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MINUTES 

Subject:   Berrima Colliery Closure Working Group 
 
Location:   Berrima Cement Plant Procurement Building 
 
Date & Time:  9 March 2020, 10.00 am 
 
 
 
Independent Chair: William Dove (acting) 
 
Attendees: 
 
Greg Kininmonth – Manager Environmental Operations Southern, Resources Regulator 
William Dove – Unit Head Regulation Illawarra, NSW Environment Protection Authority 
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 
Fabio Colusso – General Manager Commercial and Contracts – Boral Cement 
David Spears – Project Manager - Boral Cement 
Tom Horn – BCW 
Minutes: -  Robert Byrnes 
 
Apologies: 
Dr Ian Wright – University of Western Sydney 
Peter McMillan – Environmental Inspector Resources Regulator 
Ravi Sundaram – Mining Catchment Specialist – WaterNSW 
Brad Mullard - Chairman 
Andrew Couldridge – Environment Protection Officer EPA Wollongong 
Barry Arthur – Manager Environment and Sustainability Wingecarribee Shire Council 
 
 
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.  
 
For the full presentation, visit www.boral.com.au/berrimacement. Minutes do not become ‘official’ unless 
endorsed at the following community meeting by the appropriate representatives. 

  

http://www.boral.com.au/berrimacement
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Meeting opened – 10.10 am 
 
1. Welcome and apologies 
GJ: Apologies received from Brad Mullard who suggested that one of the government agency representatives act 
as Chair in his absence.  Other apologies were Dr Ian Wright but Ian has provided a comment on the reports 
provided to date, Andrew Couldridge from the EPA, Barry Arthur from Wingecarribee Shire Council and Ravi 
Sundaram from WaterNSW who noted that there have been no further releases down the river since 1st March 
2020 but are still doing 3 ML/day for environmental flows from Wingecarribee Reservoir. 
 
JB: noted that he must leave the meeting at 12pm 
 
Acting Chair nominated as William Dove from the EPA.   
 
JB: looking at the Terms of Reference for the Closure Working Group wanted it recognised that William is not 
independent as required. 
WD: agreed that he is not independent and is involved in the group as representative of the EPA.  Noted that this 
is a one off as Brad is not available for this meeting. 
 
DS: housekeeping issues including sign in procedures, location of toilets, kitchen for coffee and refreshments, 
emergency exits and evacuation procedures. 
 
2. Code of Conduct 
 
GJ: this item is just a reminder of the Code of Conduct for the meeting and the obligations each member has.  No 
issues have been raised in this regard. 
 
3. Review of Previous Minutes and Actions 
 
WD: does anyone have any comments on the previous minutes. 
GJ: there was an email from Ravi Sundaram in relation to comments on the text describing the water transfers.   
WD: is everyone clear on the mechanism by which WaterNSW transfer water from the Shoalhaven River to the 
Wingecarribee Reservoir and then into the Warragamba? 
Meeting agreed that it understood the mechanism. 
RB: the minutes of the previous meeting will be amended to insert clarification provided by Ravi Sundaram. 
 
TM: Concerned Boral chose not to put the Mandemar Lane Residents report on the web page.  This was a well 
researched presentation and in the interests of transparency should be posted on the web page.  I am concerned 
that Boral chose not to put in on their web site.  Concerned that it was not put on the web page because Boral 
regarded it as a claim.  Would like the minutes to reflect that a presentation was given and that Boral chose not to 
post it on the web page. 
JB: I thought we landed on the position that if Boral’s intention was not to put the Mandemar Lane Residents 
submission on the web page that a statement to that effect was to be made.  The previous minutes said that 
“Brad Mullard stated that Julian has a point that although some items were put in the last meeting minutes, 
Boral’s decision to not put up the Mandemar Lane residents presentation on the web page should be noted with 
a statement to their reasons.” 
GJ: does that mean a statement on the web page or in the minutes. I interpret that as being in the minutes. 
GKelly: I was happy with the option that the presentation not be put on the web page. 
TM: The first reference to the word “claim” was referenced to you but I think it actually came from Greg. 
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GJ: I don’t recall using the word “claim”. 
WD: I recall that Boral was going to make some kind of statement or acknowledgement in the minutes in relation 
to the Mandemar Lane residences submission.  Boral was then going to make a comment as to the reasons why 
they were not going to put the presentation on their web page. Is that consistent with other people’s 
recollection? 
JB: It is consistent with my recollection and consistent with the minutes. 
AL: there was an issue though that there was going to be a meeting with the Mandemar residents and Boral, 
which was an appropriate action. 
JB: Surely this is not a difficult issue, its important that the Mandemar residents be represented, they made a 
submission and Boral should recognise it and give reasons why it chose not to put it up on the web page. 
WD: If one of the actions from the previous meeting was for Boral to make a statement as to their reasons for not 
publicising the Mandemar Lane Residents submission then they need to do this. 
FB: Tony, if I or Greg made the statement that the Mandemar Lane Residents submission was a “claim” then I 
apologise. Would you like us to make a retraction? 
TM: I was stunned when you said it and it should be minuted as a statement that Boral made. It was the reason 
given as to why it was not put on the web site. This goes to transparency. 
JB: to put the Mandemar Residents presentation on line would be the practical effect of the Terms of Reference 
for this group.  
WD: my recollection was that Boral had some concerns about the factual content of the submission.   
TM: Greg raised the point that the diagram I used to show subsidence came from another report which was 
prepared for the Federal government which was referring to longwall mining.  That was the only thing Greg raised 
as being erroneous.  I said in response that in the context, the concept applied to all forms of mining, that was the 
discussion.   
GK: we will proceed to make the statement in relation to the Mandemar Lane Residents submission. 
WD: It will be minuted that the group has discussed the Mandemar Lane Residents submission, that it was 
received and Boral has agreed that it will make a statement in relation to why the submission was not published 
on line. 
Reference to previous minutes on this matter was noted.  It was agreed that the previous meeting determined that 
Boral was to make a statement in relation to the Mandemar Lane submission but this was not undertaken.   
JB: my only other comments on the previous minutes is that my provided on 27th September was not attached as 
agreed at the meeting. 
WD: any further discussion of the minutes from last meeting, if not I call on the meeting to accept the minutes.  
WD: Can we now go through the actions from last meeting: 
GJ: went through actions from previous meeting 

 Email from Julian Brophy on the previous minutes be posted.  This will be done when these minutes are 
finalised 

 Any further post meeting comments are to be posted with each set of minutes.  This will be done in future. 

 Data and reports that are to be discussed in the next meeting be provided prior to the meeting to allow 
adequate review time.  This is why we sent the Scientific Report out separately to the group prior to this 
meeting.  We also sent out other comments and emails. 

 Greg Johnson to send a copy of the revised Terms of Reference in “track changes” to all CWG members.  This 
was done. 

JB: was the issue of the Terms of Reference ever fully resolved. What’s the status of these? 
GJ: there is an agenda item on this topic, but we have clarified the rolls of the CWG members however since we 
have Brad Mullard and others not here for this meeting perhaps we shouldn’t discuss this in any further detail. 
JB: so the Terms of Reference will remain in draft? 
GJ: the previous amendments were in relation to incorporating representation of Mandemar Lane residents.  So I 
think we can finalise the current Terms of Reference. 
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WD: the terms of reference should be called a working document as they are likely to change from time to time.  
Rather than calling them draft call them a working document.  It may be reviewed over time.  Are people happy 
with this approach? 
Action make sure Version 4 of the TOR is on the web page.  We will also have to look at how we deal with the 
issue of not having the Chair available for this meeting.  We need to ensure that everyone is comfortable with this 
in the absence of the Chair. 
WD: is that all the actions on the minutes? We can move onto the Scientific Report. 
 
4. Scientific report 
GJ: introduction of the contents of the Scientific Report and reference to slides provide in the meeting 
presentation.  Read an email from Dr Ian Wright “I am sorry I was unable to attend today.  I have read all the 
information provided and am very pleased and impressed with Boral's actions to close this mine with minimal 
environmental impacts. You are supporting this journey with great science and keeping all of us in touch with the 
effectiveness of your actions.” 
GJ: we will need to ask Ian if he wants his email read verbatim into the minutes. 
 
GJ: The Scientific Report is a summary of the information we have gathered to date during the closure process 
and the free draining period and all the issues that came out of that phase.  The objectives of the special 
conditions on the licence are to assess the gradient changes in composition and abundance of in-stream biota 
downstream of Berrima Colliery’s adit discharge to the Wingecarribee River.  To assess changes over time 
following the installation of the water treatment system.  To determine whether water quality in the 
Wingecarribee River at Biloela is less than trigger values for primary industries and recreational water quality and 
aesthetics.  The Scientific Report covers 4 separate studies, Water Quality, Aquatic Ecology, Ecotoxicology and 
Sediment Analysis.  Covers 2 years of data.  Over the past 2 years we have given the group updates on this 
journey, providing the data and reports, graphs and discussion of the various stages of water treatment.  The 
results can be used to develop further strategies necessary to provide long term certainty of potential impacts of 
the mine following closure.  Allows for the assessment of impacts of the discharge on receiving waters. 
RN: where exactly is the Biloela Site? 
RB: showed the location of the monitoring points on a map 
JB: what is the definition of the mixing zone.  The previous slide mentioned the mixing zone extending for 6 km.  Is 
the mixing zone the entire 6 km? 
RB: The mixing zone extent depends on river flow.  In high flow the mixing zone may only be 10 m long however 
in very low flow, say during drought periods, the discharge makes up a large proportion of the river flow and 
therefore the mixing zone may extend up to 6 km.  Early studies have shown that the furthest the mixing zone 
could extend would be the Biloela site. 
JB: the condition states that the specific study area includes the mixing zone and 6 km down stream. 
RB: Yes, the study area consists of the length of river from the discharge point down stream for a distance of 6 km 
which is roughly the Biloela site.  But we also study the river further downstream as well as several upstream sites 
as well. 
WD: the reason for specifying the length is that we knew the mixing zone could extend that far in low flow 
conditions. 
FC: There is a lot of information in the report so this will be just a summary of the findings. 
TM: the conclusions that Rob has put in the report covers all the points and is pretty good. 
 
RB: The Scientific Report summarises all the data you have already seen, the data we have gathered and analysed 
but it also goes back to the 2011/12 period which represented the time when the mine was operating.  The report 
details of the underground water treatment system when the mine commenced to free drain following initial 
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closure.  The data obtained when the mine was operating becomes the base case against which the performance 
of the current water quality is assessed. 
The data shows that the water quality leaving the mine is close to what occurred when the mine was operating 
and data from the Wingecarribee River is also approaching historic levels however the main area of impact is the 
sediment that was deposited when the mine was free draining and prior to the implementation of the 
underground water treatment system.  This deposit of minerals generally occurs within the first 300 m of the river 
downstream of the discharge point.  The ecological studies also indicate that this deposition of minerals is still 
impacting aquatic ecosystems.  This is indicated by the graphs showing a decrease in aquatic diversity 
immediately downstream of the discharge point.  The graphs show that in 2011/12 there was very little difference 
between the upstream and downstream sampling locations.  It is important to note that it is not the total number 
of species that is important but rather the difference between upstream and downstream on the graphs (the best 
outcome would be a straight line between the upstream sites and the downstream sites below the discharge 
point). 
It is also important to note that these studies did not include the very high flow event that occurred in February 
2020.  Although the water quality has improved over the past 2 years, it will need several high flow flushing 
events to be able to clear the build up of mineral deposits in the first 300 m of the mixing zone. 
 
RN: The river still gets contributions from the surrounding geology. 
RB: yes, the upper Hawkesbury is naturally high in minerals while the lower Hawkesbury Sandstone has low 
mineralisation.  Even though the mixing zone passes through the lower Hawkesbury Sandstone there are still 
natural seeps from the cliffs above which has high mineral content.  However, the data shows that mixing zone 
has higher mineral content than it should when looking at the geology alone. 
GKelly: what would happen if you just closed the mine now? 
RB/GJ: the water in the mine will commence to free drain again and the water quality would be the same as in 
the previous free draining period.  That is why we have recommissioned the underground treatment system. 
FC: part of the current strategy is to work out what will happen as a result of installing the bulkheads, will the 
water work its way around the bulkheads, what is the volume of water that needs to be pumped to keep the 
water level the same behind the bulkheads and is this the same as was historically pumped and to inform our final 
closure strategy. 
RN: I’m interested in the comments in relation to geology and how this relates to water quality. 
RB: There are geological factors in determining water quality down the Wingecarribee River.  At Macarthur’s 
Crossing the sediments show very high mineral content as this reflects the surrounding upper Hawkesbury 
Sandstone however the mixing zone is in an area of the lower Hawkesbury Sandstone which naturally has low 
mineral content.  The results of the sediment analysis show unusually high mineral content which is not natural.  
You can also see the mineral deposits in the mixing zone. 
AL: I thought the Scientific Report was a very valuable exercise and places all the information into one document 
JB: clarification around the use of the word “below” 
RB: I should be more careful on the use of just above and below without clarification of whether or not the levels 
are good or bad.  Lower minerals in the discharge is good but lower species diversity is not good. 
JB: what role does this report play with the agencies, what will you do with it, is it part of your considerations? 
GK: the document provides a basis for assessment of closure options and completion criteria. 
JB: if this is an important document, will Boral be putting it up on their web page? 
FC: yes 
 
JB: It is not clear what Robs role is, he is listed as a Boral person on a number public documents and also now a 
consultant.  I think this would be confusing for people reading the reports. 
RB: I am a consultant but have contracted to the mine for many years. (refer original introductions from first 
meeting, minutes of 13 August 2018) 
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JB: In terms of transparency Rob does the minutes but has also authored an important document in this process 
under a different company.  His role in this process should be clearly described.  
WD: Boral is required to submit a number of reports.  Although we are interested in who prepares the report it is 
Boral’s response to our requirements.  For this report we have required Boral to pull together the different 
studies and provide analysis and conclusions. 
GKelly: in this matter it is always good to have full and frank disclosure. 
JB: I find it confusing because Rob is taking the minutes of this meeting and is a consultant who has prepared 
possibly one of the most critical documents in this process. 
GJ: we have engaged Rob to do some of the environmental work at the Colliery because of his previous 
knowledge of the Colliery. 
WD: I think Julian’s point is a good one and I can see that this situation can cause some confusion so a way to 
approach this is for Boral to make Rob’s role clear to the community in relation to this meeting and as a 
consultant or representative of Boral. 
AL: It should also be noted that the approach Boral has taken has been consistent with what Ian Wright has said.  
I have no problems with Rob taking the minutes and producing the reports. 
JB: perception is reality, I see a conflict of interest.  It has nothing to do with the quantum of the report. 
WD: can we solve this by having a comment in the minutes or somewhere that clarifies the role that Rob has, that 
there are two roles, one taking the minutes and as a consultant on behalf of Boral. 
GJ: We could clarify this on the web page. 
GKelly: Boral could outline the relationship on the link to the report as a disclosure. 
FC: that’s fine and we could refer back to the very first CWG meeting when the roles of the members including 
Rob’s was discussed.  We could have a refresher of this.  We see value in Rob’s role given his history and 
knowledge of the mine. 
GKelly: it is appropriate for this disclosure to be reiterated now that we are at the stage of considering the 
Scientific Report. 
CW: I remember the first meeting and Rob said he was a consultant and that he had worked at the mine and he 
would be taking the minutes.  I don’t see a major problem with Rob being the minute taker. 
WD: I think there is agreement that Boral will make a statement in relation to the duality of Rob’s role and 
perhaps clarify that even though the Scientific Report was prepared by a consultant but was commissioned by 
Boral, so it is in fact Boral’s report.  
TM: We comment on the minutes before they are finalised and the government agencies assess the reports, that 
is how the community is protected. 
WD: that is true and this process also includes input from the community. 
RB: is there any other comments on the Scientific Report. 
 
GKelly: it was unclear to me what if any are the effects of the Sewage Treatment Plant on the river. 
RB: Although we do some nutrient analysis, the study concentrates on mineral content in the river which is where 
the impacts of the mine discharge occur.  I have made some general comments on other influences on water 
quality such as the Sewage Treatment Plant discharge, agricultural land and water inputs from a totally different 
catchment being the Shoalhaven which occurs when Sydney Water is transferring water to Warragamba Dam.  I 
have tried to centre on the impact of just the mine on the river. 
WD: the requirement was to do just that, to assess the impact of the mine discharge. 
TM: what are the salinity issues of the discharge and changes over time.  This is an issue of interest to the 
residents in the mining area. 
RB: the mine discharges around 800 to 900 micro Siemens per centimetre conductivity which is a measure of 
salinity while the river varies between 200 to 400 so the mine increases the salinity in the mixing zone.  One of 
the impacts of the mine discharge is to increase the salt level in the mixing zone.  For comparison, cattle will drink 
water with up to 6,000 while a typical farm dam is around 2,000.  Conductivity in the river naturally goes up in low 
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flow with a greater contribution from groundwater.  We have used a guideline value of 1,500.  What we are 
discharging, which is groundwater, is considered “fresh” in terms of typical groundwater.  We are however having 
an impact on the river but it is not considered significant. 
TM: we are seeing an impact of salt in the mining area. 
RB: I am aware that the level of salt in these bores is greater than what we are discharging from the mine.  I don’t 
know the reason for this. 
JB: could I check on the taxonomic richness stated on page 39 is accurate. That we have still not returned to the 
same levels as the earlier 2012 studies. 
RB: This is an important point, the earlier aquatic ecology studies found more species both upstream and 
downstream.  It is not so much the total number of species found in the river that is important but rather the 
difference between upstream and downstream results.  The earlier studies found very little difference between 
upstream and downstream results (which is shown by a straight line on the graph).  At present we are still 
showing a decline in the downstream results compared with upstream (which is indicated by fall in the line on the 
graph).  The data shows we are improving but we are not yet at the point where the difference between the 
upstream samples and downstream samples are comparable to the 2012 studies. 
WD: Are there any other questions on the Scientific Report.   
 
5 Bulkhead Seals 
 
DS: The bulkheads have now been in place for nearly 12 months.  They were constructed to gather data on strata 
permeability.  We have seen some seepage of water through the roof and ribs.  We started seeing water at the 
base of Bulkhead 1 which is the lowest one about 5 months ago.  Water reached the top of BH6 in November 
2019.  We sampled the water behind the bulkheads.  Passive treatment system was recommissioned and 
operational in December 2019.  This was to manage the water behind the bulkheads and to ensure that no 
untreated water left the mine.  Before this time, we saw a linear increase in water behind the bulkheads so the 
pumping through the treatment system was designed to hold the water at a constant level, about 700mm below 
the point where the water would free drain.  This provides some buffer in the event of pump failure or other 
issues.  We are still assessing the level of saturation of the strata above the bulkheads and checking for seepage. 
We have done some maintenance work on BH2 in January. 
The groundwater model indicated that we would achieve a 2.3 m rise in water level before groundwater would 
transition through the strata.  At present there is a 3.7 m increase in water level.  This could be a timing issue and 
more water may leak through the strata over time.  This is what we a monitoring for.  Transmissibility may 
increase over time as the strata saturates. 
FC: we need to give the bulkhead installation more time to determine how much strata becomes saturated, but 
we will need to keep the level of water relatively constant by pumping through the treatment system to ensure 
that poor quality water is not released to the river. 
DS: We will keep monitoring the levels of saturation and see what happens over the next six months. 
AL: will you test the overflow to see what happens if it overflows? 
DS: it is not our intention to allow the bulkheads to overflow as this bypasses the treatment system.  If we 
maintain the level well below the overflow point we can still treat the water and avoid mineralised water from 
leaving the mine.  We will maintain a buffer to allow for maintenance of the pumps or replace one if it fails.   
JB: Water is currently building up behind the bulkheads. 
DS: water is currently being maintained at a level of between 3.7 to 3.8 m high above the lowest bulkhead.  We 
are getting water seeping into the strata above the mine roof.  We are monitoring what effect that may have on 
the volume of water that needs to be pumped to maintain the level.  This will tell us if the water is flowing 
elsewhere. 
FC: this information will be fed back to the hydrologist who prepared the groundwater model so she can 
recalibrate the model. 
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AL: so you have yet to decide what the next step might be, that you will just get all this data and then decide. 
FC: that was always our intention with the bulkheads, that it would provide data to help us with the final closure 
work. 
DS: we will need time to allow for saturation to occur and more water quality data as well. 
JB: how much water is going through the system now? 
DS: about 2.4 ML per day. 
JB: what is the water quality like? 
GJ: the water quality is similar to what was occurring when we were last using the underground water treatment 
system. 
 
WD: is it possible to provide the community with some idea of the next key steps and timing? 
FC: yes we can provide that. 
TM: Last meeting we were anticipating overtopping of BH7 in December-January, did that occur? 
DS: that’s when it would have had happened had we not recommenced the underground treatment system which 
maintains the level behind the bulkheads without free draining.  We want to maintain the water level behind BH7 
with 4weeks or 500 mm of freeboard. 
TM: the hydrology report estimated that there would be a 2.3 m rise in water level but you already have a 3.7 m 
rise in water level. 
DS: Yes, but we are still seeing the strata becoming increasingly saturated, it has only been 6 months.  The model 
assessed much longer timeframes and theoretical data and assumptions.  So now we need to go back to the 
model and recalibrate it with actual data. 
TM: what was the design height of the bulkheads? 
DS: Each bulkhead was designed for a 4 m of total water rise with a 2.5 safety factor or maximum 10m from the 
lowest bulkhead to the point in the mine where the water would bypass around BH7. 
TM: in terms of physical back up of water in the mine, where is that at present.  Is the water backing up into the 
mine workings? 
DS: as we are pumping out at a similar rate to maintain the water level as was previously discharged from the 
mine, the water in the mine workings at present would be also held at a constant level, it would not be backing up 
any further.  If we only needed to pump say 1 ML per day to maintain the water level behind the bulkheads then I 
would suggest that water within the mine is going elsewhere, but at this stage the rate is basically the same as 
was historically discharged from the mine. 
TM: If the data currently shows that the groundwater model is conservative then it could be assumed that more 
water is being pushed further upstream into the mine workings? 
DS: The water level itself would be constant within the workings. 
FC: we had at the Open Day a map showing the current flooded section of the mine.  As the bulkheads are down 
dip in the mine it is creating a reservoir effect within the workings.  It is now stabilised again at a point behind the 
bulkheads which we are maintaining by pumping through the treatment system to avoid free draining again. 
AL: what I hear from landowners at the bottom of Richards Lane that the water level has risen a little bit in their 
bores.  Perhaps some of the rock was now more saturated but there is not a great deal of excitement. 
 
6. Licence Update 
 
GJ: In accordance with the licence we have completed the Scientific Report, we have also lodged the Annual 
Environmental Management Report both on 28th February.  The AEMR will be placed on the web page once the 
Resources Regulator has approved it. 
GK: we have changed our system and no longer approve the AEMR. 
TM: what is the new process then? 
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GK: we acknowledge receipt of the AEMR and look through them for completeness but we don’t formally approve 
them anymore.  We now have a new focus on inspections and enforcement, we no longer review and comment 
on the AEMRs. 
TM: should we be concerned about this change, how do we know if the milestones have been met? 
GK: we review the AEMR as part of other processes and reporting. 
TM: I thought it would be in the communities interest that the regulator responsible for the closure process of 
this mine would provide an assessment of the annual report from the mine. 
WD: would it be possible for the Resources Regulator to provide some feedback on the AEMR to Boral as part of 
this process? 
GK: I will review the Berrima AEMR. 
 
7. Water Pipeline Proposal 
 
FC: an opportunity has landed on the Boral team that we may establish a water supply pipeline from the colliery 
to the cement plant.  It has merit and we want some feedback from the community.  There are a couple of key 
drivers and this is still a very high level discussions at this stage.  With the issue of climate change and with the 
drought period with a significant lack of water has highlighted the problem for the cement works.  The cement 
plant needs water and this situation isn’t getting any better. 
GJ: The cement works currently gets its water from a Weir upstream but its licence only allows us to take water 
that overflows from the weir.  The weir was constructed in 1926. This stopped during the drought so we were 
trucking water to the cement plant from the town water supply.  
CW: where is the weir? 
FC: just upstream of Berrima Village. 
GJ: the water supply from the river was one of the reasons the cement plant was built where it is.  The change in 
the Water Act meant that there are now water transfer and environmental flow requirements on the river which 
restricts the ability of the cement plant to take water only when it is overflowing. 
FC: there is a pumphouse and water supply pipeline from the weir to the cement plant running along a Mining 
Purposes Lease.  So we started contemplating using the water from mine.  We could use this water so we have a 
consistent water level being managed at the mine and satisfy the need for water at the cement plant.  The project 
could reduce the need for the cement plant to pump water from the river and any future use of town water to 
supply the cement plant.  The colliery has the necessary water license to enable supply to the cement plant and 
there is an existing land strip between the colliery and the cement plant which could be used for the pipeline.  
This land strip was originally used for a railway line, which also has a Mining Purposes lease over it.  Its certainly 
possible and feasible and something we are looking at closely. 
 
AL: is that the same easement that Hume Coal was going to use? 
FC: the tail end of the easement goes through an underpass beneath the freeway which is what Hume Coal 
proposed to use. 
FC: the pipeline will be buried and there will be a couple of roads to cross beneath.  There is still a lot of work to 
be done on the design as it just a concept at present. 
 
AL: the residents in the mining area would be prefer to keep the water in the mine and the water table raised so 
they could have access to it.  But I understand the difficulties in achieving that.  I understand that maintaining 
underground treatment forever would not be possible. 
 
CW: There is another project that the Berrima Residents association is working on and that is a 30 m wide riparian 
habitat for Stoney creek.  The Oldbury Creek riparian zone terminates at the freeway so this railway corridor from 
the colliery could be of great interest to us with this project.  Does Boral have freehold title over the easement? 
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FC: yes we do. 
CW: then we would be interesting in using this for a habitat corridor? 
GJ: the easement also has power lines through it. 
CW: it still would be useful. 
FC: We will continue working on this and how this may factor into the closure process. 
 
AL: there is a small parcel of land adjacent to the freeway which is currently for sale, can I ask who owns it? 
FC: it is not owned by Boral, we thought we owned it but apparently we don’t. 
 
TM: how much water is currently used at the cement plant? 
GJ: between 0.6 and 0.8 ML per day so it won’t meet the entire discharge volume of the mine. 
TM: Will you be only considering taking 0.6 to 0.8 ML from the colliery? 
GJ: initially but the capacity of the transfer would be sufficient to take all the mine discharge of 2.4 to 2.6 ML per 
day.  We have a licence to take up to 1,400 ML per year at the Colliery, we have a separate licence to take from 
the river down at the cement plant as well. 
TM: what happens to the river downstream of the mine? 
GJ: the project would mean that instead of taking water from the river at the cement plant which is upstream of 
the mine it would come directly from the colliery which would reduce the flow from the colliery to the river.  The 
total volume of water the river receives shouldn’t change. 
TM: Residents in the mining area have been through one of the worst droughts on record and people had to be 
evacuated.  This is serious business.  We would be seriously concerned if there was any impediment to getting 
back the water supply that was lost as a result of the mine. 
FC: that is part of the consideration of this project. 
GJ: we are only talking about taking the excess water from the mine, what is currently discharged to the river. 
FC: the scenario where the cement plant takes water from the town water system is not sustainable. 
TM: Does the potential for additional water coming into the cement plant create the potential for greater 
industrialisation of the area? 
GJ: it is already zoned for industrial development. 
FC: the project is just to address the issue of water supply to the cement plant. 
TM: so the project is only to supply water to the cement plant? 
FC: yes 
AL: so to be absolutely clear, you are not proposing to take any more water from the system than is currently 
being taken? 
FC: that is correct. 
AL: so the landowners may be disappointed that their water table won’t go up but it won’t be drawn down as a 
result.   
FC: yes 
AL: But you may end up with a lot more water at the cement plant and presumable you have a way of getting the 
excess back into the river? 
FC: absolutely, it can discharge from the cement plant dam back into the river. 
GKelly: if this mine had never existed what would have happened to the groundwater and the river? 
AL: the water table for the land owners would have been higher. 
GJ: the river would have had less flow. 
GKelly: but that’s not a bad starting point for discussing this project. 
FC: its early days but the project will likely be mentioned in the next newsletter. 
JB: In terms of consultation I presume that because this is a separate project it will have its own community 
consultation process? 
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FC: yes, Tom can give us a bit of feedback on this, but certainly we have a separate community of Medway that 
may be effected. 
JB: so you are confirming that this will be a separate community consultation process? 
FC: yes.  
 
(Boral note: if the pipeline option is feasible and does proceed, it would be part of the mine closure process and 
will be included as part broader community consultation). 
 
WD: are there any other questions or comments on this project, so Mandemar Lane update? 
 
8. Mandemar Lane Update 
 
GJ: We have made some good progress with the land access agreements with the majority of the Mandemar Lane 
residents.  There have been some delays with the bushfires and the Christmas break.  The agreements will enable 
land access to undertake environmental investigations and will include two other properties which are outside 
the EMP area.  We will work with each land owner to identify their specific areas of concern and their 
expectations from Boral.  We will review those concerns and share the information with the Resources Regulator. 
We are pretty close to signing those agreements with the majority of the residents. 
WD: could you clarify the number of agreements signed? 
GJ: none are signed yet but we have reached agreement with all but one land owner. 
TM: there are still some minor comments and typos to correct.  It has been a journey though.  The agreements 
basically say that Boral can have access to do various monitoring activities and they will undertake rehabilitation 
work leading to mine closure. It will go over two years and the important thing for us is if something comes up 
Boral can get onto to it straight away which removes some of the concerns of the residents.  What these residents 
have gone through with the drought, lack of water supply and then fires have been devastating on them.  It would 
be best to go through some of the details after this meeting.  The residents are also concerned about other 
aspects of the mine closure which will be addressed outside this meeting. 
 
WD: I’m mindful of the time, perhaps we could have a short media update but leave agenda item number 10 
being the terms of reference review to when Brad has returned. 
 
9. Media Update 
 
TH: We have had a quite but busy period with Christmas/New Year period but also the events surrounding the 
fires.  Since we last met there have been two reiterations of the community newsletter which provided updates 
on the bulkheads and bulkhead performance, one in December and one at the end of February.  The information 
shared today was in the February newsletter including details of the passive water treatment system and 
monitoring data.  The newsletters were shared with the media.  The web site remains the key forum for 
information.  That is where all the new reports will be uploaded such as the Scientific Report.  The FAQ section is 
continually being updated as well as other resource areas as more information becomes available.  We also 
mentioned another Community Information Session which is still planned for April.  Details of the pipeline project 
will also be hosted.  Mailing list for the newsletter is constantly being expanded following requests from residents 
to be included on the mailing list.  We also see an increase in website traffic following the release of each 
newsletter.  This indicates that people are reading the newsletter.  Web traffic indicates average visitation time is 
over 4 minutes which is pretty high and indicates people are reading and taking in the content of the website. 
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We have also added some community representatives listed so I am not sure if these representatives have had 
any inquiries themselves but we felt it important that we provided some community contacts if people didn’t 
want to speak to Boral people directly.   
FC: I had one community member call me and I directed them to the community member list on the website if 
they would like to contact them as well for any feedback on the process. 
 
WD: have any of the community members listed on the web page had any feedback as yet? 
JB: I haven’t had any. 
General comments that no other community members have received any direct contact 
FC: I have had a few general inquires such from a property developer, the location of Loch Catherine and the like. 
CW: I would like to circulate the presentation to other groups I am involved with. 
TM: if that’s OK I would like to do the same. 
FC: that is perfectly OK. 
 
JB: I know the timing of the newsletter went out before the briefing.  The newsletter canvassed issues that this 
group had not been briefed on.   
WD: would it be better to have this meeting first before the newsletter. 
JB: I had someone ask me about the newsletter but I had to say sorry I didn’t know as we hadn’t had the briefing. 
TH: we can switch that around.  The reason is that we had committed to regular newsletters so there are now 
more newsletters than CWG meetings. 
JB: I had two residents say that the newsletters contain very general information, I told them there was more 
information on the web page.  I think the newsletters could have more information provided such as the water 
quality monitoring data and being more specific with details.  I think you should recognise that some community 
members who are familiar with working through web sites but others who are not.  We should be looking at the 
newsletter to provide a bit more detail. 
WD: perhaps Boral could provide a better or more detailed summary of the data in the newsletter. 
JB: for example the bulkhead slide in the presentation is a good one which could be put in the newsletter. 
TH: we will take that on board for the next newsletter. 
 
WD: what do people think about holding off on the next agenda item, being the role of the CWG and terms of 
reference until Brad is back on board? 
 
General agreement of the group 
 
WD: next meeting date 15th June 2020, same location.  Is there any other general business? 
 
10. General business 
 
JB: could there be a briefing on important matters between meetings of the CWG such as the leaking Bulkhead, or 
reactivation of the underground treatment system? 
GJ: we will take that on board and consider something like an email update. 
WD: something like the bulkhead would be worth a separate update to the group, like an email. 
AL: it would be good to get an update on matters such as a leaking bulkhead which was subsequently fixed.  You 
don’t want to receive information on everything that may create worrying concerns. 
JB: things like recommencing the treatment system which involved discharges to the river is a material item that 
should be notified to the CWG. 
WD: the request is for material actions which may have impacts on discharges to the river. 
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FC: we would need to determine what is material as there are a lot of actions happening all the time.  We could 
use Tom as a filter to determine if any action would be suitable for separate notification to the CWG. 
 
TM: I may not be available for the next meeting. 
GJ: you can nominate an alternate if you want to under the terms of reference. 
 
Next meeting set for 10am Monday 15th June 2020 
 
Meeting Closed 12.25pm 
 
Summary of Meeting Actions: 
 

1. Boral to provide a statement as to their reasons for not publicising the Mandemar Lane Residents 
submission.   

2. Attach email from Julian Brophy sent on 27th September to the minutes of the November 2019 
CWG meeting. 

3. Post Version 4 of the CWG Terms of Reference on the web page.  The file is to reflect that it is a 
working document. 

4. Boral to make a disclosure statement on the web page in relation to Rob’s role as a consultant and 
as minute taker for the Closure Working Group. 

5. Boral to provide a community update outlining the next key steps in the process of closure 
6. Greg Kininmonth to review the 2019 Berrima AEMR and provide feedback to Boral on adequacy 
7. Boral to advise CWG by email of any material matters between now and the next meeting 


