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MR KIRKBY: Okay. Good afternoon and welcome. f@e we begin, | would like
to acknowledge the traditional owners on the lamavbich we meet and pay my
respects to their Elders, past and present. Wealdorthe meeting today. KEPCO
Bylong Australia Pty Ltd, the applicant, is propagito develop the Bylong coal
project, an open cut and underground thermal caa¢ mear Mudgee, New South
Wales, in the Mid-Western Regional Council area.

My name is Gordon Kirkby. | am the chair of thi®d panel. Joining me are Wendy
Lewin, Steve O’Connor. Other attendees of the mgetre David Way from the

IPC secretariat, Fiona Plesman, Joshua Brown atigoAg Willis from

Muswellbrook Shire Council. In the interests obopess and transparency and to
ensure the full capture of information, today’s thagis being recorded, and a full
transcript will be produced and made availableren@ommission’s website.

The meeting is one part of the Commission’s denisi@aking process that’s taking
place at the preliminary stage of this processvaitidorm one of several sources of
information upon which the Commission will basede&ision. It's important for the
commissioners to ask questions of attendees anty/étsues whenever we consider
it appropriate. If you're asked a question andinat position to answer, please feel
free to just take the question on notice and peeidy additional information in
writing, which we will then put up on our websit&/e will now begin. I'd just like
to thank you for making the time available to cam&ydney rather than meet last
week, so thank you very much for that. That's sbtielped us out significantly.
We have — firstly, actually, | might just get evieogly to identify themselves just so
the transcript — when they come back to it lategytknow what voice matches. So
if we could just - - -

MR WILLIS: Anthony Willis, corporate lawyer for Mswellbrook Shire Council.
MS PLESMAN: Fiona Plesman, general manager.

MR BROWN: Joshua Brown, manager of integratedmlag risk and governance
at Muswellbrook Shire Council.

MR O’CONNOR: Steve O’Connor, commissioner.

MR KIRKBY: Gordon Kirby, chair.

MS LEWIN: Wendy Lewin, commissioner.

MR WAY: David Way, senior planning officer.

MR KIRKBY: Okay. Thanks. Just to help us laber. So we sort of have a bit of
an agenda here, which you have in front of yogudss we may just start with

obviously we’ve received Council’s submission anel@vare you have concerns
regarding | guess principally the traffic and | gsi¢heir estimation of where the
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mine workforce and deliveries and things are confiiom, the impact that may have
on the Muswellbrook and your road network, so maggeu could just take us
through your concerns .....

MS PLESMAN: Well, how we’d like to present oursea I'll just do a bit of an
overview of Council’s concerns, and then I'm gotodhand over to Anthony, who
will take you through our submission. We have lansigsion here in writing - - -

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MS PLESMAN: - - - that's ready to hand over. A&dthony will take you through
the detail of our submission. But in general, m®waerview, council is concerned.
The principal of its concern focuses on the roadoBg Valley Way, which is a road
fit for a rural area carrying general rural primagricultural traffic, and not at all fit
for any heavy loads or frequent use of commutdfi¢ravould be our view.

We — Muswellbrook Shire Council is a council thevery experienced in working
with and living with mining communities. In our eshire we have eight large
mines, thermal coal mines, open cut thermal coaksjiand two power stations, and
| think we work very reasonably and compatibly wtitle mining community. So
we’re not novices to working with mines. We’'re yéamiliar with living with and
working with mine workers and all the various sugppadustries that support a
large, complex open cut thermal coal mine, so weary aware — we actually —
Muswellbrook houses a large number of the industrdustries and services that
support mining. So we’re very aware of what isuieef to support a large open cut
mine.

Our concerns are that while KEPCO has stated asfttwat the mining community
will be drawn from the Mudgee area, in reality, erswill go where the jobs are,
and that’s fine, and the services that are requoedipport a mine will be drawn
from wherever they can be drawn from when it's mekdSo our concerns that the
Bylong Valley Way is completely insufficient to death supporting even a
relatively small element of that mine, should ttnabspire to be the case in the
future, and we are also familiar as a council wabponsibility for road networks in
dealing with the consequences of accidents andents that relate to busy mine-
related road traffic, having had to deal with, amuanber of occasions, fatalities that
occur in the area when we’re dealing with minefitafMine vehicles are extremely
large — | don’t know whether you've ever seen thbuat,they are very, very large,
and it is — if you live in the area, as we do, yegularly draw to one side numerous
times a day while you allow mining vehicles to pa$at’s just part of life in a
mining area. And we wish to draw our — your aitamto and have on record our
concern for any fatalities or incidents that mayhie future occur in the Bylong
Valley Way. I'll now hand over to Anthony.

MR WILLIS: Thank you.

MR KIRKBY: Thank you.
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MR WILLIS: [ have copies of Council’s written smissions for each of you and |
will take you through those in the order that tleg set out in the written
submissions. So the first issue that’s of paréicabncern to council is the
residential demographics and movements which haea hsserted by the proponent
and upon which the department’s report is baseahonare before the
commissioners for consideration. Council is siilthe firm view that should this
project be approved, the majority of the mine’s kiilorce is likely to reside in the
Hunter, instead of the Mid-Western Regional Couactla. That's indicated by the
habits of existing mine workers who typically woudlddard — would board in close
proximity to the mine and then travel by the Gol##ghway and Bylong Valley
Way to their permanent residence.

In the Department of Planning’s assessment repyargsserted that KEPCO'’s report
concludes that only five to seven per cent of tleekiorce would reside and
commute from the local area from Bylong Valley Wa¥e say that the workforce
will predominantly be sourced from the existing Wforce in the Hunter Valley and
mine support services as well. If we are correcthat basis, that would
fundamentally change the key assumptions on whiehraffic and the social impact
assessments prepared for — in respect of thisqirajel relied on by the department
and on that — on that basis, council submits tiaptoject should be refused
consent. I'm just quoting from the final assessmmeport here, on page 79 it states
that:

It is also clear that KEPCO and MWRC —
Being a reference to Mid-Western Regional Council —

...are committed to utilising existing accommodatiming services and the
existing employment pool from MRWC.

Council’s not quite sure how that assertion is madestify the reliability of their
traffic assessment or the likely traffic impactBylong Valley Way. And, frankly,
the concerns of the council in relation to thisdbave to be answered or met by the
proponent with more than hopes and good intenti@en if KEPCO'’s assertions
are correct with respect to the workforce likelyatdually use the Bylong Valley
Way, any percentage, regardless of how small #tik represents an intolerable risk
to human life and safety. Without significant radety upgrades to the Bylong
Valley Way, in our submission, the commission caudd approve the project in its
current form. The second issue | would like toeassroad and workforce safety and,
again on page 79 of the department’s final assegsmagort, it's stated — and |
quote:

For workforce safety reasons, KEPCO is targetisgwbrkforce to reside
within a one hour drive from the project identifiasl the local area.

The council can find nowhere where that targembedies in an enforceable
undertaking, a condition of consent or otherwiéad we say that the safe — road
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safety and the safety of the workforce and roadsusas to be predicated on more
than targets alone, especially in circumstanceseMiere is absolutely nothing in
the department’s recommended conditions of cortbabhivould bind them to meet,
let alone attempt to achieve, any of those targassFiona mentioned briefly before,
council’s not convinced the Bylong Valley Way isany form at the moment
sufficiently safe for use by mining traffic, espaty any of that which we anticipate
would stem from the project during its major phased operation.

One needs to remember that it will be the projestskforce, suppliers and mining
support services that are likely to use Bylong 8aNvay. That leads us to our — one
of our main submissions, which is, should the cossioner be minded to grant
approval to the project, Bylong Valley Way wouldju&e significant upgrades and
maintenance in order to render it safe for tratfi@t use or are otherwise associated
with the project during its entire life cycle. ¢ondition 49 of schedule 4 of the
department’s recommended conditions of consensayet does not reflect the final
assessment report in that KEPCQO’s most recent taffeouncil in respect of road
safety upgrade funding — and you can find thapptadix E9-1 of the final
assessment report — the amount of $267,700 thatepm; the recommended
conditions of consent was intended to be and alfeseKEPCO as subject to CPI.

And in our — we have annexed to the written subiomssa number of proposed
conditions of consent or modifications to the dépants in which we set out a
proposed amendment on that basis. Council alsoteaythe payment anticipated in
condition 52 of the recommended conditions is igadée to address the ongoing
use of the Bylong Valley Way over the life of th@ject. It'll clearly have a
significant impact on council’s road infrastructaned would require a far greater
contribution, were the project to proceed.

MR KIRKBY: Have you done any preliminary calcutats on what that might be?
MS PLESMAN: We've done some studies. Josh, dowant to address that?
MR BROWN: Look, there’s — we haven't come to @oyclusions as yet but we
are — we have undertaken some traffic assessmkthiisik that the — the — the

Planning Assessment Commission that reviewed thiegrwas provided with a
submission that was prepared on our behalf - - -

MR BROWN: - - - which we’re happy to provide yawcopy with.
MR KIRKBY: We should have — was that the Cardno?
MR O'CONNOR: Was that the Cardno submissions?

MR KIRKBY: Was that the Cardno — okay.
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MS PLESMAN: Yes.

MR BROWN: Yes, yes, yes.

MR O'CONNOR: Yes, yes.

MR KIRKBY: Yes, we have that, yes. So that’s thest recent.

MR BROWN: Yes, yes. |understand that we're logkat it again but, yes, that’s
correct.

MR KIRKBY: Okay. Sorry.

MR WILLIS: No, that’s fine. Staying with condain 52, we submit that the
proponent should be required to not only rehabdita make good any
development-related damage identified in the pdapdiation survey which is
anticipated in that condition but to contributelie ongoing maintenance and upkeep
of Bylong Valley Way and we further submit that@nsistent with the obligations
of the proponent in respect of road contributianMid-Western Regional Council
as set out in the department’s recommended condZo We have also set out,
should the commission be minded to grant the ptaj@esent, amendments in the
attached minute to condition 52 to ensure that wieasay is a — is a mis-description
in condition 52 which simply invites KEPCO to prepa post-dilapidation survey
that does not identify any development-related dgmveithout consequence.

We've identified that issue and we have proposdtienattached minute a slightly
redrafted condition 52 to address that. The thigjor concern of council is the
movements of heavy vehicles along Bylong Valley Viag we say it's inevitable
that heavy vehicles will use Bylong Valley Way tavel to and from the mine, and
that is particularly clear in light of our previosgbmissions on the likely sources of
the project’s workforce and support services. Quom51, we say, will merely be
honoured with a breach. There is no particular imayhich the condition is
enforceable in a way that would prevent heavy Jekifrom using Bylong Valley
Way in any event.

We say that condition 51 is unenforceable in itgant terms and that the
commission is the only authority empowered to deeithether the project is granted
approval and, if so, the conditions on which it lhay We further say that any
heavy vehicle movements along Bylong Valley Wayéhthe potential to result in
fatalities and, in our written submissions, cousdiéken you to an example in which
a man was killed on Wybong Road, which is a roachtds Mangoola. Now, in that
case the Mangoola project approval had a similadit@n which prohibited heavy
vehicle movements along that particular road.

Wybong is a fairly similar road in terms of confrgtion to Bylong Valley Way. Mr
Patton was driving away from the mine and he hapgemon a heavy vehicle
driving towards the mine on Bylong Road in circuamgtes where it was — the
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project approval said that a heavy vehicle coulds# that road for the purposes of
or associated with Mangoola Mine. In that collsiMr Patton was killed, and |
won't go into the detail, but it was quite brutahd in council’s view, the risk of a
similar event occurring on Bylong Valley Way is mesignificant, is a material risk
that similar fatalities, and | say that in pluralcause we say there will be more than
one if this project is granted approval.

There’s a material risk that these — those eveiitsepeat themselves. And we say
that unless the Commission is comfortably satistied no heavy vehicle
movements would occur along Bylong Valley Way aoddition 51 in its current
form or redrafted is effective to ensure that than't occur at any stage for the
entire life of the project — if you cannot be siid of that, we say you must refuse
the application.

There are two other — two other key points thateafiom condition 51. One is it
won't bind third parties. It will bind the propomie It certainly won’t bind a truck
driver in a heavy vehicle who decides to drive gl&ylong Valley Way. And
therein lies the difficulty of enforcing any sucbndition.

The second point is the Commission needs to inakgely consider these issues
and not simply follow what the proponent has —har Department of Planning has
said in its various documents before the Commissiou simply can’t delegate
away consideration of those key issues to anotiesop or another body. We say
you need to actively turn your mind to these isdiefere any making or decision on
this project.

If ultimately the Commission is minded to grant sent to the application, we
submit that at the very least the proponent shbelcequired to monitor the Bylong
Valley Way and to maintain and report on heavy ekehinovements on Bylong
Valley Way for the life of the project. And we leproposed a condition in that
regard in the attached minute.

Finally, there’s some — a selection of other caadg that Council submits should be
amended if the Commission is minded to grant cansetie project. Condition
52(a) relates to security — so that's our drathe proposed minute — relates to
security to secure KEPCOs performance of theirgalilbns in respect of Bylong
Valley Way.

Condition 53 we say needs to include the words tiaiirand “independent” to
ensure that the monitoring program is actually sblaund impartial as opposed to
being solely controlled by the proponent, in ciratamces where naturally their own
interest is to ensure that the report is favourtdbtem. And finally, condition
53(a), which is a requirement for the applicaneigure that any journey
management plans be reviewed regularly. Thoseanecil’s key submissions.

MR KIRKBY: I just have a couple of questions. Bau — has there been any
surveys of any field — like, obviously you’'ve gaiyr current workforce living in
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Muswellbrook, Denman ..... how — what sort of distes are they travelling in terms
of | guess the more commutes to - - -

MS PLESMAN: So as part of our economic — we havew economic
development and innovation — very small — departpi®it wonderful staff member
who’s now been with us a couple of years, Melanmtquite two years. Part of
that has been the process to gather a lot moreniakton and data, statistics, about
our current workforce, where they travel from artteve they come from. There’s
been an assumption in Muswellbrook for quite soime that our workforce is — and
the mines assert that is largely local. What weligeovered, that of our 3000 plus
mine workers, almost 2000 of them travel into Multveok from other places. So
| can provide that data. | haven’t got it with to€eay - - -

MR KIRKBY: No, no, that’s fine. Yeah, you can -

MS PLESMAN: - - - but | can forward that to yatithat’s of interest to you,
because it’s just data that we’ve sourced — JoBlyeti onto that now, but data that
we’ve sourced ourselves through an economist wedkan working with us —
partly working with Council and also the Hunter Bah Foundation. So that's
been of — it's something we suspected, but to fiaateconfirmed has been of big
interest to us, because we’re working very hanth&intain a very active local towns,
S0 it's been quite eye-opening to see that inrfamte than 50 per cent of our mining
workforce comes in from south along the Hunter Espway. Quite a few of them
are from further north, and some from — well, asweald have expected, the
Denman and surrounding area. So people will trioretheir jobs, and that's what
we’ve discovered, and they will use whatever aceessroadways they have to their
— to get where they need to go. So.

MR BROWN: | must just note that in relation t@thssumption made by the
proponents where they say that they were lookirdistéances within one hour of the
mine site, | just — | doubt that Denman - - -

MR KIRKBY: Denman is within one hour. Yes.

MR BROWN: - - - is within that one hour periodnd with planned — well, with
plans for the development and growth in Denmarrethe- there’d certainly be
opportunities to provide accommodation.

MS PLESMAN: | would say that that’'s — we haveuwsber of — council has
received a number of development applicationsdbdssisions in the Denman area

MR KIRKBY: Yes.

MS PLESMAN: - - - and there is some pressure ©towpen up land for
residential development in the Sandy Hollow ara.Sandy Hollow is also very
close to the Bylong Valley Way, and as Council @king to improve water
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services in the Sandy Hollow area, should we matagehieve that over the next
few years, which is certainly what we’re hopingltm we should imagine that there
would be a further interest in buying very reasdynabiced blocks of land in the
Sandy Hollow area and supporting that, you knowméand lifestyle by working if
there was such a thing as a mine along the Bylaaltgy' Way. So it seems perfectly
reasonable to us that that would be a scenaridl-wecould imagine that scenario,
just as we could — we would like to prevent a ddisththe death that Anthony
referred to of Mr Patterson.

MR O’'CONNOR: Yeah. Can | just summarise whdtithk your position is just so
you can confirm | do understand it correctly. Smatwou're saying to us is that the
EIS has incorrectly identified the traffic flow&dly to be coming along Bylong

Way, they're likely to be much larger than thethihk it’s five to seven per cent that
you've quoted that they’re saying will come fronatleasterly direction and, on that
basis, you believe the DA should be refused. 8un if it were only five to seven
percent, you still think the DA should be refusedduse that's an intolerable burden
for that road in its current standard to accommedad there could be fatalities or
significant damage, etcetera, so under both saegmou believe the DA should be
refused; is that correct?

MR WILLIS: Yes, that's correct. We say that {@ponent’s assumptions on
traffic flows generally are incorrect and, if sbat fundamentally changes the
assessments which the department’s report and reeaged conditions are based
and also the material on which you would be bagmg decision, among other
things. Even if it — even if those assumptionseanearrect, it would still represent an
intolerable risk, in our submission, to road use workforce safety.

MR O’CONNOR: So | understand that. So movinglmn to the second point —
just to make sure | understand this correctlythéf commission were inclined to
approve the project, then you're suggesting theaoeconditions should be attached
which are different to those recommended by theatepent of Planning and
Environment.

MR WILLIS: That's broadly correct but, in our suission, we have suggested
certain amendments to the conditions.

MR O'CONNOR: Yes.

MR WILLIS: So not in —in every circumstance, haven’t proposed new
conditions, we’ve simply submitted that certairtleé recommended conditions be
amended to either correctly reflect the true posibr to resolve an ambiguity or
some other issue that, in council’s submissiopreésent in the terms as drafted at the
moment.

MR O'CONNOR: Right. Am | —am I correct in und&nding if the commission
were — or saw fit to approve the project, thatdbedition relating to contributions
that might have to be made for road improvemen®ytdng Valley Way, you
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would like to see the offer made by KEPCO subjed@Pl And GST adjustments
factored in as a requirement.

MR WILLIS: We would like to see the condition anted fundamentally at 2.6.
We would fundamentally like to see the conditioreawhed to reflect KEPCOs offer.
So if you refer to the — KEPCO’s most recent offenjch is an appendix to the FA,
they did offer that amount index at CPI but thattiset out - - -

MR KIRKBY: It's not reflected in the condition.

MR WILLIS: - - - or made clear in the — in thepdetment’s recommended
conditions.

MR O’'CONNOR: Sure. And, likewise, you would al#cee to see a bond that
relates to guaranteeing future maintenance ofdhd.r So it’s not just a matter of
doing some upgrades to the road for the life ofptogect, there’s going to be a
requirement for maintenance and you would likee® & bond that guarantees that
maintenance gets done but it's a — it's an amotiid6,000; how did you calculate
that or derive that number?

MR WILLIS: From memory, we came to that numbesdzhon — there was some
calculations done based on general — or councipeeted expenditure for one or

two years if KEPCO didn't follow through with itdobgations under the condition.
So the point of the bank guarantee was to secuferpgnce of those obligations.

MR KIRKBY: So there’s two amounts; there’s thm@unt that they've agreed to
pay indexed that does the safety upgrade and bienl guess, is a bond, really,
around the dilapidation surveys, if - - -

MR WILLIS: Yeah, that's right.

MR KIRKBY: - - - there’s damage, you have an amioef money in security if, for
whatever reason, they don’t pay the required amtwufix it up, there’s a pool of
money.

MR WILLIS: Yeah, that's right. The bond was to @ — the bond is more going to
the — the result of the post-dilapidation survey -

MR KIRKBY: Yep, yep.

MR WILLIS: - - -whereas the 267 amount generaky out under our submission 2
is to do with road safety upgrades.

MR O'CONNOR: Yep.
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MS PLESMAN: We base that on our current and shisrical experience in
maintaining the roads in our area so our enginaergjuite experienced at looking at
what the effects of certain use will be so we hayeecedence.

MS LEWIN: That's included in your past reportssabmissions?

MS PLESMAN: I'm not sure.

MS LEWIN: The engineers’ assessments?

MS PLESMAN: Hasit- - -

MR BROWN: | make take that on notice.

MS PLESMAN: Could we take that on notice.

MR KIRKBY: Yeah. Interesting whether this - - -

MS PLESMAN: Yeah.

MS LEWIN: That — that would be good.

MS PLESMAN: Yeah.

MR KIRKBY: - - -you applied it to other mines thin Muswellbrook and there’s a
footing, like, say - - -

MS PLESMAN: We - - -

MR KIRKBY: - - - Mangoola or — yeah.

MS PLESMAN: We do.

MR KIRKBY: You do. Okay.

MS LEWIN: Yes, and the physical conditions in ...
MS PLESMAN: That'’s right.

MS LEWIN: Yes.

MS PLESMAN: So we have a fairly good - - -

MS LEWIN: We - - -
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MS PLESMAN: - - - understanding and agreemenih Wit mines on our areas and
| regularly meet with them and we discuss the — Hmwoad strategies are
operating, as does our engineer so - - -

MS LEWIN: Okay. Good.

MR O’CONNOR: There’s been submissions put tohas if the project’s approved,
there should be a requirement — which is not ircthreditions at the moment — that
says that there should be buses provided to transpokers to and from the site,
obviously, to dramatically reduce the amount ofvitial car movements occurring
on the roads in the area. Would you be arguingdonething similar, say, from
Denman to the project, if the project were appréved

MS PLESMAN: Look, I think we would want to takeeatt on notice.

MR WILLIS: Yeah, | think we’'d want to make - - -

MS PLESMAN: And - - -

MR WILLIS: - - - a separate submission on that.

MS PLESMAN: Yeah, that — yes. We would — we vidbcbnsider that.

MR O'CONNOR: Okay. We would appreciate if yougiwe some that thought.
MR KIRKBY: Yeah. And | guess whether there atlees mines - - -

MS PLESMAN: There are other mines.

MR KIRKBY: - - - within your LGA that to operatiéke that, that do provide - - -

MS PLESMAN: We have — we have a new mine thatirsently doing that:
Mount Pleasant run by Mack Energy.

MR KIRKBY: Yep.

MS PLESMAN: They've only just — they're just mog to extraction, in December
they’ll move to 24 hours so the workforce is ingieg and we noticed that most of
our hotels have no accommodation as many of th&exiare coming in from
outside and they are bussing them out to the mmée site.

MR KIRKBY: So that funding that they're talkindpaut is prior to construction so
it would have covered the construction phase akbeehuse there’s — that
dynamic’s likely to be different as well in terms-c -

MS PLESMAN: Well - - -
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MR KIRKBY: - - -1 could see quite a bit of poti#al construction traffic coming up
from .....

MS PLESMAN: It is quite different. So we’ve jusished - - -
MR KIRKBY: Yeah.

MS PLESMAN: - - - well, only part of the consttian phase of Mount Pleasant so
the traffic changes as the workforce changes.

MR KIRKBY: Do you have any - - -

MR O’CONNOR: Thank you. No, that's good.

MR KIRKBY: Does council have any other concermssade, | guess, this issue?
MS PLESMAN: That’s our primary issue.

MR KIRKBY: That's the primary one, yes. Okay.néyou’ve gone on — normally
ask where you're confused on the conditions butwemade that very clear so
we’ll take that on board so that would be greagoih could follow up with some of
that information, take it on notice.

MS PLESMAN: Yep, yep. So, as | understand ityéf could just summarise what

MR KIRKBY: Yeah, sure.

MS PLESMAN: - - - we've either taken on noticeymu’re expecting, we'll
forward our employment statistics in relation te thining — mine worker
population, we will also forward through any otlesamples we have in relation to
road strategy that we have. Have we already stdxainaiur western — the western
road strategy?

MR BROWN: I'm not sure. We've — the mine-affett®ad strategy, which is
probably more relevant and up-to-date, I'm not suinether we have that; we could
make that available. That's what | suspect thaudwnt’'s come from but | just need
to check that.

MR KIRKBY: Is that the one that’'s been — all timenes in Muswellbrook - - -

MR BROWN: Yeah.

MR KIRKBY: - - -1Ithink | was involved in - - -

MR BROWN: Yeah. So that — that — that - - -
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MR KIRKBY: - --which mine and | remember thesas a discussion around some
work that had been done. | think the departmerstiweolved in; is that that one?

MR BROWN: Yeah, yeah.

MR KIRKBY: Okay.

MS PLESMAN: Yeah.

MR BROWN: The department sponsored that projest,
MR KIRKBY: Yes, yep.

MS PLESMAN: And that, also, having a look at telxategy, you wanted to find
out how we came to the figure of 40,000 for thekogurarantee.

MR KIRKBY: Yeah.

MS PLESMAN: And then we’ll comment on would coursupport the use of
buses to transport workers; was that all?

MR KIRKBY: And whether, yeah, you have any preseis of that being used in
the mines in your area.

MR BROWN: Yep.

MR KIRKBY: So, yeah, if you've got some exampbesl whether they're — you
think they’re successful, that would help. Okay.

MS PLESMAN: Yeah.

MR KIRKBY: That's fine. Well, once again, thanksry much for coming in, this
has been valuable and we’ll look forward to thébimation. We’'ve, obviously —
we’ve now had a public meeting and we’re still gpthrough, | guess, everything
that was raised there and we’ll consider all thidigonal information so we'’re a
little bit off yet making any decision, we've gotat to absorb - - -

MS PLESMAN: Yes, | imagine that's the case.

MR KIRKBY: - --and deliberate on, yes.

MS PLESMAN: | guess, a demonstration of our lexfatoncern is our willingness
to be here today. We do see matters of concern.

MR KIRKBY: Okay.

MR O’'CONNOR: We certainly appreciate — that heljpis out last week.
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MR KIRKBY: Thank you. Thanks.
MS PLESMAN: Yes.

MR KIRKBY: Yep. Great, thanks.

MEETING CONCLUDED [2.45 pm]
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