
 

Minutes Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group Meeting 24 September 2021        Page 1 

MINUTES 

 
Subject:   Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group (Meeting 11) 
 
Location:   Meeting by Microsoft Teams 
 
Date & Time:  24th September 2021 
 
 
Independent Chair: Brad Mullard 
 
Attendees: 
Brad Mullard - Chairperson 
Greg Kininmonth – Manager Environmental Operations Southern, NSW Resources Regulator 
Julian Brophy – Local Resident 
William Dove – Unit Head Regulation Illawarra, NSW Environment Protection Authority 
Alan Lindsay – Local Resident 
Graham Kelly – Local Resident 
Tony McCormick – Local Resident representing Mandemar Lane 
Ravi Sundaram – Mining Catchment Specialist, WaterNSW 
Matt Montgomery - Subsidence advisory 
 
Boral Personnel: 
Greg Johnson – Environmental Sustainability Manager, Boral Cement 
Kate Woodbridge – Stakeholder Relations Manager, Boral Land & Property) 
David Spears – Project Manager, Boral Cement 
Minutes: -  Robert Byrnes* 
 
Apologies: 
Peter McMillan – Environmental Inspector, NSW Resources Regulator 
Andrew Couldridge – Environment Protection Officer, NSW Environment Protection Authority (Wollongong) 
Girish Yadwad – National General Manager Operations, Boral Cement 
Clive West – Local Resident 
Ray Nolan – Local Resident 
Barry Arthur – Manager Environment and Sustainability, Wingecarribee Shire Council 
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, are there any apologies? 
WD: Andrew Couldridge is an apology 
BM: thank you for that if there are no other apologies, I will just draw everyone’s attention to the Terms of 
Reference that we all be respectful to each member of the group.  I will also raise one issue, there were some 
papers distributed for this meeting in relation to a compensation claim for subsidence.  This is beyond the scope 
of this working group to deal with individual claims.  This is a matter between the individual residents and the 
regulator.  While I understand the degree of frustration involved, it is a matter that is outside the scope of these 
meetings. 
TM: the papers were distributed at the request of the landowners for the information of people on the 
committee.  If this committee is all about getting the closure all wrapped up, we should all know what is going on 
with this issue. 
BM: there are two problems, the first is that these matters are confidential and secondly it is a matter which is 
beyond the scope of this meeting.  The documents have been circulated so the members are informed but I don’t 
think it is OK for the contents to be discussed. 
 
BM: I would like to introduce Kate Woodbridge to the meeting. 
KW: I look after stakeholder relations for Boral and I took over from Jenny Smiley about 5 weeks ago.  This is my 
first CWG meeting and I am interested to learn about the process and I will be giving an update on 
communications later in the meeting. 
 
BM: Are there any comments on the last minutes? None raised by the group 
 
3. Actions from Previous Meeting 
 
BM: Are there any Actions from the last meeting which are not included in presentation or agenda? 
GJ: referring to slide 9 of the Presentation.  The actions from the last meeting included the commencement of 
discussions with the Belbin’s in relation to their bore.  I did talk to the Belbin’s advising that we would like to meet 
up with them once the COVD-19 restrictions ease and discuss their bore. 
TM: what is the next follow-up action in relation to their bore? 
GJ: after the lockdown restrictions ease we will arrange a meeting to discuss their bore with a view to finalising 
the matter. 
TM: will Rob Byrnes be involved with that meeting since he knows the history of the bore? 
GJ: we can discuss this with the Belbin’s, but it is a negotiation between them and Boral. 
TM: they are very keen to get this matter resolved. 
GJ: the second action from last meeting was Tony McCormick to contact Terry Renahan in relation to arranging a 
meeting with Boral.  Tony did give me some more contact details but I have not been successful in making contact 
so this matter is still a work in progress. 
TM: there was a previous meeting arranged but I understand this was cancelled due to the lockdown. 
GJ: that is true however I have also attempted to meeting with him on line (Microsoft Teams) and over the phone. 
TM: I spoke with him this morning and he said he can’t do a Teams meeting as he is interrupted all the time as 
this is the nature of his business.  He is quite happy for Boral to access the property, sooner rather than later, he 
only wants to give Boral an access agreement that will allow Boral to access the property for say three days. 
GJ: that’s good news. 
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TM: I am happy to arrange this on his behalf and Terry has agreed with this.  What I suggest is that I write to you 
on Terry’s behalf to set the date and payment and get the process moving. 
GJ: we can take this further outside this meeting, but that is good news. 
GJ: the next action was in relation to the newsletter.  We released an updated newsletter a couple of weeks ago 
which talked about the pit top treatment.  We will provide more information of where we are at with the project 
later in the presentation.  The approval process has changed since our last meeting. 
BM: any comments on the actions from last meeting? We will then move onto the water quality results. 
 
4. Water Quality Results Update 
 
GJ: in general water quality trends are the same as previously presented.  Referring to presentation slide 13 We 
are currently averaging a discharge volume of 1.7 ML/day, continuing with the pH dosing which has helped in 
stabilising the pH as well as helped with reducing metal concentrations.  The Electrical Conductivity has also 
stabilised at or below 1,000 µS/cm, Iron concentration has remained low and Manganese has an improving trend 
to lower concentrations. Manganese is lower than it has been for quite some time considering the volume being 
discharged which is pleasing.  Nickel and Zinc have stabilised to the same levels as occurred during mining which 
is about as low as you can get.  As mentioned before, the dosing increases pH which helps remove the metals. 
 
BM: how much lime do you need to add? 
DS: we are adding 200 grams per 1,000 litres and we are putting about 15,000 litres per day of dosed water back 
underground to mix with the discharge water.  We are not putting a lot of lime into the system, approximately 
0.02% of hydrated lime. 
BM: that is not very much. 
GJ: we only need a small pH adjustment to achieve the benefits we are after.  We don’t want to run the risk of 
increasing the pH too high. 
 
GJ: With the river monitoring(referring to presentation slide 17), just a reminder that we are no longer required to 
monitor the 100 m, 1km, 2km or 3km points downstream which we did for a period of time to undertake the 
scientific investigation.  Now we have defaulted back to the original monitoring points.  Over the last three 
months, there has been no influence of the discharge on river pH or Electrical Conductivity although there is some 
influence near the discharge.  Iron levels remain low with discharge concentrations below the river levels. 
JB: In the slide that notes that some points are no longer required to be monitored, was that the decision of the 
regulator or Boral? 
GJ: the requirement on the licence to monitor these points was only for a two year period which finished with the 
preparation of a Scientific Report.  This component was completed in February 2020 and included a detailed 
examination of river water quality.  The report was tabled with the EPA and the community.  We continued this 
monitoring for an additional 18 months but as there are safety concerns in relation to monitoring this section of 
river and there were no requirements on the licence to continue the monitoring, we decided to discontinue it.  
We are confident based on the results obtained that we understand the impacts on the mixing zone.  We know 
the quality of the river and we know the quality of the water being pumped into the river from the mine.  If we 
continued doing the monitoring it would represent monitoring for the sake of monitoring.  It would not give us 
any new information. 
JB: just returning to the question, were you relieved by the EPA from the requirement to monitor under the 
licence? 
GJ: that is correct, we no longer have to do it. 
JB: a question then for the EPA, given that the mine closure has not been completed under what circumstances 
would you require Boral to recommence that monitoring of those points? 
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WD: we will always seek to ensure that the monitoring is fit for purpose and provides value.  We have all been 
through this journey where there was a period when the impacts on the river increased and the monitoring was 
increased accordingly and the underground passive treatment system was installed.  There as a stabilisation of 
the water quality impacts to the Wingecarribee River where we believed that there was a consistency of the 
results.  So the next stage that we will be going into and that we will discuss further in this meeting is the proposal 
to move the passive treatment system from underground to the surface and the pipeline to the cement plant.  
We will need to work out what monitoring will be required for this stage as this will represent another change.  
We would expect that there would be a reduce flow into the river and a different discharge point.  This stage may 
involve a more intensive period of monitoring with more analytes initially to understand what is happening and 
then based on the results the monitoring program will likely be modified again. 
JB: so just to understand, you would require the return to the monitoring if you saw deterioration in the 
situation? 
WD: if we saw some evidence of the water quality coming from the mine changing then absolutely yes. 
JB: I think the issue that you are no longer required to monitor those points is an important issue for the 
community to learn of and understand so maybe that could be incorporated into the next newsletter. 
GJ: yes, we can do that. 
 
RS: perhaps rather than stopping the monitoring at these points, perhaps it could be done but at a reduced 
frequency.  This would allow the long term cumulative impacts to be properly addressed and ensure that there is 
no break in the monitoring program and will be able to capture each change in the project.  Even though you have 
met the requirements of the pollution reduction program on the licence there should not be a break in the 
monitoring program. 
WD: I agree with you Ravi, but we have just come out of several disruptions with COVID and the like and the 
reality is that the monitoring downstream of the adit discharge is very difficult to obtain and with COVID it is even 
more difficult.  It is important to come up with a monitoring program that is proportionate but also considering 
safety and personal circumstances.  The changes to the monitoring program for the next stage will no doubt be 
discussed in this meeting and with other agencies. 
RS: I am suggesting reducing it to say 6 monthly intervals until the next stage so there is a continuation in the 
data. 
WD: I would agree that there is value in some kind of continuation, but even six monthly is difficult in the current 
circumstances. 
JB: I endorse Ravi’s comments with respect to the monitoring.  I acknowledge that it is difficult but we are two 
years into the pandemic and there are very effective means of continuing work while at the same time protecting 
people’s health.  I look at the water quality graphs and to say there are no impacts at Biloela 6 km downstream of 
the mine if you are not monitoring in between then how can you make those claims.  I think to continue the 
monitoring of those points, even not as regular would be appropriate. 
RS: Dr Ian Wright should make some comments on this aspect.  He has raised concerns in the past in relation to 
monitoring and has done his own monitoring as well. 
GJ: Ian Wright was comfortable with the two year data set and the analysis within the Scientific Report. 
RS: maybe Boral could seek feed back from him specifically on the issue of the reduced monitoring. 
GJ: we will work through this with the EPA and on the next step being the pit top water treatment project. 
 
GJ: referring to presentation slide 18 returning to the presentation, Iron levels remain low and discharge 
concentrations are well below the usual river levels.  Manganese levels continue to be low in the river however 
the discharge has an influence on Nickel and Zinc levels within the mixing zone of the river.  However the levels 
are low and well within the level where adverse impacts would occur.  Copper levels are well below stock drinking 
guidelines.  The discharge is influencing levels of Sulphate in the river downstream but the levels are well below 
any established trigger points. 
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5. Underground Water Treatment Update 
 
DS: (referring to presentation slide 22) The underground water treatment system is still in place.  As mentioned 
before we are also dosing the mine water discharge with lime from the surface as well which has successfully 
raised the pH slightly.  We have investigated the potential to implement an automatic dosing system which 
should be in place over the next few weeks.  The increase in pH from 6.5 to around 7.2 has had a positive effect 
on the discharge quality.  The quality of the water behind the bulkheads remains quite poor which supports 
ongoing treatment prior to discharge. 
GK: is there any update on the effectiveness of the bulkheads themselves, any additional learnings over the last 3 
months? 
DS: we are still seeing some seepage around the bulkheads but we haven’t seen any changes over the past three 
months.  There is no evidence of any additional seepage that is occurring. 
BM: is the permeability found to be in line with predicted levels? 
DS: It’s still early days with respect to the modelled levels.  The model predictions were over a much longer 
period.  We are certainly seeing some permeability in the strata around the bulkheads.  The permeability levels 
we see has been relatively constant however we are only discharging 1.7 ML/day whereas the mine had a long 
term discharge level of over 2.5 ML/day which does suggest that there is water going elsewhere instead of 
migrating towards the discharge point.  Because we have raised the water level within the mine it may be going 
somewhere else in the strata. 
WD: When do you think the data you are getting on the water level and quality behind the bulkheads and 
seepage rates will be sufficient to plug back into the model in order to refine the outputs of the model.  When is 
that likely to happen? 
DS: I think we would be in a position to start doing that assessment towards the end of this year.  The bulkheads 
would have been installed for a couple of years by then so we could do a full assessment then. 
 
AL: can I just confirm that you are still using a bypass arrangement on the bulkheads? 
DS: the 1.7ML/day represents the discharge which is what we pump from behind the bulkheads.  If we stopped 
pumping then the water would bypass around the next highest roadway above bulkhead 7.  The 1.7 ML per day 
we are pumping maintains the water level behind the highest bulkhead. 
TM: in relation to updating the model, is there any evidence that the water is backing up within the mine.  There 
has been a lot of rain lately. 
DS: it is difficult to know exactly what is happening in the flooded section of the mine because we can’t access it.  
There is some delay between rainfall and groundwater make.  We have not seen any increase in water make 
behind the bulkheads as a result of the higher rainfall.  There has been little change over the past 6 months or 
more.  By maintaining the water levels behind the bulkheads we can assume that what is coming into the mine is 
what is being pumped from the mine at present, so it appears the water make has not changed significantly. 
 
GJ: The installation of the pit top treatment system will require the installation of new bulkheads and therefore 
we will need to pump down the water behind the current bulkheads first as we have done in the past.   
DS: in order to install the final system we will need to withdraw the current pumping systems and install more 
bulkheads.  We will need to pump down the water level behind the bulkheads by about 1 to 1.2 m to allow about 
8 weeks of storage to give us time to install the new system.  There will be a period of higher discharge followed 
by near zero discharge while the new facilities are being installed. 
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6. State 2 MOP Update  
 
GJ: (referring to slide 25) The Stage 2 Final Closure MOP that we submitted late last year has been placed on hold.  
The original goal was to have the Stage 2 MOP approved and once completed seek to relinquish the mining lease.  
Katarina (Dr Katarina David) did do some further modelling and other investigations as part of the Stage 2 MOP 
and the Resource Regulator reviewed those studies which supported the ongoing long term treatment of 
groundwater at the pit top.  The issue of what happens in the long term has been raised before, what happens if 
Boral can no longer operate the treatment system and will the quality of the water underground improve over 
the long term.  Maintaining the mining lease is a means of providing long term security.  This leaves the 
rehabilitation bond in place which provides security over the operation should Boral cease to operate it for any 
reason.   
 
BM: there is a question from Julian. 
JB: in relation to the third dot point (referring to presentation slide 25 which reads “further studies on 
underground water quality post installation of pit top water treatment is expected to determine if the pit top 
treatment is suitable for longer term management).  Is there a sense that the pit top treatment will not be 
suitable for longer term management? 
GJ: no , what we are saying is that the water quality underground may improve and at some time in the future 
water treatment may not be necessary.  The Resource Regulator will allow us to relocate the water treatment 
activities from the underground working up to the pit top on the proviso that we develop a re-entry plan enabling 
us to re-enter the mine workings if needed in the future, if for example, additional bulkheads were needed. 
JB: If that required additional water to be drawn from the mine, that water would go through the treatment 
process? 
GJ: yes. 
 
GJ: The Stage 1 MOP has been extended until 2nd July 2022 and will be modified to incorporate pit top treatment, 
pipeline to the cement plant and re-entry plan.  From 3rd July 2022 a new Rehabilitation Management Plan will be 
in place which will detail ongoing monitoring and rehabilitation requirements. 
TM: I noticed on page 31 of the presentation that the next round of groundwater monitoring will be the last.  I 
was under the impression that the monitoring work still needs to be worked through, particularly the survey work 
where there has been no action on to date.  It seems that Boral want to cease monitoring of the bores when the 
bores still have problems.  What is the process with the Mine Operations Plan, will the work be done? Will the 
matters be resolved? I understand that there have been issues with COVID and the like but we still have not had 
any resolution to the issues. 
GJ: the additional monitoring required in the Mandemar Lane area was for a specific time to identify trends and it 
is my understanding that we have sufficient data to determine this after the next round of data collection. 
RB: yes that is correct, and the loggers are still in place so are still collecting data even though we missed the last 
download month being July due to the start of the lockdown.  Katarina has already used the data in a revised 
groundwater model.  We still intend to collect the last round of data which I believe we could do before the end 
of the year with land owner approval. 
TM: we want the monitoring to continue until the issues are resolved.  There are two bores without any water in 
them, what is the resolution? 
GJ: these are known issues which we have agreed to work one on one with each of the land owners to resolve.  
We don’t need any more monitoring to understand the problems.  We need to work with each land owner to find 
a solution for them. 
TM: is there a requirement under the MOP to do that or are you doing it because of the generosity of Boral? 
BM: there is a requirement under the Mining Act to do this. 
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GK: that is correct.  Also, after the July 2022 expiry of the MOP will be the commencement of the Rehabilitation 
Management Plan which will include all necessary monitoring requirements for the ongoing operation. 
TM: My issue is that Boral will not get closure until all these land owner issues are resolved. 
GJ: we are not seeking to relinquish the lease for some time, the pit top treatment system will be operated with a 
mining lease still in place. 
 
7. Update on Pit Top Treatment Project 
 
GJ: (referring to presentation slide 27) Boral lodged a Scoping Report to the Department of Planning Industry and 
Environment in relation to the approval pathway for the pit top treatment project.  Initially we thought it would 
constitute a State Significant Development Application.  We subsequently held meetings with the EPA, DPIE and 
Resources Regulator.  The Resource Regulator raised concerns in relation to long term management of waters, if 
the pit top treatment was the best option in the longer term.  A pathway to install to install the pit top treatment 
system as a “Pollution Control” under the EPL has been tabled, where the EPA will be the approval authority to 
assess the treatment facility and pipeline proposal.  If accepted the proposal will be placed on the Berrima 
Colliery EPL as an Environmental Improvement Program or similar with staged goals to assess, install and 
commission.  As we discussed earlier, this will include new monitoring requirements and a new discharge point 
which will be near the bridge leading into the mine. 
JB: A question on the process of this being an improvement program on the licence.  What is the program of 
consultation with the community in the development of this project? 
WD: As Greg has described, the process so far has involved a number of meetings with government agencies to 
discuss the approval pathway for the pit top treatment and pipeline to the cement plant. Last week Boral wrote 
to us and suggested that an Environmental Improvement Program be added to the colliery’s licence and we are 
currently looking at this.  The next steps will be to take the information they have given us and draft this into a 
legal document which we would want to add to their licence.  There would be clear steps, timeframes and 
outcomes.  Consultation would occur throughout that process.  WaterNSW, Resources Regulator and Department 
of Planning have all raised interest in the project.  The consultation will also involve the community and this 
group.  We have not yet determined the best ways to consult with the community.  I would be comfortable in 
releasing a draft of the Environmental Improvement Program for community feedback.  It is in the early stages of 
the process. 
JB: Is it correct to suggest that this is a significant step down from a State Significant Project with its statutory 
requirements for consultation with the community?  Would your intention be to reflect a similar community 
consultation pathway as occurs with State Significant Development? 
WD: I can understand how you would think it is a step down.  The key thing for us though is the level of 
environmental assessment and the level of consultation.  We believe the level of assessment would be equivalent 
to an SSD.  I also believe the level of consultation would also be similar to an SSD process.  The most important 
thing for us is that the Environmental Improvement Program pathway was a much quicker process, but is not 
weaker in either level of assessment or consultation.  The process is more agile and more responsive, it will still 
require a similar level of assessment but more importantly it is a much quicker process. 
JB: so you will undertake to provide a draft of the community consultation program for this project? 
WD: no, I meant that we would provide a draft of the Environmental Improvement Program to this group for 
review and comment.  The EPA would however be very happy to talk to this group about the methods of 
consulting with the wider community on the Environmental Improvement Program. 
JB: I think that would be really helpful. 
WD: this group has discussed before the interest the community has in the closure process and that this group 
should not be used as the conduit out to the community.  We would be happy to discuss this further with the 
group. 
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GJ: we also have Kate on board now to assist with stakeholder engagement and she can talk to JB directly as well 
on that engagement process. 
JB: that would be very useful as there are people who are invested in the closure process, and will be invested for 
some time.  It is the community that will live with the outcome in the long term. 
WD: this is an exciting project, the idea of taking water from the colliery and piping it to the cement works was 
actually suggested some time ago as an option to manage the water issue but at that particular time it didn’t get 
any traction for a whole lot of reasons.  Now we are in a situation where it is getting traction.  The potential 
benefits of the project are great, it will be solving an issue of potentially polluted water entering the 
Wingecarribee River but at the same time reducing catchment water being used by the cement plant.  This is an 
exciting project where the potential upside is huge.  We certainly understand the issues raised by JB and will 
certainly take those issues on board. 
 
AL: Will the Council have some considerations in the approval process?  The pipeline will impact on land owners 
not necessarily involved in the water issues. 
WD: that’s a good point.  The Council will certainly be involved in the project and the pipeline component in 
particular. 
GJ: the main issue will be the under-boring beneath Medway Road and Transport NSW and Roads and Maritime 
Services when under-boring beneath the Old Hume Highway.  The rest of the pipeline route lies within Boral 
owned land being the old railway easement. 
RS: as this whole project falls under the closure plan and the EPL would Part 5 (of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act) be the approval path. 
WD: yes it will be a Part 5 approval path. 
RS: and the Resource Regulator will be the determining authority. 
WD: no it will be the EPA, however all the agencies and the community will be stakeholders in the process.  
Formally, the determining authority will be the EPA with input from the agencies and community. 
 
BM: any other questions, if not we can move on to the next section of the presentation 
 
9. EPL and CCL748 Updates 
 
GJ: we did a minor modification to the EPL in August 2021 to remove the requirement to undertake dust 
monitoring and testing of oil and grease in discharge waters.  Up until now we have maintained a series of dust 
deposition gauges and a PM10 High Volume Air Sampler at the colliery.  These were legacy conditions when the 
mine was operating.  We have a lot of data which shows that since the colliery closed we are not producing any 
dust.  Also, because we no longer have operating equipment underground the requirement to monitor for oil and 
grease underground has been removed from the licence.  Every licence holder has to undertake a drill of the 
Pollution Incident Response Management Plan (PIRMP) and we did one with the team last week.  The drill 
involved a high pH release due to failure of the dosing system.  As a result of the drill we will be undertaking an 
update to the PIRMP next month.  A public version will be put on line when completed.  As discussed before, the 
Stage 1 Closure MOP has been extended to the 2nd July 2022. 
BM: any questions? We can move onto the Mandemar Lane update 
 
10.  Mandemar Lane Bore Update 
 
GJ: We have no update on groundwater this quarter which was to be the final.  Lockdown and restrictions on 
regional travel prevented downloads and analysis by Dr Katarina David.  But as mentioned before, the loggers are 
still in place and measuring groundwater so the data will still be there.  We have had our guest on line from 
Subsidence Advisory NSW, Matthew Montgomery who will talk about the role of his group and what it does. 
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MM: I am the Claims and Outcomes officer for Subsidence Advisory NSW in the southern coalfields.  Our 
responsibilities in this area are to ensure people are fairly compensated for the impacts of mine subsidence. 
GJ: could you discuss the difference between your role and that of the Principal Subsidence Engineer? 
MM: Our role is solely for the compensation for the impacts of mining.  The Principal Subsidence Engineer’s role is 
much broader to ensure that the approval conditions associated with mine subsidence are met while our role is 
to provide compensation for subsidence damage to land improvements. 
GJ: does anyone have any questions for Matthew, noting that he cannot discuss any confidential matters in 
relation to any individual claims. 
TM: When you say you offer compensation to damage caused by subsidence, can you define that? Is it more 
broader, including mine related activities? 
MM: The legislation is specific to subsidence or vibration from underground coal extraction. 
BM: the legislation also refers to damage to land improvements.  It doesn’t cover compensation for subsidence 
generally, only damage to land improvements. 
TM: There is some confusion with this matter, for example bores are improvements but Subsidence Advisory do 
not cover bores, this aspect is covered by Boral.  So it is confusing.  
BM: you can provide an update on the issues and progress with the Mandemar Lane residents but no specifics. 
We should also not discuss any specific compensation claims.  This is a separate process that is not appropriate to 
discuss in this forum. 
TM: There are Boral related matters, such as getting the subsidence survey done, repairing the bores and 
undertaking the monitoring.  We had a response in relation to the LiDAR which states that it would not be 
accurate enough but given that there is an existing LiDAR survey you would be comparing apples with apples so I 
couldn’t see it would be a problem. 
GJ: we sought approval from the Principal Subsidence Engineer and his response was that it would not be 
acceptable to close out that issue.  But the information you provided earlier, that you had been able to contact 
the land owner and would be able to assist in arranging access for the survey.  The reason we sought permission 
to do a LiDAR survey instead of a ground survey was because we couldn’t contact the landowner to arrange 
access.  We are happy to do the ground survey and if access could be arranged on suitable commercial terms then 
we will not need to do the LiDAR survey.  The reason given by the Principal Subsidence Engineer in rejecting the 
replacement survey method was that the subsidence levels were so low that he believed the LiDAR would not be 
sufficiently accurate. 
TM: what happens if the ground survey detects greater subsidence than was anticipated.  Will that be reported 
back to Subsidence Advisory. 
GJ: yes 
RB: the subsidence data was previously reported quarterly to the Principal Subsidence Engineer and the Mine 
Subsidence Board. 
GJ: we will be dealing one on one with the landowners in relation to their bores and other matters with a view to 
finalising any close out issues. 
BM: any further questions? 
TM: I will follow-up with the land owners and get back to GJ so these things can happen more quickly. 
GJ: we will need some flexibility in relation to access as we will have to coordinate surveyors and groundwater 
people. 
 
11.  Communications Update 
 
KW: I have been assisting GJ in relation to the newsletter and will be happy to work with WD and JB in relation to 
the communications and engagement work for the treatment project.  I will be putting together another 
newsletter with the details of the EPL modification and treatment process and other information discussed in 
today’s presentation.  If anyone has any specific requirements or suggestions for ongoing community 
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engagement, then please reach out.  I will need to get a better understanding of what the community wants in 
terms of engagement so keen to get your ideas and comments.  We have had a few changes in logo and value 
statements I am happy to provide the group with some information our new branding. 
JB: welcome to the group.  I think it would be helpful for this group as we move to the next stage in the project 
that it is clearly articulated to the community so that they can understand the project and make informed 
comments.   
KW: I will provide my contact details to the group and happy to make contact with you to discuss engagement 
processes and ideas. 
 
12.  General Business 
 
BM: any general business to be raised? 
JB: just like to make sure that the comments in relation to water monitoring are captured in the minutes and that 
reconsideration of that issue being given.  Also that Dr Ian Wright is consulted on that matter. 
 
14.  Next Meeting 
 
GJ: next meeting suggested Friday 10th December 2021.  We could hold the meeting partly face to face but still 
have an on line element if some people are more comfortable with that arrangement 
BM: That concludes the meeting, thank you all for participating.  Particularly thank Matthew for attending and 
providing input and Kate for joining the group. 
 
Meeting Closed 11.30am 
 
Summary of Meeting Actions: 
 

1. Tony McCormick to write to Boral on behalf of Terry Renahan to commence negotiations in relation 
to property access to undertake environmental investigations. 

2. Boral to seek advice from Dr Ian Wright in relation to river monitoring as part of the transition to 
the next stage in mine closure. 

3. Next newsletter to include details of the current monitoring program and the reasons some river 
monitoring points are no longer required.  The newsletter should also include details of the 
proposed approval process using the addition of an Environmental Improvement Program on the 
colliery licence. 

4. Kate to provide her contact details with the CWG. 


