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MINUTES 

Subject:   Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group (Meeting 10) 
 
Location:   Meeting by Microsoft Teams 
 
Date & Time:  25th June 2021 
 
 
Independent Chair: Brad Mullard 
 
Attendees: 
Brad Mullard - Chairperson 
Greg Kininmonth – Manager Environmental Operations Southern, NSW Resources Regulator 
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 
Graham Kelly – Local Resident 
Tony McCormick – Local Resident representing Mandemar Lane 
 
Boral Personnel: 
Greg Johnson – Environmental Sustainability Manager, Boral Cement 
Jenny Smiley –Stakeholder Relations Manager (NSW/ACT and National Land Development), Boral Land & 
Property) 
David Spears – Project Manager, Boral Cement 
Minutes: -  Robert Byrnes* 
 
Apologies: 
Girish Yadwad – National General Manager Operations, Boral Cement 
Clive West – Local Resident 
Ray Nolan – Local Resident 
William Dove – Unit Head Regulation Illawarra, NSW Environment Protection Authority 
Ravi Sundaram – Mining Catchment Specialist, WaterNSW 
Barry Arthur – Manager Environment and Sustainability, Wingecarribee Shire Council 
Dr Ian Wright – University of Western Sydney 
Matt Montgomery - Subsidence advisory 
 
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. 
 

http://www.boral.com.au/berrimacement
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Meeting opened – 10.02am 
 
1/2    Welcome and apologies/Terms of Reference 
 
BM: Welcome all and apologies for a few technical hitches.  Are there any apologies? 
GJ: Ray Nolan and Clive West are apologies. 
GK: Matt Montgomery from Subsidence Advisory is an apology. 
AC: William Dove from the EPA is also an apology. 
GJ: and Ravi as well. 
 
BM: the next item is a reminder everyone again of the Terms of Reference that we all be respectful to each 
member of the group.  Are there any comments on the last minutes? 
 
TM: I had two queries and they relate to page 9 of the minutes.  Greg Johnson made a comment in relation to the 
Belbin Bore that Boral was aware of the problems with the bore and he said it was a matter that he would be 
taking up with the land owner but it wasn’t listed as an action and the next sentence talks about Tony 
McCormick’s bore which is up dip of the mine, is that the correct expression “up dip”. 
RB: yes it refers to the seam level as being of a higher elevation, so technically up dip is correct but I could change 
this to make it more clearer by noting that the bore is to the north of the mine. 
TM: that’s OK so long as I know what it means, I thought it might have been a typo. 
GJ: we haven’t spoken to the Belbin’s yet. 
BM: can we make that an action then? 
GJ: yes 
BM: are there any other comments on the minutes? We can now go through the actions from last meeting. 
 
3. Actions from Previous Meeting 
 
GJ: (referring to presentation slide 6) The first item is for the Resources Regulator to check if a 3D model exists of 
the mine workings and circulate this to the CWG. 
PM: yes I have checked that and we have access to it, however talking to Will Miltry (Resources Regulator 
Wollongong), he said that there was probably little value in sending it out to the group as it is quite old and there 
have been several changes since it was created.  I can show it to the group.  It is outdated but I am happy to show 
the group. 
TM: I would be keen to have a look, perhaps after the meeting. 
PM: I am happy to share the screen to the group and have it loaded up ready to go.  But I can’t send it out due to 
the fact it is outdated and no longer relevant. 
TM: has it changed up dip of the bulkheads. 
PM: it will give an idea of the pool of water theoretically formed once the bulkheads are installed but it is not 
accurate and Will Miltry was uncomfortable sending it around to the group. 
BM: lets continue with the actions. 
 
GJ: the next item is Boral to confirm pH trends in bores up dip of the mine workings, this is part of the 
presentation.  Item 4 is Tony McCormick to liaise with Greg Kininmonth to clarify the Active Mine Maps. 
TM: yes we did that and it was clarified that the Berrima Colliery is not on the Active Mine Maps. 
GJ: Item 5 is 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 for the water treatment project in the event that Boral can no 
longer operate it.  



 

Minutes Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group Meeting 25 June 2021         Page 3 

MINUTES 

BM: this would cover the issue of Boral no longer being able to operate the facility.  I thought Greg Kininmonth 
was going to have a look at this issue? 
GK: Peter was going to have a look at this issue and we have a separate meeting with Boral this afternoon which 
will go through this issue as well as groundwater issues and the implications around the groundwater model.  So 
this issue is still ongoing. 
 
AL: Could someone inform me of the timing of the groundwater model? 
GJ: We have completed the model and it is currently with the Resources Regulator for review.  They have a couple 
of questions on it.  We were hoping to share the report today but the Resources Regulator has raised a few 
questions and it wont be available until we resolve these. 
AL: is what you have now substantially different to what Katarina had done earlier? 
GJ: its very similar, it still says we will have a significant discharge even with the additional bulkheads in place.  
The model says that there will be little discharge if we pump the water to the surface for treatment but if we ever 
turn the pumps off it will quickly fill with water and eventually make its way to the discharge point. 
BM: any other comments on the actions from last meeting? If not, we can move onto the water quality results. 
 
4. Water Quality Results Update 
 
GJ: (referring to presentation slide 7) The first results relate to the water quality of the bores up in Mandemar 
Lane.  The pH of the bores continues to fluctuate between 6 and 7.5.  Average since 2016 is slightly acidic being 
less than pH7 but no obvious trends.  We have also done trend analysis of the other water data.  All metals are 
measured as total values not dissolved as this gives a better guide to the overall quality of the bore water.  
However it does create greater fluctuations as metal concentration changes depending on the use of the bore 
and screening depth.  High usage tends to clean out the bore while low usage allows sedimentation to occur.  The 
screening depth is important as this determines how much water is extracted from the different strata (high 
metals in upper sandstone, lower metals in the lower sandstone).  The Iron concentration is high has been 
fluctuating in a similar pattern over the past 10 years.  This is the natural state of iron in the area which we are all 
well aware of.  The Manganese levels tend to be higher in the Belbin Bore which is located at seam level.  The 
remaining bores are relatively low in Manganese.   
AL: what do you mean by seam level, I always thought the Belbin Bore was drilled well below the coal seam?  
Does that mean where you are collecting the water? 
RB: yes the bore was drilled well below the seam but the standing water level in the bore is just above the coal 
seam.  The bore is open through the seam so it collects water from strata above and below the seam as well as 
from the seam.  
 
GJ: The Belbin Bore has been historically low in salt concentration while the other bores tend to be higher.  Salt 
concentration less than 2000 µS/cm is considered suitable for most agricultural activities.  Since mine closure, the 
only noticeable trend has been with the Belbin Bore which has shown a gradual increase in salt levels.  Later in 
the presentation you will see the results from the mine discharge which is around the 1000 µS/cm level. 
TM: these results talk about the water quality are we going to talk about the amount of water in the bores? 
GJ: yes, the results of the bore levels are provided later in the presentation. 
 
GJ: moving onto the surface water results and update (referring to presentation slide 13).  The mine is currently 
discharging around 1.6 ML per day.  As discussed in our previous meeting, as a result of slightly falling pH we have 
installed a dosing system and this has resulted in the pH increasing to 7 which is neutral.  The Electrical 
Conductivity (salt content) has been trending down and is now below 1000 µS/cm.  Iron remains low and 
Manganese has dropped back down to mid 2020 levels which is good.  Nickel and Zinc are also trending down.  
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This has been caused by the dosing system which has increased the pH.  Lower pH assists in reducing dissolved 
metal concentration. 
GJ: Noting that with the river monitoring, we now don’t do all the previous river monitoring requirements which 
was a licence requirement for a two year period only.  This was part of a more intense investigation period.  We 
are now just doing the normal monitoring that is a requirement of the EPA licence.  There is however still plenty 
of data which allows us to see what is going on in the river.  The data shows that the pH in the river is has been a 
bit acidic, below 6.5, and the higher pH from the mine discharge is not changing the river pH.  The higher 
conductivity in the mine discharge is also not influencing the river downstream.  This could be a reflection of the 
higher stream flow that has been occurring due to higher rainfall.  Iron levels in the river has been higher than our 
discharge so there are other factors effecting Iron levels in the river.  Manganese levels have been low in the 
river.  Nickel concentration in the river is influenced by the mine discharge within the mixing zone but quickly 
return to be within water quality guidelines further downstream.  The river water meets drinking water guidelines 
and there is an improving trend.  As with Nickel, Zinc concentrations are influenced by the mine discharge within 
the mixing zone but return to natural levels at the Biloela site.  Sulphate concentration is also influenced by the 
mine discharge immediately downstream but there are also other natural sources downstream which are 
influencing concentration.  The pH in the river has trended down during Spring and Summer and continued during 
Autumn.  Lower pH can influence dissolved metal concentrations.  As noted in the discharge update, while 
aeration is the main driver in assisting to reduce metal concentration, a higher pH may also assist.  Any questions? 
 
BM: If no further questions we can move onto the water treatment update. 
 
5. Underground Water Treatment Update 
 
GJ: (referring to presentation slide 21)  As noted in the last meeting, the pH of the mine water was trending down.  
The mine water behind the bulkheads remains low.  A decision was made to temporarily cease pumping from 
behind the bulkheads on 4th March to consider treatment options and we decided that while adding additional 
limestone to the treatment bed was possible, this would require the mobilising of underground equipment on 
short notice and for only a short period, so we decided to enhance the treatment system in incorporate lime 
dosing to raise the pH.  This was set up on 11th March and the trial commenced on Monday 15th at a rate of 1 kg 
of lime per hour.   
DS: we are dosing slightly more than that at present. 
GJ: The dosing system involves pumping water to the surface, dosing with hydrated lime and releasing back 
underground to mix with the remaining water prior to discharge.  The dosing rate has been successful in raising 
the pH from 6.5 to 6.9.  Moving forward a continuous dosing system is being investigated.  The system has proved 
successful in reducing dissolved metals. 
AL: you state that the mine water behind the bulkheads remains low and you are pumping from behind the 
bulkheads, is that so you can keep the water level low? 
DS: the comment refers to pH being low not the water level.  The water behind the bulkheads hasn’t changed. 
GJ: we can move onto the water level update. 
 
DS: (referring to slide 22) Over the past few months the water level has remained relatively constant and we 
continue to pump around 1.65 ML/day through the underground treatment system.  The lower bulkheads have 
around 2.3 m of water recharged above the roadway roof while the higher elevation bulkheads have a water level 
of around 1.85 m below the roadway roof. 
AL: in regard to the source of the water, is the 1.65 ML of water that is coming out of the mine is that primarily 
being pumped from behind the bulkheads or is it seepage through the floor, walls and roof around the 
bulkheads? 



 

Minutes Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group Meeting 25 June 2021         Page 5 

MINUTES 

DS: it is a combination that is made up of water that has been pumped through the treatment system which is 
then allowed to flow back through the drain adit and minor amounts of water that has seeped around the 
bulkheads as well as small volumes of water that has come from other parts of the mine. 
AL: but say 90% is coming from pumping? 
DS: yes, the majority comes from pumping from behind the bulkheads which has been through the limestone 
treatment system.  
 
6. State 2 MOP Update  
 
GJ: (referring to presentation slide 23) moving onto an update on the Stage 2 MOP.  The Stage 1 MOP originally 
covered the period ending 31st December 2020 or until such time as the Stage 2 MOP was approved.  The Stage 2 
MOP was submitted in November 2020 which included the final closure activities such as the surface water 
treatment project.  As part of their review the Resources Regulator requested an updated hydrological 
assessment be undertaken and included in the Stage 2 MOP and granted an extension to the Stage 1 MOP until 
the 31st May 2021.  The updated Stage 2 MOP was then resubmitted with the updated hydrology assessment.  
The Resources Regulator has now requested further time to assess the hydrology assessment and extended the 
Stage 1 approval to the end of September 2021.  We have a meeting later this afternoon with the Resources 
Regulator and our consultant Katarina David to provide further information and clarification on the modelling.  
We will provide a summary of the hydrology assessment once the Resources Regulator finalises their review.  We 
should be able to provide this update to the group by our next meeting. 
GKelly: the MOP was meant to be in place in January and it is now June and it has been further extended to the 
end of September what is the main issues that are causing the delay? 
GJ: the Resources Regulator came back with the some questions on the MOP and asked if we could update the 
groundwater assessment which has now been done but now the Resources Regulator has come back with more 
questions and asked to discuss these with our hydrologist to clarify some of the numbers and assumptions.  So 
until we satisfy them they wont approve the Stage 2 MOP.  But until the Stage 2 MOP is approved, the Stage 1 
MOP stays in place. 
GKelly: it is concerning when the timetable has blown out by such a considerable time.  I am trying to get a handle 
on what the actual problems are with getting the approval. 
BM: the question relates to why did the Resource Regulator want an updated hydrological assessment. 
GKelly: what is concerning me is what were the actual issues around the hydrological assessment that caused the 
process to extend so far out. 
PM: if I could assist with this, it is a very complex model that looks at the effects far into the future, so we want to 
clarify some of the aspects of the model with Katarina David around the long term assumptions and the 
confidence in what the model is predicting to help our decisions around final closure.  So rather than rushing in 
and making a decision without all the facts we are just after further clarification so that the decision can be based 
on the best available information. 
GJ: this won’t delay our closure process.  The pit top treatment solution is still the strategy that we wish to 
pursue. 
 
7. Update on Pit Top Treatment Project 
 
GJ: we need development approval before the pit top treatment project can proceed.  We have completed a 
scoping report on the pit top treatment and proposed pipeline project which will be shortly provided to the 
Department of Planning Industry and Environment.  The Department will review and issue Boral with appropriate 
assessment requirements.  The approval process, with any DA will take some time, so the delays with the MOP 
will not cause any delays with the overall project. 



 

Minutes Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group Meeting 25 June 2021         Page 6 

MINUTES 

GKelly: will the approvals be given by the department or would the Wingecarribee Shire Council have an 
involvement? 
GJ: it will be classed as State Significant Development and it will be the Department of Planning that will be the 
approval authority.  Council will be a stakeholder as will the community.  We will know more about the approval 
process when the Department of Planning gets back to us and will be able to report this back to the group at our 
next meeting.  We will also know what is required in relation to the various environmental assessments.  As we 
mentioned before, we have located the proposed treatment ponds to avoid clearing native vegetation.  The 
treatment system is also located at the highest point at the pit top which will aid in managing water and water 
runoff. 
 
JB: Coming back to an earlier issue that was raised, what is the repercussions for the project if Boral were no 
longer able to operate the treatment facility. 
GJ: The long term position is that Boral will build this facility which will ultimately become a valuable asset to not 
only Boral but if Boral no longer exists in the future, then it will still be a valuable asset to the community.  It will 
be an issue that will be fleshed out in more detail during the development consent process.  It has the potential to 
become a utility which can provide water to any other user. 
JB: so you will address that issue with the application to the Department of Planning for the pit top project? 
GJ: yes I think that is a fair enough question which should be included in the assessment process for the project. 
 
9. EPL and CCL748 Updates 
 
GJ: there are no changes to the licensing and we have already talked about the MOP so we will now talk about 
the Mandemar Lane issues. 
 
10.  Mandemar Land Bore Update 
 
GJ: (referring to presentation slide 26) this slide shows the location of the Mandemar Lane bores.  The Belbin Bore 
monitoring data indicates that the piezometric level has increased since December 2020 while the pumping 
continued at the same rate.  The results show a slow but steady recharge and piezometric level rise by around 
0.6 m over the past 5 months.  A drop in water level in December 2020 is a result of inconsistent manual and 
datalogging readings and is not related to a real change in water levels.   
TM: the issue with the Belbin Bore still remains that the bore cannot pump at the same rate as it used to and at 
the last meeting Greg indicated that you would meet with the Belbin’s and move matters along.  There are a lot of 
words spoken by Boral but not much action.  What actions are Boral going to undertaken in relation to resolving 
the issues with the Belbin Bore.  To give them a water supply something like what they had before mining so they 
can run their property. 
GJ: we will work directly with the Belbin’s and that will be a matter between Boral and the Belbin’s. 
TM: when? 
GJ: it is agreed that the issue of the Belbin’s Bore should have been progressed further at this stage. 
TM: we did understand from previous meetings that the activities would extend over a couple of years however 
there has been no real action to resolve this matter.  Even when Girish (Yadwad) came out to see us and there 
was a list of actions to be done, nothing has happened on those actions either, and that was on 7th April.  These 
people have suffered loss. 
BM: We don’t want to get into the details of individual land holders.  I think Boral has given an indication that 
they will further the issue with induvial land holders. 
GJ: we are still negotiating with Tony DeRosa and we have meet up with the Belbin’s. 
BM: I think we should minute that Boral will be following up on this issue. 
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TM: its not an unreasonable request to have this matter expedited.  I can also add that Renahan wants to talk to 
Boral as well and I suggest that Greg and Girish would like to meet Terry on 6th July in the morning. 
GJ: he hasn’t mentioned to me that he wants a meeting on 6th July, this is the first I have heard about the date 
and will need to check with Girish to see if he is available.  I have been trying to reach out to Terry for some time.  
TM: I will contact him and keep you in the loop. 
GJ: Its good that he appears ready to meet and we can further those discussions.  Returning to the bore results, 
the McCormick Bore results show consistently increasing trend despite continued daily pumping.  The rise is a 
result of higher rainfall conditions.  The draw down levels resulting from pumping were steady in the past five 
months ranging from 8-10 m and recovery remains stable. 
TM: yes the situation is still normal although the iron is still very high, but at least I have water. 
 
GJ: (referring to slide 28) While water level in the Culpepper bore remained below historic levels, prior to 2017, a 
continuous rise has been observed over the last monitoring period.  This rise is attributed to high rainfall in March 
and April 2021.  During the same period, the bore was pumped on a daily basis with a draw down of around 3 m 
on each pumping cycle.  The vibrating wire piezometers, the 177m deep seam level logger is dry and has been 
since 2012, the sensor in the lower Hawkesbury Sandstone has risen by 0.2 m and a similar rise in the upper 
Hawkesbury Sandstone since December 2020. 
TM: In the emails between DeRosa and Girish, the concerns have been aired and we would like to see some 
actions on these. 
GJ: We would prefer to keep negotiations with individual land owners outside of this meeting. 
GJ: in relation to subsidence (refer slide 29).  We were hoping that Subsidence Advisory NSW would attend this 
meeting and could provide advice on this matter. 
GK: Matt Montgomery from Subsidence Advisory was keen to be involved in the meeting but unfortunately was 
not available today. 
GJ: the subsidence surveys consisted of both a series of pegs along the ground over the extraction panels and GPS 
markers on buildings and structures.  Unfortunately, the GPS markers located on buildings have been removed so 
this component cannot be done in future, its not a simple case of putting the markers back. 
RB: that’s correct, if we put the markers back to where they were at the last survey then we would not get any 
movement recorded since they were previously removed.   
TM: there are some that are left, and you cant expect the marks to remain for over a decade.  The Subsidence 
Advisory surveyors were out this week. 
RB: the markers were temporary and were only meant to remain while mining was occurring around the 
structures.  Mining ceased in 2013 and the last survey was taken in 2015, and that is the normal process that 
subsidence monitoring occurs for a year or so after mining ceases.  We continued for a bit longer than is normally 
required. 
TM: maybe you should compare notes with Subsidence Advisory because they have had surveyors out there 
again.  We were not sure what they were surveying.  The pegs are certainly there.  The only problem with the peg 
survey is the lack of access to Renahan’s property but you seem to have the option for undertaking a LiDAR survey 
so lets just do it. 
GJ: we have just received confirmation from the company who undertook the original LiDAR survey that they can 
do another round.  We need to seek approval from Mineral Resources that the LiDAR would be acceptable. 
BM: so what will the LiDAR be able to determine. 
GJ: we had a LiDAR survey undertaken before so a new LiDAR survey will enable comparison of the surveys to 
determine any surface movement. 
BM: what is the accuracy of the survey? 
RB: it will be the same level of accuracy as the original survey. 
TM: the previous level of subsidence was around 60mm so it should be able to pick up that level. 
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RB: the mapping should be sufficiently accurate to pick up any changes since the land survey ceased.  The issue 
we have is that unlike most underground coal mines which often have metres of subsidence, at Berrima Colliery 
the subsidence levels were very small.  A new LiDAR survey would cover a much larger area than that previously 
surveyed by manual methods. 
GJ: it could also assist residents in substantiating their claims. 
 
TM: there was a meeting on 7th April with Greg and Girish and the Resource Regulator and we walked around 
Tony DeRosa’s property.  There was some follow-up from Girish with some actions listed.  One outcome was that 
Girish gave permission to the Resources Regulator for them to supply all the historical data which they did and 
now I have copies of all the documents and historical AEMRs.  It was good to go through all these documents 
which we were able to use in the claims with the Subsidence Advisory.  The claim made by the Belbin’s was 
knocked back because Subsidence Advisory advised that the property was never subject to underground mining.  
It was enlightening to read the AEMRs which documented ad nauseam the mining that occurred around the 
property.  An objection to the decision has now been lodged and Subsidence Advisory has agreed to reconsider 
their decision which will be made in the next few weeks.  If they uphold their original decision then we will go to 
the Secretary of the department.  Part of their reconsideration of the original decision, they have sent surveyors 
out there, more geotechnical engineers, they don’t communicate what they are doing but there is progress in 
considering their claim.  There has also been some progress with the Payne property, the access agreement is in 
place but there are problems in accessing the bore. 
BM: any more questions or comments 
GJ: thanks Tony for your input, I hope all the issues sort themselves out.  It would be good to have a 
representative from Subsidence Advisory at these meetings. 
 
11.  Communications Update  
 
GJ: we have Jenny on line but just a quick update first.  There has been very little change (referring to 
presentation slide 30).  The most recent newsletter was released in late February 2021.  No newsletter was 
released following our last meeting as there was no new information to provide.  Distribution methods will 
remain unchanged and ongoing communication and announcements will be through media contacts managed by 
Jenny Smiley. 
JS: I will be working closely with Greg over the next few months to determine if any changes are necessary to the 
communications strategy and other matters.  As Greg mentioned there was no new information available to 
warrant another newsletter. 
GJ: once we get more information on the pit top project DA process it will trigger another consultation round, 
particularly with the residents of Medway. 
AL: I have previously worked very closely with the Medway community.  If you want some contacts for people to 
consult with in Medway I can provide these. 
GKelly: from what we saw earlier with the water quality issues, it is worth while putting out quite separately to 
the Medway community the information that you have already and have provided in this presentation.  
Particularly since it has been quite some time since the last newsletter.  I think you should deal with the DA issues 
quite separately. 
GJ: that is good advice and it has been some time since our last newsletter.  That newsletter contained some 
information on the pH issue but we have more data since then so it would be worth while having another update.  
We can talk about the DA process. 
JB: I agree with that suggestion, even if not much has changed it is useful and important to keep the community 
informed, particularly explaining the pit top project.  Socialising those concepts early is a good strategy and 
beneficial. 
GJ: that’s a good suggestion and Jenny and I will work on that. 



 

Minutes Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group Meeting 25 June 2021         Page 9 

MINUTES 

BM: can we record that as an action. 
GJ: yes 
BM: any other comments on the communication strategy. 
AL: just a comment that if the project is viewed as State Significant then if there are more than 50 objections it 
must go to the Independent Planning Commission which will add at least another year to the project approval.  
The best way to avoid this is to make sure everyone is brought along on the journey. 
GJ: that’s important feed back and we will take that on board. 
 
12.  General Business 
 
BM: any general business to report on or cover?  
TM: Greg, I have this thumb drive with all the AEMRs in it, Im quite happy to drop it off to you or mail it, what 
would you like me to do? 
GJ: mailing it would be fine, I will email you an address to send it to. 
TM: I would like to have a look at the Resources Regulator model if that’s OK? 
 
PM: (shared screen with the model and described the image).  This is the model created by Will Miltry.  Shows the 
surface image in 3D with the mine plan draped over it.  The blue is the pooled water in the workings.  Will Miltry 
said it was just a visualisation of where the water would pool.  Will Miltry put a caveat over it saying that it was 
just indicative. 
TM: I would like to see a 3D model of the mine workings. 
PM: all we have is the mine workings draped over the orthophoto image.  It is not a true indication of the location 
of the workings. 
TM: so it is just a 2D mine plan draped over the topography. 
PM: yes that is correct, it just stretches the image of the mine workings over the top. 
TM: how does this correlate to the maps you prepared Rob? 
RB: (zooming into various points on the mine plan) yes I can confirm that this is the final mine plan but it is only in 
2 dimensions so it doesn’t show the slope of the seam.   
Various comments and discussions on the mine plan and underground workings, location of full extraction areas, 
residences, subsidence levels, and seam levels. 
 
14.  Next Meeting 
 
GJ: we are suggesting late September 
BM: We can make it Friday 24th September 2021.   
That concludes the meeting, thank you all for participating. 
 
Meeting Closed 11.30am 
 
Summary of Meeting Actions: 
 

1. Boral to commence discussions with the Belbin’s in relation to their bore. 
2. Tony McCormick to contact Terry Renahan in relation to arranging a meeting with Boral.  
3. Boral to prepare a newsletter with particular emphasis on the pit top treatment project and target 

the Medway community. 
 


