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Minutes of Thirty-third Meeting  

The DRCCC held its 33rd meeting on 30 September 2019 at the Majors Creek Hall. 

Meeting  

Attendance: Brian Elton Chairperson, Bill Waterhouse, Matt Darwon, Kathleen Waddell, Peter Cormick, 

Belinda Royds, David Lever, Philip Owen, Stewart Needham, Pete Harrison (QPRC), Len Sharp (Dargues Gold 

Mine), James Dornan (Dargues Gold Mine), Hannah Bubb (Elton Consulting – minutes), Matthew Rizzuto 

(NSW EPA), Andreas Strick (NSW EPA) and Truda King (NSW EPA) 

Observers: Ms Sophie Lee, Mr Randall Lemin, Ms Marjorie Lemin, Ms Narelle Doherty, Ms Rose Ricketson, 

Mr Keith Marshall, Mr Jeff Wolford 

Apologies were received from: Paul Rouse, Shannon Green and Karis Sanderson 

Site visit 

CCC members undertook a site visit prior to the meeting.  

Welcome and introductions 

The Chair advised that: 

• Philip Owen, from the Braidwood Community Association, had been approved by the Department 

as a full community member  

• Stewart Needham, from Coastwatchers Association, had been nominated as their representative.  

The Chair congratulated Philip and Stewart.  

Pecuniary and other interests 

In keeping with the Community Consultative Committee Guidelines – State Significant Projects (Department 

of Planning and Environment, 2016) all members are asked to declare any pecuniary or other interests.  No 

changes were reported by members present.  

Minutes 

The minutes of the CCC meetings are available to the public at the Braidwood office of the Queanbeyan-

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

Matters arising 

None raised. 

http://www.divminerals.com.au/
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Correspondence 

The Chair noted correspondence received from Kathleen Waddell, David Lever and Matt Darwon. 

Correspondence and responses are provided in Attachment 1.  

EPA Presentation  

The EPA presented on the EPA’s Compliance Policy and noise monitoring. The presentation is provided in 

Attachment 2.  

Bill Waterhouse asked, has there been any report of vibrations? 

Len responded no, adding that there hadn’t been any production blasting yet, so DGM wouldn’t expect a 

significant reading.  

David Lever asked, does the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE) in its role of 

regulating compliance with project approval conditions, consult the EPA regarding noise regulation? 

Matt Rizzuto responded that DPIE does consult the EPA regarding noise regulation.  

Matt Darwon made the point that noise compliance requirements for industry in a residential area are 

confusing for residents. He asked, given the noise is compliant, what are the provisions for residents who 

do not consider the limit to be appropriate – and what account is taken of the “annoyance” as defined in 

the Glossary to the EPA’s Noise Policy for Industry publication, and measured according to the 

questionnaire referred to in it?  

Truda King clarified that the questionnaire included in the noise policy is an industry standard, adding: 

• Criteria in the policy is based on research and international standards, including from the World 

Health Organisation 

• The Dargues Gold Mine has the minimum level set for NSW 

• From EPA’s perspective there is a limited regulation response if the project is compliant. 

It was added that the EPA still has a compliance role in monitoring noise, particularly when residents are 

annoyed with noise, to be sure that noise performance is below the licence criteria. 

Matt Darwon queried whether more monitoring is required given that possible non-compliances were 

identified in August. 

Matt Rizzuto responded that: 

• the EPA’s compliance monitoring is evolving  

• the EPA’s monitoring is dependent on identifying suitable locations through community feedback 

• the EPA will continue to adjust monitoring. 

Peter Cormick requested examples of corrections to raw data from the EPA as detailed in the Noise Policy 

for Industry. Peter added that the EPA should focus on noise ‘annoyance’ and characteristics as detailed in 

the policy.  



 

  

 

 

3 

D
R

C
C

C
 M

in
u

te
s
 3

0
 S

e
p

te
m

b
e

r 
2

0
1

9
 

Truda King responded that noise monitoring had not identified the need for any modifying factor 

corrections. 

Truda presented on noise monitoring undertaken in May 2019 and noted that the EPA is still working with 

DGM, recommending strategies to manage noise onsite.  

Matt Darwon queried why the mine was able to operate 24/7. 

Truda responded that operational hours were approved by DPIE as part of the project approval.  

James Dornan responded that project approval conditions allow for operation and some processing to 

occur 24/7 while crushing and some construction can only occur during the day.   

Matt Darwon suggested that the community could engage with DPIE about what is happening in Majors 

Creek. 

David Lever made the point that reducing operational hours will likely prolong the life of the mine.  

Peter Cormick asked, what the distinction is between background and ambient noise?  

Truda responded that ambient noise is everything you can hear averaged (LAeq15) and background noise 

(L90) is the quietest noise level. 

Truda noted that the monitoring during May did not find evidence of low frequency or tonality during the 

analysis.  

Matt Rizzuto added that equipment used onsite will change over time so there is still potential for 

modifying factors to be identified. 

Belinda Royds asked, what is the average of the 25-35 DBA range? 

Truda responded, that the average is below 30 adding that readings up to 35 were only identified on a few 

occasions. 

It was added that: 

• the EPA received reports from residents during the monitoring period which supported a 

comprehensive analysis  

• monitoring was undertaken in May for nearly one month and has not continued at Matt Darwon’s 

property 

• DGM provided EPA with weather data as part of the assessment 

• There was no evidence of non-compliance during the EPA’s monitoring.  

CCC members raised the fact that an August noise compliance report from DGM identified instances of 

non-compliance.  

Belinda Royds sought clarification on how weather conditions impacts on noise limits. 

Truda King responded that noise limits apply under certain inversions, meaning that even if there is an 

inversion noise limits still apply and DGM still needs to factor this in. 
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The Chair asked, accepting it is not a compliance issue, what are the strategies to reduce level of 

annoyance from noise?  

Truda responded that in other residential areas community members have been in communication with 

mining projects to help ease the noise. 

James Dornan advised that: 

• DGM have spent significant resources in meeting the intent of the environmental approvals and 

community expectations to the greatest extent, including removing reverse beeping trucks 

• DGM have set aside some funding to deal with unforeseen issues such as noise 

• DGM will continue to engage with community and make changes to the project like surface fans 

and roller doors on the crushing facility 

• It is helpful if community members provide time, date and descriptions of the noise with their 

complaints in order to help DGM investigate. 

Belinda Royds asked, does the EPA investigate the impacts of light from the mining site? 

Matt Rizzuto responded no, DPIE regulates light impacts. 

Matt Darwon stated that the noise issue impacts on residents’ health, and this includes the impact of 

constantly listening out for noise, to then discuss with DGM.  

Peter Cormick and Matt Rizzuto clarified the function of the EPA. Matt Rizzuto stated that the Protection of 

the Environment Operations Act 1997 delineates responsibilities for certain activities depending on scale. 

Matt also responded that the EPA does not regulate water extraction which WaterNSW has responsibility 

for. 

Bill Waterhouse called for an extended meeting time, which was supported by Matt Darwon and Peter 

Cormick. Matt also called for an increase in the frequency of meetings, also supported by Peter.  

DGM Presentation  

Len Sharp presented an update from DGM. The presentation slides are provided as Attachment 3. The 

following component of the minutes notes questions, responses and information provided additionally to 

the slides.  

Len stated that the sediment incident is still under investigation with a formal investigation report to be 

provided to EPA. 

The timing of notification to downstream water users was discussed. DGM representatives agreed with 

Kathleen Waddell that the notification to downstream water users took too long and they are investigating 

how to improve response times. Kathleen stated that users should be informed as a priority given their 

reliance on the water supply.  

Len stated that the time of discharge is unknown. Len added that the 5.20pm site inspection showed 

sediment controls were functioning and the leak was detected at 7.25am and then traced back to the 

source.  
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It was raised that the EPA is investigating the incident and have undertaken water sampling at Majors 

Creek and Spring Creek. James Dornan added that DGM is required to make incident reports public.  

In response to David Lever’s questions on progress with implementation of automated weir readings, in 

Majors and Spring Creeks, of surface water flows, Len stated that: 

• reliable readings are now available (see Streamflow Monitoring Update)  

• surface water flows data will be available on the website soon 

• there will be two rounds of $10,000 per annum for the community grant program 

• an apprentice fitter is starting with DGM next month. 

David Lever asked, will the Snobs and Stewarts and Mertons water to be used for Compensatory Flow 

Program and if so has the quality of that water been assessed by the EPA in accordance with the 

Environment Protection Licence? 

James Dornan responded that DGM doesn’t have the water on site yet and the water quality assessment is 

to be undertaken as part of the operational water management plan. 

Peter Cormick queried the TSF construction process and whether the volume created for tailings by the 

earthworks viewed at the site visit, matched that specified in the conditions. He also asked what the height 

of the embankment wall is – given that the publicly-specified final (ie at the end of project life) 

embankment height is 30 m, and why the publicly-specified 6 m crest of the TSF embankment appears to 

be more like 60 m. James Dornan took these questions on notice. DGM undertook to provide a 

consolidation of the design drawings and construction specifications to the CCC.  

Peter Cormick asked, what is the current employment on site now?  

Len responded that there are 57 Pybar employees and a total of 120 staff including contractors. Len added 

that of the 57 staff, 33 were living in the area when the mine commenced.  

Matters which community representatives wish to raise with Dargues Gold Mine 

Questions from CCC members and responses have been provided in Attachment 1. 

Kathleen Waddell queried the total number of water licences.  

Len Sharp responded that there are a total of four and DGM are currently actively using one.  

As requested by David Lever, the Chair committed that a consolidation of responses sent on behalf of the 

CCC will be shared with CCC members. 

Bill Waterhouse stated that in his view there had been improved community engagement by DGM, 

including photos and information on DGM’s Facebook page, adding that the community is feeling more 

informed. 

Peter Cormick referred to Condition 20 of Schedule 3 of the project Approval, which requires DGM to 

“ensure that it has sufficient water for all stages of the project, and if necessary adjust the scale of mining 

operations to match supply of water …”, and asked what account DGM has taken of this requirement. 
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Len responded that: 

• The new water balance model will be developed as part of the revision to the operational water 

management plan  

• Total usage last year was 30.4ML (total extraction from ground and some was returned as 

irrigation). 

Matters which Dargues Gold Mine wishes to raise with the community representatives  

James Dornan sought feedback on the draft construction water management plan from the CCC by 

Wednesday 2 October. James added that the operational water management plan will be available for 

comment in the coming months. 

Other business 

The CCC contact list was shared and updated with new members.  

The Chair undertook to speak with DGM regarding CCC additional meetings.  

The Chair agreed to allow for an additional 30 minutes for CCC meetings where required. 

Next Meeting 

The below dates are provided as tentative days and times for a future meeting.  

• Monday, 16 December 2019 at 4.30pm 

• Monday, 16 March 2019 at 4.00pm 

The Chair will negotiate the dates and times for the balance of the year between meetings, and will 

endeavor to give at least 10 working days’ notice if any additional meetings are to be held.  

These minutes are endorsed by 

 

Brian Elton 

Independent Chairperson  

Dargues Reef Community Consultative Committee   
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Attachment 1 

Kathleen Waddell 

Questions relating to the Sediment discharge following the 30.6mm of rain on 17 September 2019: 

Many people registered with the Dargues Downstream Water Users notification system (both Araluen 

Creek and Deua River) did not receive notice of the sediment discharge; further the notification to 

downstream water users was sent some 12 hours after the discharge event at 11.03 hours on 17 

September 2019 at the same time as the general notice went up on the Diversified Minerals social media.  

 

We are only aware of one resident who did not receive an email notification. They have contacted us 

and we have confirmed their contact details, which were correct. Any person who has signed up to 

the DWUR and has not received a notification needs to contact us directly to confirm their contact 

details. Please have them contact us either by email DGM.Community@divminerals.com.au or 1800 

732 002.  

The notice was sent out as soon as practicable after we became aware of the event. We will look at 

how we can improve the response time for distribution of this information as part of the investigation 

into the event.   

The downstream water user notification needs to be as soon as any problem is identified – immediate 

notice is necessary to mitigate any potential damage. Some down stream water users had sediment in their 

water supply at 07:00hrs – there was already damage to the water supply. The Dargues Gold Mine has a 

duty of care in these circumstance and notification of sediment discharge some 12 hours after the event is 

potentially negligent. Diversified Minerals needs to examine and implement immediate notice to 

downstream water users through automated messaging systems used in many operational environments. 

What is Diversified Minerals doing to ensure downstream water users are being notified as a matter of 

priority so any damages to water supply may be mitigated? 

We ask that any user of water who believes they have suffered damage or loss as a result of this 

event contact us as soon as possible so that we can fully investigate their claim and work with them 

to achieve a suitable outcome. There is nothing we can do with the information provided.  

As noted above, as part of the investigation into the event we are looking at ways to improve the 

response time for notification of all stakeholders.  

30.6mm in 24 hours is not significant rainfall- there shouldn’t be sediment discharges with that amount- 

there is an issue there that requires examination. What caused the sediment discharge at such a low level 

of precipitation? 

The Company is undertaking a full investigation of the event and will provide an update at the CCC 

meeting on 30 September 2019.   

 

 

 

mailto:DGM.Community@divminerals.com.au
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Questions from the Araluen Community: 

As this might happen at midnight, perhaps we could all register if we wish to be notified at once, by phone 

- few people would see a midnight email till too late to shut off their system. 

The information provided as part of the registration process for the Downstream Water Users 

Register includes phone numbers, both landline and mobile, as well as residential addresses. The 

Pollution Incident Response Management Plan provides the methodology as to when each method 

would be used, including phone calls.  

 

Will the company give the CCC an assurance that water systems affected in the future will be flushed out 

and clean water replaced?  

This is not a matter for the CCC. We will investigate each claim on its merits and ensure that our 

obligations under the relevant approvals, licences and legislation are met in full.  

 

Is ore being stockpiled on site? If so, for how long, how much, and how safely if we get a sudden downpour 

of 100 mm, not 31mm? 

Approximately 3,600 tonnes of ore is stockpiled on surface within a managed dirty water area.  
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David Lever 

1. Where, on the company's website, are the results of monitoring of surface water flows? Surface water 

quality data are there, but not quantity - at least Peter Cormick and I couldn't find them (and we aren't 

normally too retro in that respect). 

 

2. With the recent implementation of automated weir readings at the junction of Majors and Spring Creeks, 

does the company now have reliable, continuous data on surface water flows at that measuring point? 

What has the company done or plan to do with that data? 

 

3. It's my understanding that the trigger value for flows under the compensatory flow program of 3.2L/sec 

has remained at that level since the first Water Management Plan, in or around 2013. Has this initial trigger 

value been reviewed annually, as planned, based on reassessment of the pre-mining baseflow and further 

groundwater remodelling, as foreshadowed in 7.9.1 of the Water Management Plan? Have the results of 

the annual review been reported and, if so, to whom? 
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Matt Darwon 

  



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

To Brian Elton, 
I would like to table four (3) matters via Item 8 on the agenda, (matters which community representatives 
wish to raise with the Dargues Gold Mine) 
 
Item 1. Relates to Visual Amenity in General (including, but not limited to, machinery, earthworks, 
dust and lighting) 
 
I have had multiple concerns raised from MC residents about visual amenity. 
I also have 1 request in writing which I will attach here: 
 

“Cranes, heavy machinery, earthworks, airborne dust and lights from the mine site are all 
clearly visible from Majors Creek Road and many residents' homes. 
 
This negative impact on our visual amenity is both disappointing and distressing, given we 
were assured early on that measures were being undertaken to avoid this very situation. 
 
Please provide explicit details of what residents can expect to see of the site (day and night) in 
the short and long term and what measures are being undertaken to screen your industrial 
facility from view.” 
 

I must request a formal written response to this correspondence above so I can get back to this resident 
as soon as possible. 
 
 
Item 2. Relates to Visual Amenity Specifically Lighting Impacts at Night 
 
The Conditions of Project Approval detail specifically, issues related to lighting as contained in Condition 
44 (a, b and c).  
Given that lighting from the site can now be seen over Majors Creek and from Jembaicumbene when 
cloud cover is low, the issue of Visual Amenity and Lighting is now an important one that must be 
addressed.  
 
Lighting is now seen emanating from the site in multiple ways: 

1. Lights (including headlights and flashing warning lights) from vehicles and trucks on site as well 
as those entering and leaving the site 

2. Lights from site facilities and buildings (direct), and  
3. Lights from site facilities and buildings (indirect, via reflection off low cloud, fog etc and as a 

general “glow” in the night sky to the north of the MC township) 
 

Dargues Reef 
Community Consultative 
Committee. 
 

Matt Darwon 
 
T   0433326034 
E   machineshed@bigpond.com 
A   PO Box 39 Braidwood  
     NSW 2622 
 
 
30th September 2019 



 

 

 
I formally request a response from the company in writing as to: 
Question: What measures has the company put in place, or are intending to implement, to 
mitigate the visual impacts, and particularly the off-site lighting impacts of the project upon 
residents of MC?  
 
The community understands that Condition 46 of the approval offers some assistance regarding the 
possibility of tree planting and screening specifically to individual landholdings, however given the time 
required to establish trees and vegetation screening (especially during drought times), this may not be 
feasible. 
Question: Has the company investigated any other ways to screen development within the site 
boundaries. 
 
 
Item 3. Relates to Noise 
 
Quarterly noise monitoring and compliance was conducted on the 14th of August 2019. Results were 
received on the 22nd August by the company and forwarded to the CCC on the 2nd of September. 
 
Results indicated potential exceedance of the noise limits for the mine had occurred on the day of 
testing 14th August. Given that the mine noise (as received at my residence 13 Wilson Street MC on that 
day was of average to above average level), I put the following question to the company: 
Question: Does the company believe that it is possible, and or probable, that on previous 
occasions, allowable noise levels emanating from the mine site may have been exceeded? 
 
 
I look forward to receiving answers to these queries. 
 
regards 
 
 
Matthew Darwon 
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Attachment 2 

EPA presentation  



www.epa.nsw.gov.au

EPA compliance policy - noise
Dargues Gold Mine Community Consultative Committee 

Meeting 30 Sept 2019

1



EPA Compliance Policy

1. The EPA’s approach to regulation

2. The EPA’s approach to compliance

3. The EPA’s response to environmental issues 
and non-compliances

4. Environment protection licence - noise 
requirements

5. Noise compliance monitoring
2



3



Purpose of the Compliance Policy

Summarises the EPA’s general approach to 
compliance and enforcement.

Explains how the EPA undertakes activities that 
achieve compliance and drive improved 
environmental performance. 

Guides EPA decision-making to ensure that its 
compliance activities and actions are 
consistent, fair and credible.

4



Components of the EPA’s regulatory framework

5

The EPA’s regulatory framework consists of an integrated series of 
components, including legislation, policy, education, incentives, 
licensing, administration audit, investigation, and compliance and 
enforcement action



Risk-based regulation

6

The EPA applies a responsive and risk-based approach to its 
regulatory functions. In an environmental context, risk is 
measured in terms of the likelihood of an event occurring and 
the risk of harm to human health and the environment.



Matching EPA regulatory tools with attitudes 
and behaviour

7



Establishing compliance priorities

 Feedback from the community
 Results of industry site monitoring
 Information from EPA reporting systems, such as its 

Air Monitoring Network, and local and regional 
monitoring networks

 Trends in non-compliances
 Analysis of reports to the EPA Environment Line
 Information from other sources, such as the National 

Pollutant Inventory, the EPA Air Emissions Inventory, 
and NSW State of the Environment reports

8



Choosing the appropriate compliance action

 Enforcement measures to ensure compliance 
and bring about the best environmental outcome

 Seriousness of the incident
 Potential or actual risk of harm
 Action taken to mitigate harm and to prevent a 

recurrence
 Failure to notify or delayed notification
 Failure to comply with EPA requests or directions
 Cooperation with the EPA
 Measures already in place

9



Choosing the appropriate compliance action

 History of compliance
 False or misleading statements
 Culpability
 Public interest and community expectation about 

the action taken to provide deterrence
 Any precedent
 Legislative procedures and policy requirements

10



Compliance and enforcement approaches

 Advisory letters
 Formal warnings
 Show cause letters
 Official cautions
 Pollution reduction programs
 Mandatory Environmental Audit
 Penalty notice
 Enforceable Undertakings
 Prosecution

11



Environment protection licence noise limits

12



Environment protection licence noise limits

LAeq,15min - measures intrusiveness of an industrial noise 
source and is considered to be acceptable if it doesn’t 
exceed background noise level by more than 5 decibels. 
Continuous sound level of 15 minutes

This noise limits seeks to limit the degree of change a 
new noise source introduces to the existing environment.

LA1, (1minute) is the noise level that is exceeded 1% of 
the time over the 1 minute time period. Corresponds to 
the highest noise level generated over .6 seconds

Title goes here with the date 13



Determining compliance with noise limits

14



Licence conditions O1 and O2

15



How to contact the EPA?

To report an incident or seek advice:

24 hour environment hotline - Environment line 131 555 
or info@epa.nsw.gov.au

To seek advice:

Queanbeyan office – 6229 7002 or 
queanbeyan@epa.nsw.gov.au

16

mailto:info@epa.nsw.gov.au
mailto:queanbeyan@epa.nsw.gov.au


Project approval – noise limits

17

Environment protection licence adopts the project 
approval noise limits



Project approval – statement of commitments

18



Project approval – statement of commitments

19



www.epa.nsw.gov.au

EPA noise presentation
Dargues Reef Community Consultative Committee Meeting 

30 Sept 2019

1



NSW Industrial Noise Policy

•Aim of NSW Industrial Noise Policy is to provide a 
reasonable level of protection for the community whilst 
also allowing for development in NSW.

•NSW Industrial Noise Policy does not aim for inaudibility.

•Minimum noise limit under the NSW Industrial Noise 
Policy is LAeq,15minutes 35dBA day, evening and night.

•Applied state-wide in NSW.

2



Dargues Gold Mine 
Environment Protection Licence #20095

3



4

Majors Creek
Ambient noise level:

48dBA during the day 

50dBA during the evening and 

45dBA at night

Background noise level:

26dBA during the day 

21dBA during the evening and night



EPA Noise Monitoring May 2019

•Our measurement indicated that noise from the mine at 
the measurement location is within the range 25-35dBA.

•The background noise level is low, so the mine noise 
may be audible when at the higher range. 

•There was no evidence of non-compliance with the 
noise limits.

•We recommend that the mine continue with 
management strategies to minimise noise levels from 
current and future mine operations.

5



www.epa.nsw.gov.au

EPA noise compliance 
monitoring

Dargues Community Consultative Committee Meeting 30 
Sept 2019

1



Noise Compliance Monitoring – Ongoing

o The EPA has been undertaking 
attended noise measurements at 
Majors Creek to check 
compliance at the mine.

o This is done using a handheld 
noise meter and weather station.

Title goes here with the date 2



Title goes here with the date 3

o 15 minute measurements 
at 3-5 sites in town at 
Majors Creek

o Monitoring is conducted 
between 8am and 11am 
and requires low wind 
(consistently <3m/s)

o Extraneous noise impacts 
results, we try and remove 
as much as possible.



Contents



Findings

o Ambient noise level in Majors Creek 
is consistently between 40 – 45 dBA 
(between 8:00am and 11:00am).

o Extraneous noise impacted noise 
results (birds, roosters, barking dogs, 
lawnmowers, tradespeople, cars)

o Percussion drilling and/or 
rockhammer was audible on the 
morning of 26 September 2019, EPA 
observed a very limited impact on 
noise readings.

Title goes here with the date 5
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Attachment 3 

DGM presentation  



Dargues Gold Mine

DCCC No. 33 – 30 September 2019  



DCCC follow up questions

• Community engagement – Sent to CCC 26 September

• Update on sediment control – brief discussion



Last Sediment Discharge Update 

Update – The Dargues Gold Mine provides the following additional information in regards to the sediment discharge 
event of Tuesday, 17 September 2019: 

• A discharge of sediment laden water to Spring Creek was detected on Tuesday, 17 September 2019, originating 
from a section of the bulk earthworks associated with construction of the Tailings Storage Facility.

• Following detection of this incident the Pollution Incident Response Management Plan (PIRMP) was activated and 
the relevant authorities were notified. 

• A diversion drain was installed immediately, which prevented any further discharge of water to Spring Creek from 
this work area. 

• The Environment Protection Authority (EPA) attended the Dargues Gold Mine on the same day. 

• Water sampling consistent with the Water Management Plan was commenced. Sampling results will be provided 
once received. 

The Dargues Gold Mine is closely monitoring the site to ensure that the containment measures that have been put in 
place continue to be effective and that all other erosion and sediment controls are working correctly.

We will continue to provide updates as additional information becomes available. Please contact us on 1800 732 002 or 
DGM.Community@divminerals.com.au as required.



Streamflow Monitoring Update 



Streamflow Monitoring Update 



Streamflow Monitoring Update 



Achievements since last CCC – progress update 

Applications are now open for the inaugural round of the Community 
Grants Program offered by the Dargues Gold Mine. Grants up to $3,000 
(GST Inc.) are available for community organisations to undertake a 
wide range of projects and initiatives that contribute to community 
development. 

Please head to http://www.divminerals.com.au/dargues-gold-
mine/community/community-grants-program/ for more details.

Applications for this round of funding will be accepted between Monday, 
30 September 2019 and Monday, 28 October 2019.



Achievements since last CCC – progress update 

• Four monthly newsletters distributed including being available at the Mine front gate

• Increased community engagement through a multitude of communications

• Relocation of surface ventilation fan underground

• TSF bulk earthworks commenced and planned to be completed in October 

• Spring Creek Crossing completed

• Escapeway shaft piling and raiseboring completed

• Return Air Rise shaft piling and raiseboring completed

• Processing Plant construction civils completed

• Processing Plant structural construction largely completed with electrical and piping on-going

• Increased local employment with 24/7 underground operations commenced

• Recruitment advisor appointed to aid local employment



Look ahead - next 3 months

• Allocate first round of Community Grants Program

• Complete roll out of Dargues Gold Mine School Environmental Program

• Roll out Dargues Gold Mine School Education Program

• Undertake a Community Information Session

• Primary fans to be commissioned underground

• Commence sourcing water from Snobs and Stewarts & Mertons

• Tailings Storage Facility construction – lining to commence

• Processing Plant dry commissioning

• Essential Energy site upgrade from 750 kVA (Stage 1) to 4.8MVA (Stage 2)

• Increased local employment



Meeting close 
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