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MINUTES 

Subject:   Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group (Meeting 9) 
 
Location:   Boral Berrima Cement (Procurement Building), Taylor Avenue, New Berrima 
  Virtual Attendance by 6 attendees 
 
Date & Time:  26th March 2021 
 
 
Independent Chair: Brad Mullard 
 
Attendees: 
Brad Mullard - Chairperson 
Greg Kininmonth – Manager Environmental Operations Southern, NSW Resources Regulator 
Ravi Sundaram – Mining Catchment Specialist, WaterNSW 
Andrew Couldridge – Environment Protection Officer, NSW Environment Protection Authority (Wollongong) 
Peter McMillan – Environmental Inspector, NSW Resources Regulator 
Julian Brophy – Local Resident 
Alan Lindsay – Local Resident 
Ray Nolan – Local Resident 
Graham Kelly – Local Resident 
Tony McCormick – Local Resident representing Mandemar Lane 
Barry Arthur – Manager Environment and Sustainability, Wingecarribee Shire Council 
 
Boral Personnel: 
Girish Yadwad – National General Manager Operations, Boral Cement 
Greg Johnson – Environmental Sustainability Manager, Boral Cement 
David Spears – Project Manager, Boral Cement 
Minutes: -  Robert Byrnes* 
 
Apologies: 
Clive West – Local Resident 
William Dove – Unit Head Regulation Illawarra, NSW Environment Protection Authority 
Jenny Smiley –Stakeholder Relations Manager (NSW/ACT and National Land Development), Boral Land & 
Property) 
Dr Ian Wright – University of Western Sydney 
 
These minutes reflect the presentation and consequent conversations conducted as part of this meeting. The 
content, while an accurate summation of proceedings, should not be taken to represent exact dialogue unless 
specifically minuted as such.  Text in italics have been added by the minute taker for clarification or to reference 
items being spoken about such as the presentation slides, graphs or other meeting materials. 
 
For the full presentation, visit www.boral.com.au/medway.  Minutes do not become ‘official’ unless endorsed at 
the following meeting by the appropriate representatives. 
 
* Boral Cement uses the services of International Environmental Consultants (IEC) to undertake environmental 
monitoring and technical report preparations for the Berrima Colliery.  Rob Byrnes, owner and Director of IEC, 
acts as the nominated minute taker for the Closure Working Group (CWG) via the appointment of Boral Cement. 
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Meeting opened – 10.05am 
 
1/2    Welcome and apologies/Terms of Reference 
 
BM: Welcome all to the meeting including those online.  I would like to remind everyone again of Item Number 2 
the Terms of Reference that we all be respectful to each member of the group.  Let’s move to the minutes of the 
previous meeting, does anyone have any comments? 
 
TM: there may be a typo in Section 6 under GJ second last sentence “The cement plant does not ?? the entire 
volume”.  There is a missing word perhaps “take” or “use”  
GJ: or perhaps “require” the entire volume.  We will correct the error, that’s a good pick up.   
 
JB: can I just make a comment in relation to the terms of reference, can we acknowledge that it was our 
understanding that material would be circulated beforehand.  I know that the community update was circulated 
only yesterday, going back to the terms of reference, one of the aims of this group was that there would be good 
communications from Boral to the community working group and the circulation of the community newsletter to 
the group two weeks after it was published is a bit of an issue.  Also, the circulation of the information for this 
meeting only occurred the day before the meeting. 
GJ: Yes, I only circulated the information for this meeting yesterday as this was when it was prepared. 
BM: What you are raising Julian that you need time to review the information and consult the community if 
necessary. 
JB: I’m making the point that if the update to the community was made two weeks ago then this is when it should 
be provide to the working group as well.  The second point is that the update contained a whole range of useful 
information which I was keen to read and would have prepared me better for this meeting had it been circulated 
at the same time as it went public. 
GJ: noted and apologies for this oversight. 
BM: I think Greg has indicated that this was an oversight. 
JB: I only raised this in relation to the Terms of Reference. 
BM: Thanks Julian, it was a valid point to make.  If there are no other comments on the minutes can we accept 
them? General agreement The minutes are therefore accepted and we can move on to the actions arising from 
the previous meeting. 
 
3. Actions from Previous Meeting 
 
GJ: reference to slide 6 of the presentation.  The actions included making amendments to the river graphs to 
include the adit discharge results between 100 m up and 300 m down sample results.  We show this in the 
presentation, however not every parameter could be done due to scale issues.  The next action was to make 
available the seam contours, the next slide shows this. 
TM: could you explain the seam contour slide? Do the contours show the seam? 
GJ: yes, the floor of the seam. 
TM: is there only one coal seam? 
BM: there is more than one seam but the colliery only mined one seam. 
RB: there are the Tongarra and American Creek seams below the Wongawilli but we only mined the Wongawilli 
seam which is shown on the contour plan. 
TM: I recall looking at a geological cross section so wasn’t sure which one we were talking about, is this the lower 
seam? 
BM: it is the top seam but they only mined the bottom section of the seam. 
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RB: the Wongawilli seam is 8 to 10 m thick and we mined a 2.5 m section of the seam not quite the bottom of the 
seam but generally about one meter above the bottom of the seam.  The plan shown is one of the layers in the 
groundwater model.  The contour plan was originally developed by Centennial Coal using data from 59 boreholes 
in the mining area plus another 29 boreholes in the Loch Catherine area.  Katarina has updated the contour plan 
using data from an additional 4 boreholes which were sunk after the Centennial work plus some additional survey 
work Boral has done in the underground workings.  These largely relate to the location of the underground 
bulkheads.  The model shows the location of the rivers but only by way of indicating where the coal seam 
outcrops.  The rivers are not shown where the coal seam passes beneath them.  The model shows how some of 
the old workings extend very close to the river. 
 
GKelly: where would be the main areas of subsidence? 
RB: wherever we have fully extracted the seam we have had subsidence but the level depends on how much coal 
has been extracted.  Subsidence over South West 1 panel was up to a maximum of 60 mm.  
 
GJ: next action was for the Resources Regulator to check if they could find the 3D model. 
PM: I’ve put a request in for the model and I will chase this up. 
 
GJ: next action was Boral to consider including more detailed information in relation to the MOP and the 
repurposing proposal in the next newsletter.  This was done, is there any feedback on the amount of information 
provided? 
JB: I thought it was good, there was much more information this time. 
GJ: thanks for the feedback.  The fifth action was Boral to advise Department of Planning to update their web 
page in relation to the status of the 2012 development consent.  We have requested that the Department put a 
note indicating that the consent was withdrawn. 
BM: any questions arising from these actions? We can move onto the water quality results. 
 
4. Water Quality Results Update 
 
GJ: reference to water quality component of presentation.  The water quality results are very similar to what we 
have seen in the past.  The volume discharged is the same as reported at our last meeting, one issue of note 
though is the pH which has been trending down and we have done some investigation work on this issue and 
have worked out strategies to correct this. 
BM: what is the level? 
GJ: Our licence allows a range from 6.5 to 8.5 and the level is approaching the lower limit of this at around 6.5.  
We have implemented some actions which we will talk about in more detail shortly.  The Electrical Conductivity 
has trended down to the 1,000 µS/cm from 1,100 which is good, but we are not sure if there are any reasons for 
this.  Iron remains low which is still being removed by the treatment process however manganese is slightly 
higher which will be improved by dosing with lime.   
GJ: With the river water sampling results, we were sampling once a month, but we have now reverted to once 
every two months as per our licence.  Our licence had a requirement for additional monitoring for a period of 2 
years which has now finished, and we are going back to the original licence requirements.  We have also 
completed all the scientific studies required under the licence.  It is interesting to note that while the pH of our 
discharge water has trended lower, the river pH has become even lower, so we are not altering the pH of the river 
as a result of our discharge.  With the other parameters though you can see that we are relying on the mixing 
zone to reduce the levels of other minerals.  Iron and Manganese levels in the river are low however Nickel and 
Zinc are higher in the mixing zone compared to the river.  After the mixing zone the concentrations are within 
water quality guidelines.  The mine is also increasing the Sulphate levels in the river downstream of the discharge 
however there are other sources of Sulphate as well.  In summary, the pH in the river has trended down during 
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Spring and Summer.  Lower pH can influence dissolved metal concentrations.  As noted in the discharge update, 
while aeration is the main driver in assisting to reduce levels, a higher pH may also assist to lower dissolved 
metals. 
 
5. Underground Water Treatment Update 
 
GJ: As noted last meeting, the pH of the mine waters has been trending down.  We have sampled water in various 
locations within the mine and have found that the water behind the bulkheads has dropped to 5.9.  Testing of 
water post aeration and prior to flowing through the limestone treatment bed was 6.3 and post treatment was 
recording 6.5 which is right on our limit.  A decision was made to temporarily cease pumping from behind the 
bulkheads on 4th March to consider immediate options.  While adding additional limestone to the treatment bed 
is possible, this would require mobilising a significant amount of underground equipment on short notice and only 
for only a short period of time.  A decision was made to enhance the treatment system to incorporate lime dosing 
to raise the pH.  The original system allowed the ability to incorporate dosing if needed.  A temporary dosing 
system commenced on 15th March and pumping recommenced around the same time.  The dosing trial 
commenced at 1kg/hr of hydrated lime.  The system involves pumping a component of the water to the surface, 
dosing with hydrated lime and releasing this back underground to mix with the discharge water. 
BM: is the water being mixed on the surface? 
GJ: yes this is the safest way to handing the lime and achieve the mixing.  The dosing has raised the pH from 6.5 to 
6.7 and we are now in the process of investigating further options, with one option to purchase a continuous 
dosing system and aim to increase closer to pH 7. We will continue to monitor the trials. 
BM: is there any evidence that the underground lime bed is becoming less effective? 
DS: the lime bed works to a certain extent but it will not raise the pH significantly because it is a passive system.  
An important issue is that we don’t over treat and the water becomes too alkaline, we will continue to treat in a 
controlled way.  The input water from behind the bulkheads has become more acidic which is the main cause of 
the declining discharge pH. 
TM: what are the ramifications of becoming too acidic? 
GJ: its mainly because we don’t want the discharge water to be outside our discharge limits. 
TM: but in reality what would be the problem? 
GJ: as pH reduces, the concentration of dissolved metals increases.  The guideline values of 6.5 to 8.5 would limit 
potential impacts so we tend to aim for pH 7 which is neutral and also this tends to be the long term average from 
the mine. 
BM: different metals a soluble at different pH levels. 
GJ: the lower pH does effect our soluble metal concentration in the discharge so raising the pH will help with this. 
TM: did you say in your earlier commentary that the river level pH was actually lower? 
GJ: yes. 
TM: so would the levels of metals be mitigated by the action of mixing with river water? 
GJ: this occurs within the mixing zone, so by the time the water gets down to the Biloela site which is the end of 
the mixing zone the metal concentrations are well within the guideline values. 
 
AL: with the pumping behind the bulkheads, could you explain the rationale again? 
DS: We currently have 7 bulkheads installed in 7 separate roadways which hold back water from draining to the 
adit.  As there is a dip in the coal seam, these bulkheads have been located in a way that increases the depth of 
the stored water within the flooded workings.  The water level has built up to the 7th bulkhead and if we didn’t 
pump the water out, the stored water would continue to increase in depth and eventually simply flow around the 
next highest underground roadway.  If this occurs the water would bypass the treatment system and free drain 
from the mine.  By pumping we maintain the water level behind the highest bulkhead so it doesn’t free drain.  
The pumped water is then managed through the underground treatment system before discharge.  The 
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bulkheads also provide us with data that is currently being used to update the groundwater model.  We also 
maintain a 500 mm buffer so if we have to turn the pumps off for any reason we can without the risk of free 
draining and bypassing of the treatment system.  This can be seen on the graph (reference to slide 19), the water 
level rises quickly when not pumping but levels out when the pumps are turned on.  Its now steady at around 4.4 
m above the lowest bulkhead.  The original groundwater model suggested that once the overlying strata became 
saturated we would get significant bypass over the top of the seals.  We still monitor the bulkheads twice a week 
which includes water level behind them and any bypass.  This data has been fed into the model and will help 
determine final closure. 
AL: is there a huge risk in just stopping pumping? 
DS: yes there is, we know the water quality behind the bulkheads is poor so the risk in just stopping pumping and 
allowing the water to overflow is that we would return to the period when we first allowed the mine to free drain 
in 2016-17 which caused elevated levels of minerals to be discharged into the river.  We have also found that 
because there is decreased oxygen in the water behind the seals that the level of mineralisation of the water has 
increased. 
GKelly: In relation to this issue, do you have any understanding of what the pH would be of the groundwater up 
stream of the mine.  In other words, is the change in pH underground driven partly by the changes in pH 
upstream? 
GJ: what is the pH of the Mandemar bores? 
RB: they are a bit low, between 6.3 and 6.8.  The groundwater is generally a bit acidic and often below 6.5.  This 
data is generally up dip of the mine but I will check and confirm. 
GJ: is that because of the Hawkesbury Sandstone? 
RB: yes the Hawkesbury Sandstone is slightly acidic. 
BM: does that answer your question sufficiently? 
GKelly: yes 
 
RS: What is happening with the longer term plans to deal with the water and its reuse rather than discharge? 
GJ: we have an update in the presentation, but overall we plan to pump all the water to surface for treatment 
which gives us the opportunity to supply some of the water to the Berrima Cement Plant via an overland pipeline 
with the remainder of the treated water being returned to the river at a new point near the mine access bridge. 
 
6. State 2 MOP Update  
 
GJ: (reference to Slide 20 of the presentation) The Stage 2 MOP has been submitted and reviewed by the 
Resources Regulator and they have advised that they wanted the groundwater model to be updated which is 
what we are doing at present.  Part of this included an updated coal seam contour map which we provided earlier 
and all the data that we have gathered over the past few years with the current set of bulkheads which will make 
model more accurate.  The model will assist in determining what will happen with the mine water over the long 
term post closure.  What this has meant though is that the Stage 1 MOP which covered the period ending 31st 
December 2020 has been extended to 31st May 2021 which allows us time to update the groundwater model. 
AL: So you are working towards completing the model update by then? 
GJ: we anticipate the work will be completed prior to the deadline.  Once we get the model output we can then 
update the Stage 2 MOP.  The reason we don’t have much more to update for this meeting is that the model is 
still being updated. 
TM: The minutes of the previous meeting said that there were issues raised by Peter McMillan from the 
Resources Regulator, was that only about the groundwater model? 
GJ: the issue of final end land use was also raised. 
TM: What does Stage 1 and Stage 2 MOPs actually mean, what is the difference between them and what does the 
extension of Stage 1 imply versus the approval of Stage 2? 
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GK: Each lease is required to have a valid Mining Operations Plan in place.  In this case the reason we have 
decided to stage the MOP is the uncertainty in relation to water management and water quality issues.  The 
extension to the Stage 1 MOP was to allow time to get the modelling right so that the Stage 2 MOP is more 
informed and correct.  Rather than rush through something that may not be accurate enough, we have simply 
extended the time to allow the modelling to be updated. 
TM: so does Stage 1 inform Stage 2, are they sequential? 
GK: not necessarily, an MOP must be in place at all times, the Stage 1 is an interim version while the Stage 2 will 
have a lot more information in it.  Time is needed to get the knowledge to enable the Stage 2 to be finalised. 
BM: Do you formally approve the MOP? 
GK: yes we still have a formal approval process for the MOP.  But in about 12 months or so the system will be 
changing and we won’t be having any more MOPs, it will be a Rehabilitation Management Plan which we will not 
be formally approving.  These will be coming in mid this year but there will be a 12 month transition period.  We 
are moving away from MOPs entirely over the next few years. 
PM: Greg has covered it well, the Stage 1 MOP was to gather the data to inform the final closure so that when the 
final MOP is approved it is based on all the relevant data. 
 
BM: any other questions? 
TM: How does this work with the active coal mine maps under the legislation and regulations.  Is Berrima Colliery 
still an active coal mine until it completes final closure? 
BM: Its not necessarily an active mine, as an active mine implies there is still coal extraction occurring, but it still 
has a mining lease. 
GK: Rehabilitation is still considered part of mining in terms of what we do.  While it is not actively mined in terms 
of extracting coal, there are still obligations in terms of rehabilitation and they are ongoing until complete. 
TM: the reason I ask is that as I understand it, in terms of the legislation, the definition of an active mine is what is 
shown on the active coal mine maps.  Active mine status means that the mine operator or Subsidence Advisory 
NSW are responsible for subsidence rehabilitation. 
BM: that is correct, if there are subsidence issues that need to be rectified, which includes historic workings. 
GJ: Berrima Colliery comes under the earlier system with Subsidence Advisory.  New active mines are now 
responsible for repairing subsidence damage however under the old system Subsidence Advisory is responsible 
for repairing damage to land improvements such as buildings. 
TM: I understand that the issues is related to time, old workings versus new workings and then again if it is 
buildings or structures, fencing or if it is natural such as water or groundwater levels.  I’ve been told at various 
times that Subsidence Advisory is responsible for the infrastructure and buildings. 
BM: yes Subsidence Advisory is responsible for repair structures or land improvements. 
TM: and in this case the mine, being Boral, is responsible for all the environmental aspects arising from 
subsidence such as surface and groundwater. 
BM: that’s correct. 
TM: can anyone representing the Resources Regulator clarify the active coal mine map and the definition of an 
active coal mine and raise the level of understanding? 
GK: Im not sure what map you are referring to. 
BM: I think it’s a reference to the Record Tracing. 
PM: the term active mining map does not ring any bells. 
TM: it is the maps quoted I think in the gazette dated December 2017, its quoted in the Regulations which 
accompany the Act.  It you do a search on “active coal mine map” it will take you straight to the Regulations, that 
then refers you to the definitions which are in the Act.  This then says that an active coal mine are the bits that 
are hatched on the map. 
BM: I think that is referring to where there are active mine workings. 
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GK: It could be referring to mine leases where there are actual mining activities taking place rather than active 
leases that have closed but I will need to see the maps you are referring to. 
BM: under the Regulations going back sometime, a mine had a condition on the title that they had to actively 
mine.  If the mine wanted to suspend mining operations they would need to get approval to do that.  The earlier 
conditions on mining leases was that they needed maintain a certain level of employment, expenditure and 
production. 
GK: The leases used to have varying conditions which may apply to some but not others. 
BM: maybe to resolve this, Tony could clarify what map he is referring to and then Greg K could look at it and 
provide further advice? 
GK: happy to talk to Tony M separately to this meeting. 
TM: will contact you to discuss. 
 
7. Update on Pit Top Treatment Project 
 
GJ: Boral is keen to further the proposed long term pit top treatment solution and we will be seeking approval 
through the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment.  The work on the application will commence over 
the next quarter. 
AL: will it need an EIS? 
GJ: possibly not but it will require some level of environmental assessment such as a Review of Environmental 
Factors or similar.  Further design work is necessary, but the final project will look pretty much as the plan and 
layouts shown (referring to presentation slide 22).  We may not include the overland pipeline initially as we just 
want to get the surface treatment plant up and running and the discharge of treated water back into the river.  
(Referring to slide 22) We will be bringing the water to the surface from a pipeline up the drift cutting which will 
discharge into a multi cell treatment dam.  Treated water can either be pumped into a small catch dam prior to 
flowing down a pipeline to the river.  There is a third catch dam located near the mine entrance where treated 
water can be pumped into.  This dam will be used to pump water to the cement works.  The location of the new 
dams has been selected as it is the highest point at the pit top and has the least impact on native vegetation.  
They are located on already cleared areas which consists of the carpark and access road and some landscaping. 
DS: by locating the facilities on the highest part of the site allows for the passive treatment process to use gravity 
to pass the water to the other ponds. 
GJ: and also stops any rainwater runoff from entering the ponds. 
BM: who will be the approval authority for the project? 
GJ: we are assuming it will be the Department of Planning under the Mining SEPP (State Environmental Planning 
Policy). 
AL: if it comes to pass that you would want to pump the water to the cement plant, the water will be coming in 
two directions through Pond 2 and 3 or does it all go through Pond 3? 
DS: the water will all go through number 1 pond.  Treated water to be discharged at the pit top will be transferred 
to Pond 2 while treated water to be pumped to the cement plant will go through Pond 3.  Pond 1 will be 
segmented to allow aeration and settlement.  It will have cleanout facilities and the iron rich sediment will 
potentially be transported to the cement works as an input into the clinker production.  We currently use iron ore 
in our cement manufacturing process.  The project has been designed to be of minimal impact. 
AL: If you build a pipeline back to the cement plant does that make Pond 2 redundant?  Does all the water come 
back to the cement plant?  You have the access to the river from the cement plant. 
GJ: the cement plant uses about 0.6 megalitres per day and at present we are not pumping much from the river 
because of the recent rains which means we are currently harvesting out of the existing dams and the shale pit at 
the cement plant site.  At the moment the mine is discharging 1.5 to 1.9 megalitres per day so there will always 
be treated water discharged back into the river at the pit top.  We will always only take a portion of the water 
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from the mine, the rest will be treated and discharged back into the river.  The pipeline will be located along the 
existing railway easement between the mine and the cement plant. 
 
JB: What is the percentage of water that will end up at the cement plant? 
GJ: about one third. 
 
9. EPL and CCL748 Updates 
 
GJ: there have been no changes to the EPL.  Under the lease, we have already discussed the MOP and we have 
also lodged the AEMR in late February.  The AEMR is an annual update of all our activities and monitoring in 
report form.   
GK: the Resources Regulator will be assessing the adequacy of the latest AEMR. 
GJ: once the AEMR has been reviewed we will put it up on the Berrima Colliery web page. 
 
10.  Mandemar Land Bore Update 
 
GJ: we are still monitoring the 3 bores which we have access to.  The Belbin Bore indicates that the overall 
groundwater level has declined slightly since September 2020.  However, the bore has been pumping daily and 
the drawdown during pumping ranged around 30-35 m.  At that time, the bore was pumped twice per day for a 
short time each cycle however since early October it was pumping 8 hours a day resulting in a 40 m drawdown. 
RB: the graph shows the initial trials once we replaced the logger.  The first block (reference to presentation slide 
25) shows the results from the original pumping of twice per day, the other blocks show difference pumping 
regimes with the last set being pumping for around 8 hours each day. 
TM: I understand they pump all day but get a measly amount of water but I can’t understand how they are 
getting a 40 m drop in water level but still get no water.  How is this possible? 
RB: the bore is yielding 0.3 litres per second during the 8 hour pumping cycle.  
GJ: its capable of delivering 2 megalitres per year. 
TM: I have a licence for 2 megalitres per year. 
RB: that’s the standard allocation for a Stock and Domestic Water Access Licence. 
TM: But they don’t have enough water for their stock? 
 
RN: Does this bore pump from below the seam? 
RB: the bore is open all the way down to a depth of 186 m which is about 60 m below the seam.  There is mixing 
all the way down, some water would come from the overlying sandstone, some from the coal seam and some 
from strata below the seam.  The bore does have a high column of water but it is low yielding that’s why there is a 
more substantial drop in water level during each pumping cycle. 
BM: is the water level above the workings? 
RB: the standing water level is just above the workings and the pump is located near the bottom of the bore so 
there is a very large column of water above the pump. 
BM: what is the recovery time? 
RB: The bore recovers quite quickly, in a few hours.  We found that the sustainable yield was 0.3 L/s but above 
that rate the water level will fall below the cutoff sensor on the pump.  At 0.3 L/s the pump should be able to 
operate continuously. 
TM: how does that compare with historical levels for the bore?  I understand the bore does not have the same 
capacity as it had before.  There are mine workings all around the bore and the house. 
BM: there can be other reasons for poor bore performance. 
AL: there was information provided to the court in relation to the past performance of the bore and it was 
certainly providing a greater capacity than it is now.  Its probably 1 tenth of what it previously was. 
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GJ: we are aware of this and it’s a matter that we will be talking to the land owner about.  Moving onto the other 
results, the Francis Production Bore, which is Tony McCormick’s bore which is up dip of the mine.  The results 
show that it has increased over the last quarter probably due to higher rainfall despite continual pumping.  The 
drawdown was steady in the past 3 months ranging from 8 to 10 m and the recovery remains stable.   
TM: and my bore is the shallowest of all the bores. 
GJ: The Culpepper bore water level was stable in the period to 2010 at 20 metres below ground level (BGL), 
decreasing to 25 m BGL in 2014.  Wet weather in 2014 to 2017 assisted recovery to 22 m BGL.  Between 2017 to 
2020 levels have decreased to 27 m BGL.  The Culpepper bore remained at its lowest level since the start of 
monitoring in 2008.  The bore is pumped on a daily basis with a drawdown of around 3 m on each pumping cycle.  
We will probably see in the next round of monitoring if there is any recovery since the recent wet period.  
TM: you should have some data from the wet weather last February, the water level was over the road at 
Woolshed Creek by a couple of metres.  The storms this year only resulted in water over the road of 6 inches.  
That may have something to do with the amount of vegetation on the paddocks at the time and the intensity of 
the storm but after many years of less than 400 mm of rainfall, last year was back to average rainfall and that 
should have shown in these graphs. 
GJ: rainfall intensity is important because we are talking groundwater levels which is a proportion of rainfall.  
With higher intensity rainfall, runoff becomes sheet flow rather than infiltration. 
AL: we are not far from the Mandemar Lane area and last year we got 1,100 mm of rainfall.  The big rainfall of 
380 mm in February was all runoff.  Last month we got 280 mm of rainfall and the ground is completely sodden 
because there has been much more infiltration rather than runoff. 
 
GJ: the vibrating wire sensors are in the same area (referring to slide 26).  There are three sensors, the deepest is 
at 177m which indicates the strata is dry, the sensor in the lower Hawkesbury Sandstone has remained stable in 
the last quarter while the Upper Hawkesbury Sandstone sensor indicates a slow rise in water table to 1.5 m above 
the sensor which is an increase of 0.25 m since September 2020.  The data reflects the higher rainfall during this 
period.  There is a trend of recovery.  Any questions on the Mandemar Lane monitoring? 
 
TM: I don’t have any questions in relation to the monitoring data, but I would like to bring some other matters 
relevant to the Mandemar Lane residents to the attention of the meeting.  It has been a rather traumatic month 
and I would like to preface this by reminding people that we are dealing with peoples lives.  This has caused an 
enormous amount of heartache and disruption both with what has happened physically out there as well as 
emotionally having to deal with all these issues and Subsidence Advisory.  The distress this has caused some of 
the residents is extraordinary.  Firstly, dealing with the issues of Boral, after a lot of negotiations we now have 
access agreements in place for about a year, but Boral hasn’t done any ground surveys, it has only concentrated 
on the groundwater monitoring.  They know the location of previous subsidence surveys, they have the location 
of the previous GPS monitoring points and the pegs are sill in the ground as horses are still bashing into them.  
People out there are getting pretty frustrated with Boral’s lack of interest in considering the residents’ complaints 
and issues. 
BM: what are these surveys you are referring to? 
TM: under the access agreements, Boral was to undertake ground surveys for subsidence.  There has also been no 
attempt to obtain data from the Paine or Battcock bores. 
GJ: Just a correction there, Rob has been out to the Battcock bore. 
RB: Yes, we have been out there and the bore is dry to a depth of 77m. 
GJ: has it collapsed? 
RB: We don’t know the original depth of the bore.  Mr Battcock said he was getting some advice from Southwells. 
 
TM: there has been a lack of progress from Boral with another land owner which has resulted in a dispute. 
GJ: we disagree that there is a dispute, but I think we are getting onto specific land access agreement issues. 
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BM: Specific issues in relation to land access agreements are outside the scope of this group. 
TM: I am just bringing these to your attention, that these is a dispute. 
BM: will that dispute limit Boral’s access to the land? 
GJ: I am happy to talk to you about this separately to the meeting. 
BM: that is probably more appropriate if you want to talk about individual land access agreements.  Dealing with 
individual land owner issues is outside the scope of this working group. 
TM: I understand that this group is dealing with the global issues around mine closure however I have been 
brought into the group to represent the Mandemar Lane residents which are part of the closure process and all I 
am doing is keeping the group informed of those issues and their progress.  But it gets worse, there are things 
that are falling through the cracks and we don’t know who to go to, either Boral, Subsidence Advisory or the 
regulator.  The Belbin property which has two houses on it, has a history of compensation claims and work done 
by Subsidence Advisory or their predecessors.  Early this month their latest claims for compensation have been 
rejected and one of those houses is literally falling apart, you can put your hand through some of the cracking.  
The way they have been dealt with by Subsidence Advisory is appalling and I have read most of the material.  The 
statements made in their rejection belie the facts so there will be an appeal. 
BM: there are appeal provisions, if you feel that the decision is wrong.  As it is a statutory body with a minister 
responsible, which I think is the Finance Minister, so you should be writing to the Minister responsible in relation 
to your concerns. 
TM: we may do that but there is a clear appeals process in the Land and Environment Court. 
BM: before you go to the Land and Environment Court, I suggest you take up the issue with the relevant 
government minister. 
TM: thanks Chairman, so it is not a happy group of residents out there.  This all comes on the heals of the 
drought, the bushfires, floods and then the pandemic and frankly they don’t know the path forward but they have 
reached the stage where they will become very active. 
 
GJ: in regards to one land owner who has put us on notice that he is withdrawing access, we have requested the 
Resource Regulator to visit the land owner which he agreed to but he has also put a caveat on that, that if we 
don’t have an access agreement we cannot attend the meeting.  So hopefully we will be able to talk to him.  I 
believe the meeting is on 7th April. 
BM: Is that with your group Greg K 
GK: yes both Peter and myself will be going to the meeting.  It would be more valuable if someone from Boral was 
also at the meeting. 
TM: the land owner is happy to see the regulator but he would not be so happy to see Boral because he sees 
Boral has frustrated the agreement.  Even though they have honoured the groundwater monitoring component 
they haven’t honoured the other part of the agreement being the work in relation to measuring the subsidence. 
GK: Just to clarify, the land owner hasn’t mentioned measuring subsidence to us at all.  
BM: Greg K are you happy for TM to pass on your preference that Boral attend the meeting? 
GK: yes happy with that, we would prefer Boral also attends the meeting. 
TM: happy to pass that information on. 
BM: are there any other comments on this issue. 
TM: no but thank you Chairman for your indulgence on this issue. 
 
11.  Communications Update  
 
GJ: just an update on communications, in addition to my earlier comments to Julian in relation to us not getting 
the newsletter out to the group earlier.  We now have Jenny Smiley who has come on board to help us with the 
communication strategy.  We will have more communications happening once we have approval of the MOP and 
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move forward with the treatment system.  Also, as the COVID-19 restrictions relax more we will be able to expand 
some of the communication methods a bit more. 
 
JB: In relation to the long term plan of piping some 30% of the water to the cement plant. 
DS: just to clarify that point, the system will have the ability to deliver 100% of the water to the cement plant. 
JB: my question is unrelated to the percentage, in the event that Boral is unable to control the site or run the 
cement plant, what happens to the protection of this long term treatment solution? 
GJ: that is a very valid question because it is something that needs to be covered.  There will be a separate 
Environmental Protection Licence covering the treatment system and its discharge.  So whoever owns that site in 
future will be controlled by an EPL and development consent. 
BM: the responsibilities of Boral do not cease with the closure of the mine or closure of the cement works it will 
be an ongoing obligation. 
JB: I understand that but the question becomes how does that preserve for the future, is the Environment 
Protection Licence transferred to the new owner? 
GJ: it could be. 
JB: and they would be bound by the same obligations? 
GJ: they would be bound by the same obligations under the Protection of the Environment Operations Act for the 
discharge of waters and the operation of the facility. 
BM: the conditions may vary depending on the circumstances at the time. 
GJ: that’s correct. 
GKelly: It would be up to the authorities at the time, I don’t think we can judge what all the different situations 
could be in the future but it would be up to regulatory authorities at the time to impose what conditions may be 
relevant if the operation is transferred or it ceases to operate.  That is what the authorities will be tasked to do 
but I don’t think we can take that issue any further here.  Your question is based on past experiences which is 
understandable, but we are not in a position to solve all of the future issues now. 
JB: that is very valuable input but I think the question still stands and we should hear from the regulatory 
authorities in terms of how this would be addressed.  It does need careful consideration that’s why I offered to 
have the question put on notice because when this project starts to go through the planning approval process it 
will be an obvious question that will be raised.  I would appreciate if both Boral and the regulator come back with 
an answer to this question next meeting. 
BM: can we put that as an action arising?  Is the Resources Regulator and EPA happy to respond to this question 
as well? 
GK/AC: yes 
 
12.  General Business 
 
BM: any general business to report on?  If not, we can move on to the next meeting date. 
 
14.  Next Meeting  
 
GJ: we are proposing mid June 
BM: does anyone have any issues with mid June?  We will aim for 25th June 2021 but Greg will confirm that in an 
email.  That concludes the meeting, thank you all for participating. 
 
Meeting Closed 11.35pm 
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Summary of Meeting Actions: 
 

1. Resources Regulator to check if a 3D model exists of the mine workings and circulate this to the 
CWG.  

2. Boral to confirm pH trends in bores up dip of the mine workings. 
3. Tony McCormick to liaise with Greg Kininmonth to clarify the Active Mine Maps. 
4. Boral in consultation with the regulators to come back to the group with a response to JB’s 

question in relation to what is the long term implications of the water treatment project in the 
event that Boral no longer operate it. 

 


