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MR G. KIRKBY: Okay. Good afternoon, and welcontefore you begin, | would
like to acknowledge the traditional of the landvamich we meet and pay my
respects to their elders past and present. Weltorne meeting today. KEPCO
Bylong Australia Proprietary Limited, the applicaist proposing to develop the
Bylong Coal Project, and open cut and undergrobedtal coal mine near Mudgee
in the Mid-Western Regional Council in New Southléga

My name is Gordon Kirkby. I'm the chair of thisCRanel. Joining me are Wendy
Lewin and Steve O’Connor. The other attendeelseafrteeting are David Way and
Matthew Todd-Jones from the IPC Secretariat, arkeMioung and Steve
O’Donoghue, representing the Department of PlanamgjEnvironment. In the
interests of openness and transparency, and toestgufull capture of information,
today’s meeting is being recorded and a full trepsevill be produced and made
available on the Commission’s website.

This meeting is one part of the Commission’s deaisnaking process. It is taking
place at the preliminary stage in the process alidonm one of several sources of
information on which the Commission will base iecsion. It's important for the
commissioners to ask questions of attendees acldrify issue wherever we
consider it appropriate. If you are asked a qaesdnd are not in a position to
answer, please feel free to take the question tioenand provide any additional
information in writing, which we will then put upaur website. We will now
begin. Welcome, gentlemen.

MR M. YOUNG: Thank you.

MR KIRKBY: We have a bit of an agenda here. $aalthe introductions. |
guess, just for a start, obviously the projectsehguite a history. So it would be
good, just initially, to take us, | guess, throubh original EIS project and the
changes that have come as a result of the revigwwifis undertaken and what the
substantial changes are, before we sort of gopatticular issues. If you could just
take us through that. Who'’s the main speaker?

MR YOUNG: Thank you, Gordon, and thank you to tieembers of the
Commission for having us today to present somedracikd information and
present our assessment on the Bylong Coal Prgj¢betCommission. The Bylong
Coal Project has had a long history, both throinghetxploration and development
phase and now, more recently, through the assesgmmess under the EP&A Act.
| mean, we've prepared a lengthy final assessnegratrt that captures, or seeks to
capture, a lot of the previous steps in the prqdaskiding our preliminary
environmental assessment that we submitted, | thinthe Commission probably at
the beginning of last year. So both of the — walk, current document, the final
document, ought to be read in conjunction withgrediminary environmental
assessment that we presented last year.

.IPC MEETING 29.10.18 P-2
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

Since that time, obviously, there has been a nummibsteps in the process, including
public hearings and review. The company has pealal significant volume of
information in response to the Commission’s refrann last year, including a range
of additional technical information, changes to pineject, and a range of draft
management plans to address some of the concatne@mmendations of the
Commission from last year.

In addition to that, the department has consultetismught advice from the Heritage
Council of New South Wales, and the Heritage Cdwarnmissioned an
independent heritage expert to provide a repaassist with providing that advice,
and so our final assessment report includes a raniggut from agencies, but also,
in particular, additional advice from the Herita@euncil of New South Wales,
particularly in regard to heritage and landscapeds. In terms of the project itself
and the changes that have been made, it's faaytdhat the project has changed
considerably over the last number of years. Ikhamiginally, the project had a
number of open cut aspects, including the undergtphiowever, in its formal
application, KEPCO restricted that to two open qlis the underground, and so
that’s what went forward into the DA at the time.

So since the recommendations of the Commissioryéest the company has made
some further changes to the project, and thosegelsaare largely, | think, probably
in response to, firstly, the Commission’s repod #me concerns raised in that report,
but, secondly, in response to the department’sication of the company that we
were proposing to impose a condition, or recommeendndition to the Commission
that no open cut mining be permissible or permittedpproved on the Tarwyn Park
property and that further measures be taken tomisei the size and nature and
extent of some of the overburden in placement aretee valley as well.

And in response to those — that notification of¢benpany, we asked for revised,

you know, diagrams, maps, and so forth, that reftbthose changes, and that's what
has been provided and reflected in our final assessreport. So essentially, in
summary, those changes are, one, to remove all@genining from Tarwyn Park,
which also has the benefit of not requiring distumte of the Catholic church and
associated cemetery and some changes to the gtze aferburden in placements,
particularly a reduction in the size of one of twerburden placements to the west —
western part of the open cut.

MR S. O'CONNOR: Mike, can | just ask a questibare. Whilst | understand
that’s the revised plan that your report addregsastrue to say the company still
wishes to have its original proposal considereddatdrmined?

MR YOUNG: So in response to us notifying — or tlepartment notifying KEPCO
that it was proposing to recommend that conditmthe Commission, in response to
that, the company said, “Yes, we're happy to prewdu with the relevant
information, but we don’t agree with that conditian don’t accept that condition,”
and so formally, yes, they would be seeking toekisg approval for the proposal as
proposed, | think, when the Commission last looked. Yes, that's correct.
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MR O’CONNOR: So the EIS version rather than - - -
MR YOUNG: | suppose, the EIS version, yes, thaght.
MR O’'CONNOR: - - - the revised mine plan.

MR YOUNG: That's right, yes.

MR KIRKBY: So they put that information in on thsis of if that condition were
opposed, this is what it would look like and thase the revised environmental
impacts that they .....

MR YOUNG: That's correct, yes.
MR KIRKBY: They're still seeking approval.
MR YOUNG: That's right.

MR KIRKBY: Okay. He's clarified that. Okay. Sauess there’s, we say a few
headline issues. | guess, we sort of want to géteaf clarification around — and
they’re sort of listed in the agenda. The firseohguess, really, is the changes of
assessment in the water impacts, which is obvicaglgy issue in the review, and
just your sort of view on the revised assessmath im terms of the mines — of the
sort of two sides of it, | guess, the two extrem@sie is the water make-up of the
mine, particularly the security border that the ewvould have and then the other
extreme, | guess, surplus mine water in a natuteo$event; they’re ability to deal
with that water. | note, obviously, there are@mpén cut significant reduced, and that
was a main sort of way of dealing with the surplager. Are you able to just sort of
take us through those changes?

MR S. ODONOGHUE: Yes. Look, | guess the — theglid the water balance —
WM did a revised water balance on the whole, yoovka not just the open cut
stage, the concurrent stage and the undergroundhe®e’s two aspects to it. It's the
— managing the excess water but managing the watiee open cut pit during the
early stages in the mine water dams where therelsaply more likely to be a water
deficit than a water excess so there’s water -hrsaviater balance was really during
that earlier stage looking at that they had sudficiwater during the open cut period,
you know, to manage dust, where there was a hidgr@and for dust suppression
and that.

So they redid the water balance modelling withdifferent assumptions in that but
— and part of that was the — on the basis of recenaations for that to be
undertaken and the peer review undertaken withvtiter balance so that was what
was completed. HEC undertook that peer revievhaif work and was satisfied with
the — obviously the outcome to that.

MR KIRKBY: That was for you?
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MR O'DONOGHUE: No, no, no. Itwas the - - -

MR KIRKBY: ..... mining company commissioned it.

MR O'DONOGHUE: The mining company commissionedttaxpert review.
MR KIRKBY: Okay.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes. Of that. To look at that.

MR O’CONNOR: Has the department commissionedeapert reviews this time
around?

MR O'DONOGHUE: The only additional expert revigiat was done was through
the Heritage Council — Hector Abrahams.

MR YOUNG: So when the Commission in its origirabr in its review report
indicated that whilst it had some concerns abcaiwhter impacts, it didn’t believe
that additional technical studies were requiretthat time. And so whilst the
company has gone ahead and prepared a great defdrafation including by its
primary consultants and by a peer reviewer andigeavthat and a draft water
guality — water management plan and draft agreesneitih landowners in regard to
make good, the department didn’t feel like — omdidonsider that it needed
additional advice from the advice that it had alseseceived from Frans Kalf on the
original proposal, particularly since the changethe project — or changes
recommended by the department that we would bengutirward to the
commissioner would actually have less impact thaatwas originally proposed.

Can you expand on — so there’s the issue of tkeofidischarge and then there’s the
issue of water supply.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes. That's right. So the waseipply, | guess the key issue
there is really the — getting sufficient water fréme alluvial aquifer because that's
the main source. | guess through the processdidegdditional pump testing to sort
of validate the amount of water that was comingnftbe alluvial aquifer, you know,
so that fed into the water supply — water balantiee-work that they did as well.
Plus, like | said, there was the additional, | gueensitivity analysis they did on that
as well. That was undertaken with different ruraaféfficients. So there was a lot
more work done on the likelihood of water not beavgilable.

And it demonstrated that, you know, that there g@sd quality water that they

could get through most of that open cut period.séan as the underground
commences then it sort of flips around to excesemand managing excess water on
the site rather than a more deficit issue. So-thatd then, really, the issue there is
managing water in the void. | guess the additi@sakessment that they did for this
was managing water in the underground goaf areseHlsany available storage in
there. Sothat- - -
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MR O’'CONNOR: Do you just want to explain that s, the goaf.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes, yes. So we go through like the underground mine,
as long wall mining commences and collapses behi@dinderground there’s
storage through the porosity, you know, in therg@ocan use that. You can use
that sort of void area even though it has collagset] you know, there’s a lot of
pore space to put water into so a lot of undergiauimes do use the goaf area for
storage and part of it is the balancing betweernreviieu might need to pump to the
surface storages like the void or whether you eangdirectly to the underground
goaf area as well. Soyoucandoa..... thereedls It's really a timing thing and
when that storage is available.

And in the case of here, most of the water thathegs generated is in the second
stage of the underground mining when it's gettieguer and have the ability to
pump to that sort of first stage goaf area, yowkmmnce you've ceased that sort of
stage 1..... ---

MR O'CONNOR: And you've said that's common praetiis it, in underground
mining operations that they often store excessmatide goaf area.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes, it's used ..... operationsayp.

MR YOUNG: So underground mining commonly has wé#tere naturally and so
often those workings, you know, it's more a mattemanaging that water because
there’s, you know, aquifers that mean those areagquite wet anyway and there’s
other aspects where, you know, you can pump exeetss into those areas and the
hydraulics indicate that, you know, that could bael safely without, you know,
migration or flooding the works up dip. So busimmary then on the water side of
things, Steven,

MR O’'DONOGHUE: Yes.

MR YOUNG: - - - during the open cut operationsrtsis likely to be some kind of
water deficit and that they will require additiomedter and most — that would be
made from — mostly from incidental rainfall capti@n the site and from the bore
field which will be taken. And the indications dhat drawdown impacts from the
use of the bore field comply with the Aquifer Irference Policy in terms of
drawdown impacts ..... ---

MR O'DONOGHUE: .....
MR YOUNG: - - - bores surrounding the site.

MR O'DONOGHUE: In terms of the excess water thatneed to take — combined
with the ..... effect from the dewatering the cashm as well.
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MR YOUNG: And then in addition — once — durin@ thpen cut operations the
likelihood is that there will be a deficit and thence the underground commences
there’s like to be significant volumes of additibneater and what Gordon was
indicating was the reduction in the size of theropet as a result of taking it off
Tarwyn Park, if there was a need for storage —temssorage to prevent discharge,
particularly during those underground operatioras there would be sufficient
storage available in the void there to cater of snich that there was minimal risk of
any off-site discharge.

MR O'DONOGHUE: That's right. And | guess they'dene an analysis on a
whole lot of scenarios of, you know, climatic carahs — it's figure 10, Ato D in

our report. And so it looks at, you know, differ@ercentile climatic conditions
against storage. So D is the response to PACwesdeessentially the ones that they
did. And so they've done ..... in terms of sewmgiti The blue line is sort of — is the
void storage. So when — you can see that then@sraease in storage — the black
line is an increase in storage as the open cubfdevelops. So you're getting a lot
more storage available. So in those early yearadt an issue because you've got
plenty of storage available.

Once you get to underground you’ve got your fir@gbvthat you manage so there’s
reject going into there. The final void will redu volume because there’s reject
material going in and less water for storage. tBah they can use the goaf — the
additional volume in the goaf which is that blugeli- you know, once they get into
that sort of stage 2 underground works where ttcforeally takes - - -

MR KIRKBY: ..... stage 2 - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: Where they generate a lot moreanaind they're trying to
manage that water through that sort of deep undengrworkings either in the void
storage or in the goaf. It's showing that the woese that they can manage it in
those two situations.

MR KIRKBY: Just at the end of it all, when | ggethe mining is concluded
because, you know they’ve basically said there’s tiwey ..... the Aquifer
Interference Policy at all — non-mine-owned, ddegt to a sense of equilibrium
again where just thinking about the future of TamiBark post-mining, is there
groundwater available post-mining?

MR O'DONOGHUE: ltis, because probably what - - -

MR KIRKBY: If they go to all this effort to get back to BSAL and then there’s a
missing component in what - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: Itis available, because mosthe £+ most of the take of
water - - -

MR KIRKBY: Has been pressurised.
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MR O'DONOGHUE: The depressurisation has the leaptact on the aquifer.
MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MR O'DONOGHUE: So there’s an additional figurehare, which we supplied,
just to sort of demonstrate that, just if | carofigure 7. So this was really just to
show — so this — there’s a number of — the drawrdosort of due to bore field
pumping, agricultural pumping, you know, from otheceptors but also from the
mine.

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MR O'DONOGHUE: It's also from the induced takereu know, because of the
depressurisation of the coal seal. So | guesdithiee here is showing that the
range, the 95 percentile — the five to 95 percemiiljust only the depressurisation of
the coal seams and what impact that has arounmiitiee So | guess in terms of, you
know, when you’re looking at the bore field pumpneglly dominated the draw
down - - -

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MR O'DONOGHUE: - --asitwould. If you havd@ok at the — | guess, the
figure 6, the bore field — see the dark blue appheare. That's really where the bore
field is located.

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MR O'DONOGHUE: You know, mainly through here.

MR KIRKBY: So that's — yes.

MR O'DONOGHUE: So that's where you're getting hosthe draw down and
most of that’s due to, you know, pumping or dustsession and that for the water
supply. When you look at figure 7, that's takinigtiae bore field pumping out and
just looking at, purely, from the induced effearfr the draw down from the - - -
MR KIRKBY: From the open cut.

MR O'DONOGHUE: And the underground.

MR KIRKBY: And the underground.

MR O'DONOGHUE: So it's basically taken water aitthe — from the
underground mining and the open cut in terms optek draw down. So we’re

only looking at 0.5 under the 95 percentile sonvofst case in the model runs or,
you know, getting out to the worst case.
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MR KIRKBY: Yes. So that's up to about half ofth - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: You're looking at 0.5, 0.2, whetfee median model run is
really showing, you know, 0.2 draw down - - -

MR KIRKBY: Yes.
MR O'DONOGHUE: - - - really close to the mine.

MR YOUNG: So a couple of things there, Stevee mnthat the nature and extent
of the impacts in terms of draw down during activi@ing operations is actually
very low anyway.

MR O’CONNOR: Yes.

MR YOUNG: So it's not one of those mines where'ye really, you know, having
a massive draw down all around the mine and therd'sakes, you know, a
thousand years for the mining — for the water taildaiate and so forth.

MR O’CONNOR: Yes, yes.

MR YOUNG: Wherein a, you know, a relatively modesminor draw down, and
then, in terms of post-mining, do we have an intitieeof the restoration of the
levels, etcetera?

MR KIRKBY: That's fine. Again, we can get that eotice. | mean, | guess the
main thing is it's not a dramatic impact, so it fike — but it's just getting an
indication of, yes, whether it's the post-miningsario for whoever ends up coming
back and hopefully doing agriculture on this place.

MR O'DONOGHUE: And I think when you look at .....
MR KIRKBY: The perceived impact.

MR O'DONOGHUE: - - - the take of bore water — atisl really during that eight
years of open cut mining.

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MR O'DONOGHUE: So it’s really upfront in the miriée, so it's that overlap —
you know, it's a shorter mine life, | guess, anropat compared to a lot of other
mines, in terms of the open cut, and | guess yogbtehe variation of climatic that's
going over the top of that which is going to vaomwhmuch, you know, water you
need to pump, but at the end of that period, tleel fier bore field pumping for the
mine reduces - - -

MR KIRKBY: Yes.
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MR O'DONOGHUE: - - - down a lot, because you'\at the - - -
MR KIRKBY: The ..... water.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes, you've got to get the watesrh the underground
workings, and then they will — you know, the otbetion to that is to reduce water
for their agricultural holdings. In their modelijrthey still include that ata - - -

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MR O'DONOGHUE: - - - base level, but pretty muehen the open cut is
finished, then, you know, depending on climaticditons then, you know, their
water can go back to, you know, agricultural pranhity as well.

MR YOUNG: But it's fair to say, also, that thegilgn of the mine means that there
will be no final voids in the open cut.

MR O'DONOGHUE: That's right, yes. So there’s no-

MR YOUNG: So the issue with some other mininggasals, where you have an
ongoing void in the landscape - - -

MR O’'DONOGHUE: Yes.

MR YOUNG: - - - and a groundwater sink, you kngwy’re not going to have that
situation here.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes, yes, yes.

MR YOUNG: So it's quite a different mine designterms of that kind of - - -
MR O'DONOGHUE: ltis, yes.

MR YOUNG: - - -long term groundwater equilibrium

MR KIRKBY: Okay. And just on the contingencyitifdoes affect other
landowners, my understanding is, effectively, iitie onus of proof is on the mine to
disprove it, so there’s an immediate reaction, bsed think the concern that the
review panel had was very much, well, Farmer Braan say it's affecting and then
it takes months for anything to be sorted out.

MR YOUNG: So that's — | mean, that’s right. Se’'me aware that, you know, on
historically, there has been projects where pebale raised concerns and it's very
difficult to establish a causal effect of the mared the impacts on the water supply,
so in this situation, you know, we considered thatas reasonable, as a sort of
policy position, that the onus of proof that thereb impacts ought to be on the
company. In addition to that — well, two thingsne is that the conservative
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assessment indicates there are very unlikely impacts beyond the aquifer
interference policy; and secondly, they’'ve drafdggdeements with, | think, how
many, 10 or 13?

MR KIRKBY: There’s some agreements with 13 landieos. We — you know, like

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes. They're outside, like, theedicted zone of impact, but
really along that Growee Valley down to Bylong \ésl] and they’ve sat with 10
landowners to discuss it. | think at this pointaree has signed an agreement,
because | think they would — you know, people wdaddvaiting to see, you know,
that project and the development of it, but ithey’ve sort of consulted with all —
10 of the 13, was it, from about a month ago —ighihhave increased by now.

MS W. LEWIN: And just talking before, in terms wfonitoring - - -
MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes.

MS LEWIN: - - - | noted that the EPA requires for, noise and blasting, there’s
real-time monitoring required.

MR O’'DONOGHUE: Yes.

MS LEWIN: And there’s certain triggers that wetuse for the cease of operations
immediately to ensure compliance and so on.

MR O’'DONOGHUE: Yes.

MS LEWIN: And then for other areas, especialliated to water management and
balance and so on, there is — the department lppegad a three year tier review
assessment process and then actions. So is themean, could you explain - - -

MR YOUNG: That's —that’s not — yes, it's not tpuright.
MS LEWIN: - - - what the - - -

MR YOUNG: So obviously there are different envineental impacts of a mining
project and there’s different ways that they'retbbegulated, and some things like
dust and noise is very instantaneous, it's an aymé&sue that you can — there’s
technology available to do sort of real time momitg and do adaptive management
on the site so that you know, if there’s a paraicuioise level or a dust incident, that
that can be altered quite quickly to sort of man&gse amenity impacts.

For water it's a very different kettle of fish. 8we idea would be that, under the

water management plan, there would be a monitgringram required, and the idea
would be they would establish a range of monitoboges surrounding the site as an
early warning system. So well inside where thepfebve, much closer to the mine,
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to determine whether there’s a drawdown or an imnpache water supply, the
aquifers, that is unexpected or unforeseen or grélaan certain trigger levels that
they can develop in consultation with the relewaater authorities. So the idea is
that it will absolutely be monitored and there vl early warning, you know,
thresholds or trigger levels that they would haveeport on, but it's not one of those
sort of real time type situations - - -

MS LEWIN: Okay.

MR YOUNG: - - - because the nature of water ig@v&alking about properties,
you know, a number of kilometres away and thosd kinmpacts and things happen
over long periods of time — a longer period of time

MS LEWIN: Yes, but once it has started, it's éonbus and you can trace — you
can trace the - - -

MR YOUNG: So the idea — the idea would be you Mdwave monitors much
closer to the mine, so you would be able to sedhvenghere’s an issue well before it
even occurs.

MS LEWIN: All right. And who would do the monittimg; an independent?

MR YOUNG: Well, under the water management ptaay would be required to
propose a program to government.

MS LEWIN: Yes.

MR YOUNG: Government would look at the naturdlwdt: the locations of those
bores, the monitoring regime associated with thmses, the reporting regime.
Those bores, under the conditions, there’s a rahgegular reporting that they have
to do, both directly to government and also maksétresults available on their
website. So there’s a whole — the whole sort otess is, you know, transparent
and, you know, people will, you know, know whengbassues are occurring.

The three year matter that you refer to relatesvsing the model, the groundwater
model. So the idea is that, as further informalienomes available, the model can
be calibrated, refined and updated to reflect ttead monitoring results from the
monitoring bores, etcetera, that | was talking apand that then informs
government as well, from a predictive point of vj@s to based on the monitoring
information, does the updated modelling show thatd’s likely to be — or there’s an
impact that’s greater that what was predicted pally and whether some action
needs to be taken to address that concern.

MS LEWIN: And also storage and discharge, butradke issues - - -

MR YOUNG: Yes, so that's - - -
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MS LEWIN: - --just-- -
MR YOUNG: | guess | was more talking about theuyrdwater draw down.
MS LEWIN: Yes, yes.

MR YOUNG: In terms of discharge, my understandmthat it's a nil discharge
mine.

MR KIRKBY: Yeah. No discharge.

MS LEWIN: Supposedly. Yes. Yes.

MR YOUNG: So the EPA wouldn't ..... discharge.
MS LEWIN: So .....

MR KIRKBY: Yeah. Yeah.

MR YOUNG: Yeah. So if they were to dischargeyhl either need to —
amendment to their licence - - -

MR KIRKBY: Yeah.

MR YOUNG: - - -from the EPA, or, if they disclygr without appropriate licence,
then they would be subject to prosecution and/@reament action under the EPAs
legislation.

MS LEWIN: And | note that there’s a section thavers a natural event. So flood,

MR YOUNG: And so that's — that is common, wherehg EPA recognises that,
under flood conditions or, you know, those sorts tiiere are times where it's better
to discharge the water rather than keep it onbgtawuse there could be, you know, a
safety issue associated with having too much vwateed on site. So most sediment
— sediment dams, etcetera, are designed to, uiglerirainfall events, etcetera, to
discharge into creeks and waterways and so fordlertmose higher rainfall events.

MR O'DONOGHUE: So yeah. There’s one issue thas waised by the EPA. So
the sediment dam sizing, which KEPCO agreed wath, igher design that — which
is consistent with the other mines in the are& Wlpinjong and Ulan mines, in
terms of the frequency — sediment dam dischargeppssed to mine water, which is
the ..... discharge .....

MR YOUNG: Yeah. So there are - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yeah. Yeah.

.IPC MEETING 29.10.18 P-13
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR YOUNG: Yeah. There's —wateris - - -
MR O'DONOGHUE: Yeah.

MR YOUNG: There’s different types of water on #ite that are managed
differently.

MS LEWIN: Yes
MR O'DONOGHUE: Yeah.
MS LEWIN: Yes.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Just on the monitoring too, thare a number of Department
of Industry water monitoring bores through thelin. So there is an independent
monitoring through that system up the Growee Raraf the Bylong River of

alluvial quality — of alluvial levels, and that'sr$ of used to inform the water sharing
plan and ..... on how they manage — sustainablyagethe water resource in that
valley. So that's an important factor in this asllw| mean that KEPCO, for their —
for the bore field pumping — | mean, they’re obtige operate like any other water
user in the valley. If —they’ve got to follow tiheles under the water sharing plan.
So they'’re not — it’s not separate to that.

MR YOUNG: So there’s a range of government bdinas would augment any
program or monitoring network - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yeah.

MR YOUNG: - - - that we were imposing through amagement plan under the
conditions.

MR O’'DONOGHUE: Yep. That's right.

MR KIRKBY: Okay ..... water?

MR O’'CONNOR: Water. Yep.

MR KIRKBY: Do you have any further questions oater?

MS LEWIN: No. | think we’re right on that.

MR KIRKBY: We might move to the agriculture imgac | guess the key sort of
concerns the review had and wanted further infalonahrough this process was, |
guess, this conversion of the land back to thecafjural standard, whether it's

BSAL orclass 3 - - -

MR YOUNG: Yes.
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MR KIRKBY: - - - depending on — just — | guess sort of highlight concern is,
while they’ve sort of shown examples — some of ¢he@samples, it's the scale of it, |
guess, that we’re looking at, you know, Bengallaeve there’s quite a small area
where they're showing — it's obviously rehab righthe glare of Muswellbrook and
— | guess we’'re talking hundreds of hectares h8eit's — yeah. You're comforted,
| guess, we’re seeing enough from other mines cognhirough because, obviously,
I've been through ..... these trials and thatdridt’s that comfort that the industry is
getting to the point where you can implement thpetof rehabilitation.

MR YOUNG: Yeah. Yeah. So | guess, taking a $tegk, it's not technically
possible to restore BSAL.

MR KIRKBY: Yeah.
MR YOUNG: Take that as read, but BSAL-equivalemd - - -
MR KIRKBY: Yeah.

MR YOUNG: - - -is what we're seeking — asking ttompany to achieve in
various parts of the site, in the rehabilitatioezs. The — | recall in regard to the
Watermark project some years, a similar conditi@as wnposed on the Watermark
project, which was approved by the Commission ait time, | think recognising the
challenges associated with rehabilitation to highlify agricultural land. 1 think it's
fair to say, in the intervening years, there hasnlenumber of trials and examples
whereby, you know, mining companies have workedh witindertaken research and
worked with academic institutions to improve thgérformance in regard to
restoring relatively high quality agricultural lan&o | think, in summary, the
department considers that it can be achieved.

Are there likely to be challenges and learnings r@search along the way?
Absolutely. Does the Department of Agriculture sidler that it's achievable and
possible to undertake? Yes. They do. So the gibiat to make is that the quality
of the land at the moment, whilst it's — it is -etl are pockets of BSAL within the
valley, etcetera, the current use of the site éslpminantly grazing. It's not being
used for intensive agricultural or irrigated agtiate in the main. There is some
history of cropping in parts of the valley, butsestially, it has been used for
grazing. So | guess we're not talking about blsaik plains or, you know,
something of that nature, not to diminish the intgoce of BSAL and considering
that as an issue, but we aren’t talking about, grmaw, highly productive agricultural
land at the moment, in terms of the current agtision the site.

However, you know, we consider that, provided ttdeyroper topsoil management,
provided they — the water regime we’ve just disedss terms of no significant, you
know, issues with drawdown within the alluvium asaldforth — that there’s every
prospect that, with proper monitoring and inputiireelevant experts — that it can be
achieved, if not BSAL equivalent then somethingselto BSAL equivalent, such
that, | guess, from an overall land use perspeetitreat we’re confident that the
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current land uses, such as grazing, etcetera e’'sheo reason to believe that those
kind of land uses or even more intensive land osafn’t be undertaken in the
longer term. | think the other thing to say, cally, is that we’ve gone through a —
we’ve asked the company, in terms of its desigme&tly avoid, wherever possible,
those alluvium and those BSAL areas, so that theahdirect physical impacts on
those areas have been minimised substantially cadpa, you know, previous
iterations.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Looking at — | guess, in termsidicators, there are criteria
for BSAL plus land ..... C class. So they havepbant criteria that ..... can be
monitored to get, you know — try and achieve thet betcome across both those sort
of classification - - -

MR KIRKBY: From a compliance point of view, howo gou — how does the
department sort of deal with that? Yeah. | méaere’s protocols for trials and
things. There’s a — do you sort of — I'm just tiyito ..... itsa---

MR YOUNG: No. | understand.

MR KIRKBY: - - - ongoing, long process and quae&omplex one.

MR O'DONOGHUE: ..... part of it is — it's reallg component of the rehab
management plan at the end of the day. So it‘d bguess compliance - - -

MR KIRKBY: Sothat..... the Department of Tradlee .....

MR YOUNG: So that’s actually with - - -
MR O’'DONOGHUE: Yeah. With the - - -
MR YOUNG: With our department - - -
MR O'DONOGHUE: Yeah ....

MR YOUNG: - - - but it's the resource regulatbat has — so there’d be — under
any mining lease, there would obviously be rehttibn - - -

MR O’'DONOGHUE: Yeah.

MR YOUNG: - - - obligations, under what’s — wetalling a rehabilitation
management plan, and also a rehabilitation bondduoeli lodged with the
government, which would be substantial. That woddd to be calculated based on
the cost of implementing the requirements underé¢habilitation management plan.
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MR KIRKBY: So the bond would factor in that reqginent for BSAL equivalent
or close .....

MR YOUNG: There’s a calculator used by the - - -
MR KIRKBY: Yep.
MR YOUNG: - - - resource regulator, and thosessof things are factored in.

MR O'DONOGHUE: But, | guess, in the — so DPI Awyiture had had quite a —
you know, they've met with KEPCO and the departnené number of occasions to
look at the criteria. So they're quite comfortaldlguess, with the criteria that have
been developed, and they’re certainly part of thguess part of the requirement to
consult with DPI Ag in developing the managemeanhgbut also, you know,
monitoring against that as well, in terms of thawal reviews and how it's
progressing.

MR YOUNG: So I guess, in terms of enforcement) know, our approach would
be that it would be properly planned, properly smhproperly resourced in order to
achieve those outcomes. There’'d be a bond satsighbse — achieving those
outcomes in the longer term, but, you know, is¢hegrtainty around, you know,
delivering those outcomes? | think there’s — paledi those things are put in place,
there’s certainly — you know, the department’s @it that a reasonable outcome
can be achieved such that, as | said, the landarseontinue to be used in
something similar to what it's already being used f

MR KIRKBY: Are we going to — yeah. One — yeahne question we’ve, sort of,
discussed is not an easy one but, | guess, yoedalbit about bond, one of — one of
the things is that the rehabilitation, particulasfythe void area, is very reliant on
pretty much the underground going through to treearits life because that's the
source of the fines are going into the void. Hukss, the mine doesn't get — the
underground mine doesn’t go to completion — andavkit's difficult to speculate
what might happen in the future — but how would thiole process of rehabilitation
then, | guess, adjust to that because we suddsortyof, year 15 and for whatever
reason he underground mining is not happening andom’t have that source of fill
for the void, | guess, how does the rehabilitaponject deal with that, how does it

MR YOUNG: Well, first | will say — first thing t@ay is that, yeah, | guess — |
guess, you know, we can only speculate, to somenexiut we're assessing the
project as proposed. Secondly, to say that tleasid depth of the open cut is
actually very small, comparatively, in the industry. relatively modest sized so
even if there was a partial fulling of the voideuyknow, that would be — there — you
know, there may still be a void in the landscapiailty but it wouldn’t be, you

know, the size and scale of some other voids thatrowithin New South Wales for
open-cut mining proposals.
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Secondly, the — under the mining legislation, theogld still be the obligations
attached to the mining lease to rehabilitate tteeisiaccordance with an approved
management plan, there would still be a bond thpli@s. Now, from a practical
perspective, the government at that stage would temok at what is a reasonably
achievable outcome on that site, you know, in tesfres mining lease relinquishment
and, you know, what — what additional works coutddione on the site to achieve a
reasonable landform that's not going to causerfgignt issue in the longer term.
But would there be, potentially, you know, an iseuth final void, there may be.
There are contingency measures; you could potgmtéhandle overburden in
placement areas to fill or partially fill voids. llAf those would have their own
consequential impacts in terms of both - - -

MR KIRKBY: Costs, yeah.

MR YOUNG: - - - cost but also in terms of additad impacts in terms of dust and
noise and so forth about rehandling material. |&uk, there are ways and means of
dealing with that sort of contingency.

MR O'CONNOR: Might help our understanding, Mikieyou can just explain how
that bond system works. Does an upfront amoumariey get put aside and then
that’s progressively refunded as rehabilitationgeays or is it a per tonnage, certain
amount.

MR YOUNG: Well, yeah. So, Steve, | think — prbbabetter take that on notice. |
mean, | could explain it to you but - - -

MR O’'CONNOR: No, no, no.

MR YOUNG: But it's not my jurisdiction so - - -

MR O’'CONNOR: Yeah.

MR YOUNG: - - - 1| perhaps don’t want to, you knew -
MR O'CONNOR: | appreciate that.

MR YOUNG: I'd rather someone else explains itetail.

MR O'DONOGHUE: One other thing, | mean, we — vig put an additional
requirement in for a final void management strategyt of, just to ensure that
they’re — every year they’re thinking about theesi the void and how they can,
you know, manage the risk around that. Part dfithgoing to be informed more as
they go through the mine and the amount of rejegy’'te developing, its — with — its
consistency with the predictions in the EA but dls®water balance in terms of, you
know, if there’s less water coming into the undeud workings than they
predicted, less water managing in the void so twyt need to keep, you know,
there might be options there to fill the void inles, if the water predictions are

.IPC MEETING 29.10.18 P-18
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

lower and use some of that material that they wereu know, they — some of the
material they’re going to — they were — were kegpmfit — to fill in that final — final
bit of void after they've pumped the water out. tBere is — there is contingency
around that and, | think, sort of, an ongoing revgd where they’re at will, sort of,
reduce some of that risk.

MR KIRKBY: Okay. The next matter here was theitage and impacts. So,
obviously, there’s been a bit of the change toptteposal so, obviously - - -

MR YOUNG: Yeah.

MR KIRKBY: - - -1 mean, certain things that wegeing to be impacted aren’t now
and — yeah, summary around the - - -

MR YOUNG: So, from a heritage point of view, tthepartment, | guess, views
those heritage issues broadly into categoriespeirgy the Tarwyn Park itself in
terms of both the heritage values of the buildiagd other, sort of, you know, built
infrastructure and also the heritage aspects agsdcwith the natural sequence
farming - - -

MR KIRKBY: Yeah.

MR YOUNG: - - - and associated history there.e Becond category is from a — |
guess a broader landscape perspective, whichlig ceanected to the Tarwyn Park
heritage matters in terms of context but also Hamader consideration associated
with the Bylong Valley as a whole and things like National Trust listing of the
conservation area in that — in that region. Sfamas the Tarwyn Park property
goes, the Hector Abrahams report which was comonissi by the Heritage Council
of New South Wales examined the, | guess, thedwgisignificance of some of
those elements of Tarwyn Park and reached a caonlabout their significance.

It's fair to say that the Heritage Council of Newu$h Wales considered that advice
and in some respects considered that it agreedtatradvice in terms of the built
features on Tarwyn Park holding local heritage ifiggmce, from recollection, and
that the natural sequence farming probably was gongethat - - -

MR KIRKBY: | guess the — yeah.

MR YOUNG: - - - required further consideration-

MR KIRKBY: Comparative evaluation .....

MR YOUNG: - - - and comparative evaluation anelytilidn’t adopt the outcome
of the Abrahams review which indicated that it nhaye state heritage significance.
It's fair to say that on the second category ofl#melscape, it would be fair to say

that the Heritage Council of New South Wales atgxkta similar view, saying that
the — further consideration and work needed todmedbout government’s response
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to recognising, listing and/or protecting landssapk— which have, you know, those
kind of amenity and aesthetic values across NevitSalales and that whilst it is
listed on the national — on the National Trustf tkanot a statutory listing that is
accompanied by any kind of specific protectionsairdgislation, etcetera.

So, in broad terms, our assessment indicatedtibdtdritage values of Tarwyn Park
in terms of its buildings, the heritage values atilyn Park in terms of its natural
sequence farming, with the removal of open-cut ngrirom the entire property,
those values, whilst — not saying there would b&mmact on those values, that,
broadly speaking, they could be protected throughaging the mine in accordance
with a conversation plan, managing blasting andetmther kind of impacts. The —
certainly, from a groundwater perspective, the gdwater impact assessment
indicated that the natural sequence farming anmegrticular within the property
holding, could be maintained from a hydrologicainp@f view and also the
commitment of the company around maintaining acte#sose areas for ongoing
research, etcetera.

MR O'CONNOR: Mike, can | ask a question there.
MR YOUNG: Yeah.

MR O'CONNOR: Given that the conclusions — or #uice from the Heritage
Council was not definitive, did the department thege a precautionary approach in
saying that — because it's not actually determiyegdwe would prefer if there’s no
open-cut mining on the property.

MR YOUNG: One of the nuances of the advice -herdetails of the advice from
the Heritage Council indicated that whilst onlytgaof the property have historically
been used for, you know, the key aspects of naseglience farming, | suppose, that
it is a holistic land management regime and thait thgime arguably had been
applied to the whole property, even if the evideoicthat was not as apparent as
some, you know, more intense areas where it's pegsticed on the property. So
we considered that, as a precautionary approacheaognising the holistic nature

of natural sequence farming, that it was bettgréserve the entire property, at least
from impacts of open-cut mining.

So from the broader landscape perspective, you kmaxconsidered that removing
the moving from Tarwyn Park would (a) have thosedfiés of Tarwyn Park itself,
but it would also avoid disturbing or needing toate the church, the exhumation
of the graves in the cemetery and all of the ingpassociated with that, the remains
of various Melbourne Cup winners, Rain Mother. Asadit had some other
advantages as well in terms of minimising impaais disturbance on heritage items
with — local heritage items within the vicinity.

In addition to that, a key aspect of our recomm#éndas to also change or minimise
the impacts of the overburden in placement aretsins of the visual impact and
the size and scale of those to try and maintairesointhe view lines to surrounding
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national parks and cliffs and other mountains edhea from Tarwyn Park itself and
minimising the visibility of the mine from the Bylg Valley Way, which is
obviously a key tourist thoroughfare outside thesalty valley where the mine is
located. So we — in response to that, KEPCO hakerseme significant revisions to
the height, the micro-relief and, indeed, cut arhe areas where the overburden
placement was proposed but is now no longer praptwsaddress some of those
landscape concerns raised by the Heritage Coumtjlindeed, by the Commission.

Now, doesn’t mean there’s not going to — you knthat it’s still going to clear
there’s an open-cut mining operation in the vaifgou go into the valley, into that
upper part of the valley; however, the departngecwnsideration from looking at
information provided by the company, the photo rages — | think there’s some
actual simulations, etcetera, that the Commissionhave a look at, and you
obviously can see the site. The reality is thelelvery little evidence of the mine
itself from Bylong Village, from Bylong Valley Waylt'll only become more
apparent that there’s a mining operation once yaerento that upper Bylong
Valley. And so from a broader landscape perspecthe department consider that
those impacts on the valley were not so signifithat the project wouldn’t proceed
with those additional mitigation measures in place.

MS LEWIN: | mean, it’s fairly completely addreskim the report.

MR KIRKBY: Look, so next item here we have is jeid justification and
economic assessment. | think there was quite @f bi¢bate in the review process
around the open-cut versus underground and questased about that, and there’s
been information that's come back on that particoiatter to effectively, | guess,
address the importance of the open-cut, just thard®ent’s views on that.
Obviously, you're satisfied with that. Part ofjuess, my sort of thing with a —it's a
— it goes into also the water management thingviddisly, without a open-cut,
there’s then flow-on issues for the mine, | guesserms of being totally
underground.

MR YOUNG: Yes, I think the reality is the mine m®posed is an integrated
operation both from an economic and from a prakgoat of view. If the — | guess
we were being asked to consider a mine as propegedh included both those
components. Clearly KEPCO has understood fronCthamission’s first report

and, indeed, the public consultation that’s beeatediaken at various stages the
process that there is significant concern aboainigty the open-cut as part of the
project. It's clear from its analysis and fromstatements in the documentation that
it sees it as an integrated project and that ibjhen-cut is not part of that project,
then (a) it's not economically viable and it wouldoroceed with the project, and (2)
is that if it was an underground only option, whitbonsiders the hypothetical
option — if it was to be an underground only optithrat would necessitate a range of
infrastructure and service disturbance in rough&/game locations as much of the
open-cut anyway.
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In particular, tailings specifically of some sdd,manage the tailings in the absence
of a — a void to manage those tailings, so | thinkeality, the department’s view is
that the project ought to be considered as annated project and that it's not
actually, from a practical and economic perspectivizs not severable in that way
and so we haven't, apart from considering the egoogustification of the open-cut,
we’ve not seen, | guess, assessed an undergrotiod efan underground only
option.

So — but in terms of the justification for the opmrt, obviously, you know, the
economic analysis shows that the NPV for the ptejeand this is arguably — the
profitability of the mine ultimately is a matterrfthe proponent and not the
department necessarily, but the analysis that wepkar reviewed earlier on in the
process indicates that the cash flow that wouldbiained from the open-cut is
necessary from an NPV value point of view to fuimel €conomics of the project and
particularly the upfront capital investment. Sdmoad terms, you know, subject to
that review that we have undertaken by - - -

MR YOUNG: - - - CIE, you know, we’'re satisfiedathit's a reasonable justification
both from an economic and a practical point of vietwnd, | guess, we would
consider that the nature and scale of the opersubject to those changes that we
recommended, is not so significant that the impagtsu know, that that part of the
project is going to have such a significant imghet it ought not to proceed. You
know, in terms of dust, noise, water, etceteran Happy to — yes.

MS LEWIN: ..... did you cite a document that slealthe area of disturbance for an
underground mine only as a — compared to the opeascwell as the underground
mine?

MR YOUNG: Yes, in the — they have provided, hthithrough the first assessment
— they — they’'ve looked at — as part of the prelamy assessment report, they
provided more information on, you know, undergroand what that means in terms
of infrastructure that they’d require for an undergnd only mine.

MS LEWIN: No, but talking about the site distunica and the — comparable — you
were saying that it is likely that it would be sianito .....

MR YOUNG: So yes —yes.
MS LEWIN: So I'm just wondering what that actyrdilysical disturbance would be.

MR YOUNG: So the underground — if you take theenground as not changing

MS LEWIN: Yes.
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MR YOUNG: ---and, | guess, the only disturbarnicere would be some
subsidence.

MS LEWIN: Yes.

MR YOUNG: From the open — from the surface faéei, it's something in the
order of 1000 hectares under the current propasalie around about 400 hectares
with an underground only option.

MS LEWIN: Okay.

MR YOUNG: But that it would be subject to detdiléesign and so forth that the

MS LEWIN: It'sinthe - - -

MR YOUNG: It's in that kind of - - -

MS LEWIN: Yes, | get a sense of that.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Soit's —yes.

MR YOUNG: 1000 hectares versus 400 hectares. eBuong like that.

MR O'DONOGHUE: So it's still — yes, mine restruct area, reject in placement,
water storages, you know, tailings, dam, and acwesss to get those sort of things.

MR YOUNG: And prep plant and all the rest of it.
MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes, yes.

MR YOUNG: Yes.

MS LEWIN: Okay. Yes.

MR YOUNG: So I think it'd be fair to say the depaent’s view would be that
open-cut or underground only, if you were to g ititat valley, there’d be a
significant amount of obvious disturbance assodiatgh mining regardless of either
option.

MR O’CONNOR: Just a question in relation to ofi¢he findings about the
desirability of having an assessment undertaken ilcomputable general
equilibrium modelling perspective. | understoodttthat was prepared. Does the
department have any comments they want to makkatmparticular economic
analysis?
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MR O'DONOGHUE: Can | dothat? Yes. Again, | gaét was more, | guess,
information — the key finding out of that is thaet you know, results were
reasonably consistent with the 10 analysis that e in terms of regional benefits
in — from — the regional economy. So | guessjisttadded more — | guess more
weight to the 10 analysis that was done. In teofmsmployment, there was slightly
reduced figures because there’s different assungtiguess in the CG modelling
about whether you've got full employment or thedabsupplies. There was more
sensitivity and the assessment done on regionaffitefor employment with the 10
modelling showing more benefits, but there’s stijlou know, the CG modelling in
a range up to 600 compared to about 800 odd foiGhmodelling. You know, so |
guess reasonably consistent and showing that wheu be — it would drive
reasonable economy and employment in the area.

MR KIRKBY: Thank you. Just now onto social impgand community concerns.
| think when the review was undertaken, there wills-g¢here was — | think EPA
roadworks hadn’t been signed that now has, jushanissue.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes. Yes.
MR KIRKBY: Obviously, Muswellbrook Council havaised issues around the .....
sort of ..... transport here, | guess, about — thesically concern is that the
modelling, | guess, showing — | think it's 90 oder gent of the workforce coming
from the Midwest LGA as opposed to over and aciassparts of the — of their
LGA. Your report seems you're sort of comfortabli¢h that modelling that they’'ve
provided. I think there has been a revised amthaithas been put to
Muswellbrook, but I don’t - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: But - yes.

MR KIRKBY: - - - think they’ve accepted that.

MR O'DONOGHUE: But they haven't - - -

MR YOUNG: That's correct. So this was an issaisad in the original review as
well. My understanding was that it kept going afff | think, 40,000 for some —
$40,000 to Muswellbrook Council for some minor Imearking - - -

MR KIRKBY: .....

MR O'DONOGHUE: .....

MR YOUNG: ..... and the following further consatibn and consideration of the
commission’s report that that was increased to&D- - -

MR KIRKBY: 70 - 60 - 67,0007?

MR YOUNG: 267,000 for similar types of works.
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MR O'DONOGHUE: Just contributing to safety upgeador safety barriers along
that — the whole stretch there, just the — jusai@ékpge of works to fund that.

MR YOUNG: So | guess it's probably a question whwuld probably put to the
company because it is about — ultimately about miagatheir workforce - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes. We will. Yes.

MR YOUNG: - --and - so — but that being salie} location of Mudgee, the
improved — improvements to the road, the WollardRaad the undertakings by the
company to — with their employees and contractorspared — would dictate that it
would be very unlikely that there would be any #igant volume of traffic going
along the Bylong Valley Way to the east to Denm@hat road is quite windy, not in
great condition and it's — to get to Muswellbroils something over an hour’s drive
or more. Well over an hour’s drive compared to el which, with the upgrading
of Wollar Road, is - - -

MR KIRKBY: Just under an hour.

MR YOUNG: Just under an hour. There’s also thpytation centres of, you
know, Kandos and Rylstone and so forth to the souliere some people may wish
to live. In addition to that, you know, KEPCO Haseked at, you know, looked
particularly during construction, etcetera, youwnérying to facilitate people living
in the valley itself. Now, there’s probably limitdéhousing stock there to enable large
numbers to live there, but with the removal of warkforce accommodation facility,
most people would need to live in Mudgee, Rylstonene of those locations. So
the other thing is we do have a designated healvigheeroute that we would — that
they would need to comply with and that’s obviousty using the Bylong Valley
Way ..... Denman, and so if there was any usagieapfroad, it would be by —
predominantly by, you know, deliveries in light v&ks as opposed to heavy
vehicles.

MR KIRKBY: | mean, we can ask the company thisyiously. That was a query |
had about ..... require a workforce. | — what na@i$m do they do that through?
Employment contracts or — can they do that - - -

MR YOUNG: Put that to the company - - -
MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MR YOUNG: - - - but certainly it's a conditiondhis — the government does apply
on a number of projects to ensure that particulaeigvy vehicles adhere to the roads
that are, you know, built to handle that sort afipgnent, but also to look at other
options like carpooling and putting on a bus anébsit, which | understand is
something that the company is committed to and sungethat we were .....

MR O'DONOGHUE: We have condition.

.IPC MEETING 29.10.18 P-25
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR YOUNG: Condition that. So you start to putplace those kind of formal and
informal incentives and | think — and combine tih the geographic distance and
the state of the roads, | think the departmeniahagyou know, a higher level of
confidence that the numbers predicted in termsstfidution on the road network
were pretty accurate.

MR KIRKBY: Sure. Okay. Actually, it's not onehist, but it's a query on the
biodiversity, just where — | think they've signeg with all the offset areas, except,
obviously, offset area 5 which, obviously, is pafrthe rehab that comes through.
See if a — there’s a comment here about the depattracommending it be secured
through an alternative mechanism such as a poséstective covenant. Is that
conditioned or is that — how would that be imposed?

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yeah. Itis conditioned in terrakgetting — yeah.

MR KIRKBY: .....

MR O'DONOGHUE: So ..... so if you have a look-at-

MR KIRKBY: Is that - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: So - - -

MR KIRKBY: - --337?

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes. So for the offset area ® iB the long term, we're —
you know, we would like to be secured by a stewapdagreement like the other
ones. Once mining - - -

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MR O'DONOGHUE: - - - is ceased — but in the im@ryou know, we're seeking
security - - -

MR YOUNG: Within two years.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yeah.

MR YOUNG: An appropriate mechanism.
MR O'DONOGHUE: Yeah.

MR YOUNG: Suitable arrangements to provide appete longterm security for
the offset area.
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MR O'DONOGHUE: So ..... advised that their prefece is a stewardship
agreement, transfer to national parks or convensagreements. In this instance,
you know, they — vis a vis underground mining andrather wait until - - -

MR KIRKBY: Yes, until they know.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Until they know before it can - -

MR KIRKBY: .....

MR O'DONOGHUE: - - - be transferred, but yealetlve got — there’s a two year
period to do that under a — you know, it could lm®aveyancing agreement if OEH
— the other option is a conservation agreement if -

MR KIRKBY: So I guess the - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yeah.

MR KIRKBY: The answer is - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes.

MR KIRKBY: - - - there are options on how theynodo it - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes. Yes.

MR KIRKBY: - - - so you didn’'t want to specifyarticular one - - -

MR O'DONOGHUE: That's right.

MR KIRKBY: ..... the requirement for them to.

MR O'DONOGHUE: Yes. That's right.

MR KIRKBY: Okay. Yes. Okay. .....

MR O'CONNOR: Just on that biodiversity, just tkaabout the Commonwealth
assessment process, how closely have they bedredvor you have got a bilateral
agreement so you just do it on their behalf? Ganjyst explain - - -

MR YOUNG: No, that's —yes. | — obviously, that4s a controlled action under
the PPC Act. We — it is being undertaken undebitzeral agreement. We — under
the bilateral agreement, there’s various admirtisgranteractions required between
the State and the Commonwealth throughout the psoc80o we have consulted with
the Commonwealth prior to providing the report #melrecommended conditions to

the commission. We have consulted with the Comnaatilv on both our report and
how we’ve assessed the Commonwealth matters and/jlcsee there’s an
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appendix, | think, to our final assessment regmat includes some details and we've
also consulted on the conditions.

In addition to that, throughout the process, weeshaeen liaising with both OEH and
the Commonwealth or the DOEE in regard to biodigrsatters and there have
been — representatives from that department hase ibgolved in site inspections
throughout the process as well, and as you woulhze, Steve, the — those
specific deliberations in regard to approval andfoy conditions, you know, would
be subject to the — you know, whatever the comunisdecides firstly at the State
level and then we would formally notify the Commaeadth of the State’s decision
and the subsequent steps would occur after that.

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MR YOUNG: Butitis always open to the Commonwviedab augment, to add
conditions to any State approval if they so desire.

MR KIRKBY: That's fine, Gordon. Thanks. Okaynd | guess the last sort of
issue is, | guess, the department’s views on, $guthe public interest and the
principles of ESD in terms of your assessment.

MR YOUNG: Were there any specific questions th&erdon? Otherwise, |
broadly — it — | mean, there’s a lot of element#® public interest and ESD - - -

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MR YOUNG: - - - have been detailed both in ourfPand in our final assessment
report. Clearly, that's a matter, ultimately, partarly in regard to public interest
and weighing up of the impacts versus the benefissa matter for the consent
authority. Were there any specific questions yoatwanted to ask in that regard?

MR KIRKBY: | guess — look ..... too difficult,guess. Obviously, you've
addressed — | guess it would be good to just goutiit some of the — sort of the — |
guess the greenhouse gas emissions framework telchange framework that
you're subject to in terms of your assessment - - -

MR YOUNG: Right.
MR KIRKBY: - - -just to put that — to give thaéense of perspective.

MR YOUNG: Okay. So | guess the department waidgv greenhouse gas issues
as, obviously, a public interest issue and obvioastcologically sustainable
development issue but also, from a technical assassperspective — is really a — an
air quality issue, and, in regard to greenhousessions, the department’s — well,
firstly, the department requires companies to esnthe scope 1, scope 2 and scope
3 emissions associated with mining proposals asualtrof previous court decisions

in the past. That includes scope 3, which is geaf the coal, ultimately, for
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wherever it's being used, be that in Australia werseas. So we essentially look at
the greenhouse accounting requirements at the Comewadth level and ask
companies to assess those different emissionsor@dance with those greenhouse
accounting measures.

Clearly, mining — inherent in mining, both the exdtion processing and ultimate use
of the coal, be it in Australia or overseas — rssinl, you know, significant quantities
of greenhouse emissions. We do a comparative sinafthose emissions
compared to emissions at the state, national gachittional levels. Thereis a —
there are climate change or greenhouse gas padditlasth the Commonwealth and
state levels, but those are broader matters, ré¢hliy the assessment of a particular
project whilst we assess it in that. There’s mate change framework that New
South Wales government has published that aimgdo zero emissions by 2050.
However, that is really more focused on governnpeoturement and government
initiatives, as opposed to projects per se.

Obviously, there’s international agreements, sucRaxis and so forth, that — and the
international treaties that the New — that the falistn government has signed up to,
and, you know, the New South Wales government sieegésntribute to those
matters, but it's not — it's something that is ddesed in the assessment of mining
proposals, but it's really a broader policy issgth at the state and Commonwealth
level — that we leave consideration of those aspecthose levels.

MR KIRKBY: Okay ..... questions .....

MR O’'CONNOR: .....

MR KIRKBY: Thanks. Do you have any questionsiefor the process moving
forward?

MR YOUNG: No.

MR KIRKBY: No. That’s fine. No other questions -
MS LEWIN: .....

MR KIRKBY: - - - from the panel?

MR O’'CONNOR: No.

MR KIRKBY: Steve? Okay.

MR O’CONNOR: Thanks for your report.

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MS LEWIN: Yes.
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MR KIRKBY: Thanks very much for (a), yes, the ogpand (b) coming in, briefing
us. | think that brings the meeting to a closéark you.

5 RECORDING CONCLUDED [3.13 pm]
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