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MINUTES 

Subject:   Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group (Meeting 7) 
 
Location:   Boral Berrima Cement (Procurement Building), Taylor Avenue, New Berrima 
  Virtual Attendance by 6 attendees 
 
Date & Time:  18 September, 10am 
 
 
Independent Chair: Brad Mullard 
 
Attendees: 
Brad Mullard - Chairperson 
Greg Kininmonth – Manager Environmental Operations Southern, NSW Resources Regulator 
Barry Arthur – Manager Environment and Sustainability, Wingecarribee Shire Council 
Andrew Couldridge – Environment Protection Officer, NSW Environment Protection Authority (Wollongong) 
Peter McMillan – Environmental Inspector, NSW Resources Regulator 
Clive West – Local Resident 
Julian Brophy – Local Resident 
Alan Lindsay – Local Resident 
Ray Nolan – Local Resident 
Graham Kelly – Local Resident 
Tony McCormick – Local Resident representing Mandemar Lane 
 
Boral Personnel: 
Greg Johnson – Environmental Sustainability Manager, Boral Cement 
Girish Yadwad – National General Manager Operations, Boral Cement 
David Spears – Project Manager, Boral Cement 
Paul Jackson –Stakeholder Relations Manager (NSW/ACT and National Land Development), Boral Land & 
Property) 
Minutes: -  Robert Byrnes* 
 
Apologies: 
Dr Ian Wright – University of Western Sydney 
Ravi Sundaram – Mining Catchment Specialist, WaterNSW 
William Dove – Unit Head Regulation Illawarra, NSW Environment Protection Authority 
 
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 – 10.15am 
 
1    Welcome and apologies 
 
BM: Welcome everyone and thanks for coming, are there any apologies? 
GJ: Ravi from Water NSW and Dr Ian Wright have sent their apologies for this meeting. 
BM: We have two additional people from Boral, if you would like to introduce yourselves? 
Girish Yadwad (GY): This is my first meeting of the Berrima CWG, I am the National General Manager Operations 
for Boral Cement and I will be taking over from Fabio Colusso.  I am an engineer and worked with Boral locally for 
25 years. 
Paul Jackson (PJ): I am the Stakeholder Relations Manager for Boral and have been with the business for 10 years.  
I am familiar with most of the business units including the Berrima and Medway sites.  My role is to facilitate and 
manage the relationships that each of our operations has with those who live and work around them. With the 
departure of Fabio my colleagues at Berrima have asked me to attend this meeting and assist with the Medway 
site going forward. 
BM: Thanks Paul and Girish. Are there any other introductions needed or comments? 
CW: As we are appropriately socially distanced at this meeting, is there a need to continue to wear masks? 
BM: My understanding is that it is still a site requirement. 
 
2. Terms of Reference (ToRs) 
 
BM: I would like to go over again the ToRs for this group and the behaviour expectations of participants. 
Comments are always welcome but disrespecting other people is not.  I draw your attention to the ToRs in terms 
of conduct.  Tony, you sent me a note the other day in relation to your recent appointment to a Government 
board. 
TM: In the interests of full disclosure, the Minister approached me to put my hand up for some board 
appointments with Place Management NSW which is responsible for Darling Harbour and Luna Park, the Rocks, 
Newcastle and Central Coast Development Boards.  I have advised the Chair of this group that I do not believe 
these appointments will result in a conflict of interest. 
BM: My reading of the roles was that they were quite separate to the interests of this group and I do not see that 
there would be any conflict.  For transparency though, we should just note the appointments in the minutes. 
 
3. Review of Previous Minutes and Actions 
 
BM: Are there any comments on the previous minutes? 
GK: On page 3 of the previous minutes there was a comment attributed to myself but I think it should read Greg 
Johnson. 
BM: Any other clarifications? If not, are there any actions which are not subject to the items on the agenda? 
DS: Before we go on just a few housekeeping issues for those in this meeting room.  The evacuation point is the 
top carpark, and note sign in procedures, location of toilets, kitchen for coffee and refreshments, emergency exits 
and evacuation procedures. 
GY: As we are not going outside this room there are no other specific safety procedures necessary, however if you 
see something that you believe is unsafe please report this to Boral personnel. 
TM: Do you propose to go through the meeting actions? 
BM: Yes, we will be going through the actions from the last meeting. 
BM: If there are no other changes, are we all prepared to accept the minutes subject to noted change by Greg 
Kininmonth? In that case we will accept the minutes.  Greg Johnson, will you now go through the actions from the 
previous minutes. 
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GJ: First action was for Boral to provide a statement as to their reasons for not publicising the Mandemar Lane 
Residents submission.  (NOTE: Statement read from Section 3 of the presentation, on 12th August 2019, a guest 
was accepted to present to the CWG during our regular CWG meeting.  The guest, representing Mandemar Lane 
residents, presented concerns regarding impacts from mining on landowners.  These concerns were summarised 
and minuted in the minutes to this meeting.  Boral, not the CWG, has chosen not to include slides of this 
presentation within the minutes or make the slides available on Boral’s website as these were specific landowner 
concerns, some of which Boral have not had the opportunity to investigate and validate.  Boral will always reserve 
the right on what is placed on the Boral Berrima Colliery website).  
TM: What was the specific reason for not publicising the presentation of the Mandemar Lane residents? 
GJ: As we could not validate the contents of the presentation, Boral reserves its right to determine what is placed 
on its Berrima Colliery website. 
TM: Have you validated any of the issues raised?  The presentation was provided 12 months ago. Has there been 
any progress? 
GJ: We have signed the land owner access agreements with all residents except one. 
GJ: The next item was to attach Julian’s email of 27/9/19 to the minutes of the November 2019 CWG meeting 
which has been done.  Action item 3 - post Version 4 of the CWG ToRs on the web page and reflect it as a working 
document.  This has been completed but the tab does not necessary reflect that it is working document. Item 4 - 
Boral is to make a statement in relation to Rob’s role as a consultant and minute taker for the CWG.  We haven’t 
made a statement on the web page but we will provide the statement in every minutes.  Item 5 - Boral to provide 
an update outlining key steps in the process of closure.  This is an agenda item for today’s meeting.  Item 6 - GK to 
review the 2019 Annual Environmental Management Review (AEMR) and provide feedback to Boral on its 
adequacy.   
GK: This has been completed, the Resources Regulator reviewed the AEMR.  Peter McMillan did the review and it 
was found to be acceptable and satisfactory. An acceptance letter was sent to Boral on 10 June 2020.  
GJ: I’m not sure if I have uploaded that letter to the web page but we will make it an action for this meeting. 
GJ: Item 7 of minute actions - Boral to advise CWG by email of any material matters between now and the next 
meeting.  We have given some updates to everyone since our last meeting such as COVID-19 issues and changes 
in personnel.  Any comments on those actions? 
TM: I tried to find version 4 of the ToRs on the web page and couldn’t find it. 
GJ: They should be up there, but I will check this and confirm and send a link to everyone.  We will do this as an 
action. [NOTE: ToRs document appears toward the bottom of the homepage of the Colliery website – 
www.boral.com.au/medway. At the time of the meeting, an issue had been identified with this direct website 
address, now rectified.] 
BM: Any other comments or questions?  If not, we will move onto the water quality presentation. 
 
4. Surface Water Monitoring Update 
 
GJ: (NOTE: Reference to Section 4 of the Presentation document) As you are aware, we have installed the 
bulkheads underground which resulted in a period when we were not discharging water from the adit which can 
be seen on the graph.  We then resumed pumping late last year and again early this year.  We also had to do a 
repair to one of the bulkheads.  Currently the discharge volume is below the long term average of 2.6 ML/day and 
is currently running at around 1.6 ML/day.  It seems to have reached an equilibrium point. 
BM: Does that mean the pressure has stabilised? 
DS: With the increase in rainfall, the amount of water entering the aquifer above the workings has increased. 
AL: Around March this year the volume jumped up a bit. 
DS: This corresponds to when we were pumping more through the underground treatment system.  The 
discharge from the mine decreases when we are not required to use the treatment system. 
AL: Is there any bypassing of the bulkheads? 

http://www.boral.com.au/medway
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DS: There is no bypassing as such through the bulkheads, however we have a system in place to pump the water 
when there is less than 600mm freeboard behind the bulkheads.  The pumped water is treated in the 
underground passive treatment system prior to discharge. 
GJ: The system ensures there is no untreated discharge but as far as volumes go, if it did overflow the discharge 
would much the same as it is now. 
AL: What percent of the water discharged represents seepage from elsewhere? 
DS: When we are not pumping the discharge comes down to less than 200kL per day so that could be assumed to 
be seepage from elsewhere. 
BM: Is that in line with the original modelling? 
DS: Yes. 
 
GJ: The discharge water pH results are pretty much the same as before. We have had a slight uptick in 
conductivity since we recommenced pumping following the installation of the bulkheads.  There are similar trends 
with the other parameters.  (NOTE: Referring to graphs in presentation) Iron is the easiest element to manage 
with aeration, same as manganese.  We had an uptick in nickel while zinc has been relatively low.  The flow in the 
Wingecarribee River has been much higher this year as we have had some significant rain so the contribution of 
the mine has been relatively small. 
TM: In the last minutes, on page 5 it was noted that the results did not include the very high flow experienced in 
February. The minutes noted that although water quality has improved over the last few years it will require 
several high flow flushing events to be able to clear the build-up of mineral deposits in the first 300 m from the 
discharge point.  Has there been any further sampling in this location following the high flow events? 
GJ: We haven’t taken any samples of sediment since that time. 
DS: We haven’t been up to this location since the last round of aquatic ecology.  To get to that stretch of the river 
is quite a difficult task. 
BM: Was it mainly iron sedimentation? 
DS: Yes. 
GJ: We currently use a drone to collect the 300m downstream water sample as it is very difficult to get to that 
area on foot.  With the current high flows, and with Water NSW transferring water from the Wingecarribee 
Reservoir to Warragamba between the high rain events, it hasn’t been safe. We will need to get up there at some 
point. 
DS: What we are seeing from the water sampling from the 100m upstream and 300 m downstream points is that 
there is very little difference in water quality.  The drone does fly over this area when collecting the samples and 
we get some footage which looks very good. 
 
GJ: (NOTE: Referring to river water quality graphs in presentation) The pH has remained within normal levels, next 
the conductivity. 
GKelly: I have some difficulty interpreting these results in absolute terms without some reference to acceptable 
levels. 
GJ: The results I sent through on Friday did not have the ANZECC water quality guidelines shown on the graphs.  I 
have updated the graphs in the presentation with the guideline values used in the Scientific Report so they can be 
compared. 
TM: Is the blue line a trend line? 
GJ: No. The blue line shows the results for Medway Rivulet which is a river which intersects the Wingecarribee 
River downstream of the mine discharge point. 
RB: Medway Rivulet is considered by the EPA as being a true background water quality site as it is relatively 
undisturbed and there are no other contributing water quality issues within the catchment. 
BM: So the blue line does not include any of the mine discharge? 
RB: Yes. 
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GJ: The results show that there is some impact on Electrical Conductivity (salt concentration) downstream of the 
mine, particularly during very low flows but this is usually very localised.  During high flow events there are other 
water quality issues in the river which effect water quality much more than the mine discharge. 
JB: I agree that it would be most helpful to have some kind of trend analysis or narrative to support the data, 
rather than having absolute values. Having some analysis would be useful. 
BM: On the revised graphs they have included the information that probably clarifies that.  You may not be able 
to see the new graphs at the moment (NOTE: JB was on phone hook-up and could not view the presentation 
graphs).  Boral has indicated that they will recirculate the graphs with the information I think you are looking for. 
GJ: The current graphs have additional lines showing ANZECC guidelines for water quality, like they were shown in 
the Scientific Report. 
JB: That would be very helpful.  Since the last meeting you have done water quality testing in April, May, June, 
July and August.  As I have previously stated it would be helpful if you could provide the results and analysis well 
prior to the meeting or progressively. 
GJ: We haven’t had a meeting for 6 months but we did provide an update in June that said the results were 
similar to previous, but we didn’t provide the graphs or any analysis of the data. 
JB: Yes but the update was very general and I am conscious of the fact that there has been a lot of time since our 
last meeting.  I was assured at our last meeting that there were no substantive updates that we had not been 
informed about but I would probably put in a basket of information that you have done 5 months of water quality 
testing which would be significant enough to inform people about. 
GJ: This is just standard monitoring that we put up on our web page each month, the raw data not the graphs. 
BM: From a community perspective I think it is important that you provide the graphs and the standards as well 
as the background level that you see as part of the monitoring.  In the legend of each graph could you also explain 
some of the data lines a bit more? Particularly the Medway Rivulet data line should have more explanation that it 
is a background level.  It would make it easier for people to understand the data a bit more. 
 
GJ: I mentioned before that we had some elevated nickel results during high flow events and it is higher both 
upstream and downstream of the discharge point from the mine.  Copper results are similar with higher results 
often upstream.  We had high sulphate in the river in November and December 2019 but we were only 
discharging a very small amount of seepage at this time. 
CW: The graphs in the presentation are too small to read. 
BM: Boral will be circulating the new graphs. 
GJ: The graphs were circulated yesterday but that version didn’t have the guideline values. The new ones will be 
circulated as well. 
BA: Have you noticed any correlation between flow and rainfall in terms of infiltration rates and discharge?  Was 
there any noticeable difference in discharge between the period of drought and higher rainfall? 
GJ: The water behind the bulkheads was building up at the same rate last year but it has slowed recently.  It can 
take a few years for higher rainfall to make it all the way down to the various aquifers and into the mine. 
RB: We have previously measured the age of the water entering the mine workings.  It is classed as recent but the 
age dating showed that it fell from the sky between 1970 and 1980, so the mine water is around 40 years old.  
There can be a change in groundwater level a few months after heavy rainfall but that is not rain entering the 
mine, but rather the high rainfall can increase water pressure within the overlying strata.  If the strata is dry then 
there will not be a large increase in water pressure however if the strata is already wet then there will be a 
quicker response.  The water entering the mine however will still be 30 to 40 years old. 
 
5. Bulkhead Update 
 
DS: (NOTE: Referring to presentation slides section 5) The purpose of the bulkheads was to verify the hydraulic 
conductivity of the strata within the mine workings to assist us in determining the final sealing option for the 



 

Minutes Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group Meeting 18 September 2020        Page 6 

MINUTES 

mine closure.  There were originally some questions raised about the groundwater modelling so the data we are 
obtaining now from the bulkheads will provide validation of the modelling. 
DS: The construction of the seven bulkheads was completed in May 2019.  Between May 2019 and December 
2019 the water behind the bulkheads increased.  The increase was linear until we commenced pumping again.  
The water level increased until the point where we believed we needed to manage the water again by pumping 
through the passive treatment system.  This was done to avoid untreated water draining from the mine.  The 
pumps were recommissioned in December 2019.  In January 2020 we experienced an issue with one of the 
bulkheads which required remediation and we put in another bulkhead in front of Bulkhead B2.  Between May 
2019 and now we have had a total increase in water level behind the bulkheads of approximately 4.5 m. 
DS: (NOTE: Referring to graph in Section 5.1 of presentation) The increase in water level was relatively linear 
between May 2019 and December 2019.  The water level flattened out after December when we started the 
pumping system.  We did the bulkhead remediation work in March/April 2020 which required the pumps to be 
turned off and we saw a slight increase in water level. To manage the water level, we turned the pumping system 
back on in May 2020 and it is now maintaining the water level behind the bulkheads (as shown on the graph).  We 
are maintaining the water level just below what we feel comfortable with and below the level where we would 
see the water bypassing the bulkheads around the next highest mine roadway. 
TM: Does that mean there is not much water backing up into the Mandemar Lane area? 
DS: It means that we are holding it at a level where we feel there is a low risk of bypassing the highest bulkhead 
which would result in potentially untreated water flowing out of the mine.  The highest water level that the 
bulkheads would contain was always around the 4.5 m mark, so we are currently at the maximum design level for 
the hydrology model validation. 
TM: So this is the dilemma for the people I represent, their issue is that they have no water. 
DS: When we initially installed the bulkheads, the area in front of them was dry as were the ribs and roof.  By 
December 2019 we started to see some wetness in the strata around the bulkheads.  The water level behind 
Bulkheads 1 to 5 is up to the roof of the roadway, while at Bulkhead 6 and 7 the water level is not quite at the 
roof level because they are at a higher relative level in the underground workings (NOTE: the coal seam is not 
level but generally slopes to the south-east).  We are seeing a progressive increase in the wetness around the 
lower bulkheads and water is now seeping through the roof particularly the lower bulkheads which have a higher 
water head behind them.  The increased water pressure behind these bulkheads is over time, heading up into the 
strata. 
TM: Where is the seepage going? 
DS: We see the water going around the bulkheads in the ribs and roof and we expect over time that this will 
increase as the strata further saturates. 
AL: The leakage is not through the bulkheads so it is from the permeability of the strata itself? 
DS: Yes and that is what the hydrology model said would happen.  But we will put this data we are getting now 
back into the model to validate the model.  It looks like what we are seeing is what the model said would happen 
but we need to be a bit more patient.  It appears that over time more water will simply pass through the strata 
above and beside the bulkheads. 
BM: So what you have seen is not inconsistent with the modelling? 
DS: That’s correct but it is all around a time period.  When they were initially put in there was no evidence of 
seepage, however from December last year onwards the wetness has increased.  In the Bulkhead 2 roadway the 
roof is leaking like rainfall, so water is flowing through the strata above the bulkheads and re-entering the mine 
workings. 
AL: I have read Katarina David’s modelling report. People living at the end of Richards Lane who previously had 
dry bores are now seeing some water, and in some cases it has risen quite substantially - the water level is up to 
around 100 m (below ground level) but it has stabilised now.  But what has appeared to have occurred is that 
Katarina estimated that after 20 years, the water flow from the mine should still be around 1 ML/day but that 
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seems to have already occurred.  This makes me think that some of the information that has been put into the 
model may have underestimated the hydraulic conductivity of the strata. 
GJ: We are not there yet. We are still pumping and the rate is around 1.5 ML/day. 
AL: But what you are pumping would still be part of the free draining flow. The free draining option had no 
bulkheads.  Some of the things she has said in her report have come to pass but the one thing that doesn’t seem 
to have occurred is the flow out of the mine which could be a result of higher strata conductivity.  I agree that 
more work is still required. 
RN: Is Katarina’s report available on line? 
AL: It is available and I have a copy which I can send to you. 
TM: Is the water going around or over the bulkheads or both?  The issue is will it increase the water level? You 
said that the water would never get up there (Mandemar Lane) but now you are giving us hope.  Is the water 
going around the bulkheads being treated and what increase in water level can be expected? 
DS: (NOTE: Referring to mine plan around Mandemar) Some of these areas are uphill from the bulkheads.  
Mandemar is right at the back of the mine. The water will increase relative to the mine workings. Some areas will 
be flooded but some will not be depending on the elevation of the workings which are not flat.  The level of the 
water will be the same but as the workings are not level some will be flooded and some will not be.  The mine 
workings slope toward the adit discharge point which is the lowest point.  The workings also dip in this direction 
(NOTE: indicating south east on the plan). 
BM: And you’re pumping to keep it at that level? 
DS: We are maintaining the water level at the highest bulkhead so it doesn’t overflow through this roadway 
(NOTE: pointing to the next highest roadway to the west of Bulkhead 7).   
AL: If you stopped the pumps where would the water overflow? 
DS: If we stopped the pumps the water would increase another 500 mm and overflow at this roadway (NOTE: 
pointed to roadway on the mine plan). 
RN: What if you sealed the outlet? 
DS: The pit bottom area would be flooded and water would continue to rise, however the issue we have found is 
that the water would find another path to the river through the old mine workings, resulting in an uncontrolled 
discharge into the Wingecarribee River.  As the mine would be fully sealed, we could not get back underground to 
treat the water. 
BM: The coal seam outcrops along the river. 
DS: We would have uncontrolled water coming out potentially all the way down the escarpment but at the 
moment we can manage the water.  If we just plugged up the drain adit it could come out somewhere through 
the old workings. 
RN: So how are you going to replace the bore water? 
AL:  There are some such as the Belbins, but further back such as the DeRosa bore is outside the mine workings so 
he would still have saturated strata there that he can draw water from. 
BM: My understanding is that you are dealing with the Mandemar residents directly regarding those issues so I 
think if we could move on as we have a separate section on the Mandemar residents later, unless there is a 
specific question in relation to the bulkheads? 
TM: Yes there is. You said that the purpose of the bulkheads is to inform further work and provide real time 
information to update the model.  Has the model been updated? 
DS: We have provided some feedback to Katarina around what we have experienced so far but she hasn’t done 
another model run as this is a trial that is still going on.  We are still in Year 1 and the results are not dissimilar to 
what the model actually predicted.  I think with more time we would have a better data set for re-running the 
model. 
TM: So when do you think you would update the model? 
DS: We would like to see more information and if it has an impact. 
TM: 6 months, 12 months? 
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RB: Katarina is keen to update the model, but the model is set up in 5 yearly increments so with only 12 months 
data that apparently supports the model outcome so far, there isn’t much point.  In discussing this with Katarina I 
would say she would like a couple of more years of data.  Katarina refers to the seepage as recharge into the 
overlying strata. We are seeing some come back into the mine but over several years there could be a clearer 
trend in discharge volume out of the mine.  The model goes out to 100 years so this is still very much early days. 
 
6. Key Steps to Closure 
 
BM: We are now up to the key steps to closure section. 
GJ: (NOTE: referring to presentation Section 6) The Stage 1 Closure Mine Operating Plan (MOP) covers the period 
ending 31 December 2020 and we will be submitting shortly the Stage 2 Closure MOP.  The Stage 2 MOP is 
currently in preparation which will cover closure activities moving forward from January.  The key addition to the 
Stage 2 MOP is the repurposing of the current pit top.  The current data and Katarina’s modelling has shown that 
water will still migrate around the bulkheads and discharge from the adit.  As we know the water quality is poor 
and the only way to manage this is to provide treatment.  We can’t be underground forever so the only long term 
solution is to provide above ground treatment.  This will involve pumping the water to the surface for treatment 
and then either releasing the water back to the river or to other beneficial reuse. 
 
GK: Are there any other approval requirements other than the MOP for the repurposing? 
GJ: We may need approval for a pipeline, but we will need to investigate any Development Application (DA) 
requirements as well. 
TM: Does your current licensing allow for the water to be used for other purposes? 
GJ: Yes. We have a Water Access Licence which permits 1400 ML/pa of groundwater to be used.  We would need 
to modify our Environment Protection Licence (EPL) to allow the pit top treatment and separate discharge back 
into the river.  We already have a discharge point at the pit top, but we would need to increase the volume 
allowed at this point. 
GJ: As each stage of the MOP is completed, we would progressively relinquish the mining lease.  These steps 
would require separate approval from the Resources Regulator.  There will also be some administrative 
components such as lease transfers along the old railway easement from the Cement Works to the Main 
Southern Railway Line. 
GJ: (NOTE: Referring to Section 6.1 of Presentation) The more detailed steps in the closure process will include the 
conclusion of the remaining landowner issues, working with the land owners and Resources Regulator to identify 
any remaining issues, removal of subsidence pegs in the mining area, rehabilitation of the vibrating wire 
piezometers, and the transfer of ownership of any remaining water supply infrastructure and monitoring 
equipment as reasonably requested by landowners.  Installation of additional bulkheads and construction of the 
water pumping system to the pit top utilising the existing drift bridge and cutting.  Sealing the main drift to the 
satisfaction of the Resources Regulator but to include provisions for pumping to the pit top.  The underground 
workings will essentially become a bore - there will no longer be access to the underground workings.  Removal of 
the ventilation fan and entry - we will no longer be able to access the workings and it will no longer be an 
underground mine. 
AL: You wont need to maintain the pumps underground? 
GJ: We will still need access within the drift to the pumps. 
GK: So you will still need access down the drift and does that mean the bridge will still remain? 
GJ: That’s correct. 
CW: If you are going to be pumping the water to the Cement Works, will it be treated first? 
GJ: Yes, it will involve pumping the water to the surface and treating it at the pit top.  We will have infrastructure 
in place to discharge all of the water back into the Wingecarribee River, but also the ability in the future to 
transfer some of the water to the Cement Works.   
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AL: You would treat the water first at the pit top? 
GJ: Yes. If we transferred the water without treatment it would foul up the pipes. 
RN: Would you still supply Medway Village? 
GJ: No, we don’t do that anymore. 
GJ: We will also be completing the Loch Catherine mine entries, constructing a passive water treatment facility, 
demolish any remaining surface infrastructure not required to support the water transfer project, and installing 
the pipeline to the Cement Works.  The pipeline may not be included in the MOP and could be a standalone 
project. 
GK: We would need the Stage 2 Closure MOP in early November to give us enough time to review it.  I will 
confirm by email that any commitments in relation to the groundwater monitoring process with the landowners 
of Mandemar be included in the MOP going forward. 
 
7. Proposed Long Term Pit Top Treatment Solution for Discussion 
 
GJ: (NOTE: referring to Section 7 of the presentation) We have already gone through most of this slide before, but 
just to reiterate without ongoing treatment of groundwater prior to release we are likely to see a deterioration in 
water quality like we did previously when the mine was free draining.  To enable us to exit the underground 
activities, Boral has commenced design work on a passive treatment system on the surface based on the work we 
have done underground.  We will need additional bulkheads underground to capture the water before it is 
discharged through the existing adit.  The water can then be treated and initially released back into the river 
however subject to pipeline approval it may also be used to supply the Cement Works.  This water will be used to 
supplement or replace the water currently being supplied to the Cement Works.  Once the seals and pumps are in 
place, access will be scaled back and limited to the drift directly to the pump.  Subject to appropriate approvals, 
the mine could then cease statutory obligations with regard to the operation of an underground mine.  This 
means that we will not have to have all the statutory positions such as Mine Manager, electrical and mechanical 
engineers and ventilation underground - the operation will be managed at the surface. 
TM: Given that you are pursuing the feasibility of supplying water from the Colliery to the Cement Works, why 
could you not pump the water to the Mandemar Lane area as well to replace the loss of water? 
DS: This is not feasible and we don’t own any land in that area to allow for a pipeline. 
TM: But you could do it from underground? 
DS: We dont have access to this section of the mine for this purpose. It would not be feasible. 
GJ: There would be issues with private land, and who owns and maintains the infrastructure. 
TM: There isn’t a solution for the Mandemar Lane residents because there is not enough data. 
GJ: We will be working with each landowner individually to come up with a solution. 
 
8. Water Supply Pipeline Medway to New Berrima Cement Works 
 
CW: There is a community group interested in restoring vegetation and interested in the old railway corridor 
which will be used for the pipeline. The railway corridor goes beneath the freeway which will substantially 
increase the connectivity value of the corridor.  It is something we will be working with Boral on outside of this 
meeting but just to let the group know it is a project that the community is looking at. 
BM: So you would like this issue raised as a possible advantage in terms of rehabilitation? 
CW: It is just for information. 
 
GJ: (NOTE: Referring to underground plan and location of bulkheads) These are the locations of the proposed 
additional bulkheads.   
DS: There are four additional bulkheads required (NOTE: pointing to plan showing current drift location and new 
bulkhead locations).  We would allow water to flood the existing bulkheads and bypass them via the next highest 
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roadway and then flood the bottom area around the decline.  There would be a slight increase in overall water 
level in the mine by about 0.5 m.  We would only be recovering  water that bypasses and seeps around the 
existing bulkheads.  This water will then be transferred to the pit top utilising the current entrance to the mine.  
It’s proposed that the water will then go through a series of settlement tanks and dams before being pumped to 
the Cement Works or discharged back to the river.  It is a passive treatment system that will minimise the 
footprint as much as possible. The treatment system will take from the learnings ofthe underground treatment 
system but we are currently doing some more trials at the pit top to determine settlement rate, allowing us to 
confirm the design. 
AL: Where will the sediment be collected? 
DS: The first dam will collect the majority of the sediment which will have to be cleaned out biannually.  Based on 
the previous calculations of mineral levels, we will have about 6 tonnes of iron per year to remove.  As the 
Cement Works uses iron in the clinker process, we may be able to reuse this material. 
AL: So it can go back to the river or be transferred to the Cement Works. 
DS: Yes. 
TM: What are the two other tanks on the plan? 
DS: These are the two existing firefighting tanks. These will remain but form part of the site water supply.  
BM: Will the ponds have limestone in them? 
DS: Yes, that will be part of the design process.  There will be a similar process to raise the pH levels to help 
remove iron which is part of our learnings from the underground treatment system.  Having the system on the 
surface, however, provides greater access for maintenance. 
TM: Are the standards required for the Cement Works the same as required for discharge from a regulatory 
perspective? 
DS: The Cement Works currently uses water pumped from the river and the water quality from the treatment 
process will be similar or better. 
CW: You currently have a license at the Cement Works to draw water from the river. Will you use those existing 
pipelines to put water back into the river at the weir? 
DS: Excess water from the Cement Works is already discharged back to the river via a natural water way.  We will 
have the option of returning excess water from the Colliery either at the pit top or at the Cement Works. 
TM: Is this still a feasibility study stage or are you ready to commit? 
DS: We are not ready to commit at this stage. 
BM: It may also require a separate DA which may be dealt with by Council or possibly the NSW Department of 
Planning. 
GJ: We haven’t got that far in the planning stage.  What are people’s thoughts on the project as a solution? 
AL: It would be good if the bulkheads went in and the groundwater level rises.  It does seem like a practical 
solution.  You can’t treat water underground forever.  My preference as always would be for the water to be 
retained in the mine and allow the water table to rise. 
TM: I agree. The Mandemar residents want their water back.  I can understand how you would like to isolate the 
water for use at the Cement Works.  But my members would not like to see you ship their water down to 
Marulan. Better to use it here rather than solve other problems elsewhere. 
GJ: There may be an opportunity that we could take it to our operations at Marulan.  We will not hide from that 
as Marulan was trucking potable water during the last drought.  The water access licence would allow us to use 
the water at any site. 
BM: Does that now cover off all the water issues? 
 
9. EPL Update 
 
GJ: We have completed an annual Pollution Incident Response Management Plan (PIRMP) drill and the Stage 2 
Closure MOP will be submitted by the end of November. 
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10. Mandemar Lane Update 
 
GJ: We have made good progress with the land access agreements, but there is one landowner still holding out.  
The first round of monitoring groundwater was undertaken in June and the second was completed this week but 
we still have to get to the Battcock’s to take a water quality sample.  We will be commencing to work individually 
with each land owner to identify their concerns and how they can be addressed.  This will be done individually 
between each land owner and Boral. 
TM: This is going so slowly, and apart from my bore we haven’t got any results from the others because the 
equipment was so old it had failed.  There has been no progress on the subsidence pegs and measurements of 
ground movement so what we are concerned about is that progress has been so slow in getting data that we 
haven’t got very far at all. 
GJ: I wish it could have gone faster but it took some time to get the access agreements in place and then we had 
COVID-19 issues. I think we are doing what is considered reasonable and practical given the circumstances. 
TM: You wrote me a letter the other day saying that you wanted to move to stage three. That’s fine and in 
principle not an issue but there is no data at this point in time except for my bore. 
GJ: The residents had other issues, not just groundwater, so that was what the email was about.  Not appropriate 
to discuss these issues in this forum but there are site specific concerns that the residents have which we have to 
deal with and agree or disagree with. We have to address these. 
TM: Do you have all the information on these issues, such as information from the Mine Subsidence Board and all 
the other issues so we don’t have to start from the beginning? 
GJ: We will be talking to the individual land owners and working through those issues. 
BM: We have had a commitment from Boral to work with the landowners and that’s all we can say at this 
meeting so we should move on. 
 
11. Communication Update 
 
GJ: Prior to Fabio leaving and the COVID-19 issues, we were sending out monthly newsletters and updates and 
looking at community engagement events.  We have had a review of our communications.  We won’t be releasing 
a monthly newsletter but rather produce one after each CWG meeting so it covers off on what we discussed at 
each meeting. We can refer to the meeting minutes and the slides from the meeting as well as provide a general 
update.  We are also looking at how we will distribute the newsletter moving forward.  It won’t be the blanket 
approach we had in the past but rather it will be available on line and sent to those who have registered online to 
receive the updates.  We will also make it available at the Berrima Post Office along with some media updates.  It 
is not reasonable or practicable to print hard copies for distribution to households these days.  Paul Jackson will 
be helping out with the media and communications as he is involved with the Berrima Cement Works community 
group.   
GJ: We plan to update the web page again with our next steps on closure.  Community engagement events - 
unfortunately we can’t see them being set  up at this stage due to restrictions.  Paul, do you have anything to 
add? 
PJ: I will be looking at things that have been done since the CWG was formed.  Just to assure everyone who hasn’t 
met me before I did have quite a familiar relationship with the Medway site up until it was put under ‘care and 
maintenance’.  I have had an ongoing relationship with the Cement Works so I understand some of the logistical 
challenges around getting information across the local region.  I have been around long enough to know how to 
work around these issues.  I will have a look at how things have been working and may refine things a bit to allow 
good access to information. 
CW: We have installed a new community notice board in the Berrima Post Office and the post office has a very 
wide coverage in the community and it would be useful to have hard copies of information at the post office. 
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PJ: Thanks Clive, I have over the years used the Post Office as a place for information for both sites, but I haven’t 
visited the post office for quite some time, so thank you for letting us know that. 
BM: Any other questions on communications? We can move onto the role of the Committee. 
 
12. Role of Committee Members – Review of ToRs 
 
GJ: This is a standing agenda item to discuss if anyone has any concerns about the wording of the ToRs or the role 
of Committee members.  The ToRs is a live document so this agenda item is always open for comment.  I 
understand Julian has some concerns but he had to leave the meeting a bit earlier. We will keep this on the 
agenda for next meeting. 
BM: Thanks Greg. Are there any items of general business? 
 
13. General Business 
 
DS: At the pit top there is some infrastructure showing deterioration and we be dismantling this to make it safe 
over the next few weeks. 
GJ: The work is included in the current MOP. 
BM: Any other general business? 
GK: Do you have an update on the Loch Catherine portal sealing? 
DS: We are still going through the process. You requested some additional information which will be in the next 
MOP . 
GK: That will be ongoing through the next MOP period? 
DS: Yes. What is not completed this period will be carried over into the next MOP period. 
BM: If there is no other general business, let’s discuss the next meeting date. 
GJ: I am proposing in three months which will be mid-December. 
 
General discussion on meeting date and location 
 
Next meeting is set for 10am on Friday 11 December 2020. 
Location Boral Procurement Building, on the left when entering the bottom site entrance. 
 
BM: Thank you everyone for attending this meeting, I know it is hard with some attending remotely to achieve 
COVD19 requirements.  
 
Meeting Closed 12.15pm 
 
Summary of Meeting Actions: 
 

1. Previous minutes to be amended on Page 3, comment attributed to Greg Kininmonth should be 
changed to Greg Johnson. 

2. Boral to upload letter to the Colliery website from Resources Regulator accepting the 2019 Berrima 
Colliery AEMR as being acceptable. 

3. Boral to email a link to Version 4 of the CWG Terms of Reference on the web page to the CWG 
members.  

4. Boral to include greater narrative on water quality results including trends and guideline values.  
The data to be provided to the CWG more frequently. 

5. Update webpage to include the next steps in the closure activities. 


