
Port Botany Expansion 
Community Consultative Committee 

Minutes 
 

Date: 5 July 2012 
Meeting number: 40  

Attendees:  
Roberta Ryan (RR) – Chairperson   
Neil Melvin (NM) – Community Representative 
John Burgess (JB) – Community Representative  
Steven Poulton (SP) – City of Botany Bay Council 
Darren Price (DP) – Randwick City Council  
Jason  Ambler (JA) – Laing O’Rourke   
Mac Harvey (MH) – Laing O’Rourke 
Kieran Mooney (KM) – Sydney International Container Terminal Ltd 
Anthony Lee (AL) – Patrick Terminals 
Richard Pollock (RP) – Patrick Terminals  
Shane Hobday  (SH)– Sydney Ports Corporation 
Bob de Lande (BdL)– Sydney Ports Corporation 
Paul Jerogin (PJ) – Sydney Ports Corporation 
Daniel Banovic (DB) – Baulderstone  
Sandra Spate (SS) – Minutetaker 

Apologies: Michael Kavanagh; Peter Engelen; Nancy Hillier ; Alison Karwaj; Vanessa Tiernan Marika 
Calfas 
 

 

Item Issue Action By whom When 

1 Laing O’Rourke introductions     

1.1 Attendees were welcomed and introductions 
were made. 

   

1.2 The minutes from the previous meeting were 
endorsed.  

   

2 Purpose of Presentation 
 

   

2.1 The full presentation by Laing O’Rourke is 
attached to the minutes.  
MH reported that Laing O’Rourke has been 
engaged to fit out the new terminal including 
in ground services and infrastructure, the rail 
fit out, automatic stacking rails for yard 
equipment and construction of the rail spur 
to connect with ARTC rail track.   
The Construction Environmental 
Management Plan and associated sub plans 
is a requirement of the Department of 
Planning & Infrastructure (DPI)  Port Botany 

Presentation by 
Laing O’Rourke 
to be attached 
to the minutes 

The Chair  



Expansion  Minister’s Conditions of 
Approval. Compliance with this and the Sub-
plans needs to be demonstrated.  
Feedback from the CCC is requested.  

2.2 The following agenda items were 
components of the presentation.  

   

3 Project Delivery Strategy 
 

   

4 Construction Environmental Management 
Plan  
 

   

5 Soil and Water Quality Management Plan 
 

   

5.1 BdL asked how big the SQIDs will be. 
MH replied they will have a large capacity. 
They are approximately 3m in diameter and 
10-12 m in length.  

   

5.2 NM asked whether there would be drainage 
outlets to the Bay as well as Penrhyn 
Estuary.  
JA replied there would be, with 31 outlets 
altogether around the site, including three in 
the counterfort wall.  
RR asked whether these drainage outlets 
will remain after the conclusion of works.  
JA replied that the SQIDs will remain to treat 
water from site after the works finish.  
MH responded that the SQUIDS are buried 
into the ground. All water from site during 
and after construction drains through the 
SQIDs. 

   

5.3 JB noted that SQIDs do not work well in 
areas with high volumes of discarded plastic 
bottles as these build up in SQIDs and 
prevent them being effective.  
JA responded that bottles will be trapped 
before they enter SQIDs, and traps will be 
cleaned regularly.  

   

6 Air Quality and Dust Management 
 

   

6.1 JA reported there will be 4 water carts on 
site full time, during peak construction.. 
PJ asked whether watering will occur over 
the whole site. 
JA and MH replied that it would be over as 
large an area as possible. There are some 

   



areas that it is better not to disturb e.g. 
where dust suppressant emulsion has been 
applied. Areas will be progressively sealed 
as work finishes.  

6.2 The Chair asked whether dust monitoring 
and other monitoring reports would be 
available to the CCC.  
JA replied that these can be made available 
to the CCC.  

   

7 Noise and Vibration Management 
 

   

7.1 RR asked whether the location of noise 
monitors would replicate pre- construction 
locations.  
JA replied they would to give results pre 
construction and post commencement of 
construction.   

   

7.2 BdL asked what the height of the noise wall 
will be.  
JA indicated it will be approximately 4.2m. 
He will confirm the exact height.   

Laing O’Rourke 
(JA) to confirm 
the exact height 
of the noise 
wall. 

JA confirms 
the height of 
the noise wall 
varies 
between 
3.0m and 
4.1m. 

 

8.  Other Environmental Aspects 
 

   

8.1 Traffic management 
 
Construction traffic will enter site over the 
terminal bridge. There will be no heavy 
vehicles on Botany Road and or other 
residential areas. There may be some light 
vehicles from local industries but no heavy 
vehicles. 
MH reported that Laing O’Rourke will try and 
engage local suppliers who may have to use 
local some network roads. 
The bridge is to be used for construction 
traffic only and security gates will operate. 
Plans have gone to Roads and Maritime 
Services.  
PJ asked whether the gates would be 
monitored 24 hours a day.  
JA replied the roundabout and security gate 
will be manned 24 hours a day.  
MH noted this will allow private vehicles who 

   



accidentally cross the bridge to turn around 
and go back across the bridge.  

8.2 Emergency and Incidence response 
 
This includes safety and environmental 
impacts. 

   

8.3 Flora and Fauna management 
 

   

9 Penrhyn Estuary Works 
 

   

9.1 There are construction method statements 
specifically for the estuary. 

   

10 Community Communication Process 
 

   

10.1 RR asked whether community notifications 
would be via a newsletter.  
JA replied there would be newsletters and 
letterbox drops. Lang O’Rourke has been 
talking to Botany Council about notifications 
and all notifications will be provided to the 
CCC.  

Community 
notifications to 
be provided to 
the CCC 

Lang 
O’Rourke 

 

10.2 EPIC 
MH reported EPIC stands for environment, 
people, industry, community.  
Laing O’Rourke understands construction 
has potential impacts on the community and 
they want to leave a positive legacy. They try 
and use local industries and work with the 
local community. They are open to ideas 
regarding how best to engage with the 
community to make this a positive 
experience.  
PJ asked whether Lang O’Rourke have 
programs in place and commit to these.  
MH responded that there are EPIC grants, 
but commitments maybe or may not be 
monetary. They try to involve local schools. 
All members of their team give a one day 
commitment to the local community e.g. 
clean up beach days etc and there are 48 
days of volunteer work. They are looking for 
suggestions and inputs around this. They 
want to get to know the community.  
JA reported presentations at schools on 
engineering for example.  
 PJ suggests exploring ideas for community 

   



engagement through the CCC.  

11 Discussion 
 

   

11.1 BdL asked whether the noise wall would go 
up before the major site works.  
MH explained that while they had tried to get 
an early works package approved which 
included the noise wall but it had proved 
difficult to get approval for this as drainage 
outlets have to be built before the noise wall. 
This has now been rolled into the main 
works package but the logic remains to get 
the drainage in then commence the noise 
wall.  

   

11.2 JB asked what the timeline for project is 
likely to be. He notes the CCC has broad 
knowledge of what is intended, e.g. the 
cement apron, the gantry etc. but would like 
to know what is intended and when, to 
minimise problems. He understands there 
will be variations from the expected, but 
proper channels need to be followed 
regarding modifications.   
MH suggested that CCC members could be 
provided with regular updates. Updates will 
be provided at CCC meetings.  
JA suggested that CCC members will also 
be provided with community notifications.  
PJ asked about the broad program, when is 
the likely start and finish?  
MH responded the CEMP will hopefully go to 
the DoP next week. They will require 
approximately 4 weeks to review it and initial 
mobilisation will likely be around 15th August. 
Work is expected to end around Christmas 
2013. The duration of the LORAC part of the 
SICTL works as being completed on or 
around Christmas 2013. 
JA noted this meeting is required as part of 
the approval process.  

Laing O’Rourke 
(MH) to provide 
regular updates 
to the CCC.  

Laing 
O’Rourke 

 

11.3 RR asked what traffic arrangements will be 
made in terms of queuing of trucks.  
NM noted potential environmental impacts of 
trucks queuing at either side of the bridge.  
JA replied that trucks would queue on site 
not on the bridge.  

   



RR suggested that trucks turning across 
traffic through lights on Foreshore Rd would 
be forced to queue.  
JA responded that smart scheduling of 
trucks would minimise this to a couple of 
trucks in the turning lane. The batching plant 
on site assists this.  
MH replied that the logistics management 
plan is 24 hours ahead.  
SH noted few trucks were on site during the 
original reclamation.  
PJ asked whether trucks would use Penrhyn 
Road.  
KP replied that there may be a small amount 
of smaller vehicles but trucks for the main 
works would travel over the bridge. 
RR asked about the width and capacity for 
vehicle turning for stray traffic over the 
bridge.  
JA responded that there is signage 
indicating the bridge is for construction traffic 
only, but vehicles turning in wrongly will 
travel the whole way over the bridge to the 
roundabout which is big enough for large 
trucks to turn.  
JB suggested a worst case scenario of a line 
of heavy trucks on the bridge. He asked 
about the loading for the bridge.  
DB replied that the bridge has been 
designed for a full loading.  
SP asked whether there will be a right and 
left turn from the bridge onto Foreshore 
Road.  
JA confirmed there would be both a right and 
left turn at the lights.  
MH noted a 500mm step currently at the end 
of the bridge. Leveling this will be a first 
action on site.  
SH asked whether all construction vehicles 
will access the site via the bridge. 
MH indicated there are discussions with 
SPC regarding potentially bringing some 
initial vehicles via Penrhyn Road.  
MH noted that construction access via 
Penrhyn Road may be utilised to build the 
roundabout first, which would be a better 



and safer outcome due to the current site 
conditions. This still requires coordination 
with Sydney Ports. 

11.4 RR noted the timing of the noise wall is a 
matter of interest for the CCC.  
JA and MH reported the Penrhyn Estuary 
section is still being worked with 
Consultants. While outlets near the bridge 
present no problem, as part of planning 
conditions in the seagrass area work cannot 
be undertaken between October and March. 
That is the section near the rail line. If work 
commences on August 15 the first section of 
outlets then the noise wall can be worked on 
till October.  
JB doesn’t anticipate problems with the 
noise wall going up later in the section near 
the rail line while trains aren’t in use.  

   

11.5 PJ asked how much material would be 
brought on to site, and whether there will be 
stockpiles.  
MH reported there would be a large quantity 
of materials brought on to site e.g. 30,000 
sheets of mesh, 300,000 tons of ground 
improvement as well as drainage material 
and conduits. Traffic management will be 
critical in this. There will be some stockpiles 
on site.  

   

11.6 There was discussion on the expected 
frequency of meetings. The Chair said the 
CCC meets quarterly currently but can meet 
more often if required. CCC members could 
provide expertise on communication and 
potential location of signage for the boating 
community and others. 
JB noted this has worked well for 
Baulderstone.  
It was noted that community members 
voluntarily give up time to attend meetings, 
and suggested that the committee will meet 
as often as required but would prefer to 
avoid the process becoming too onerous.  
NM suggested the desirability of Patrick and 
SICTL coordinating presentations to 
minimise the need for additional meetings.  
PJ reported the emphasis the DoP places on 

   



the committee, the minutes and information 
provided to the CCC and they look carefully 
at modifications.  
The Chair confirmed that historically the DoP 
has been happy with this process.  
AL reported that Patrick would undertake to 
provide as much documentation as possible 
outside meetings.  
RR asked where monitoring reports go.  
JA replied these currently go into monthly 
reports but it hasn’t yet been determined 
how they can be provided to the community.    

11.7 NM asked about membership of the CCC, 
noting smaller participation by community 
members.  
RR reported that she and SH are looking at 
the issue. An ad will go in Tuesday’s Courier 
seeking additional members. She noted the 
committee may look at holding meetings at a 
later time to accommodate additional 
members, particularly from the business 
community. She thanked current members 
for their participation.  

   

11.8 NM asked about the timing for Patrick works. 
AL suggested Patrick is running 2 to 4 
months behind SITCL. They will need to 
present to the CCC, but expect a simpler 
process than SICTL. There is existing 
access through the site and traffic 
management is in place.  
SH noted the next meeting is scheduled for 
September 11. 

   

11.9 Community members reported difficulties 
opening some files for this presentation.  
JB requested hard copies of documentation.  
AL reported that Patrick can provide a hard 
copy of their documentation on request and 
can also set up a copy in their viewing room 
on site prior to meetings.  

SICTL to 
provide hard 
copies of the 
emailed CEMP 
documentation 
to JB. 
CCC members 
to inform the 
Chair of their 
preference for 
receiving 
documentation.   

SICTL 
 
 
 
 
 
CCC 
members 

 

11.10 The Chair noted that addition comments 
from those present as well as members not 

The Chair to 
inform absent 

The Chair  



in attendance should be forwarded to her.   members that 
an additional 
meeting is not 
required.  

 

These minutes have been endorsed by the Chair, Roberta Ryan.  

 
 

 
 


