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PROF C. FELL: Well, thanks. Ithink we can gatlarway. I've got to give a
formal little address first, and | will ask youlear with me while | do that. So good
afternoon and welcome. Before we being, | wolkd to acknowledge the
traditional owners of the land on which we mees, @adigal people of the Eora
Nation. | would like to pay my respect to theideis past and present, and to the
elders and other communities who may be here totldgicome to the meeting
today. Hume Coal Proprietary Limited, the applicayourselves — is seeking to
construct and operate a new underground coal mitieei Southern Highlands of
New South Wales near Moss Vale until after theagtion of ..... 5 million tonnes of
run-of-mine coal per year over a project life ofy&ars, including construction and
rehabilitation. My name is Professor Chris Félin the chair of this IPC panel.
Joining me are my fellow commissions, Annelise T@@eoff Sharrock, and George
Gates. The other attendees of this meeting drgcuicould just identify yourself as
you go around — Creig Duncan.

MR C. DUNCAN: Creig, yes.

PROF FELL: Hi. Ben Anderson.

MR B. ANDERSON: Hello.

PROF FELL: Mark Lee.

MR M. LEE: Yes.

PROF FELL: Nicole Armit. Ms Webb.

MS L. WEBB: Yes.

PROF FELL: Brett McLennan.

MR B. McCLENNAN: Yes.

PROF FELL: Bruce Hebblewhite, and Russel FiBreat. Back we go. Before |
continue, | should state all appointed commissi®nenst make an annual
declaration of interest identifying potential cacti$ with their appointed roll. For
the record we’re unaware of any conflicts in relatio our appointment to this panel.
In the interested of openness and transparenaystare the full capture of
information, today’s meeting is being recorded loyillg and a full transcript will be
produced and made available on the Commission’sieebThis meeting is one part
of the Commission’s process. It's taking placéhatpreliminary stage of this
process and will form one of the several sourcaafofmation which the

Commission will use to complete the task refergechtan administrative request
dated 4 December 2018.
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It is important for Commissioners to ask questiohattendees and to clarify issues
whenever we consider it appropriate. If you akedsa question and not in a
position to answer it please feel free to takegestion on notice and to find any
additional information in writing, which we will #n put up on our website. |
request that all members here today introduce tbk@s before speaking first time,
and for all members to ensure that they do notkspear the top of each other to
ensure accuracy of the transcript. We will nowibeg

So we're here to actually learn more about thegutofo ask some questions, and to
consider these in our role as a Commission loo&irig So | really hand over to
yourselves first, if you would like, to give us gepentation, which | believe you are.
We have two hours. We would particularly like skauestions about the mine
method, about groundwater, about surface watesilpigsabout the social-economic
impacts of the proposal. So we will work throuphttover a period of time. We've
given you some questions to actually define thathareas that we're interested in.
Certainly won't stick to those, but we will broadipcompass those topics. So over
to you.

MR DUNCAN: Okay. | think the first thing is thatroduction of the team that |
have here with me. So having Liz on the left.

MS WEBB: So Liz Webb from EMM Water.

MR R. FIRTH: Russell Frith from Mine Advice.

PROF B. HEBBLEWHITE: Bruce Hebblewhite. | weamothats; I'm Professor of
Mining at UNSW part time, but in this capacity I'as an independent mining
consultant.

PROF FELL: Thank you.

MR ANDERSON: Ben Anderson. I'm the Approvals Maer for Hume Coal.

MS N. ARMIT: Nicole Armit from EMM. | was the pnary auditor of the EIS.

MR McLENNAN: And Brett McLennan from EMM, as aqgpect director for the
preparation of the EIS and the response to subonissi

MR LEE: Mark Lee, senior coordinator for Hume Coa

PROF FELL: Thank you very much.

MR DUNCAN: Thank you. Before we start the praséion, | would just like to
say something first. We received, about a week thgolist of questions from the

IPC. We had already put together the presentat@a’ve tried to address as many
of those questions as we could possibly do in teegntation. Those that haven’t
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been covered in the presentation will be addressttte submission we put forward
in detail. Okay.

PROF FELL: Thank you very much.

MR DUNCAN: With the presentation itself, we'revaing broad areas of
introduction on the project itself, the water —rgpmine design issues, then the
water issues and the economics, and it would beifogsu could ask your questions
as the presentation proceeds rather than waieterid. That will help.

PROF FELL: Okay. That's a very good point. Asldase be aware that members
of the Commission have actually read the docunidatsare available ..... EIS.
Subsequent to that, the submissions have been pegponse to that, and your
response to the submissions and various otherws\have come round. So assume
us as somewhat knowledgeable, but we're in youdsaow.

MR DUNCAN: Thank you. Excuse me, we've just gdittle problem with the .....
PROF FELL: I'm sorry?

MR DUNCAN: If I'm using a pointer — okay. You'r&l right. | didn’t realise that.
Right. The agenda we’ve got in the presentatighasproject introduction and
overview, the key issues, mine design and operatiater management impacts, and
economics. And they're the broad areas we’ll conghe presentation. Looking

first, POSCO in Australia - - -

PROF FELL: What's happening? Sorry about this.

MR DUNCAN: Allright. POSCO in Australia, in Atralia since '81, currently in

a number of joint ventures: Mount Thorley, RoylHihd other joint ventures over in
the west. POSCO has invested more than 5 bilfiokustralia by the end of 2018,
purchased around $7 billion worth of raw materfeden Australia and purchased
about 500 million in coal from New South Wales onamnualised basis. In terms of
the Hume Coal project, it was acquired as partjofrd venture in 2010, acquired
100 per cent in its own right in 2013, and POSC8ihaested approximately $200
million by the end of 2019 in the project.

Looking at the project description, it's a low-ingpainderground coal mine,
approximately 50 million tonnes run-of-mine fronetWongawilli seam; 39 million
tonnes of saleable coal over the 23-year mine bfe;per cent met coal; 45 per cent
thermal coal; normally 3 million tonnes per annu@¥,3 million in NPV of direct
benefits to New South Wales; and approximately f8li&ime jobs during operation
and 400 jobs during the construction.

The other project — the Berrima Rail project — &'sew one kilometre rail spur and
loop connecting to the existing rail infrastructaesar the Berrima cement works.
The coal will be railed to Port Kembla. Up to fouillion tonnes of capacity is
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available on the rail. Port capacity, approximated million tonnes, and 13.3
million tonnes is currently unused. Five train raments per day, and covered coal
wagons will be utilised.

Just a bit on the history of the area. The explumdeases were awarded back in
'56. They were consolidated in "85 into their @nt form. Hume Coal acquires it in
2010. 2011, expiration environmental baselineissaidommence. 2015, the PEA
lodges with Department of Planning and Environmeftd in 2017, development
application lodged. And as of December '18, DP&S&iues report, referral to the
IPC.

Just the overview of the location. The projectdseto the south-west of the
township of Berrima and west of New Berrima. Trerd Cement Works is
approximately here. The Hume Highway truncategptiogect area, and it's
generally bound in the east by Golden Vale Roadth@douth by the Illawarra
Highway, and then out into Belanglo State Fordstss Vale is approximately due
east of the project area.

Looking at the project layout, to the north is thisastructure area which contains all
the above-ground infrastructure, including coatkpile, CHPP, rail layout facility
and associated infrastructure. The mining oparasido the south. Initially, it
moves out into the west in the Belanglo State Fae=a, and then to the south,
down into Sutton Forest.

It's worth noting over in the east is the Berriman@nt Works and the existing rail
line which the project will access with its oneekiletre rail spur. And the blue
shaded area represents the Moss Vale economicwbieh has been set up as an
industrial zone within the Moss Vale area. Thit jlooks — this is a drone’s view
from a height of approximately 26 metres, whicthis coal stockpile height, of the
project’s infrastructure area. That's not goingviark. No, that's not going to work.

MS WEBB: That's video. There’s a video .....

MR DUNCAN: Unfortunately, there’s a video there-

PROF FELL: Can I ask a question about that.

MR DUNCAN: - - - which would have showed the- -

PROF FELL: Yes. Sorry, can | ask a question abimat. You say the only
significant source of high-quality metallurgicalatpand yet the Rolling Downs that
has just been refused, the project in the Huntgidre claims it to be metallurgical

coal. Is there something that differentiates paidicular - - -

MR DUNCAN: Most of the Hunter Region met coahisemisoft coking coal,
whereas the - - -
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PROF FELL: That's right.

MR DUNCAN: - - - coal down the south coast - - -
PROF FELL: Yours is hard coking coal.

MR DUNCAN: We’'re classed as a hard coking coal.

PROF FELL: And can you just fill me in on thefdifentiation between that in
terms of markets?

MR DUNCAN: Generally, you find that the steel lmithemselves don’t use just
one particular type of coal.

PROF FELL: Right.

MR DUNCAN: They use your mixture of coals, depieigdon the type of steel they
want to manufacture, and they can be a mixturelaftwe call PCl-type coal - - -

PROF FELL: Right.

MR DUNCAN: - - - semisoft, hard, and also thera’semi-hard coking coal as
well.

PROF FELL: Right. Got it.

MR DUNCAN: So quite often during the steel mamiifiging process the type of
the coal used is a mixture of different coal.

PROF FELL: 1think I sort of remember this froneWcastle days, where
Newcastle Blast Furnace had to blend both.

MR DUNCAN: Yes.
PROF FELL: Okay. Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: The coal that we propose to producigléntical to an existing mine
on the south coast that currently supplies cotiedBlueScope Steel Works. Okay?

PROF FELL: Right.
MR DUNCAN: It's the same coal.
PROF FELL: And is it generally more valuable tisaft coking coal?

MR DUNCAN: The hard coking coal has a higher ealcorrect - - -
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PROF FELL: Right.

MR DUNCAN: - - - than the semisoft.
PROF FELL: Right.

MR DUNCAN: That'’s correct.

PROF FELL: Thank you. Sorry for that.

MR DUNCAN: Yes, unfortunately, the video that had that shows the project
area doesn't appear as though it's going to work.

PROF FELL: Right.

MR DUNCAN: So | will just continue to move on.rd¥ision of the southern
coalfield is the only significant source of qualitsgrd met coal or coking coal in New
South Wales. Within the project area the coaldiethe necessary characteristics to
produce a product that generally meets export ¢p&gal specs and contains some
highly attractive qualities, such as ultra-low ....

The project location. Rail links to the Port Keml@oal Terminal, currently an
under-utilised asset that is ready to accept coal the Hume Coal Project. Close
to the Moss Vale Enterprise Zone. The surfacestfucture area is situated on
predominantly cleared land to avoid ..... environtakfeatures and is an area with
limited neighbouring sensitive receivers. Dueh® tinderground non-caving nature
of the mine, existing land use will continue acr88ger cent of the project area .....
impacts for mine-induced subsidence.

Land ownership. The main land use within the —aajdcent to the project area are
agriculture, industrial, extracting, forestry, fresidential and residential. Over half
the area comprises cleared land. Only two perakthte project area will be
required for surface infrastructure. Land owngrshifhe government-owned land is
approximately 13 — just under 1400 hectares. Fidddand owned by others,
including Hume Coal subsidiaries, 1253 hectaregelfold by others is 2400
hectares. Crown land, 12 hectares. Total of $@@ares.

The community. 31 per cent of the individual conmityasubmissions were in
support of the project; 69 objected to the projéidie majority of the individual
community submissions from local government argaospd the two projects. The
majority of the submissions from local governmemtaa of Wollongong, Shell
Harbour ..... and Goulburn, and Wollondilly suppdrthe project. The vast majority
of the objections were in the form letter formapproximately 92 per cent. 40 per
cent of the form letters came from the Sydney area.

Community. This plan just represents where sontaebbjections came from and
the support or objection to the project, with theemn being supporting and the
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brownyl/yellowy colour objecting. DPE stated thatvanajority of the community in
the local government area having expressed thewsifion to the project and - - -

PROF FELL: We will get a copy of these slidesaiik you.
MR DUNCAN: Yes.

MS WEBB: Yes.

PROF FELL: Right.

MR DUNCAN: Only 1.5 per cent of the populationtbé local government area
were in opposition to the project. Best practiopact mitigation. The project’s
design includes features that exceed the normatipeaused in Australian coalmines
and go beyond minimum ..... standards. A low-inipaclerground mine resulting in
manageable subsidence which greatly reduces swafatgroundwater impacts.
Ceiling panels with bulkheads after extraction egjdct backfilling which allows for
the early recovery of the groundwater levels. Bsjiill be placed underground,
removing the need for the permanent surface empiece ..... empty coal wagons
traveling to and from the mine will be covered.

DP&E assessment. The DP&E assessment focusednend@sign, groundwater and
economics. These will be addressed later in thsgutation. DP&E assessed the
potential impacts, including noise and vibration caality, traffic, biodiversity,
heritage, agriculture rehab. The DP&E concludedéhpotential impacts would be
similar to or less than other approved undergrauirdng projects. The department
accepts that these potential impacts are likeletable to be managed, mitigated or
offset to achieve an acceptable level of envirortaigrerformance.

Now looking specifically at the mine design and rgpens. Key DP&E issues for
mining. The culmination of untested mining method¢onventional method of
storing water underground is likely to result imiges operational safety risks.
Unconventional mine design may result in unexpestedlisation of coal, safety
risks relating to the storage of water undergrousidg bulkheads. Before | proceed
with the presentation, | wish to clearly point thet we were instructed by the
Department of Planning to restore reject undergiourhey would not consider
surface emplacement.

As a result of an open requirement to do thatjieehanism for storing rejects
underground is by use of water, and that meangsegime the rejects, and then you
turn to a medium that can be pumped undergrourtd tivit use of water. That was
the primary reason for putting the water back ugaemd. The other benefits from
doing that, quite obviously, is the early recoveryhe water table, and once we put
water underground for the rejects, then we will it rest of the water underground
as well; hence, we're a nil-discharge site.
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PROF FELL:

Sorry. What was the first point yoade then? The second point

was the rejects, but the water — you - - -

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

MR DUNCAN:

PROF FELL:

The rejects — to put the rejects backlerground - - -
Yeah. To slurry.
- - - you need a medium to do that-- -
Yeah.
- - - and that’s water.
Okay. That's fine.
Okay.
Yeah. Yep.
There was some concern about appdaehktof exploration .....
We would like to discuss the mine.sitgit best to do that now?
Sorry? The mine - - -
We would like to discuss the miningheology.
Yes.
Now, is it best to do that now oryet finish your presentation?
As | go, you — we’ll actually go - - -
Okay.
The presentation will - - -
Go---
Will get into that.
Go for it.
Okay, then.

All right.
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MR DUNCAN: And quite happy to discuss that.
PROF FELL: We’'re just raring to go.

MR DUNCAN: We probably are too. Exploration —dotual fact, there’s a total of
345 holes in the project area. 167 are histohodds that have been drilled by others
who’ve had the EL over the years, and 178 explomnadind groundwater bores been
constructed by Hume. Total area of 89 square lgloes. About four bores per
kilometre and a total of 108 cored holes which Habetest results. This just shows
you the overview of the structural geology, the enagructures, and also where there
is igneous intrusions within the project area. ti8ostructure of the proposed project
area is very well-defined.

Key design considerations ..... overburden cavi@gerburden fracturing to be either
prevented or, at worst, maintained at significamrels to minimise groundwater
inflows. Complete mine workings must remain acitésdy persons and be
suitable, stable for CHPP rejection placement asplogal. The mine layout can be
subdivided into discrete mining panels that capdrnanently sealed soon after
mining in a panel is completed so as to allow wagkito be flooded as soon as
possible. We evaluated a number of mining typemduhe course of the — forming
the position we have on the current proposed misiggd, and what we have here —
this graph looks at total groundwater inflow ovee tife of the mine versus total
production.

The mining systems that were evaluated was a veofie longwall was discounted
very early in the piece because of the potentiasisience issues. We then looked at
a miniwall system approximately ..... metres inthidWe then evaluated the
Clarence-type mining system, first workings onlylaur current mining system.
What is evident is that the more coal you takeabuhe ground, the greater the
impact on water. So consequently we looked alaWwest potential impact that also
was economic to develop. Some similar mining desigand these mines, while
they might not have the design with the long ruadbat we do, there are some
similarities.

For instance, the Myuna Colliery, while they formrmal pillars here, they then
come back and they have plungers which recovetiaddl coal. These plungers are
generally at 70 degrees and are unsupported, sitail2ook Colliery in Queensland,
South Bulga ..... longwall mining operation themtioue to remove additional coal
using a similar system. The US, Murray Energy mdZand Clarence use a — not a
dissimilar system, looks at pillar reduction aslwel. all 70-degree breakaways and
in all cases unsupported roof.

PROF FELL: Why the 70-degree breakaway?
MR DUNCAN: Sorry? The - - -

PROF FELL: Why the 70-degree breakaway?
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MR DUNCAN: Because it's far easier than 90 degrelm one of the expert reports
the department ..... they reference — they chadleviyy it's using 70 degrees versus
90 degrees. A 90-degree breakoff is far hardackoeve accurately than a 70-
degree breakoff with the size of equipment - - -

PROF FELL: It's just an equipment - - -
MR DUNCAN: Yep. That's just the - - -
PROF FELL: Yep. Right. Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: - - - type of equipment we have formmg. The New South Wales
resource regulator recently introduced an innowgpiolicy and basically supports
the development, trial and adaption of new techypkystems and products, and,
again, it goes on to say “does not directly orreclly inhibit investment in the
development and adoption of improved technolognes@oducts”, and innovation
mine design does not affect the ability of the @coto be approved.

MS A. TUOR: So justin that previous slide, threedefore where you showed the
different options, do any of those have it whera gome back afterwards and do the
filling with waste or the - - -

MR DUNCAN: No.
MS TUOR: No...... water.

MR DUNCAN: Not to my knowledge. Yep. No. CoGblliery, the waste is all
stored on the surface. It's in Central Queenslavgluna sells their coal ..... mine to
the power station. Clarence Colliery does haveshimg plant. | think they have
trialled putting some forms of waste undergroundy @n a trial basis. South Bulga,
not to my knowledge, and | can’t comment on tha anall in Ohio.

MS TUOR: So with what's proposed, as | understaonde of the concerns with
unsupported roofs, etcetera, is the potentialiegn you use it for the waste storage
and water that people may be going back into is#wond time around, and
therefore you've got an unsupported roof and it's that correct, or is that
something - - -

MR DUNCAN: | will come to that in the — we actbahddress that in some detail a
bit further in the — that’s - - -

MS TUOR: Okay. Good. Thank you.
MR G. SHARROCK: If I may — Geoff Sharrock — dowymind — the Murray

Energy one, you said you don’t know much abound &'s hard to see — is that, in
fact, mine filler or not?
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MR DUNCAN: It's not exactly the same but it isrslar. They do long runouts in a
— okay. If you — looking at the mining system desprocess ..... appropriate design
method, then we constructed preliminary designsemeation of concept in DP&E
back in December 2014. Conceptual project of a maiew by GRE. Risk
assessment workshops, updated, presented to DR&HrbMay 2015, peer review
by Dr Bruce Hebblewhite, adequacy review of EISDRB&E in November 2016.
Risk assessment reviews undertaken in 2018. Nuoaienodel scoping and mine
advice from Dr Bruce Hebblewhite. DP&E review Inglependent experts chaired
by Mr Ted Brown. 3D and numerical modelling vatidg updated design, results of
3D modelling provided to DP&E experts, a peer reva# numerical modelling
undertaken by Dr Bruce Hebblewhite. DP&E has bmmrsulted about the mining
system since 2014. Looking - - -

PROF FELL: Have they expressed adverse viewagh stage?
MR DUNCAN: Sorry?
PROF FELL: Have they expressed adverse viewstage?

MR DUNCAN: No. The first time we became havirdyarse reviews we had a
meeting with the experts. It was shared by Profesed Brown. A number of
issues were discussed and resolved at that mediindpat same meeting we
actually gave a presentation on the outputs fra8i modelling. We had actually
done a pre-emptive strike on the 3D modelling asdmissioned it. What we didn’t
have at that point in time was the full reportafiove gave was the outputs from the
3D modelling which supported the original designhaf project. We then made the
report available when it became available; it wadertaken by a gentleman in the
United States who was recommended by all parties.

PROF FELL: Heasley, yes. Professor Heasley, Yes.

MR DUNCAN: Yes, that's correct. The mine desigthere’s a lot of ..... we've
nominated Clarence Colliery, and the reason we natad that because they do a —
like a pillar reduction and they’re limited by taeount of subsidence because the
aquifer is above them, right. So there is somélaiities in the way. Intrapanel
barrier pillars were utilised in our design, whighs also utilised in Clarence. Panel
headings are not dissimilar; the number justightlly different. Pillar systems are
not dissimilar. We have the long runouts, they'dofhey can do a pillar reduction.

Continuous haulage — Clarence currently use ary,smdoy floor-mounted FCT for
continuous haulage from the continuous mine nd.the main headings — number of
headings — in short if you take the time pine feattomponent out of the mine
design it looks exactly like a longwall design thatsed in New South Wales today.
Every longwall mine has a similar sort of desi@o the only thing that's actually
different between us and existing — the majorityhef existing underground mines is
this system of first workings here, we call pinatfeer. The rest of the mine design
looks like all the other longwall mines in New Solvales.
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PROF FELL: Here we're a bit confused becauseuresoregulator came back and
said yours was like second workings, not first vilogk, and we need to get over that
at some stage.

MR DUNCAN: Yes. That's a debate that we've had.

PROF FELL: Yes. If you can give us some feedbaokaybe we can package
these questions up in a moment if you go throughréist of the mining.

MR DUNCAN: | might point out that the final assesent report by the experts, the
resource regulator, etcetera, that form part oktli®nission by Department of
Planning were not made available to us until afteir submission had been made,
right. So we never saw the resource regulatorsrtepnd the final expert reports
that were commissioned by the Department of Planniere not made available to
us until after they submitted their — put their sigsion.

PROF FELL: To after they submitted their assesgem¥es.

MR DUNCAN: Yes. So we couldn’'t — we had no dlgilio understand what the
issues were or ability to comment.

MR GATES: Before you move off, Creig, the Clarer@olliery — do you happen to
know what the water inflows for that are?

MR DUNCAN: They’re quite high.

MR GATES: It's almost known as a wet mine, sces.y

MR DUNCAN: Yes. They're quite — | couldn’t githe exact - - -
MS WEBB: We can take that one on notice.

MR DUNCAN: Yes, yes. They are substantially ligthan what ours are. Just
looking at the mining system itself, the issue e-phoposed mining method relies
upon narrow web pillars remaining stable in thegleerm. There’s the chain pillar.
Again, those roadways are not dissimilar from alsgtandard longwall mine in

New South Wales. It utilises barrier pillars intklseen the pine feather and the web
pillar between each of the plungers. The plungeesapproximately 120 meters in
length. Those who do not — are not aware of, tpasegers — or drives 120 metres —
are very similar to a Wongawilli system of minirgat was — used to be used in a lot
of mines in New South Wales.

PROF FELL: Yes..... yes.
MR DUNCAN: The only difference being is we leahe web pillar intact; we

don’t attempt to extract it. Okay. The resporsse this is a fundamental
mischaracterisation of the assessment, the outcofriee expert meeting, the
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numerical modelling and the supplementary expg@ante The stability of the pillar
system as a whole is the key consideration as whétle proposed layout sites are
fit for purpose and not the strength and stabdityndividual web pillars.

PROF FELL: Well, our understanding of this istthace you take the overburden
strength into account that transforms the situaai®far as individual pillars go. But
we want to just discuss a little later the impdandividual pillars and safety, which
is an issue that has been raised with us. Do yant w0 do that now?

MR DUNCAN: Bruce, you want - - -

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: You do have a slide coming bpt happy to do that now
if you like. Bruce Hebblewhite. | —as we saiddve, | did the review. Russel and
his people did the initial design; | then did adependent review of it.

PROF FELL: Right.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: And one of the key things thadentified was that this
mine layout needs to be looked at as a three-dimealdayout, which is quite
different to a lot of underground coalmines whewva gan do a simple two-
dimensional section through it. Because of thergedc configuration of the chain
pillars, of the barrier pillars and the web pilléihemselves, you need to look in both
directions, and - - -

PROF FELL: Look, I think they came through prettgarly, | would say. We
don’t have a problem with that.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Yes. So therefore you neetbtk at the overall system
and, yes, that overall system is carrying the weaflthe overburden. We actually —
in the modelling we got Keith Heasley to actua#lynove one and then a whole
panel of web pillars to demonstrate or give us icemice that the system was
independent of the integrity of individual web ai or panels of pillars.

PROF FELL: No, I think we got that.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Yes.

PROF FELL: And, in fact, it was more a questibattwhen you’re working in this
structure, if you like, there is a risk of rooflfafj because of minor compression of
individual pillars.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Within a panel.

PROF FELL: Within the panel.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: And, again, there is a slideetabut we will — just to
comment on that is that you don’t have people waykn adjacent to those pillars.
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This is all remote. So there’s no people in tiegion. If there was a localised either
roof fall — or the other issue is if there’s a libead rib spall off a web pillar it would
be a localised fall. But there’s no people in ¢hePeople are outby of that area.

PROF FELL: Well, | think the issue was raised equipment got jammed for
some reason and you had to send people in tovettiethen there’s the risk.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Yes. And that's no differentany other extraction
system: if equipment gets buried you have to adopventional — you may — and,
Creig, you might like to go into this further — pgu may need to go in and fully —
well, you would support — if you needed to gethare to recover that equipment you
wold fully support and ventilate to access that.

PROF FELL: The point —yes. The point was maaie pay not have room to do
that in the quite narrow passages that you have.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: | think — being narrow you aaliy have improved
stability anyway. Yes, it's a confined area. h@ a — you don't have the luxury of
a six metre-wide heading - - -

PROF FELL: I'm simply asking for a response, norenthan that, from an
experience mining people.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Yes. Yes.

MR DUNCAN: | —the comment I'd make there is tHar decades, in the mining
industry, continuous miners have been buried i falts, either in pillar extraction
or in first workings. Pillar extraction is veryfficult to recover in some cases, and
quite often they're just left. In terms of firsowkings, where continuous miners —
there might be minor roof falls — they tend to leeyvminor, and — there’s — it
depends specifically on the circumstances. To noyedge — and I've been
managing mines since 1981 — they’ve always beeyveged, right, without anyone
being seriously injured or - - -

PROF FELL: I'm being very pedantic: resourceulatpr said you're second
workings, all right?

MR DUNCAN: Yeah, well, that's an argument we wil -
PROF FELL: Okay.

MR DUNCAN: - - - probably have.

PROF FELL: All right, okay.

MR DUNCAN: Because we don't believe we are; wdirst workings. The
resource regulator acts — and just recently, edHis year, changed the definition of
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what was secondary extraction. We weren’'t — ofeadren’t — secondary extraction
prior to that change. The change has now been,raadehere is probably an
argument to be had, or a debate to be had, to be specific, over whether we are
or we aren't.

PROF FELL: Okay. Thank you for that. | mearg tbsue, | think, on the table is,
is it unsafe if you have to recover stuff?

MR DUNCAN: The answer’s no.
PROF FELL: Thank you know.

MR DUNCAN: Because I've recovered miners fronstfiworkings roof falls
myself, so the answer is no.

PROF FELL: Any comment on that?

MR SHARROCK: No, | take what Creig says — wherravéalking in some detail
about this, one of the views is that the — whenguter those particular webs there,
the intersections themselves, the chambers angpfissted, and often you get ribs
fall, and rib bursts at these intersections. ®oyau doing anything special for those
intersections?

MR DUNCAN: The — I think it's — the modelling ghown that the level of
deflection is obviously going to be slightly hightan in the roadway itself. But
there has been — if you look at our situation, e/@tining, in the majority of the
cases, three and a half metres of an eight-medra.s&o if there’s going to be a roof
fall in a — in one of these drives, it's predomitigigoing to involve top coal, not
stone, right? And that’s a lot easier to recoveomtinuous miner from, as you'd
appreciate, than what would be sandstone or sonuglike that.

And then there has been cases, in highwall mimiiggre there has been falls of top
coal in some — some ..... miners, and those hase tezovered. And in some — in
one case I'm aware of — because | was managindCreek at the time — the
highwall mining system there — we had to resupgh@troadway, go in there, hook a
big chain on the back of the continuous miner, puldlit out, right? So there was no
— no exposure to any individual; it was — gengralbu’ve got to resupport the roof
as you go in there, and then you use a remote nteaasover the continuous miner
from that roadway.

MR SHARROCK: | understand some of the newer sgsthave got, really, quite
robust conveyors: they’re armoured and covereghufknow what | mean. And
then the ones that you're going to use are conveationes, are they not? They've
got the rollers — they're flexible. But would ybe able to pull one of these — |
suppose it depends on the fall, doesn't it, Creligiwould you be able to pull one
of those out via the conveyor without sending amulybio there?
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MR DUNCAN: By the conveyor, that’s a difficult erto answer. It's something
you could consider in the design. It depends ochvtype of continuous haulage
system you use. It'd have to be a floor-mountegt adbcouldn’t be a roof-mounted
one, for a starter, for obvious reasons, if youagatof fall. But | think the — the

thing to remember is that when we’re driving, teguence we drive those roadways
in, if you were to have a roof fall in one of thasadways, the reason it's highly
unlikely is because on one side of the miner, yduget quite a large block of solid
coal, right? You've only got - - -

MR SHARROCK: Beyond where you're going.

MR DUNCAN: Yeah, you're putting a punch up; ymimoving back, putting
another punch up. On this side, you've got sabdl.c So the probability of a roof
fall is — is pretty slim. It's notas - - -

MR SHARROCK: That's a barrier in itself.

MR DUNCAN: It's not as if you were doing punchedsover the place, and going
up the middle somewhere, and suddenly you've dot af — well, lower-strength
pillars - - -

MR SHARROCK: Okay. | understand.

MR DUNCAN: - - - on either side of you. It's jua difference setup altogether,
okay? But | have — I'm very confident that if ybad something like a roof fall of
coal on top of a continuous miner in a punch, itlddoe reasonably easy to recover,
and you would not put people’s safety at risk.

MR SHARROCK: Thank you.

PROF FELL: That's a helpful comment, thank yowwauch. Just one other
guestion along - - -

MR DUNCAN: Yes.

PROF FELL: - - - that line, on the issues thatevaised, | think, in the
documentation. If you had a roof fall, you'd fluain out of the punch, because it's
dead-ended, and this air might be — | think thedaist‘irrespirable”, but — now, your
comment on that — | mean, you've said that a lef@hethane — level of CO
actually in the air — in the coal is very, very low

MR DUNCAN: There’s no methane, and there’s — thas half a cubic metre per
tonne of CQ.

PROF FELL: Well, can we look at that scenariodonoment. Roof fall; air being
flushed out. Can you offer me comment on that?

.IPC MEETING 11.2.19 P-17
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR DUNCAN: The velocity — the velocity would — miber one, if the — if we're
mining up a punch and you get a roof fall, the minsystem’s being operated
remotely; it's not being operated from within tmaadway at all.

PROF FELL: Understood.

MR DUNCAN: Okay? All right? So people are nafigg to be in there. When
you get a roof fall in a small roadway like théie tvolume and the velocity of the air
IS going to be quite small; it's not going to ighh And | would suggest to you that
the quantity and the velocity of the general vatibh in the panel would offset
anything that was to come out from there. Thereas | indicated to you, there’s no
methane in the coal; all that bled off back — aeas ago. The amount of GQer
tonne of coal in situ is quite small.

PROF FELL: It's quite low, from the figures we n@gresented.

MR DUNCAN: Very, very low, yeah. And we’ve actlya— one of the reasons
we’'re fairly aware of that is because one of theceons that a lot of people had is,
we were going to be a coal seam gas mine, fronodayand we were going to
extract large volumes of gas. So we went to theblie of doing enough analysis to
ensure everyone that over — generally — the prajes - - -

PROF FELL: Yes. Understood.

MR DUNCAN: - - - there was no methane - - -

PROF FELL: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: - - - and there were very low levels@Os.

MR SHARROCK: | have another question, if you danind. And that is that one
of the reviewers from the department really taksse about the web pillars being
narrow. So could the web pillars be made wideryaa would get less coal out?
But, | mean, there must be a — effect the economioscovery, would it not?

MR DUNCAN: Correct. And that’s one of the reasenit became an optimisation
process, of looking what was achievable. And again know, we have to look at
the total system — 3D system, not just individuabwpillars. By increasing the width
of the pillar, you obviously reduce the amount @élcrecovered, and that will have a
negative impact on the economics, okay? So we’rewet a longwall mine; we
don’t have the ability to generate huge tonnesaf,cand hence a lot of revenue. If
—in our case, right, we've got to try and balaaod minimise the environmental
impacts versus amount of coal we recover.

And | don’t see why we should increase the welapithen clearly the work that
we’ve done, both the numerical and the modelliray' shbeen undertaken by Heasley
in the US, shows that what we’ve put forward i®kdong-term. And that's the key
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issue: it's long-term stability, minimal subsideneinimal environmental impacts.
And that none — no one’s safety is at risk, bec#usenining system is — operates
remotely.

PROF FELL: Thank you. So DPEs comments, of ayushich you've seen, say
that there’s a worry about the — how the mine aesrthe — and, frankly, we've had
that discussion. | guess, the other issue woulddier being held in the mine. Are
you going to do that later?

MR DUNCAN: | actually got quite — some detail trat so - - -

PROF FELL: Okay. Well, any more questions alibatmining technique?
MR SHARROCK: There may be some more.

PROF FELL: Okay. Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: The — again, another assertion: tt@ppsed mining method relies
upon narrow web pillars remaining stable in theglterm. During the meeting of
experts back in March of ’18, the experts, inclgdPPE and experts, agreed the
stability of the ..... as a whole is the key coasation as to whether the proposed
layout design is fit for purpose, and not the sithrand stability of individual web
pillars. The numerical modelling undertaken byf@ssor Keith Keasley, on behalf
of Hume - - -

PROF FELL: Well, we may have waited for that sl]idnd saved ourselves a lot of

MR DUNCAN: Yes, as well. I've actually gone torse detail in — we have gone
to some detail in this presentation.

PROF FELL: No, that was a very useful discussibank you.

MR DUNCAN: Again, down — I'll just go to the lapbint on this one, and then
move on. There are no operational safety issusmsceged with the long-term
instability of individual web pillars. The deparmmt considers the issue of pillar
stability has not been adequately resolved by Bh@@merical modelling, and that
there are significant residual risks to worker treahd safety. A comment by our
mining expert, Dr Bruce Hebblewhite:

DPE claim that such a web pillar failure may poseiiect risk to worker
health and safety as a result of roof falls anduyra falls. If such falls were to
occur in roadways between web pillars, it is highihlikely to impact on
worker safety, since no personnel will be operatmguch roadways at any
time.
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PROF FELL: Just before we go on, do you wanoimment on that, Bruce,
because, you know, we have an experts’ disagreeneeat

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Well, | think we have — we hate DPE disagreeing
with us. The expert reports, and in fact the etxpexeting back in March, actually
was in general agreement that this was not a - - -

PROF FELL: Well, certainly with the top point.
PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Yes.
PROF FELL: But not the second one.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: The second paragraph, you'ferreng to there? Yes, the
second paragraph is the point about the effedayf, geological structure on either
local roof falls or the rib falls.

PROF FELL: Yes.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Yes, certainly, that might tgidace. So the first answer
is again that people aren’t working up againstéhitss, and therefore not exposed
directly. The other issue is that, as in any ofi@mal mine — and Geoff would know
well from his past experience that you can modibtimds, on an operational
decision-making basis, to take account of locahgkea. So the comment about web
pillar width, for example — yes, it really challesgythe economy of the project to say
all web pillars should be X metres wider. Butdiuyre coming to a mining zone
where you know that there’s particular structuaentration of faulting or joining
or whatever, it would be a simple operational managnt decision at the time to
say, “In this panel, we’re either going to put air@ metre on the width of our web
pillars, or we’re going to rotate them slightly,we’re going to stop them short.”
There’s lots of operational decisions that can beerto deal with that scenario.

PROF FELL: Okay. Now, if this was encounterdbright - - -
PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Yes.

PROF FELL: And I'm flagging this for a questiaatér on —is it likely to
compromise your ability to store water?

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: That's back to - - -
PROF FELL: A question for later, when you tellalsout the water - - -
MR DUNCAN: Yes. Well, okay.

PROF FELL: We can flag it.
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MR DUNCAN: We’'ll address that with the bulkheadeg is probably - - -
MR SHARROCK: Okay.
MR DUNCAN: - - - the best way, if that's okay.

MR SHARROCK: Yes. | mean, | think we should ewi— | mean, | think we
should let you go on.

PROF FELL: | think so, too.
MR SHARROCK: | know - - -
PROF FELL: | mean, you want me to be quiet.

MR SHARROCK: No, no. No, Creig said we shouldl gaestions on the way
through, but — some of these things are, in a vwgtrelated, are they not?

PROF FELL: Yes, I've been instructed.
MR SHARROCK: You're the chairman. You're the ahaan.

MR DUNCAN: Okay. The assertion — the departnoamtsiders that the issue of —
numerical modelling, and there are seen to beidualsrisk to worker health and
safety.

Risk to worker health and safety is no differeatrfrother forms of
underground mining, such as partial pillar extramti full extraction, bord and
pillar mining. In fact, the proposed use of rentyptontrolled or semi-
autonomous mining equipment significantly reducesker exposure to face
hazards as compared with these methods.

This looks, now, at some of the systems availadnlegmote mining, practiced
routinely in highwall mining, and practiced undeitlourst conditions on South Coast
Mine. Full underground automation is currentlyrfgeimplemented at the new
Grosvenor mine, in central Queensland, four metde wxtraction headings for
improved stability — the normal width roadway in@amderground mine is a
minimum of 5.5 metres. Continuous haulage systéhat’s a continuous miner

with a continuous haulage, going back to the 1990s.

Integrated —
sorry:
Inertial navigation technology has existed for dédesiin highwall mining for

unsupported punch. Inertial navigation — gammaizam control. Similar
systems used underground in mines in lllinois ahtbOCSIRO has recently
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developed a significant upgrade to this technolibgy will allow absolute
positioning of CM rather than relative to the Iggtnch. Measured deviation,
during underground trials, of three centimetresrol/20 metres.

Pretty accurate. It's similar — it's an offshoaodrh similar systems that are used in
missiles. Looking at continuous haulage systesrefls a number of systems
available; there’s not just one or two. You've g flexi train, the FCT, which is
currently used at Clarence. There’s the Sanvex, Bi&Scrawler one, which is —and
there’s also a new one under trial, a Sanvic dtrebably the one that would be
currently suitable would be the similar systemhaf §oy brand floor mount FCT
that's currently in use at Clarence. This onergbpbly not suited. This one is a
cascading belt system that’s currently used at GCoalkery. This one offers the
most potential long-term, because it's not limitedength. This one is limited in
length to about 160 metres, and that’s becausensfdans within the system. This
system here is unlimited. You can have it as lasgou like.

So if, for instance, you wanted to extend plungertsto 200 metres, you would need
about 240 metres of conveyor, you can actuallyhdt tOther systems are available
also, including bridge conveyors. Right. We'rdtigg to a real interesting one.
This one will go on to answer quite a few of thesfions you may have. Right.
The fact that the project needs to, like, your kighk activity, you know, means that
the project carries more risk than any other mimrgject. Clearly, wrong. The
response — high-risk activity notifications reqdifer all mining activities
undertaken regularly in underground coal minedutfing longwall mining, pillar
extraction, shaft sinking, drift development anliepireduction, and there’s others.

I’'m not going to go — this is from the resourceulagor, what's required. What we
have, we’ve done an audit and I'm — it will be aywbusy slide, but what we’'ve
looked at is the current underground mines. W&e&ed at all the high-risk
activities that are undertaken at the mines oree#iday-to-day basis or a regular
basis, and the green represents those risk aesivtiat fall into category high-risk
activities for notification. The DP&E appears v misrepresented the nature of
high-risk activities and the potential of high rigkimpact on ability of the project.

MR SHARROCK: Well, if | may - - -
MR DUNCAN: And there’s just one other - - -
MR SHARROCK: Yes, Creig.

MR DUNCAN: This also includes mines that have water empowerment
underground. Okay. And we've identified thosenead.

MR SHARROCK: | understand the onus is now ondperator. If you've got a
high-risk activity coming up, the onus on the operas to have plans, if you like,

and show those to the regulator, and | supposeetheator can say yes or no. Is that
the way it works now?
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MR DUNCAN: No. It doesn't.
MR SHARROCK: It's not prescribed like it usedte, is what I'm saying.

MR DUNCAN: It doesn’t. The way you do it, youvsto supply, as your — all the
Gtech information, the risk assessments, the mamegeplans, all that sort of thing,
to the regulator. You have a certain — the regulaas a certain period of time to
evaluate it. If they don’t ask for additional infieation within that timeframe, you
can allocate the work. They no longer approveefaat formally, because they're
guilty by association if they do. Right. So ii<ase of notification with all the
appropriate information. If they think it's defegit they will request you to provide
more information. You have a certain period ofdinif they don’t come back to
you within that period of time, they’re to undereatke work.

PROF FELL: Now, the view was expressed that yeednto have high-level staff
that have experience of high-risk operations orr yeam to actually do it properly.

MR DUNCAN: Well, to do it properly, you have thethe people who have the
experience to undertake the design work, but ysa lahve to, when you're doing
the risk assessments, you need a cross-sectitie ofdrk force, including the
people, the operators, the frontline supervisties niddle management and the tech
people, and an independent expert to assist inikadssessment.

PROF FELL: You've given a list of the people asated with the operation in the
information you’'ve provided. Would they meet thequirement?

MR DUNCAN: We can do that. | mean, we — we’veeatly undertaken risk
assessments, and | will get to that on the projébere was a — there’s an inference
in the report by the planner that we have not uaéten what they would consider
risk — taken risk - - -

PROF FELL: Yes. That's right.
MR DUNCAN: We have. And we did that - - -
PROF FELL: And there was some suggestion you mmigtke that available.

MR DUNCAN: Well, I'm prepared to make certain {sof it, who was involved,
the areas I've covered, that sort of thing, butrikle assessment covers pre-
construction, like, the design phase, the constmictThe operation can only be
done by the operation. With a risk assessmeniialso get it colour-coded into
certain areas. The risk assessment, if | trangmwill — in the wrong hands will
eventually be misconstrued, and | have a probletin that. Okay. I'm quite happy
to show it to you. Right. But as for giving yowapy that could finish up being
disseminated in the public arena, probably not.

MR SHARROCK: Why? And I'm not - - -
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MR DUNCAN: Sorry?

MR SHARROCK: | asked the question. It's not -ddhnerefore might be
misinterpreted by such people.

MR DUNCAN: That's correct.

MR SHARROCK: | must say one of the worries thaale is that there is some
controversy about the mining method. The expeotstchll agree on everything. So
you’'ve done quite a lot of risk assessment worklamdndered why you didn’t bring
that forward.

MR DUNCAN: Well, we know. At the meeting we haith the experts, we didn’t
inform them we had done the risk assessments.

MS TUOR: Yes.

MR SHARROCK: [I'm not talking about informing them

MS TUOR: But were they - - -

MR SHARROCK: I'm talking about showing them.

MS TUOR: - - - available at that meeting to tliedent experts?
MR DUNCAN: Again, it's for the same reason.

MR SHARROCK: Well - - -

MR DUNCAN: | didn't want — because anything weeio the Department of
Planning, right, finishes up in the public arena.

MR SHARROCK: Well, you know, maybe | could ashtimaybe, as you said, you
can show them to us and, you know, we hand therk toayou and we don’t copy
them, and that sort of thing. Because | think gy@ece of information we can get is
helpful, because this is certainly not straightfard

MR DUNCAN: We've got - - -

MS TUOR: Yes. But also | think the thing is #fety was becoming a key issue
and if there are a number of experts, includingeetspemployed as independent
experts by the Department of Planning, and youweecthis safety audit work, |
don’t see why it wouldn’'t have been made availatta a confidentiality
agreement, etcetera, etcetera, to the indepenxieetten behalf of the Department
of Planning for them to review. Just so that theoelld be someone that could
review it and then say, “Yes, this safety audadequate.” No further detail.
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But by you just saying, “We’ve done it. Trust usChat’s not how the system
works. | think — that's my understanding of itnd\there’s plenty of information
that's commercial-in-confidence that does get neei@ throughout government
organisations, and | think there are mechanisniscdrabe dealt with to deal with
that commercial-in-confidence type information.

MR DUNCAN: Certainly, | don’t think the Departmieof Planning do have the
people internally to be able to review that riskessment.

MS TUOR: No. | understand that had a — they@¢dalve employed - - -

PROF FELL: What happens — what if it were madalaible to the Commission?
MR DUNCAN: Well, that's what I'm requesting.

PROF FELL: - - - on a confidential basis?

MR SHARROCK: Because, as Creig has implied, i gee a risk assessment
colour-coded and it gets in the hands of someoreduaesn’t know, “Look at red.
They shouldn’t do any of that red stuff.”

PROF FELL: Well, | appreciate that. | understaritere you're coming from. But,
on the other hand, there’s a question, “Has it ltkeT®?” You know, “Do we trust
you when you say it?” | know that's a terriblendito say.

MR GATES: But Creig has made an offer - - -

MS TUOR: Well, I'm sure it has been done.

MR GATES: - - - that he could put it on the table-

MS TUOR: It's — no one has reviewed it.

MR DUNCAN: I'm quite happy to put it on the table -

MR GATES: - --and we could read it and hanhbitk.

MR DUNCAN: - --and let you have a look at hat’s fine. But as for
transmitting it formally and it finish up in the plic realm, that’s — no.

PROF FELL: Well, I understand that.
MR DUNCAN: Yes. Yes. No, I'm quite happy to tat.
PROF FELL: Okay.

MR DUNCAN: Okay.
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PROF FELL: We're past and through that, thank you

MR DUNCAN: All right. | suppose, to get backfttus little slide here, this
addresses the issue of higher risk.

PROF FELL: So the little high-risk operationsamd.
MR DUNCAN: Yes. It also addresses who impoundsen Right. So in that - - -
PROF FELL: Right.

MR DUNCAN: Okay. And, moving on to the next €idhere are inherent risks
associated with impoundment of ground water undermgal. The impounded water
underground working is commonplace. Of the 29 miisted in the slides, some 16
impound water in underground workings. The remainday inadvertently
impound water in mine groves and low-lying arebsush associated with
impoundment of water underground is classified pgr&cipal mining hazard under
New South Wales legislation, and Hume Coal woulérafe under the inrush
principle hazard management plan. Right.

So the fact that we are going to store and impauaie:r underground, we would
have to come up an inrush management plan, anevthdd have to be acceptable to
the regulator and we would have to operate toptat.

PROF FELL: And that covers the - - -
MR DUNCAN: It would cover these sorts of risks—
PROF FELL: - - - down-dip situation. Yes.

MR DUNCAN: - - -that we're talking about. Ye¥.es. Right. Bulkheads. The
risks associated with the impoundment of groundwateerground may be
exaggerated by various other risks associatedthlipillar stability. It is not clear
how the two issues are related. The bulkheadsheilhstalled at the start of the
panel and is not near web pillars. This looks sg@ion in a heading. Most of the
panels are down-dip or cross-dip. Only the vemklend of the mine they are flat-
laying, consequently the bulkhead doesn’t have aflpressure against it. Most of
the water is down-dip from it. Okay. Looking hetlocation. Response of DP to
our bulkheads. That's where the bulkheads arey Hne not opposite where the
web pillars are. They are actually up here whieeee's quite large blocks of coal to
maintain the stability around the actual bulkheads.

So they'’re not, like — they’re not going to be s|dbjto what happens in the vicinity
of the pine feather and the web pillars. The tgroh the proposed impoundment of
water in flat lying parts of the mine representssidual uncertainty. We responded
to this and to DP&E mining expert reports on 1y R#018. The timing of the
proposed impoundment of water in areas of the nhaeare flat flying is discussed

.IPC MEETING 11.2.19 P-26
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

in the ..... response to the mining experts repohis is not a residual issue and it
has been addressed. Just - - -

PROF FELL: I didn't notice that in the documerdaton the mine experts meeting.
MR DUNCAN: Sorry.

PROF FELL: Ididn’t notice that comment that yeeijust made in the
documentation that was produced from the mine égmpeeeting.

MR DUNCAN: Well - - -

PROF FELL: So that's new information before us.

MR DUNCAN: It's in our response.

PROF FELL: Yes, well, | accept it.

MS TUOR: Sorry. Couldn’'t you make a referencé?o

MR SHARROCK: That meeting was in March, though.

MS TUOR: Okay, but is the - - -

MR DUNCAN: Yes. Yes.

MR SHARROCK: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: And we put it a report together on thges. Okay.

MS TUOR: Page 41.

PROF FELL: Okay. Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: Bulkhead failure may lead to a needliecharge water directly into
the creek, but panels are designed to be downf.bulkhead sites, meaning that if
bulkhead were to begin to leak, the leakage ratddvoe limited to groundwater
inflow to the single panel. Remedial pressurewould require partial or full ..... of
the panel level to the level of the bulkhead butthe full pumping out of the panel.
The void behind the bulkhead would remain full dgrthe remedial work if such
works were ever required. This looks at the —hihi&khead failure may lead to a
need to discharge water directly into the creekis Tooks at the direction of dip and
the layout of the panels. These are cross digetpanels here. These are full dip.

And this area is the last part of the mining Igenihere it's flat, okay, so it’s - - -

PROF FELL: So that comment is simply not true.
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MR DUNCAN: Yes, it's — it should not be an issughe other thing too, depending
on the sequence of mining, whether your mine npadsls on the advance or on the
retreat. If you mine them on the retreat, any ey was to leak in would be
accumulated behind you.

MR SHARROCK: So ..... as any mine would down ¢ know, taking the
shallow part first, if | can put it that way.

MR DUNCAN: These panels here are on full dip.
MR SHARROCK: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: Right. These parties here are goiogas dip. And this area of
the mine is actually flat, this area in here.

MS ........... Andthat's the last bit ..... yes.
PROF FELL: Well, some of this answers our questio- - -

MR DUNCAN: The primary water dam would only prdeiapproximately 10 to 11
days of mine water storage. False. The modelst®ewhere the primary water
dam reaches it speak storage of 625 megalitresvarslesign capacity of 1720
occurs in only one of the 108 climate sequenceseffesti This occurs very early in
the mine life when the mining flows are compardgivew. Peak mining flows

occur mid to late in the mine life when there isteof spare underground storage
capacity. Furthermore, the mine infrastructurerha#tiple water retention basins.
The water modelling was undertaken on the bastdliese are pumped dry after
every rainfall event and the water is transfergethe primary water dam. Under the
worst case scenario, water could be left in thesgnis to provide additional storage
capacity. This looks at the primary water provéegigroximately seven to 11 days of
mining water storage.

This graph here, it shows that it's very earlyhia tmine’s life, and then later on, it’s
only in this period here, around years 15 and I&rev we reach peak water inflows.
There’s still plenty of capacity. Another key cent to the level of risk assessment
undertaken, many of the matters raised in thisiteqmuld originally be expected to
have been evaluated by the mine owners in a risésasment, mining ..... prior to
deciding a lodgement of a development applicatidame Mining System Concept
Risk Assessment, February 2015, reviewed and ugdatdarch '18, include two
subset risks assessments. Mining system riskcigdad, mine layout, Gtech,
mining sequence, working section, mining equipmpraductivity, ventilation, gas
..... and rejecting placement. Inundation inrusksrincluded, failure of bulkheads,
intersection of already flooded panel, failurelo# tveb during hydrostatic pressure,
geological structure ..... failures, major rooflfaand under-ventilated plunges.

PROF FELL: This was previously discussed - - -
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MR DUNCAN: That's right. That's exactly right.

PROF FELL: - - - to indicate they might allow tasactually cite it.

MR DUNCAN: And we went into some detail withowss attempting to read that.
That's just to take out from one part of the riskessment, and the risk assessment
originally ..... in 15, development application ¢l in 2017. And both Bruce and
Russel were involved in that risk assessment iimat. t Okay.

MR SHARROCK: And that was supplied to the deparim| presume, was it?

MR DUNCAN: It hasn’t been provided to the depagtm

MS TUOR: No, that’s the one that's confidential.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: That's what could be put on table.

MR DUNCAN: They were told about it, but that'd.al

MR ........... But it did provide the roadmap &rerything that happened
subsequently.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: Right. We’re then on to the next omgter. Just keeping an eye
on the time.

TECHNICAL ISSUES — RECORDING INTERRUPTED [2:11:14 — 2:11:44]
PROF FELL: Well, | think we can save ourselves l.think that broadly we’re not
unhappy about the concept of it being class 2xhdsa fair statement?

MR GATES: Yes.

PROF FELL: George?

MR GATES: Yeah. Yeah.

PROF FELL: Allright. And we’ve discussed itlahgth with DPE, so that’s not on
the table. | think we're happy about that. Thekengood arrangements are one of

the key issues, so it's important we discuss tlolbe

MR GATES: Yeah.
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PROF FELL: And groundwater licencing, well, yoe'got 90 per cent at the
moment, and the issue is whether the volume agedarth the groundwater
licence will decrease and you’ll have insufficiémit your mining operations.
You've indicated you can pull some water from ttered water, right, if that
happens, but, George, you were the one who rdisgdssue, | think.

MR GATES: Look, there was a couple of issues ithabuld be good to get off the
table today. One was environmental impacts. Inmadot of the drawdowns are
sort of social and economic impacts, but are teeparate environmental impacts
that need to be discussed, because | don't thirtkk @iRlerstood the difference
between those two.

I’m not 100 per cent sure they did. | was a litttenfused about what might be a
water table decline and what might be a water presdecline, and hence | was
asking for some diagrams that might sort of shaat $ityle of difference, because it
seemed to me when | was reading it, they were imerthangeably in the report,
and that’s why | was after that.

And, as Chris says, it's a class 2 model. It'srbexiewed by independent experts.

| accept their decision that there’s some clas®the class 2, some class 3, so we're
happy to go with a class 2 model, and the modekstsignificant impacts anyway

of class 2, so they're some of the things that$ sart of interested in. And we
accept that models aren’t perfect. Geology ispeotect. There’s errors in there and
they get carried across to the uncertainty analyBig still, that's what we're

working with, and you've improved the model greatlyh the additional work.

PROF FELL: Only went up one bore being affected -
MR GATES: Yeah.

PROF FELL: - - - right through to 94. The intsting breakdown of bores and the
extent of the effect of what the make good wouldoampass was obviously quite
important to us, and then the issue of how youlgue— maybe that’s the angle we
need to discuss and sort out.

MR GATES: However — and | certainly was — anddbieers were probably the
same — the water quality issues and things, yowkhthought they were dealt with
satisfactorily in terms of putting it undergrounutastuff.

PROF FELL: Well, | have one very small one, tisathat some of the water you
put back down the hole is water that has been @stiface, probably runoff from
your storage of waste material before you put dkidown the — sorry — the mine,
and could it have higher contaminant levels theaigitt mine water, largely because
of oxidation at the surface and possible mobilsatf some component ..... if you
like, that could be picked up? Do you get what éisking?
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MR DUNCAN: The way we've tried to set up the —ydm want to comment on
this?

MS WEBB: Yeah, | can comment on it. And that Wasked at in detail by Lang,
who did — Geosyntec did a - - -

PROF FELL: Yes.
MS WEBB: - - - detailed study of that quality.

PROF FELL: But for they did a test, and they udeistill water for their leaching
test.

MS WEBB: For the leachate.

PROF FELL: And I would say, look, you've got essym exposed to the
atmosphere. You could have something in therenablugs as well, so you could be
leaching a bit of stuff out, and that could endcopcentrating.

MS WEBB: Yeah. | can - | know - - -

PROF FELL: Ithink it's fairly unlikely but, yoknow, I'm just interested in your
response.

MS WEBB: Yeah. That was looked at specificallyl have to — | can come back
to you on that.

PROF FELL: Please.

MS WEBB: | can't recall the details, but | knolat we looked at the difference of
the surface water mixing with the groundwater drehtbeing put back in
underground.

PROF FELL: Indeed, but on the questions, | —koow, a hypothetical.

MS WEBB: Yeah.

PROF FELL: If you did have a slightly higher centration in your stored water,
basically, would that leech out into the groundwaiestem.

MS WEBB: | think the dilution was so great thiaiade no difference, but let me
come back to you on that.

PROF FELL: Well, there's an osmotic effect, aslw&/henever | mention osmosis
to groundwater people, they freak out, but it's¢heRight.
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MS WEBB: There was — yeah. If we can come backhat, but my — from
memory, the changes away from the mine workingsgedves extended to about
one or two metres from the mine, and after thagryhing was undetectable, every
contaminant.

PROF FELL: Okay. Thank you.
MS WEBB: That probably addresses it, but we dmklat that in detail.

PROF FELL: Ostensibly, taking mine water outtimgtit back is a perfectly
acceptable thing to do, logically.

MS WEBB: Yeah. It's efficient. Yeah.

MR GATES: Do - Liz, do we know where the grountlvas going to discharge to
eventually, you know, once recovery occurs and - -

MS WEBB: | guess you're looking at the groundwdlew directions as they sit
now. Is that what you mean, once it's recover&athere’s a — we're at the top of a
— of the groundwater recharge zone where we arerewou’ve got some water
flowing into the incised rivers to the west andrtlygu’ve got the dip of the coal
going to the east. So it’s right at the top of taéechment, so you have — if you look
at the — | guess, the groundwater contours, it'ayafnom the mine.

MR GATES: And there was some community conceat &ventually any change
in water quality will discharge, you know, where tjroundwater discharges, you
know, and - - -

MS WEBB: But that's what we — and we took thatbmard and looked at that quite
closely in terms of modelling the particle tracksrigom the mine, and that was
where that comment about the change in chemistiytdextend more than two
metres because of the high quality water genettadif/s going back in there that you
— there was no detectable changes beyond thayeboan find that reference and
those stats and make that - - -

PROF FELL: You can help me.
MS WEBB: Yeah.

PROF FELL: | mean, basically, you have to haveyau've got licenses that add
up to almost two gig.

MS WEBB: Yeah.

PROF FELL: One gig of that is actual water yoll put. You seem to have to buy
a licence to put it back.
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MS WEBB: Yeah.

PROF FELL: Is that the truth?

MS WEBB: There’'s — there’s a lot of other exanspbé mines just licensing their
net take. | haven't..... off the top of my hehdt that is common, whereas Hume is
licensing the full take and by — if you look ateaviyer’s definition of the Aquifer
Interference Policy, that's where we ended up bem@ very conservative place in
licensing all of it.

PROF FELL: Well, that's what struck me.

MS WEBB: Yes.

PROF FELL: | couldn’t see why.

MR GATES: And are you also conservative becaagsehaven’t modelled the
emplacement of the water underground?

MS WEBB: We have modelled that.

MR GATES: You have?

MS WEBB: Yeah.

MR GATES: And that reduces your drawdowns assalt®f your emplacement?
MS WEBB: Yeah. It does — it does make — makeesdifierences in terms of
putting it back in, but because a lot of them ayeri dip, it's, you know, it helps
speed the recovery up.

PROF FELL: Yes. I---

MS WEBB: But not a significant .....

PROF FELL: | sense that the model was somewhagiifact in the way it actually
handled that, you know, the ..... full or half fullll that sort of — there’s some issues

raised about that.

MS WEBB: There was a — yeah, there was, and thagsa lot of fine-tuning that
went on throughout the response to submissions-en -

PROF FELL: Okay. But we've said the model is @emough for what we're
about.

MS WEBB: Yeah. Yeah. And - - -
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PROF FELL: And we’ve got a rough idea of what Wager — it's unlikely to be
substantially more - - -

MS WEBB: No. And - - -
PROF FELL: - - - than what we've got.

MS WEBB: And if you look at — | mean, I'm jumpirrgght through, but if you look
at the uncertainty analysis that was done, thertaiogy bands are very narrow
around the difference between 50, 60, 70, 90 péleen

PROF FELL: Yeah.

MS WEBB: So what — | guess what that means ib#se case model is quite tight.
Like, we actually have quite a lot of certaintytie uncertainty, if that makes sense.
You know, you haven’t got — you haven't got the emainty saying, “Look, it could
be this or this.” You've got it saying, “Look,dbuld be this or this.” It's very —it's
a very tight band.

PROF FELL: Well, George made the point you hal@o& at what other mines are
getting. And my quick sum as to how much you takg got to put that back and
there’s a bit of leakage, as well, and it sortlb€laecks out reasonably, so | don’t
think it’s too far out of whack.

MR GATES: And that was the reason for my questinrihe Clarence Colliery,
you know, because Dendrobiums get 7.5 megalitozsyaand Berrima had three and
a half megalitres a day inflow and you're predigtt8 or something or other, so it
was just a sanity check to see where it was indeinyou know, other mines.

MS WEBB: We've got a couple of slides on thatexaoint - - -

MR DUNCAN: We've got some slides that could prblyaaddress that.

MS WEBB: - - - George, that we've put together;s -

PROF FELL: Yeah. Well, let's delve into this neaggood question, then, because
that’s one that seems to hang around. Now, ydoreken the 94 down into, you
know, what you might have to do, and 15 are lethywvell, we mightn’t be able to
do anything, and one of the questions on thatiés, is it worth tipping out some of
the water and simply piping it up to them?

MS WEBB: That's one of your questions. Yeah.

PROF FELL: | mean, does that render the projapoissible - - -

MS WEBB: | guess - - -
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PROF FELL: - - - if you were to — I'm very conseas, say, that Santos at Narrabri
are running a relatively small water treatment ptarite successfully, and the cost
isn’'t all that high. That's for their current d@eery stuff. All right. It's about a two
megalitre a day or something, whatever.

MS WEBB: Yeah.

MR ANDERSON: If | may — sorry, Liz. Maybe if web to slide 67, where we had
the breakdown of make good.

PROF FELL: Okay. That will be useful.

MR ANDERSON: That may be — may enliven - - -

PROF FELL: Yeah. Sorry. I've done it again.

MR ANDERSON: No, no.

MS WEBB: Do you want to flick through these sk@e

MS TUOR: | think — could we just quickly flick tbugh them?
MS WEBB: And then we can come that - - -

MS TUOR: Go onto that.

PROF FELL: Yeah.

MR GATES: - --when we get there to 67.

MR DUNCAN: What I will attempt to do is the — serparts I'll just move through
very quickly because - - -

MS TUOR: Yeah, yeah.

MR DUNCAN: - - -you've already discussed theDP&E have relied on this Dol
Water to provide feedback in coal. Page 2 of htteant A of the Dol Water
response to submission document, Dol Water staté\lxber is aware that DP&E
has engaged an independent groundwater expertieawéhe latest work. Dol
Water has not had access to this document in @rgparof this advice.

PROF FELL: Ever so useful.

MR DUNCAN: Just moving on, in terms of the datdlection, DP&E have

sufficient data. We've got eight years of datas@d&ace water quality monitoring
sites, 11 stream gauges, 54 bores and so on. 1Gabrating wire through private
land owner bores. Comparison, number of pumpists t@here we sit with some
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other projects. Number of slug tests and whersitweith other projects. Number
of packer tests, number of core samples analyselthés just looks at the
conceptual model, and the government expert conakptodels are in accordance
with Australian modelling guidelines and fit fornpase.

Software design, extend grid boundaries, paraméiarsa good example for best
practice in design and execution. That just lcatkthe process for refining model
post-RtS, and basically DS models fit for miningawt prediction purposes,
refinement through RtS required very robust unaatanalysis in collaboration
with Dol Water. The RtS model is fundamentallycend example of best practice in
design and execution.

There’s comment that the modelling end burdengaestion in terms of thickness,
extent and assigned permeability in the model. Himne coal model has been set
up with the appropriate thickness. No low flowmpeability parameters to limit the
potential connection between the coal seam andandstone, does not unduly
restrict the ground flow — groundwater flow int@ tvorkings. And again, the model
class, we've talked about that. We're happy ittdass 2. I'll just duck over it.

MS WEBB: Yeah. We'll just skip through it.

MR DUNCAN: Yeah. This just looks at the uncemtgianalysis. Again it's the
uncertainty analysis. This - - -

PROF FELL: Could we just go back to that onefonoment. The —we’ll be
meeting with Drs Pell and Anderson later, so I'nitgjinterested in your take on
that.

MR DUNCAN: Okay. Okay.
PROF FELL: If not now, in a few moments. All hig

MR DUNCAN: Yeah. Okay. The — well, I'll startithi this one. Recognise the
efforts of strength, uncertainty and sensitivitalgsis in the RtS model. They raise
that critics Pell and Anderson still have residu@icerns on the uncertainty analysis.
DP&E state ..... model provide a range of preditgithat can be used to make a
reasonable assessment of the impacts. They sithued uncertainty as a reason for
adopting a precautionary approach, and that madelarvative results should be
adopted.

The uncertainty analysis modelling — uncertaintghgsis for Hume was scoped with
Dol Water and the method agreed upon. As agreedjricertainty analysis focused
on the most sensitive model parameters, hydraahdugctivity. Hume model
uncertainty analysis tested a large range of hyidraanductivity values from data
within the area but produced a relatively tightgawf inflow volumes drawdown.
This equates to high confidence in the model result
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DPI comment 90 percentile uncertainty adoptediéamnicing and make good. The
standard modelling adopts the most likely paramnset&® percentile. Sensitivity
analysis used multiple model runs, accesses thertance of particular parameters,
values on model prediction. Uncertainty analysgtd range of known
measurements allows for more robust qualificatibanzertainty, 50 percentile
median used in most approvals. All standard moal@<$0 percentile. Pilbara
uncertainty analysis recommended a 20 percenti® foercentile range. Bulga did
an uncertainty analysis and confirmed the standase case model was equal to 50
percentile.

Hume adopted a 67 percentile conservative duestadmmunity and social concern.
The 90 per centile, extremely conservative, nal{iko occur even in extreme
conditions. This looks at the table, 90 percentileertainty adopted for licencing
and make good. 67 percentile and then 90 pereeatiout as likely as not for the 67
percentile, and very unlikely 90 percentile, antikety is the 67 to 90. Uncertainty
communicate — consistent with methods outlinedh&lESC dratft ..... of uncertainty
analysis in groundwater modelling. Descriptorghanlikelihood of key impacts
directly linked with probability classes and unednty. Liz, you can do this one.

MS WEBB: Sure. | guess this is just a quick € ofithe questions we picked up
was the difference between theé"gind the 90 in terms of — from George, was it?
So | guess just showing you what those — thosesari's an increase of 196
megalitres. So when you're talking about the défece between 2059 and 225, it's
not a huge increase in volume for that change iogmgage, so that's what — we're
talking about the tight band in terms of the uramiety, and that’s pretty much it for
that slide.

MR DUNCAN: Okay.
MS WEBB: You can see the curves are very similar.

MR DUNCAN: Right. Level of impact — the projdstpredicted to have significant
impacts on highly productive groundwater aquif€he drawdown impacts on the
aquifer would be most significant for any mining@ject that has ever been assessed
in New South Wales. Depressurisation and drawdextend from Hume is modest
in compared to many other assessed mining prajedsw South Wales. Aquifer
interference policy defines highly productive aguifare those that have yields in
excess of five litres a second. New South Walege@Bunent database reports that
average Yield of bores within nine kilometres ofnktuproject having yield of two
litres a second.

MS TUOR: So — sorry. Just on that, my understandf your stating that is that
you would dispute that thisis a - - -

MR DUNCAN: Yes.

MS TUOR: - - - highly productive aquifer.
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MS WEBB: We've still - - -
MR DUNCAN: ..... Statement.

MS WEBB: We've done the assessment under a highigder the aquifer
interference policy, we've assumed they’re highlgductive, but | guess this is just
a point to say although we’ve done that anywaig, fitot as — it's not a highly
productive system if you look at that average,limdause it's a fractured rock
environment, you have some high and some low, batverage, we're talking about
something that’s less, although we did assessé#dan a high. That was just to
make that point.

MR GATES: Just while we're talking about this pping, you didn’t have good
pumping usage data, so you've had to assume sommentege of entitlement was
being used.

MS WEBB: That’s right.

MR GATES: And you've assumed quite a large —agaitigh percentage of
entitlement has been used.

MS WEBB: Yes.

MR GATES: Something — just under 90 per centoonething. That’s unusually
high to assume that that — all that water is bes®d. Individually it might be 90 per
cent, but across board, | thought that was a hidiev

MS WEBB: Yeah. | guess — | guess that was loaked the modelling and as part
of the calibration of the model, George, so whendhginal model was doing in the
EIS, that was looked at. That was looked at agdien it was reviewed through the
RtS about the level of pumping in that area. hkihat seemed to align with what
the model was — was saying and — yeah. It's ldgss-than 100, but | guess you've
got that — that's where — where the model camebint terms of looking at that
usage, SO - - -

MR GATES: And | certainly - - -

MS WEBB: We did question that and we - - -

MR GATES: Yes.

MS WEBB: - - - went back through it a couple iofes.

MR GATES: And had a look. Yes.

MS WEBB: Yes.
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MR GATES: Yes. Okay.

MR DUNCAN: This looks at the comparison to oth@nes of the distance to two
metre drawdown from the ..... workings so this aka number of other projects
that have been approved and ..... two kilometeesyesre not quite significantly
impacted.

MS WEBB: 1 think this is getting to your pointe@rge, about the difference in .....
environmental impact and the impact on bores.f $ou look at drawdown, it's not
as great as a lot of other mines, but .....

MR GATES: So | haven't seen this diagram beford,it says that ..... mine — the
two metre drawdown contour is 10 kilometres .nd gour two metre - - -

MS WEBB: Yes.
MR GATES: - --contour is much less.
MS WEBB: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: This looks at the comparison of theneis groundwater inflow to

..... underground mines and looks at the wateas.you can see, 5.9 ..... that answers

the issue about Clarence, 18.
MR GATES: Yes, it does. Yes.

MR DUNCAN: Comparison to mines ..... groundwatmrover used from
commencement of mining, again, were generallyyfdmv by comparison to other
mines.

MR GATES: These are all model prediction resultée’re comparing like with
like.

MS WEBB: That's it. They're model — they're pighled data based on either
approved mines or mines being — are under appmval off the major project’s
website. So you know what it’s like trying to coanp. Sometimes it's not exactly
the same, but we have had a pretty good lit rewkall of that data to try and give —
we wanted to give some context to the statememtstabbeing a ..... mine to
compare it to some other mines, just to show tbattp

MR DUNCAN: Let’s just look at the boreholes — tliember of bores through
experience right around is 94 bores. For the 8(yef cent ..... compared to 118 for
the 90 per cent. High number of bores is .... hilga density bores in the area and
most bores .....

MS WEBB: That's a location of bores, not a volun#elocation.
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MR DUNCAN: This looks at the make good — makedjaorangements for .....
suitable or practical. DP — Dol did not raise mamgjor concerns with technical
feasibility of ..... options. DP&E then stateditti@e department generally accept the
applicant’s ..... make good options are technidalhsible. Their expert states make
good arrangements are reasonable in principle ansistent with make good
arrangements, guidelines in Queensland ..... dewvgtef one horizon, the middle
coal seam — mine’s coal seam — sorry — does notuate the occurrence of saturated
aquifer conditions above, and this — you get aeequrisation immediately above
the coal seam, but you still have access to watérdr up in the strata ..... does not
..... simply lowers the groundwater pressure le¥&ima Coal, DPE ..... all agree
that the ..... arrangements are technically feasibt suitable and practical to
physically ..... question why. Despite the abowvarsgement the DPI ..... iSs not
suitable or practical.

MR SHARROCK: So may | ask —and so you're sayiijare saying two things.
Second last paragraph. DPE feasible, then DPEuitatble; is that right?

MS WEBB: They're saying that it is technicallyafgble.

MR SHARROCK: Technically feasible.

MS WEBB: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: Yes.

MR GATES: But not suitable for - - -

MS WEBB: But not suitable for .....

MR GATES: - - - for social reasons.

MS WEBB: | guess ..... ---

MR DUNCAN: Because of the administrators. We gt to that.

MR GATES: Okay.

MR DUNCAN: I'm mindful of the time. This is theake-good strategy ..... make
good arrangements for ..... not suitable or prattietlume proposed the detail make
good assessment ..... thatis ..... five-year IStsategy is flexible and suitable
arrangements made for each individual landholdiéaike-good arrangements will be
suitable and practical where all parties areanly 16 bores in the first five years and
64 bore, or 68 per cent of the bores, make godd mihing strategies such as
increased pumping costs and lowering pumps. $ouflook at the table here we got

..... five to 10, 15, 20 and out to 25 to plus 2ang. Increasing ..... approximately
one third ..... pump in the bore approximatelyiedthgain, and then replaced stock
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and domestics as probably 15 bores ..... approgignab. Hume ..... comments not
suitable ..... are inaccurate.

DP&E comments undermine the ability to hold faisessment of the project.
Administration. DP&E substantial levels of disngptto the community,
considerable disagreement between actual .....dtm@end proposed make good
option. Process will rely heavily on dispute resioin. Extensive time delays and
lengthy dispute resolution. And these DP&E commeent administrative in nature
..... is only six metres, 68 per cent of the boneske good with ..... measures. Step 1
of make good is site visit and excess arrangenargady exist with 20 landholders.
Only 16 negotiations needed in the first five yedvkake good is a landholder
entitlement. If they don’t choose to exerciseriét, then there is no dispute. Itis
an opt-in arrangement which is similar to most mg&ed arrangements - - -

MR DUNCAN: - - - existing development approvalBhis just looks at the total
volume in storage versus what the take is and aélsigou’re looking at just .....

need 2.059 ..... licensing. We ..... have 1.9 Wwisc93 per cent. It's worthwhile
pointing out when we first started this projecttbptanning and water said that we
would never get the licenses we needed, and thaitvieen the theme and even now
opposition said the same thing, but it came aequghock when suddenly we
walked through the door and we’ve got 93 per cétit@licences. And a lot of that
has been achieved in the last 12 months, and wadirad offers of other licences
from within the Highlands. So - - -

MR GATES: Would I be right in assuming that pepate selling a component of
their entitlement that they haven't historicallyed®

MR DUNCAN: Either selling it or all of it, thahey haven’t historically used,
that's correct. And we’re not the only ones buyardicences. There’s other
companies and organisations buying licences ifdigalands.

PROF FELL: So | don't think that's seen as a pgob

MS WEBB: That's not — you don't see it as a pesbl Yes.

MR DUNCAN: We don'’t see licences as an issue.

PROF FELL: Very well. But I think .....

MR DUNCAN: Well, we already have 93 per cent.

MS WEBB: .....

MR DUNCAN: Well, we don’t need the full amount.. project.
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MS WEBB: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: So we've already got more than enough.

MS WEBB: Just get the next slide if you don'fyou don’t see it as an issue then.
MR DUNCAN: Yes.

MS WEBB: Just skip that one. If you're comfof@kvith that, then that’s fine.
That just says the same thing again. That's - - -

MR DUNCAN: Okay.
MS WEBB: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: Economics. Basically, this was for ariginal EIS by
BAEconomics and the ..... NPV7. New South Walesctl was 295 million. New
South Wales indirect is 73 to 76 mill. Local ad#ect was 84; local area indirect,
44. Total externals was estimated at 21 milliarea benefit cost ratio 14 to 1.
This was revised — here we go. This was revisddcitober '18 and the NPV based
on changes to both pricing, and this was baseti@ghief economist’s forecast,
updated 2018. New South Wales direct was now 3fi®dm indirect, 119 to 149;
local area, 107; local area indirect, 54; totdémals was 2 million; and it was
reduced by approximately 19 million of greenhouas gpst following guidance
from DP&E on ..... of this externality and anotpeoject’'s assessment. So you're
seeing the benefit-to-cost ratio has changed sogmifly.

DP&E issues. The applicant’s net estimate econdanefits are 373 —is very —
relatively low in comparison to many other coal m@projects in the southern coal
..... across New South Wales. Applicant’s intamtio export coal is likely to reduce
economic benefits to the State. The departmerg doeconsider that there is any
..... of thermal coal that needs to be filled. Btate of — the State of New South
Wales produces up to 170-odd million tonnes ofrttercoal per year.

Treasury guidelines make it clear that labour sthésel considered as a cost rather
than a benefit. New South Wales Treasury guidslgiate that the cost of labour is
its opportunity cost, and that’s straight out af tfuidelines. This is not the same as
saying that labour should be treated as a costrrétthn as a benefit. This means the
net benefit should be counted by subtracting theodpnity cost, consistent with the
general approach, to present only net benefits citrinpletely consistent with the
approach taken by BAEconomics.

Applicant’s intention to export coal is likely teduce economic benefit to the State.
It is false to suggest that exporting coal coulilice the economic benefit to New
South Wales compared to net benefits associatéusivmdgbal — EIS and RtS. The
economic analysis has been undertaken under tbenptien that the coal is
exported. The State benefits are, therefore,aytionsistent with the intention to
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export coal. Residual uncertainty could substintieaduce the economic case .....
DP&E failed to consider several areas of potemtgsiderable upshot, particularly
price and volume. There are likely to be more tbiiset any potential residual
uncertainties.

Furthermore, sterilisation of coal due to geolobsteucture has already been
allowed for in the mine’s production schedule andr®mic model. Coal

sterilisation due to geological structure actshorten the mine life, not reduce the
annual production volume as assumed by DP&E, tlydiatiting the NPV. There

are no residual uncertainties that could act, iddizily or in combination, to
materially reduce the net economic benefits. Threerplan when it was deigned was
— looked at the structural geology of the areaayOKThat was taken into
consideration in terms of the layout and also ttoelpction schedule.

MS TUOR: So just back on that slide. So if waevieypothetically to accept that
there could be additional safety requirements requin terms of supporting the
roof, etcetera, etcetera, so changes to the myoeitaand the requirement for a
water treatment work, so those sorts of issuesheif were to be things that ended
up being things that you needed to look at, howsdbat potentially impact your
NPV?

MR DUNCAN: | don't see any of those as showstappe terms of what are
treatment works. The cost of water treatment,became necessary, wouldn’t
necessarily become — make the project uneconoyfes, you are looking — changes
in geology and structure may require additionalpsupfrom time to time, but with
the number of developing units in operation, thaula potentially only be one in
five. So that's only 20 per cent. So the impadtile it may exist, would be minor,
unlike a long wall. With the longwall operatiorgyyrender a significant geology .....
that’s 80 to 85 per cent of your production woudddalversely impacted and would
have a substantial impact on the revenue and tte co

MR SHARROCK: | have some geological questionsaybk you've got some
appropriate slides to come or maybe it's approetiatask them now. Time is of the
essence, isn't it?

MR ANDERSON: We've got three more economic slidad then we’re finished.
MR DUNCAN: Yeah.

MR SHARROCK: | have a question on economics, bu,anyway.

MR DUNCAN: Department does not consider theranyg existing shortage in
coking coal or thermal coal that needs to be fill@the State of New South Wales
produces 175 million tonnes of thermal coal peryéée State of New South

Wales does not produce any thermal coal. Privatiergrise does. That’s on the free
market.
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PROF FELL: Well, we won't discuss .....
MR DUNCAN: | won't even go there.
PROF FELL: You've made your point.

MR DUNCAN: But this is the most important slidEven the applicants estimate a
net economic benefit of 373 million is relativebwl in comparison to many other
coal mining projects in Southern Coalfields andasmMNew South Wales. False.
Analysis of a range of other projects recently ssseé by DP&E shows the estimate
is not — estimated net economic benefits of 373jare high compared to other coal
mining projects. If you look at Hume and you ladkSpringvale and all — they're
listed there. 373, relatively low economic benefl00, major economic benefit.
And it goes on. Moolarben, 311, extensive bene#{sly, 125, significant

economic benefit. Russell Vale, Wongawilli, sigeaint, significant, quite small by
comparison. Metropolitan, 436 million. The depaght is satisfied. Okay.

MR SHARROCK: Interesting table.

MR DUNCAN: That really sums it up. Looking attlocal economic benefits,
there’s 400 full-time equivalent jobs during constion over the three years. 300
full-time equivalent jobs during operation. Ther€0 flow-on jobs during the life of
the mine to the local area. Over 600 businessgsnaiividuals have registered an
expression of interest in working with Hume Coall@ma discounted basis, there’s
$9000 net direct benefit and indirect benefitshpmrsehold in the Southern
Highlands.

Looking at the statistical — the median total emgpdincome, Southern Highlands is
44,000. Wollondilly, which is adjacent, is 52. d\@oulburn, again, is slightly
higher, which is adjacent. Both those areas foanh @ our employment catchment
area, okay. We've stipulated 45 minutes from tleem Because of the Hume
Expressway, areas outside the immediate Highlaodalbinto the employment
catchment area. That'’s - - -

MS TUOR: The table before which showed the coiisparin terms of NPV with
other mines, presumably, that table was made eraething similar would have
been in the economic assessment that was indepgndmniewed by - - -

MR DUNCAN: That wasn'’t put in the economic. Theds something that we've
done ourselves by researching what projects haae approved recently.

MS TUOR: So in terms of someone independentlierewng it and checking that
you're comparing like with like, that hasn't - - -

MR DUNCAN: We haven't had anyone go and check, that, as | said, it comes
straight out of the reports associated with thasgepts.
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MR ANDERSON: So it's all open-source data thatweeetrieved this from, so it's
all publicly available.

PROF FELL: Now, I'm assuming you have no probkgmout us sharing this
information with DPE. Right.

MS TUOR: Well, presumably, all of this slide peesation would be something that
will go on our department’s web — the Commissionébsite.

MR D. KOPPERS: Ben and | have had a chat - - -

MR ANDERSON: So we've had a discussion and — ysairy, with David, and
the intent is we’ll go through and provide a vensamd if there is anything — because
it's going to be public — that is deemed sensitie,will remove it and inform the
Commission of what slides we removed. But, youknfor instance, this one has
DP&E’s comments on it for — against those assestsnso planning is aware and
they’re public documents to start off with, so #iemothing - - -

MR SHARROCK: So many of these slides, we've rears | saw on the way
through there’s some that look familiar from thpae, so — so you will send us a
version of that?

MR ANDERSON: Correct.

MR SHARROCK: And if there’s some omitted, you hgidy why.

MS TUOR: Well, presumably the Commission will ¢jgis version, but the
guestion is what version will go on the web to bélly available.

MR ANDERSON: Correct. Correct. So we've had tfhiacussion.
MS TUOR: Yeah.

MR McLENNAN: And this will — sorry, this will fom part of our response to the
matters raised by DP in their assessment repdrinigligorovide - - -

PROF FELL: So you're putting forward a responsive
MR McLENNAN: We’'ll put a submission in. That’siointent.
PROF FELL: Have you been asked or are you justodihat?

MR ANDERSON: That's our intention. We haven'eneasked, so it is our
intention to put a submission in.
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MR SHARROCK: Could I ask about one of the eaieonomics slides. It's the
one that’s got the benefit-costs ratio and it wehtt quick for me. Do you mind - - -

MR DUNCAN: Which, sorry?

MR SHARROCK: - - - going back there — benefittc@dio. It's got some — | think
it might be the one before - - -

MR DUNCAN: That one?

MR SHARROCK: See that, well, if a — it's dire@efit-cost ratio so that direct
benefit to New South Wales 373, so | assume therdarator must be 20. The
project’s going to cost more than 20, isn't ittnéan, it's — to go from 373 to 187,
it's about half, isn't it?

MR DUNCAN: 187 is - - -

MR SHARROCK: | mean, if the direct benefit to N&suth Wales is - - -

MR DUNCAN: Yes.

MR SHARROCK: ---373 million - - -

MR DUNCAN: Yes.

MR SHARROCK: And a benefit to cost ratio, so & that number, what do |
divide by? | divide by two, don’t I?

MR ........... The external costs - - -

MR DUNCAN: |can't..... it on that. It's - - -

MR SHARROCK: It seems — | mean, it seems - - -
MR DUNCAN: | understand what you're saying.
MR SHARROCK: I'm not querying your 373 - - -
MR DUNCAN: Yes.

MR SHARROCK: ---119, that just seems to beegy\odd unbelievably high
ratio, does it not?

MR DUNCAN: Well, | think with the New South Govanent if the ratio is going
one to one, it should proceed.

MR SHARROCK: Indeed. That's — | mean, that self - - -
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MR DUNCAN: Yes.
MR SHARROCK: - - -indicates - - -

MR DUNCAN: | will take that —and - - -

MR DUNCAN: We will come back the explanation- -

MR SHARROCK: | have some - - -

MR DUNCAN: - - -on that.

MR SHARROCK: - - - guestions about geology beeagsology — geological data
finds its way through many parts of the reports #redpoint is made by a number of
people in reports that while you've got a large bemof boreholes over the area, it's
a very big area and there are areas where you dan& much geological data.
Now, I’'m assuming that the reason why you don’timige that there are landowners
that won't allow you onto their land to do drilling

MR DUNCAN: That's true. There is landowners wihion't allow us on our land —
on the land that we’re drilling. We have drilled landowners’ — other landowners
in the past and we drill predominantly. If youlggxck - - -

MR SHARROCK: Itis a long way back, isn't it?

MR ANDERSON: Yes.

MS WEBB That's right.

MR SHARROCK: Sorry about that.

MR ANDERSON: It's - - -

MS WEBB: That's right.

MR ANDERSON: It's the second slide from the stot- - -

MS WEBB: Gosh.

MR ANDERSON: There we are .....

MR DUNCAN: Next - | got there. We — apart frohetland up here, right, that we
own, Mereworth and Evandale, we own quite a largektof land just above to the

north of the Illawong highway as well. We wereeatd drill on that. We were able
to drill on the property that was adjacent to itthbe eastern side. There was other
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land along Golden Vale Road we were able to dnilaad also out the Belanglo
State Forest. Forestry had no trouble with udimlyilout there and there was private
properties we’ve drilled on out in that area aslw8lb while we’ve been able to drill
on a lot of land, right, there is some and, tode ome of the people you will be
talking to on the other side of the fence theidlaras land built. We weren’t
allowed to drill on and they wouldn’t give us pession to drill on. So we haven't
been able to drill over the whole project area.

MR SHARROCK: Well, as | understand it, then, ywigot to try and negotiate an
agreement with the landowner and if the other padg’t come to the party, there’s
not much you can do, but if you need those borehdlecause there’s been several
guestions about there’s not enough geological da¢ae’s not enough detail and
your response has been, “Well, we’re not desigaingine today. We're at the very
early stage”, so | presume from that you will detrh later, but what are you going
to do with those landowners that won't let you bearh. | mean, you go to the
mining warden if they still exist.

MR DUNCAN: We've been, in some cases, we hava leugh a series of
conciliation and there’s just no outcome. Somthem went for two years. We
accept that there is certain properties that we'tvienable to drill on. That said, we
have a lot of information and the mining systemreveising, it's not a longwall
mining system which is really depending on a higjrel of borehole and geological
information and interpretation - - -

MR SHARROCK: Is depended on, did you say?

MR DUNCAN: Depended on. Yes. We have five depetent units. Right. And
if one development unit ..... adverse ..... we htaeeability to change direction and it
only affects 20 per cent of the production. Itslgeaffect 80 per cent. Right. The
type of mining system we have is more flexible thdongwall or anything of a
similar nature so, therefore, not being able tb dn some properties and have
geological information doesn’t present a major @ndo us.

MR SHARROCK: When you have to do the more dedaitene plan - - -

MR DUNCAN: Yes.

MR SHARROCK: - --won't the regular insist, “Weed more detail than that"?
MR DUNCAN: No.

MR SHARROCK: And what if you hit a 10-metre fairitone of these - - -

MR DUNCAN: It depends on where the 10-metre faaind how it impacts on the
mine plan.

MR SHARROCK: Yes.
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MR DUNCAN: A 10-metre fault — if it's in the masnyou would probably go
through it, but if it's in the one of the panelsat's a different story.

MR SHARROCK: Yes. Yes. Yes.

MR DUNCAN: You'd probably look at just stoppingthat point and turning it off.
MR SHARROCK: | mean - - -

MR DUNCAN: And you can do that with the type ofmmg system we have.

MR SHARROCK: Yes. Yes. | mean, | would — | gsi@ghere my question is
coming from it'd be better to have more geologutata, but even if | ask you that
guestion, if you can't get ..... people’s propestigou can'’t do it, but, | mean, it
seems to me — even though, as you say, it's a biggaber, but some of them are a
pretty long way part. | mean, you don’t even haa this stage, you don't really
have measured reserves, so you can’t do a mine plan

MR DUNCAN: You know, that’s true, but we don’tlee there’s insufficient
information that we have currently that would ptwhus from designing and
developing a mine plan.

MR FIRTH: Can I talk to that, Creig?
MR DUNCAN: Yes.....

MR FIRTH: If you — this has all got a little libnvoluted over time. If you go

back to the original intent of the layout, it wassbd on using geometry, not geology.
And the original design was done to try and makgdlogy independent because |
was aware of the issues with, say, Mandalong wtherenine design was highly
reliant on geology, and I'm a mining engineer, buhderstand that you can never be
fully, you know, confident with the nature of theadogy. So we limited the spans
between barriers so that the geology of the ovedukvas really a secondary
guestion. It's come into the vernacular - - -

MR SHARROCK: Yes.

MR FIRTH: - - - as part of the DP&Es independexperts. And when we did the
numerical model, we had to bring geology in, buisthresults show that the
outcomes are insensitive to geology. The onlyagpothat personally I'm
concerned about is the major faults which will adifutruncate the bits of the mine

MR SHARROCK: Yes.

MR FIRTH: - - - butin terms of the robustnesdtw mine design, from day 1,
we’ve never been reliant on the nature of the aw@ldn to ensure the integrity of
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that mine design. And | think that has been Iddtle bit in all the 3-D numerical
modelling and all the comments that have come taterlf you go back to the very
early — the initial design reports, it was a casknated geometry and we’re relying
on geometry, not geology.

PROF FELL: Gentlemen, ladies, it's getting cleséime. | am going to ask the
Commissioners if they have any last questions hed &sk ..... so Annelise.

MS TUOR: You always go to me first. | think Idaw the answer, but just in terms
of the department’s assessment on groundwater-tiney understanding of it is they
say whatever model you use, whatever the — itleretwould be a significant
ground impacts on the aquifer. | think it's in @p@estions that we sent to you, the
guote. And then they — so they say it's not a enaif avoidance and minimisation.
It becomes a matter of the make good strategymitigation, and then there seems
to be general agreement that there’s technicag tetthnical aspects of the make
good can be achieved, but it's then the sort cdibélity in terms of getting access to
people’s land.

So | just wanted to get your opinion as to whetfuer agree to that first premise that
whatever range that you use in the model, therdebei- | can’t see the words here,
but — yeah. Given the various residual uncertathty department — now, where is
it? Just basically say there will be significampacts, so | suppose that’s point 1, do
you actually agree with that as — that there ageiitant impacts, and then it
becomes a question of how you mitigate those insphecbugh a make good
strategy.

MS WEBB: Well, | think if I can answer that. Timpact from an environmental
point of view | guess in comparison to other mipes can see is not that great, and
that’s to do with the mine design, so you've gatvadown extension — you know,
the extension of drawdown and the depressurisatioithe inflows are not that high,
so that's — | guess significant impacts — if youatking about those sort of impacts,
we disagree that they're significant because tleegmmaller than a lot of other
approved projects and we can manage it.

From a social, | guess, significance, or an adrratise significance in the make
good, | think that's where the comments are getlifit muddied up in some of the
DPE work, and | guess we counter that to say, ecabise we’'ve done that detailed
make good assessment, we can — you know, we’rsayotg that there’s not a lot of
bores. We’'re very open about that. But we’resgyhere is a pathway we can
follow to — and if everybody plays ball, we can wéhrough this. Yeah. And a lot
of those make good measures are relatively minor.

MR ANDERSON: | suppose to put it in perspectifeg,the majority of the bores,
we’re paying additional pumping costs. We're tatkabout cents to dollars a year
in additional pumping costs of seven cents or shingta year in addition, and
we’ve had to calculate that. So - - -
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MS ARMIT: And that’s only 70 per cent of the bagend, 68 per cent.
MR ANDERSON: Yeah.
MS ARMIT: In that category.

MR ANDERSON: So 68 per cent once the bores —thatls also working on some
assumptions about where that bore is placed — wherpump is placed within the
bore as well. They — a conservative approachin $&rms of the scale there, we're
not talking huge amounts. Sorry. Yeah. I'm awairéme.

PROF FELL: You happy then?

MR SHARROCK: Look, I just have one very genernagstion. Creig, you've
presented us with a lot of data today. I've gaagsimilate that. You've answered a
lot of questions that the DPE put out there. Beté’s —would | — | just go back to
one of my original questions. Do you still thirflete are outstanding questions or
unresolved issues regarding reliability of the 3Bd&l? | mean, your answer may
well be no, and then it's our problem, is it nat®e have your view and we have a
DPE view. Is it — are there still things outstargdon the 3D model or is it all
agreed?

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: In terms of the outcome of 8@ model, | — we believe
there’s no significant issues. There are undolpietailed — | would call them
academic differences of opinion in relation todedl criteria used and five, 10 per
cent differences here and there. Those differeacethere, but | would suggest that
from what we’ve looked at, even if you took up th@dternative suggestions, they
would not make a material difference to the assesswf the model. The other
comment I'd make that also backs that up is thamwive modelled the hypothetical
removal of a web pillar or panel, we removed it ptetely. In reality, even if they
were to falil, they would actually still be contriing significantly to overburden
support. So to remove them to zero load-carryaqgacity is an absolutely extreme

MR SHARROCK: Yes.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: - - - end point. So, againshmort, we don’t — the
outcomes of the model, we don't believe there aneldmental differences.

MR FIRTH: And there’ll be a written response. fotunately the independent
expert’s review of the modelling, we haven't had tpportunity to respond to that,
so it's gone into DP&E’s assessment, and we siiiem’'t — so we’'ll be responding to
that formally.

PROF FELL: Okay.

MR SHARROCK: Thank you.
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MR FIRTH: I'm the peer review process isn’'t oyet.

PROF FELL: Sure.

MR GATES: Look, we've covered off on quite a feithe groundwater issues, but

there are other smaller issues that we’ve aske@ sprastions. Are we going to get
a - --

MR DUNCAN: Yes.

MR GATES: - - - aresponse to that?

MR DUNCAN: We are — when we put our submission in
MR GATES: Yeah.

MR DUNCAN: - - - we will be responding to everyegtion. Even though we've
covered it here today - - -

MR GATES: Yeah.

MR DUNCAN: - - - we'll still give a written resptse to every question you've
provided to us.

PROF FELL: I'd simply offer the comment - - -

MR DUNCAN: And that'll include all those ones asll.

PROF FELL: Some of the questions we sort of sfffinto nothingness with
information you've given us. Please, feel fread¢tually say that, if you follow me.
And this is irrelevant, really. I've finished.

MS WEBB: Yeah. Some of the - - -

MR DUNCAN: We will.

MS WEBB: - - - questions, that’s right, we found’d already covered - - -
PROF FELL: Yeah.

MS WEBB: - - - and there’s others there that we put some points around that.
MR DUNCAN: Some were a straight out no and do&duire no further - - -

PROF FELL: Well, that's right. But, | mean, fa@nough. Now - - -

MR DUNCAN: Yes.
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PROF FELL: - - - you were going to tell me abthé other assessments which
weren’t DP&E, but | think we’ve run out of time fénat.

MR DUNCAN: Yes.
PROF FELL: So it's over to you — your commentsi$oas a sort of closing if - - -

MR DUNCAN: Well, in terms of the process now, wevhat we will be doing,
putting forward a detailed assessment report. Riglttached to that will be our
expert reports that have had the chance now tewevi -

PROF FELL: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: - - - the department’s ..... indepentassessment reports and also
in terms of the questions that have been put io usiting. We will be responding
to all those questions - - -

PROF FELL: Now, just on that - - -
MR DUNCAN: - - - and attaching the report - - -

MR GATES: Sorry. Forgive me. Your very helpfdmments up there — the
DP&E said this and these are the facts. Will beatoming in your formal
responses?

MR DUNCAN: That will be included.
PROF FELL: Okay. Thank you.

MS TUOR: Can | just clarify the process, thoutfiipugh you, David. How long
ago were these independent reports done? Becdusean, this has been going on
a huge amount of time and | suppose the concetn ki@zve is that you have, you
know, independent reports which, presumably — ltdorow what the dates were,
but there’s been, presumably, time to have had #rdanessed and then there’s the
department’s report.

And then if we get more information, then who’srigpito go and assess that
information and then when they assess that —Ligs+ at some point, we've got a
project and we’ve got an assessment of that prajedtit’s not our job to do further
assessments and I'm just wondering who'’s goingetdding this assessment of all
the extra information, and in terms of proceduaairfess, obviously, if you put
further information and then, you know, the comntyiretcetera, has to have the
time to assess that. So | just don’t want to ged ¢his - - -

PROF FELL: | mean, our job basically is commissio.. identify the issues and
make some recommendations. It then goes back &ED&r an updated assessment
and then it comes back to the Commission - - -
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MS TUOR: Yes, but if we geta lot - - -
PROF FELL: - - - for a decision.

MS TUOR: - - -of — I mean, even just some ofsénglides where it has got a lot of
additional information that doesn’t seem to haverbassessed by anyone yet, then

PROF FELL: My understanding - - -

MS TUOR: - - -then who - - -

PROF FELL: It's our job to actually assess that.

MR ANDERSON: So - - -

MS TUOR: Imean,|---

MR ANDERSON: | can —I'm going to make a commbate, is that this
presentation was prepared using our EIS and Rt&landpen source information
so for one of the comparison or the tables the tii@tiawve're presenting is that — that
is ours —is in the public domain. Some of theeotomparison slides, obviously,
that is in the public domain as well and | suppioge the mining report side of
things that will be a review of an existing repastng the information and modelling
that we've already - - -

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Yes.

MR ANDERSON: - - -got.

MS TUOR: But when was that independent reporeddme last — like, how long
has it been around?

MR ANDERSON: Galvin and Canbulet.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: They came out at the same ts¢he - - -

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: DPE assessment.

MR ANDERSON: So -yes.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: They came out twice. | donftdw how long they’'ve
been with DPE.
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PROF FELL: Right.
MS TUOR: So you haven't actually had a chanceegpond to that?

MR DUNCAN: We hadn’t seen the point — at the pamntime it was issued to the
IPC. We've only seen it since it was issued, righd we’ve actually reviewed it.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: Bruce and Russel have reviewed it - -
PROF HEBBLEWHITE: In January, we reviewed it-- -
MR DUNCAN: And they've put together - - -

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: Butwe gotitin - --

MR DUNCAN: - - -reports - - -
PROF HEBBLEWHITE: - - - early December - - -
MR DUNCAN: - - - which will include as part of owverall assessment report that

we put back to the IPC, it will include the repastBruce, Russel. It will also
include the response to the questions and any ottiependent expert report that the
Department of Planning may have used in puttingtlogy their final assessment
report that they issued.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: So it's not putting new matéia the table. It's purely
they’re an assessment of those documents - - -

MR DUNCAN: Yes. That's right.

PROF HEBBLEWHITE: - - - which we saw for the fitame in December.

PROF FELL: Are you satisfied with that - - -

MR .......... Yes. Yes.

MR DUNCAN: Those reports were dated Octoberjikh

PROF FELL: - --response.

MR GATES: I'm still a little confused. If theyér— if Hume Coal are doing a new
assessment you're going it for us on the Indeperiamning Commission or are

you - - -

MR DUNCAN: Correct.
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MR GATES: - - - or are you doing it for the Deaent of Planning and
Environment?

MR DUNCAN: No. We're doing - - -

MR GATES: You're doing it for us?

MR DUNCAN: Doing it for the IPC - - -

MR GATES: Yes.

MR DUNCAN: - - - which will include the updatecert — our expert reports that
_been — have the opportunity now to review the depamt’'s expert reports. Itis — it
isnot - - -

MS TUOR: But specifically which expert report @u - - -

MR DUNCAN: - - - for something we’re putting tadper to get the planning.

MS TUOR: As | understand it, in your presentatipou said that you hadn’t
actually seen the - - -

MR DUNCAN: That's right.

MS TUOR: The comments about it being classifiedhigh risk. You hadn’t seen
that before.

MR DUNCAN: We had not seen that before.

MS TUOR: But there are other independent regbesyou haven't ever seen
before.

MR DUNCAN: The final separate independent reptitég were given to planning
to finalise their assessment report we have nat. see

MR McLENNAN: And | think it's - - -

MR SHARROCK: Which were in October, | think.
MR McLENNAN: - - - fair to say that we - - -
PROF HEBBLEWHITE: It's October 2018.

MR McLENNAN: We're not providing - - -

PROF FELL: Yes.
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MR McLENNAN: - - - an assessment or an updategssment. We're just
responding to the issues - - -

MR GATES: Okay.

MR McLENNAN: - - - and the matters - - -

PROF FELL: And you're responding to us.

MR ANDERSON: Yes. Justto clarify - - -

MR McLENNAN: That'’s right.

MR ANDERSON: It's a submission only.

PROF FELL: Yes.

MR ANDERSON: | suppose we're making a submissiongourselves.

PROF FELL: Well - - -

MR ANDERSON: There’'sno - - -

MR McLENNAN: So the term - - -

PROF FELL: Perhaps then - - -

MR McLENNAN: - - - assessment is a misnomer. .Yes

PROF FELL: We can request you to respond to dsyan’re going to do that.
MR DUNCAN: Yes.

PROF FELL: Thank you very much. Now, at thigstd will get into trouble if |
let you run on anymore and just to procedural &8s but | would like to say a very
sincere thanks. | think it has been a very usdiidussion. We've learnt a lot and
thank you for the frank way you've presented it &its see how it all goes. Right?
MR DUNCAN: Thank you very much - - -

MR ANDERSON: Thank you.

MR DUNCAN: - - - for you time.

MR McLENNAN: Thank you.
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MS TUOR: Thank you. Thanks.

PROF FELL: Thank you.

RECORDING CONCLUDED [3.09 pm]
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