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MINUTES 

 
Subject:   Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group (Meeting 12) 
 
Location:   Berrima Cement Plant Engineering plus Microsoft Teams 
 
Date & Time:  10th December 2021 
 
 
Independent Chair: Brad Mullard 
 
Attendees: 
Brad Mullard - Chairperson 
Greg Kininmonth – Manager Environmental Operations Southern, NSW Resources Regulator 
Peter McMillan – Environmental Inspector, NSW Resources Regulator 
Julian Brophy – Local Resident 
Andrew Couldridge – 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 
Barry Arthur – Manager Environment and Sustainability, Wingecarribee Shire Council 
Dr Ian Wright – University of Western Sydney 
Clive West – Local Resident 
 
Boral Personnel: 
Girish Yadwad – National General Manager Operations, Boral Cement 
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: 
William Dove – NSW Environment Protection Authority (Wollongong) 
Ray Nolan – Local Resident 
 
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 – 10.05am 
 
1/2    Welcome and apologies/Terms of Reference 
 
BM: Welcome all, are there any apologies?  
AC: William Dove is an apology.  He is currently on leave but has resigned from the EPA. 
BM: Just a reminder of the Terms of Reference for the group and the need to treat everyone respectfully. 
BM: are there any comments on the previous minutes? (no comments made) We will take it as the minutes are 
accepted. 
 
3. Actions from Previous Meeting 
 
BM: Lets go through the actions from the previous meeting. 
TM: I have been in contact with the residents but have not been successful in arranging the required meeting.  I 
have obtained the necessary documents for one resident in relation to supporting their claim with Subsidence 
Advisory NSW.  At this stage I am not aware of any response from Subsidence Advisory in relation to the claim.  
GJ: we appreciate your efforts.  We have meet with one of the residents a few weeks ago to talk about their 
groundwater issues.  We will keep persevering in the new year with the other resident. 
BM: thanks for that, the second action item was for Boral to seek advice from Dr Ian Wright as part of the next 
stage in mine closure. 
GJ: I have sent Dr Ian Wright some information on our surface pit top treatment project and sought comments. 
IW: I am keen to assist. 
GJ: we will make it an action to keep in contact and maybe have a meeting with yourself and the EPA. 
 
GJ: Action number 3 was in relation to the next newsletter.  This went out last week and a copy was sent to the 
CWG members. 
GK: we didn’t receive a copy. 
GJ: we will confirm that the newsletter went out to everyone and also post it on line. 
GJ: the last action was for Kate to provide her contact details to the CWG. 
AL: I received a copy of the newsletter and a note with Kate’s contact details. 
 
4. Water Quality Results Update 
 
GJ:  The water quality results are much the same as they have been for the last few quarters.  We are still 
discharging around 1.7 megalitres per day.  We are still dosing the water and the pH is around 7 to 7.5 and 
conductivity is trending below 1000 uS/cm.  Iron and Manganese remail low which is a reflection of the water 
treatment process.  Similarly with Nickel and Zinc which are all around the same level as when the mine was 
operating.  The lime dosing is having the desired effect in reducing Nickel and Zinc while aeration is the key driver 
in managing Iron and Manganese.  Also noting that we are no longer required to monitor the river at the 100m, 
1km or 3km points downstream.  This was only done as part of the intensive two year study which has now 
concluded and we have reverted back to the original licence monitoring points.  The river pH is now back to 
normal levels.  Iron and Manganese levels in the river are back to low levels.  We still have some influence 
downstream on conductivity.  The discharge is still showing some influence on Nickel and Zinc levels downstream 
but the levels are well within the 95% protection levels. 
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5. Underground Water Treatment Update 
 
GJ: The water treatment is still in place and successfully raising the pH from 6.5 to 7.2.  The water quality behind 
the bulkheads remains poor but as noted in the water quality results, the treatment system is maintaining 
discharge quality to within acceptable limits. 
 
BM: any questions on the water quality before we move on? 
 
DS: The water level behind the bulkheads has been relatively stable and been maintained by the pumping system.  
The water volume has slightly increased recently to an average of 1.85 Megalitres per day which may be a result 
of the resent rains. 
 
BM: any questions on the bulkheads? 
 
GK: if you jump back in time there was some scepticism whether they would work on not.  Are you now satisfied 
that they now work? 
DS: the bulkheads work in principle however we have also shown that the strata around the bulkheads allows 
some water to seep through.  Not large quantities but it does seep through the ribs and roof.   
BM: Which is what was expected and what the model suggested would occur. 
DS: yes, the bulkheads themselves hold the water but the strata around the bulkheads is allowing some water to 
pass through. 
BM: but its nothing more than expected? 
DS: yes, it is what we were expecting, it may increase over time but not significantly. 
 
AL: can you explain why there is a negative number at Bulkhead 7? 
DS: that represents the level at which the water would bypass BH7 via the next higher roadway which doesn’t 
have a bulkhead installed.  It is essentially the freeboard which is managed by pumping so it doesn’t overflow.  
The other numbers are positive because that is the height of the water above the bulkhead. 
 
6. Update on Pit Top Treatment Project 
 
BM: we have some comments on this sent through by TM on this item. 
GJ: Andrew from the EPA will first talk us through the draft EPL Environmental Improvement Program (EIP). 
AC: The EPA have a mechanism available to make license holders undertake voluntary environmental 
improvements, which are referred to in the licence as an environmental improvement program.  It was originally 
set up to provide a financial incentive for licence holders to undertake improvements.  For large operations, there 
would be the incentive to reduce licence fees if the EIP works are undertaken.  This isn’t the case here, but we 
have assessed the Boral project and it fits the criteria for the use of an EIP because it provides a reduction in 
pollution load and concentration in the discharge beyond what would be achieved through the licence.  We have 
sent a draft of the EIP (referring to slide 26).  Boral provided some background to the project in their application 
which sets out the history and reasons for the application and why Boral has moved in this direction (of surface 
water treatment).  We see the benefits of the project in reducing the pollutant load entering the river and by 
reusing the water at the cement works.  The proposed conditions on the licence under U1.1 are quite general but 
specific dates and details will come at a later stage.  This is because we need to maintain a fluid and dynamic 
process so we can change the conditions quickly.  This is unlike a development consent process which can be a 
very lengthy process to change any conditions.  This is one of the advantages of using the licensing regime.  At this 
stage we have specified the major goals to be achieved under the program.  We will add more detail and dates 
once we have the REF from Boral and understand how long it will take to build the treatment process.  We can 
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also then add additional licence limits to be met for the discharge, reuse volumes and monitoring requirements.  
Under our legislation, the EPA is required to assess the potential environmental impacts.  This has been specified 
under condition U1.1 3.  We would expect that this assessment would look at issues other than just water, such 
as construction noise.  Given our understanding of the project, we do not expect much in the way of construction 
or ongoing operational impacts.  We would however be asking for a construction environmental management 
plan that would cover ongoing community based issues and would require reporting of those issues to the EPA.  
We would like some comments from the community on the draft EIP before it is finalised.  I’m happy to take 
comments now or if you would like to send any comments to us separately by email we can incorporate them or 
otherwise address them in the final EIP. 
 
BM: are there any questions? 
 
TM: perhaps someone could outline the process, is this an application that is assessed under the EP&A Act 
(Environmental Planning and Assessment Act).  Is there separate DA’s for the pit top and pipeline projects? 
GJ: It is being assessed under Part 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act and the determining 
authority will be the EPA.  We will be preparing a Review of Environmental Factors report which will assess the 
potential environmental impacts of the project. 
TM: is the only approval authority the EPA? Does it go to local government? 
GJ: there will be consultation with other agencies as there always has been. 
AC: It will be a bit like complying development that has to meet all necessary environmental controls, but we will 
be the determining authority for the project. 
JB: are you saying it is complying development which can just be approved by the EPA? 
AC: It is a direction under the Act but we do need to address all the potential environmental implications. 
JB: going back to a previous point that these conditions can be changed at any time, so they can be flexible and 
change over time.  The issues at Medway Colliery will go on for a long time, many decades and potentially beyond 
Boral’s participation in the area, how is there any guarantee that the pit top water treatment will continue for a 
as long as is required to manage the unacceptable pollution within the mine? 
GJ: As was raised in the last meeting, Boral does need to set up a permanent solution.  This is also why the 
Resource Regulator has done some additional groundwater investigations themselves.  Our proposal is a medium 
term solution, we will still be retaining the EPA licence and the Mining Lease and all the rehabilitation 
requirements that go with that.  We will be ceasing underground activities once the pit top treatment system is in 
place but we will still retain the lease.  We will also have a re-entry plan if a more viable underground solution is 
found.  In the longer term, this project may well be the permanent solution where it becomes a water utility 
which would be subject to its own development approval once the mine has fully closed and lease has been 
surrendered.   
 
JB: it strikes me that this is being done under complying development which is a lesser standard of development, 
the question of longevity is a relevant one.  What is the community consultation for this process besides what you 
have shared with this group? 
AC: we do not have a formal process like the Department of Planning does.  We are talking to Boral about what 
they intend to do locally and in particular talking to the most affected landholders, for example the residents 
along the pipeline route. 
JB: I presume there would be community impacts given the pipeline needs to run from the pit top to the cement 
plant. 
GJ: we have a railway corridor that is owned by Boral which runs from the pit top to the cement plant.  Its also 
under a mining lease which is linked to the colliery.  The pipeline will be underground and we will add the pipeline 
to the licence as well.  The only section of the pipeline that will be off our land will be when it crosses under 
public roads which we will liaise with council about. 
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RB: Being assessed under Part 5 of the Act is not a lesser form of environmental impact assessment.   
JB: the point that I am making is this is a community that has recently gone through the Hume Coal business so it 
is a community that has an active interest, particularly in relation to water quality in the river that runs through 
the community.  From a community consultation perspective, complying development certainly doesn’t have the 
same levels of consulting the community and advising the community on matters in relation to the most 
important waterway running thought the community as would an alternative assessment process. 
RB: complying development isn’t actually the correct term, but I understand Andrew saying that it was like 
complying development in that all necessary environmental standards still need to be met.  Complying 
development is a specific Part 4 development approval process for certain types of development (as listed in State 
Environmental Planning Policy – Exempt and Complying Development 2008) such as limited house extensions and 
garages that meet all standards and codes.  This project will be assessed under Part 5 of the Act which will need 
to have a community consultation program developed as appropriate for the actual project.  The Department of 
Planning has specific guidelines for Part 5 assessments.  It is certainly not a lower level of assessment. 
JB: we will agree to disagree. 
TM: I would like to support what Julian has said.  That was the basis of the note I wrote for the group.  My 
experience with the EP&A Act is that the circumstances of the case are often the biggest determinant.  Julian is 
right that the level of community concern about the industrialisation in the area is significant and the level of 
public consultation that would be required under Part 4 of the Act is greater than what would be required under 
Part 5.  This pipeline is not required for anything associated with the mine.  The pit top treatment is totally 
separate to putting a pipeline over to the cement works, it is a different project.  It could be construed that Boral 
are getting an easy run through on this completely separate project by tacking it on to the back of the water 
treatment project.  I think it is a questionable approach and I think government should be concerned about 
wrapping the pipeline into the water treatment project.  They are two different projects in my opinion and as 
such the pipeline should be under its own separate approval process and level of scrutiny commensurate with the 
circumstances of the case, particularly given the community’s concern about the industrialisation of the area. 
 
GK: I’m not sure that I buy the notion that the pipeline is an entirely separate project.  The issue around which 
this group was formed and the issue that confronted Boral was the discharge of the water from the mine into the 
river causing levels of pollution that were not acceptable.  This is a way of diverting that water away and relieving 
having to draw water from other parts of the river.  Processing the water so that it can be used for another 
purpose.  What is proposed is a solution to the water discharge into the river and the two components seems in 
my view to be inseparable.  I understand the point that there is community concern about the industrialisation of 
the Southern Highlands but I would have thought that this pipeline would only proceed if the EPA are satisfied 
with the project.  It would seem to me that the project would have minimal impact to the community other than 
during construction because it would be underground.  There are underground pipelines all over the place. 
AL: I don’t see this pipeline to be an increase in industrialisation, it is just moving water from one place to 
another.  I would have thought that there was great advantage in ensuring that the mine site is not left as an 
isolated entity.  The chances of something going wrong would be far greater if it wasn’t linked into the cement 
plant where Boral would be using the water.  My only criticism would be that if it was up to me, I would put all of 
the water over to the cement plant and treat it over there where you have everything under your control.  You 
could then reverse the flow of the current pipeline from the cement plant back to the weir so any excess water 
would go back to river.  Boral would have complete control of it.  You could also then improve the flow of water in 
the river from the weir down to MacArthur’s Crossing. 
GJ: we have looked at that option but we were worried that the raw water from the mine has a lot of minerals in 
it which could foul the pipeline over time. 
AL: I support the pipeline but would also like to see a linkage back to the old weir site. 
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JB: Under Section 4.2 of the environmental improvement program it states that an EIP must reduce pollution and 
be programmed outside of those required to comply with legislative requirements and any existing licence 
conditions.  What are the licence conditions that Boral is expected under its current licence to meet and does the 
proposal lie outside these legislative and licence requirements, that your own department suggest that it must? 
AC: the existing licence reflects existing operations so what is discharged is currently allowable and the reason for 
that is that the discharge comes from natural groundwater with limited ability to treat it reliably.  With an above 
ground treatment process and pipeline we have a much greater ability to condition the water quality.  The 
transfer of the treated water to the cement plant is a much better environmental outcome that would normally 
be available under a normal licence with discharge conditions only.  We will in future be able to mandate a 
percentage of water reuse and place limit conditions on any discharges to the river. 
JB: I will send some written comments to you on the draft EIP document.  I look forward to hearing from Boral 
what their consultation process will be for this project. 
 
BM: thanks Julian.  Andrew, do you have any comments on the questions that Tony has sent through? 
AC: I haven’t seen them as yet. 
TM: my main concern is that the pit top treatment will provide the same quality of water with or without the 
pipeline.  The pipeline should be viewed as a separate project.  I am supportive of reusing industrial waste, ie 
water from the mine.  My concern is that you are conflating two different projects into one. 
GJ: I can confirm that Andrew didn’t get a copy of Tony’s document, it went to William Dove. 
BM: the document is to be provided to Andrew Couldridge. 
GJ: we can forward this to Andrew now. 
 
BM: does anyone else have any questions on this matter.  If I could encourage everyone to have a look at the 
proposed licence conditions and if they have any comments that they be forwarded to Andrew.  We can now 
move onto the Mandemar Lane update. 
 
7.  Mandemar Lane Bore Update 
 
GJ: we have already gone through the meetings we have had with the landowners so we just need an update on 
the groundwater monitoring activities. 
RB: We are still planning to do the last round of monitoring before the end of the year but it has just been too wet 
to access peoples properties. 
AL: Has the groundwater model that Katarina is undertaking been finalised yet? 
GJ: she has done a report which is still with the Resources Regulator.  They have in turn commissioned an 
independent review of the model. 
PM: we have commissioned a review which is still being finalised so we have nothing further to report at this 
stage.  It is close to being finalised so we should have something more to report for the next CWG meeting. 
GJ: could you give the group some context for the review you are doing. 
PM: The external review of the groundwater model prepared by Katarina David is just to determine if there are 
any knowledge gaps to help inform final closure of the mine.  The Resources Regulator has no objections with the 
transfer of the water to the cement plant but we still need to come up with a position on the final closure 
arrangements in the event that the pumping and transfer does not occur sometime in the future. 
 
AL: at our last meeting we were talking about some additional bulkheads is that still the case? 
GJ: yes there are four additional bulkheads to be installed as part of the project. 
AL: there is another property I wish to talk about near the end of Richards Lane which has a bore.  This is in a 
location that is not supposed to have groundwater available.   
TM: is the bore within the mining lease? 
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RB: yes it would be. 
BM: could the bore have intersected the mine workings? 
RB: it could have but will need to overlay the bore location over mine workings to confirm. 
 
11.  Communications Update 
 
KW: I have prepared and distributed another newsletter since the last meeting to everyone as well as posted it on 
the Berrima Post Office notice board.  I have also been talking to Council about Boral participating in their video 
case study series which is designed to educate the community about sustainable living and what actions Boral is 
taking to reduce our impact on the environment.  It will be looking at our recycling project which is replacing coal 
in the kiln but may also include the pipeline project as well.  There have been no further updates made to the 
community web page and at this stage we have no community engagement events planned.  We will be talking to 
council in relation to any upcoming events or opportunities that Boral can partner on in the coming year.  I will 
also talk with Julian in relation to community engagement with the pipeline project. 
BM: any questions on the communications update? 
 
12.  General Business 
 
BM: any general business to be raised?  If not we have a suggested date of the next meeting. 
 
14.  Next Meeting 
 
GJ: next meeting suggested Friday 11th March 2022.   
BM: Is everyone happy with that date? That concludes the meeting, thank you all for participating.  I hope 
everyone has a safe Christmas and New Year and looking forward to meeting everyone again at our next meeting. 
 
Meeting Closed 11.15am 
 
Summary of Meeting Actions: 
 

1. Boral to continue to liaise with Dr Ian Wright in relation to river monitoring as part of the transition 
to the next stage in mine closure.  This may include a joint meeting between Dr Wright, the EPA and 
Boral. 

2. December 2021 newsletter to be posted on the Berrima Colliery web page and sent to all CWG 
committee members 

3. Boral to provide details of the proposed community consultation program in relation to the pit top 
treatment and water pipeline project. 

4. Andrew Couldridge to be provided a copy of the document sent by Tony McCormick in relation to 
the EIP. 

5. Kate to talk to Julian in relation to community engagement for the pipeline project. 


