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ATTACHMENT 1 

 

SUBMISSION PM & DC BROADHEAD  

INVERARY PARK, 40 BROADHEAD LANE, BUNGONIA 

 

OBJECTION TO  ARDMORE PARK QUARRY MODIFICATION (MP 07-0155 Mod 3) 

 

UNDERGROUND WATER  
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Depletion of Underground Water from our Spring. (Phils Spring) 

 

Phils Spring is located on Inverary Park, Bungonia, adjoining property to the Ardmore Park Quarry on its 

Eastern side.  The natural spring flows out of the ground in a fenced off area, then is piped underground to flow 

into a holding dam. (See picture below).  It is pumped by a diesel motor (in shed) to a holding tank 

approximately 1200 metres up the hill and then is reticulated (gravity fed) out to various troughs in paddocks 

around the property.  We are on basalt soil here and while it is fantastic to grow pasture, it needs a lot of rain 

before you have run off into your dams to fill them.  This property has been in our family since 1853. Prior to 

that Dr David Reid Navel Surgeon was the founder who was granted land (Inverary Park) and was residing here 

by 1824. To our knowledge, the spring has been flowing since and before that time. It is the only permanent 

water source we have on this property and has never failed.  The timbered in part of the spring is assumed to 

have been put in around Dr Reids time at Inverary Park. The previous 4 Broadhead generations to us, had 

passed down that it was constructed before the Broadheads were here.   

 

 

 
 

Inverary Park (Phil’s Spring) has been flowing for at least 190 years approx. 
 

 

http://adb.anu.edu.au/biography/reid-david-2585
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Since 2003 when Multiquip (CEAL) were proposing a Chicken Farm, we have been recording Spring Flow 

Rates for (Phil’s spring) Inverary Park.  It can be seen very clearly by the following graph below, the steady 

decline from 28,000 litres a day (21/5/2003) to 7,700 litres a day 5.1.2018.  Our minimum requirement for 

stock alone in summer is 10,000 litres a day.  This spring has been flowing since white settlement and used for 

over 80 years on this property as the main water source. Unfortunately there is no flow data  available pre 2003, 

however we could always pump 27,000 litres a day every day in dry weather without fail to a header tank. 

 
While Larry Cooke describes our spring as fluctuating, this may be on a monthly scale as seen above, it will 

fluctuate with rainfall & storms. However when you take it on an annual basis as seen below, it is a steady 

decline.  Anyway you look at this it can only be described as Depletion.  Depletion in which has never occurred 

here until the bores were put in on Ardmore Park and they started extracting water. We have all the figures for 

the years recorded if you need copy.   

 
 

This is a graph of our Spring compiled with all our data. 
 

Litres/Day 

(24 hrs) 
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We also have a bore near our house which was put in around 1920, but the volume became insufficient, 

probably due to blockage, so they stopped using it around 1930. This is when Phils spring came into operation 

full time & replaced the bore.  We have been keeping records of water levels for this bore since 10.1.2006.  The 

accuracy was not good until 22.10.07 when a new Longer Tape was acquired.  This graph below also shows a 

decline in water levels.   

 

 
 

Inverary Park is the Official rainfall Station (70012)  for the Bureau of Meteorology. Using the annual data for 

the years of 2003 up to January 2017 shows that the decline is not because of lower rainfall.  Bungonia’s  

current annual rainfall is 660mm. 

 
 

 

 

 

Bore SWL  

Inverary Park  Bore  Standard Water Level 

2006 - 2018 
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1880’s to 2018 
 

 
ONGOING ISSUES WITH THE QUARRY 

 

Ardmore Park Quarry Production Bore (BHAP6) was established in 2003.  Extraction of water would have 

been started shortly after testing was carried out.  This testing was completed ‘in house’ and no consultation 

with neighbours who have surrounding bores & Springs.  One western neighbour to the quarry was privy to 

when they did the pump test (via an external source) and at the time of the 46 hour pump test his bore dropped 

1 metre and a further 2.6 metres afterward, settling at 3.6 metres total. He did tell Jason Mikosic, but did not 

pursue it as he did not rely on his bore for livelihood. 

 
Taken from the EIS dated  January 2005:  Summary – page - xxiv -   Ground Water 

 

A 46-hour pump test and analysis of drawdown and recovery in this and surrounding bores indicated that the proposed 

rate of pumping to supply the water requirements to the proposed quarry would be unlikely to significantly impact on the 

groundwater of this aquifer or surrounding aquifers.  

This statement was only for the water sources on Ardmore Park, not any of the surrounding bores or springs to 

the proposed quarry. 

 

The quarry was approved in 2009 and operations well underway by 2013. Extraction of water from the 

production bore was happening long before that, how often and quantities we don’t know, but we know from 

clear observation from a neighbours perspective that the quarry dams were full when everyone else in the 

district had low or empty dams.    There is a total disrespect from Mulitquip for the underground water and how 

precious it is to locals.  It is our only water other than what falls from the sky. 

 

The underground water is not an infinite source and there is proof that the water is declining not just for us but 

also for the mine.   They have been pumping water everyday with the sand washing and now they have found 

the sand to have more clay in it, they are using more water to wash it.   

 

In 2008 we were so worried about the underground water which had declined by approx. 10,000 litres a day, 

that we actually went to the newspaper (22.8.2008) to see if Ardmore would take it more seriously, but they 

never did.  (See article page 6) 
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Goulburn Post    22.8.2008 
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On 28 December 2016 we sent an email to Jason Mikosic, Multiquip Personal and Authorities informing them that 

our spring was down to 9,500 Litres/Day and it was becoming concerning for us as we rely on this for stock water. 

After not hearing back from Jason we emailed Larry Cook in January 2017 who said he would get back to us, which 

he did not. The outcome of this contact was an email sent to us 4 July 2017,  7 months later with an attachment of 

the CEAL Spring Flow Report 16.1.17 from a Multiquip. 

The Conclusion in the report they reached: 

4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS This assessment of the apparent overall decline in flow rates 

from Phil’s Spring located on ‘Inverary Park’ between 2003 and 2016 concludes that the decline is not due to 

an impact from quarrying activities on ‘Ardmore Park’ or from pumping from the licensed production bore on 

‘Ardmore Park’. The active basalt quarry is ‘dry’ with no groundwater intercepted. However, ‘real time’ 

monitoring of spring flow is strongly recommended in order to properly assess the relationship between spring 

flow, rainfall and ongoing resource development on ‘Ardmore Park’. Practical monitoring of the flow rate in 

Phil’s Spring has not been possible since supply line repair works were undertaken. The recommendation is to 

install an ‘in line’ V Notch Weir on the supply pipe between the ponded spring and storage dam. A water level 

sensor will be installed in the weir which will be constructed in a suitable metal module to secure the device 

and provide access as required. A standpipe could be used. The weir will not impede spring flow to the dam.  

The calibrated water level data will be converted to a flow unit. These data will be stored in the sensor and 

transmitted as an email weekly (or as required) by use of telemetry. The ‘real time’ data will be duly charted 

against daily rainfall data collected from the telemetry-run weather station on ‘Ardmore Park’. A design for a 

V Notch Weir is provided in Appendix B. A high resolution water level sensor is held in-house. The installation 

can be carried out in the next two to three weeks subject to approval.    

 

To show that they do not take our water issue seriously: this report was completed in January 2017 and 

they state that they can install the monitor in the next 2-3 weeks.  We did not receive the report until July 2017.  

Nothing happened, they did not mention it again and no monitor was offered. 
 

On the 13 December  2017 we sent another email to Jason Mikosic, Larry Cooke & Authorities as our Spring 

had dropped to 8,800 litres/day and telling them it is now time for a strategy to be implemented. They had a 

meeting with us (Phillip) and told him they are not admitting to anything, but will supply us water if we run out 

this season only, as a gesture of good will and that they will install a vnotch monitor to see whats happening.   
 

They know that the spring has been declining as we have told them and Larry Cooke has had access to it.  They 

were told December 2016 it was becoming a problem for us and did nothing and now that they want their 

modifications passed the best they can offer us is a gesture of good will! 
 

Multiquip organised a Vnotch monitoring system to be placed at our spring on 19 January 2018 so that they can 

record the water flow.  We requested to be able to view the data online as they do,  but they then did not want to 

let us have access to this data. It was only after a meeting with locals in Bungonia, which was part of the 

modification application, that  it was taken up by the local press when we complained publicly at this meeting 

that they would not give us viewing access.  (See article page 8). Also at this meeting when we complained 

about the water decline, Jason Mikosic responded with, we have fixed that.  To which I said, You have not 

fixed this, you are monitoring which only tells us what is already known that its declining and you have only 

said you would supply water for this season.  That is not fixing it. 
 

Since having access to the Vnotch data, we have discovered that the Flow Rates appear to be incorrect, running 

nearly double what it should be.  On the day the monitor was installed (19.1.17)  (Multiquip personnel, 

installers and Phillip were present) a manual measure was taken of 7,700 litres per day which was supposed to 

be the measure to calibrate the monitor for an accurate reading. When we look at the data from the Vnotch  

(19.1.17)  it appears to be running at 14,580 litres per day.  
 

We will be able to confirm the degree of error next week,  but we can say that the monitor was supposed to be 

calibrated to  the manual  measure flow on  the  19 January 2018 at 7,700 litres per day and  it  appears to  not 

have been calibrated correctly. 
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This water resource had never failed our property in approx. 190 years and it was only when Ardmore 

Park started pumping from their bores did our water start to decline. 

 

They have denied that their bores have dropped yet their own measurements show differently.  

 

We were told by Multiquip and Larry Cooke that their water levels have not changed in their bores and so we 

asked to see records on the quarry bores and historic levels etc, but have not been given access to anything, 

even though we have supplied them with all of our records on our spring.  So we decided to look a little closer 

during this Submission into the Proposed Modifications and found some data. 

 

The below picture is taken from the Proposed Modification 3 - Appendix 10 -   Hydrology Assessment - 

Figure 6 -  9.3 – Aquifer Discharge - A10-21.    

 

(This picture shows locations of the bores on Ardmore Park and also our Spring (Phils Spring) on Inverary 

Park. 
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This is the only current data (11 April 2017) we could find that shows what the most current Standing Water 

Levels are available to the public for the Ardmore Park Bores. 

 

If you compare this data of the Standing Water Levels with the data on the next page you will start to see that 

when they tell us that their water levels have not changed, they are not telling the truth. 

 

 

The table below is also taken from the Proposed Modification 3 - Appendix 10 -   Hydrology Assessment – 

Table 7 -  9.4 – Monitoring Bores - A10-25  
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The table below is from the Original EIS January 2005.   See:  Contents – Ground Water- 4-59- Table 4.25 

 

Table 4.24 Third row down BHAP6 being the main production bore, Standing Water Level (SWL) m) is 57 in July 

2003.  Fluctuating slightly over the next 2 readings and 56.44 by May 2004.   

 

This was the measurements they used in the Environmental Impact Statement January 2005. 

                    

 

 

  
To put all of this in a bit of perspective, I have put the figures from the two tables above, of the Standard Water 

Levels of 2003 & 2004 and the most current 2017, of the Main Production Bore (BHAP6)  and the Sand Monitoring 

Bores (BH2, BH3, BH4, BH5 & BH6) that are closest to our Spring as these are more relative to our Spring. 

  
 

The quarry tells us that their bores have not dropped.  This information is from their own data and it 

proves that their underground water has dropped.  These are significant drops. 

BHAP6 

Production Bore 

BH2, BH3, BH4, BH5, BH6 

Sand Monitoring Bores 
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Ardmore Park Quarrys Production bore was licenced for 110 ML/Year and now they have secured a further 100 

ML/Y taking them to  210 ML/Year.   Information below taken for Proposed Modification 3 - 5.6.4.1 Quarry 

Water  Balance - Water Supply.  

 

How can the DPI give more water to this Quarry when they are already depleting what’s there.  Why haven’t 

neighbours who rely on this water been given the opportunity to object to this.   

 

Have the DPI been given any figures to show the quarry is draining the underground water.  There was never a 

problem for us until they started extracting underground water. 

 

Why is this written so small and not in the underground water section where it should be. 

 

 

 

 

 

Increasing the  annual production limit from 400,000 tpa to 580,000 tpa. 

To increase the annual production from 400,000 to 580,000 would have even more devastating impact on 

underground water.  This increased production includes the gravel needed for the proposed bitumen plant as 

well as the Sand Processing and Clay separation.  These products use masses amounts of water to process and 

there is substantial proof  now that the water is declining.  The sand operations have been well underway for 

sometime now. Photo below of the quarry at Ardmore Park taken from our property 18/2/18 
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Acceptance and management of ENM, in addition to Virgin Excavated Natural Material 
(VENM), as a backfill material 
 
Again, noise from machinery to off-load material and excavate the ground for dumping and covering. 

 

Importing of  ENM and VENM to backfill the extraction area to return the land for agricultural production, or 

other land use sounds great.  However, the problem with self - monitoring allows for it to become a dumping 

ground for foul waste like asbestos.  It should be signed off on by an independent authority and documentation 

placed on the Multiquip website for public viewing.  This way there is accountability.  Unlike in the city we 

rely on ground water here for stock & domestic use and the risk to contamination of underground water is 

significant when self-monitoring is in place.  By the time it is realised  the water is  polluted, numerous amounts 

of stock could be harmed not to mention humans that use that water for domestic purposes. 

 

Operation of Bitumen Pre Coating Plant 
 
The proposed Bitumen Pre Coating Plant would be another source of impact on underground water.  The gravel 

required for pre-coating must be dust free prior to the pre-coat bitumen as the bitumen will stick to the dust and 

not the gravel giving an inferior product.  The process requires them to have the dust reduced to less than 2% by 

washing it and then the gravel dried prior to pre-coating as the water content in the gravel will also affect the 

pre-coat.  None of this information has been put in the Proposal and underground water has not been 

mentioned.   

 

 

Increase in size of Extraction Area & Increase of Annual Production 
 
Once again the over increase in Annual Production takes into account all operations, Bitumen, Sand, Hardrock, 

which all have an impact on underground water. 

 

 

Increasing the Maximum allowable daily truck movements form 88 to 124 per day & amending 
the wording of several administrative conditions. 
 

Increasing the maximum allowable truck movements a day would create a huge amount of dust on the internal roads 

within the quarry and watering the roads is part of the Conditions of Consent. What is in place now is: 

Taken from the EIS Jan 2005, Under the safeguards -  4.3.6 Safeguards and Management Procedures  they 

stated the following highlighted area. 

 

(i) A 10 000 litre water truck would be used to regularly wet the active internal unsealed roads.  

Watering of the unsealed roads would occur at least 3 times per day with an application of 

approximately 2L/m2 per application.  

 

In the new Proposed Modifications, they have changed the wording of this Condition of Consent. Listed under 

5.5 AIR EMISSIONS -  5.5.3 Design Features, Operational Safeguards, Controls and Management 

Measures -  Particulate Emissions to: 
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• A water truck would be used to regularly wet the active internal unsealed roads. Watering of the unsealed 

roads would occur at least once per day with an application of water (and soil binder as required) at a rate of 

approximately 2L/m2 per application. 

To change the Conditions of Consent from 3 times a day to once a day is not going to supress the dust,  

however, to reduce the water is a acknowledgment that they are aware that the water is declining.  We see the 

only alternative is to seal all internal roads. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The underground water is declining and affecting neighbouring properties and contrary to what we have been 

told by the Ardmore Park Personnel, that their water levels have not dropped, this is not the truth.  They should 

be very concerned as well, considering without water you cant have a mine.  If they are in this for the long haul 

then they should be doing something about it which makes us question, are they are planning to sell it and leave 

the mess with someone else. 

You can clearly see that this has been an ongoing issue for us from the beginning and we have repeatedly been 

dismissed by the quarry.  The proof is there of the decline of our spring.  The proof is there that the bores on 

Ardmore Park have declined.  All the misrepresented wording in the world is not going to prove otherwise, the 

fact remains that the water is running out.  A proven water resource that has held fast for 190 years on our 

property has only declined since the extraction of water from Ardmore Park. 

The quarry has proven that they do not take neighbours complaints and evidence seriously.  They tell untruths 

about the levels of their bores.  They do in house testing that only relates to their property.  Nothing is 

Transparent and they are not forthcoming with information to people that are affected. 

Buying a licence does not turn the tap on for more water to appear and it does not increase the underground 

water, all it does is allows them to extract legally more water from the water table that is in decline and that 

neighbours rely on, some for their livelihood. 

The DPI should never have allowed Multiquip an additional 100 Mega litres of  more water (page 12).  They 

should have investigated what is actually happening and requested proof of the status of water. 

The mine should be denied the Modifications of any Proposal until they fix the existing problems first. 

They should be made to: 

 Seal all internal roads. 

 Supply affected neighbours with permanent bores away from the effects of the mine operations. 

 Allow affected neighbours access to all their data in relation to the underground water as this is a 

shared resource.   

If they cannot, they should buy out the affected neighbours. 

 

Phillip & Diane Broadhead 

25 February 2018 


