try to be more accommodating. 
EEMAG advised that the collaborate arrangement between Cement Australia and EEMAG re gully diversion as a means of aquifer recharge was awaiting notice of grant allocations. (The proposal was not ultimately successful in its funding application and the proposal lapsed.)

The Company (who had been routinely supplying EEMAG with the quarterly water water monitoring results since 1996) declined to provide the Annual Water Monitoring Report and subsequently cut off access to the quarterly results as well.
Advice that a Bracewell landholder was applying to DNR&M for an assessment and advice that a new hydrology study that documented recent irrigation activity and effects at Bracewell would soon be released was noted without enthusiasm.
Cement Australia declined to grant EEMAG or their experts access to the recently completed radio metric aerial survey.
