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MR R. CARTER: All right. Good morning and welcemBefore we begin, |
would like to acknowledge the traditional ownerdh# land on which we meet, the
Gadigal People, and pay my respects to their efastand present.

Welcome to the meeting today. Clean TeQ Holdinigsited, the applicant, is
proposing to modify its development consent for$@rise Project, an approved
nickel-cobalt, scandium mine near Fifield in thatcal west region of New South
Wales. Key elements of the proposal include chembgéhe mineral processing
facility and mine layout, an additional supply mhéstone from third party suppliers,
and diversification of the mine’s water supply telude surface water from the
Lachlan River.

My name is Ross Carter. | am the chair of thispghdent Planning Commission
Panel. Joining me are my fellow commissionersféasor Alice Clark and Dr lan
Lavering. The other attendees of the meetingrara the Independent Planning
Commission Secretariat, David Koppers and Alanis Jahd from the Department of
Planning and Environment, Clay Preshaw and Roses Afawkeswood.

In the interests of openness and transparencycagasure the full capture of
information, today’s meeting is being recorded arfdll transcript will be produced
and made available on the commission’s websitas Mieeting is one part of the
commission’s decision-making process; it is takihare at the preliminary state of
this process and will form one of several sourdeésformation upon which the
commission will base its decision. It is importémtthe commissioners to ask
guestions of attendees and to clarify issues wiesrtbey or we consider it
appropriate. If you're asked a question and atema position to answer, please
feel free to take the question on notice and pewidy additional information in
writing, which we will then put up on our websité/e will now begin. Thanks,
Clay.

MR C. PRESHAW: Okay. Thank you.

MR CARTER: An intro bit?

MR PRESHAW: Yeah, sure. So my name is Clay Rresldirector of resource
and energy assessments, and this is Rose-Anne daw&d, senior environmental
officer. I'm not sure how — did you want me to lregith a sort of outline of the
modification?

MR CARTER: Yeah, that would be really useful-- -

MR PRESHAW: Yeah.

MR CARTER: - - - Clay, and | guess particulatigtsort of the — the demarcation
and modification of the plan.
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MR PRESHAW: Sure. So | think it might be worthighust to outline what the
project is and then outline what this modificatisras opposed to previous
modifications, and then maybe a little bit abowt #ssessment process to date.

So | did bring a map. I'm sure you've seen it befdout it's just a map of the project
and we don't really — there’s all this stuff on tlhéle here. You probably don’t need
to see it in any great level of detail. The mé&img to say is that this project is — it
does include multiple components that are geogcatiftidispersed. So there’s at
least five, maybe six, components, depending onymwcategorise it, but there’s
the mine and the processing facility. There is momaccommodation camp that’s
somewhat separate to that. There’s a limestoneyquahere’s a rail siding.

There’s a borefield to the south and there’s alpelmes in between. So somewhat
unique, the project, in having those different atpéo the components of the project
located in different areas, and it does, | thirdyse some confusion at times when
we’'re talking about particular modifications that @nly relevant to certain parts of
the project.

So it has been modified five times now and, in dreams, the first modification
was about an increase in processing rate. Thexdeunodification was some
reconfiguration around the borefields. The thirodification, which is in the latest
tranche of modifications that have come in sineedhange of ownership, or around
the time of the change of ownership, is the additibscandium into the mix and the
addition of having an initial production phase wsrs full production phase, and
that's — the concept at that point was that theyldiery and extract scandium early
on and then move later into nickel-cobalt.

Just to touch on the, | guess, the resource itsbith is relevant in terms of that
modification. So scandium is this — you know, tistal that has a growing

demand, particularly in aeronautical engineerind some other uses as an alloy, and
that's why that, when they came in for modificat®yrthat was the key kind of driver
behind that. Around that time and since then, elicobalt has also become — |
guess, there’s been an increase in demand, particui relation to the batteries and
the growth of renewable energy. So, you know, gesh- and this is really for the
company to make its own commercial decisions abduit perhaps the nickel-

cobalt is now just as important or more importéuaint the scandium was at that time.

So this is modification four, but it's a bit out ofder. There were two other
modifications: modification 5 and 6, which havecg been approved before
modification 4. So modification 5 was just — wast® minor changes to the hazard
requirements in the conditions and modificationa&w it was about relocating the
workers’ camp offsite and, as | say, modificatioarsl 6 have both been approved.
So modification 4 is the sort of outstanding ond,as we understand it, these last
three and now this fourth — modification 4 — mazhfions are the parts of the project
that will allow the project to actually commencetiémms of developing the mine and
other aspects of the project. It is worth sayimaf there was physical
commencement of the project. | think it was aro28a6, but I'll have to double-
check.
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MS R. HAWKESWOOD: Yeah, 2006, | think.

MR PRESHAW: Yeah, with the development of someeban the borefields. So,
look, the project has been around for some timeipoisly since 2001 when it was
approved, and | guess with this modification it Hesswvn more attention than in
previous modifications because perhaps there Maskaf understanding or
awareness about it until now, and we’ve certaielgrsa lot more interest with
modification 4 as opposed to the previous onesyandl see from the timeline of
the assessment process that it's taken us a lgiefpbecause we’ve been very
comprehensive and we’ve done a lot of engagemehtttie community and with
councils, and that would explain it, | think. Bbts modification application came in
late last year and it's taken us till now to makee@mmendation, and that really just
reflects that we wanted to tick all the boxes arakensure that everything that had
been assessed comprehensively and that the conynamaitthe councils were aware
of what was going on and had all the opportunitied were possible to give us
feedback on the process and on the project.

But it is important to say that, while there hasiba lot of interest in this MOD, it is
limited in its scope and so we are constrainedllggto assess the modifications
that are put to us as part of this applicatiorthepe has been a lot of submissions
that have raised issues that we consider fall deitsie scope of the modification and
so we have, in our report to you, tried to clarifigat parts of the modification are
important for our assessment here and which pesta@ — have already been
assessed and approved as part of the originalgprajerevious MODs.

So to turn — | know it’s a long-winded way of softgiving the background, but | do
think it's important to sort of lay that contex®o that this MOD, what'’s it about;

it's really — the main driver behind it is that tbempany were looking to more
selectively mine the resource to get the highedg@e and, in simple terms, what
that meant was — and | have — | just want to refeny notes here — but there is a —
the easiest way to think about it is that, by detety mining the higher grade ore
they actually require more sulphuric acid as patheir processing, which was —
that's a component that was always required, lyt'ta increasing that from
700,000 tonnes per annum to just over a milliow, #wat means they need more
sulphur; originally it was 260,000 tonnes and ribsv350,000 tonnes per annum. If
you have more sulphuric acid, then you need maredtone to neutralise that, and
so there’s an increase from 790,000 to 990,000e®f limestone and, really, what
that means is you need — the company needs toahbigger store — tailing storage
facility, and that has then triggered some otheoméigurations on the mine site
itself.

So that’s the main component of this MOD. Theeesaime other aspects that
they've added in, and one of those is that thegeisg to be limited — a limited
amount of blasting at the mine, which was not mresiy part of the project. There
are some associated road transport changes antlpaiss thing that has drawn
some attention is that they — the company’s als&isg to be able to extract water
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directly from the Lachlan River, so surface wateopposed to the ground water that
is already approved in the borefields.

So it is important — and I'm sure we’ll get to thidut it's important to say that the
main aspect of that water component is that thenat we're assessing is their — the
infrastructure that allows them to be able to ecttthe water and the amount of
water and the way — the total volume that's ex@dcteally, is a matter that's
governed under the Water Management Act and tleeant water sharing plans.
While they have provided some details around winey £xpect the estimated
amount of water that could be extracted, agairt,fdis under the water licensing
regime, and we may get to that later.

So, look, that’s the modification before us nowd &mat’s how | think it relates to the
project as a whole and the previous modificationgid just want to touch on the
assessment process. | did mention that it has taie time, from late last year to,
you know, late this year, and that's because weadot more community interest on
this modification, and also the councils were qiniterested in this one also. There
may have been an element of the — in previous nicatiibns, people weren't aware
and didn’t make submissions. So what we’ve dorterims of our engagement is,
early in the process, we went out to the site,vamdhad a site visit, and we met with
each of the councils individually, and we had laligcussions with them.

We also held two community information sessionkisTs not something that we
normally would do for a modification of this, yoméw, scale and nature, but | think,
because of the time that had elapsed since thmalrjgroject approval and the
interest that had grown, we felt that that was @prepriate engagement tool that we
could use. So we held one in Trundle, which isneteelot of people were concerned
about traffic issues, in the main, although it afioacted people who would — who
live in the Forbes area and out near the borefigldd then we held another
community information session in Fifield, whichabviously near the mine
proposed — near the mine site and where some @irdposed changes on that site
would be, and, in both instances, we did a presentan the project and the mod
similar to what I'm describing now, but then wetjtlgrew it open, and we — we
basically just answered questions from the flodricl | think was a very productive
way of sort of engaging directly with the communiyd, out of that, we, | guess,
developed some relationships with key stakeholihetise community, and we’'ve
met with a number of those people and had telecenées with them since.

They’'ve asked various questions. So, out of tbatraunity information session and
the later engagement we had with some of theselstédiers, we've gone back to the
company and asked for further information on a neindf issues. So you’ll see in
the package that we put up to you and what'’s availan our website there is the
normal kind of documentation you would get withamsessment process, being the
environmental assessment or the EIS for a pragect,the response to submissions,
but there’s also a series of letters from the appli that are responses to questions
that we've raised to try and clarify certain isstiest were either raised by the
community or residual things that we thought nedddak address.
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So, you know, it is important to make the point tiva have gone, | guess, above and
beyond in terms of trying to respond to commundpaerns, and, late in the process
what has been occurring is the councils have beeegotiations with the applicant
about voluntary planning agreements. These had@rbeen agreed as part of the
previous project and mods, but, you know, | gubssa has been a renegotiation on
the basis of this modification, and that has tas@me time, given the fact that it's
three LGAs that this project covers, and we essliytlelayed the assessment while
those finalised VPA negotiations occurred, and-t'so that we could have some
clarity about what was going to be in those agregsefore we put it up to the
Commission for determination. Look, | think thgpobably all | will say in terms

of the mod and the process that we've undergoree|' anhappy then to sort of
answer the more specific questions on particufares and impacts.

MR CARTER: Okay. Alice ..... you ..... lan, leayou got any other issues around
that?

DR I. LAVERING: No.

MR CARTER: All right. Thanks very much, Clay.o $eah. If we could sort of
dive into some of the more specific elements - - -

MR PRESHAW: Sure.

MR CARTER: - - - that would be great. | thinletexec summary of the
assessments sort of really goes through the keythiaé we're interested in as well.
So yeah.

MR PRESHAW: Yeah. Okay. So just — | sort ofp@sd to the points on the
agenda here?

MR CARTER: Yeah.

MR PRESHAW: Okay. So, look, the first thing aftlat section on the proposed
mod is the traffic, and certainly we consider tohide one of, if not the, key issue for
the community, and that was — certainly came thindnghe community information
session we had in Trundle. So one of the key cosogas that there would be an
increase in traffic through Trundle as a resulthef mod, and one of the ways that
the community felt that that could be addressedtevasclude a bypass around the
village of Trundle, and, look, our understandingnfirdiscussing it with people in
Trundle is that that wasn't, you know, consensesvyithat there are certain people
in the community who felt that that would be a gagdion, and there are some
people, some other community members, includingesofihe businesses, who
didn’t think it would be a great option to have thgass and, in fact, would prefer to
have some of that traffic coming through the totselr.

So — but it was certainly something that came thihon a number of submissions,
and we asked their — the company to respond todhdtthey did so formally, and |
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think, in the responsive submissions, they provisi@te detail. It's on page 27 and
also in their revised traffic assessment that tbemsultants did. The consideration
in more detail is provided there. Look, essentjaur view was — is that the roads
through Trundle are capable of carrying the progdssfic volumes, and that's
particularly because we did ask the company toidensvays in which they could
reduce those traffic volumes.

So that was part of the process that we, | guessedhrough the assessment — was
are there ways you can actually get the numbersidand that's where the company
then committed to using higher capacity heavy Vekiand also using shuttle buses
for their employees, and, | mean, the — the resob® that they did manage to bring
the numbers down quite significantly from what waiginally proposed, and, to go
back to the concept of a bypass, we were comfatdiasised on the advice from
RMS, that the roads can handle the revised loweadiic volumes and — if, you
know, you were to try and move that traffic intovembypass roads, and we even
looked at particular routes they could take.

Essentially, what you were doing would be to be img¥raffic onto roads that are
not equipped currently to handle that type of tcadind would require even more
significant upgrades, and, on top of that, you o fact, be moving some of the
potential impacts to other areas and — which woedplire further assessment, and
you would be actually making other people who auttgedon’t have any traffic
impacts experience those types of impacts. Sepndivat the roads are capable of
handling the traffic volumes that we're talking aband that the other possibilities
would actually involve more significant upgrade, éidn’t consider the bypass was
the right approach.

The second thing you’ve got on the list there & generally about road and
intersection upgrades. So the — we went awaywandctually looked at all the
different road and intersection upgrades thategeired. The reality is the only one
that has changed as a result of this modificasahat they will need to do upgrades
at the intersection of Henry Parkes Way and Middlendle Road. So this is just
materials that are coming from Parkes up to thsuarcomponents of the project.
So that intersection didn’t previously require wgdgs, but there are a number of
other intersection and roads that do need upgi@usvill require maintenance. We
have got a map here that shows basically where ofidBbse things are occurring is
between, you know, Trundle and the mine site.

So there are different sections of roads, and thearually an LGA boundary in
between, which does make it a bit more complicatetialmost of all the roads and
intersections along these routes will require stawel of either upgrades or
maintenance — and/or maintenance, and so our camsljo into great detail about
each sections of those roads, and the VPAs in szaye duplicate that because there
will need to be some further agreement and negmiabout what the costs of
upgrading and maintaining those roads are throglVPA process. | don't think

it's — there’s — given the scope of modificatiome only thing that changed was, as |
mentioned, the upgrade of Henry Parkes Way and lglificundle Road. | don’t
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know that we really need to go into any more dethdut the other intersection and
the road upgrades that were already required bgriganal project and subsequent
modifications, but I'm happy to answer other quassiif you have any on the traffic.

MR CARTER: Yeah. Thanks, Clay. | mean, soméefsubmissions from the
community on the Trundle bypass and, well, thditré&npact issues sort of raise
general amenity and safety issues, but there’s sbatalso talk about some specific
community events and usage - - -

MR PRESHAW: Yeah.

MR CARTER: - - - of that — you know, of the maitreet and their concerns about
potential impacts on that. So can you just stefnimigh that a little bit.

MR PRESHAW: Sure. Look, I think it's worth sagimat the beginning that, look —
that, through the process of this modificatiorhihk we’ve come to a really good
outcome in that the original approved project wdwgte actually had more traffic
movements than what is now proposed as part ofrtbdification only after we've
asked the company to consider using the higherctiggaucks and the shuttle buses.

So the — it is important to say that this modificatresults in less traffic than what'’s
already approved, and so that’'s important becaesthink that that’s a good
outcome for the community of Trundle and the peoyte are concerned about
being affected, but, on top of that, there argjaasmentioned, certain events that are
quite important to the town of Trundle, in part@uthe ABBA Festival, which, |

think, attracts many more people than actually iivéhe town. Thousands of people
turn up for the festival, and it's actually, youdwm, factors above the number of
people who already live there, and there’s alsdteest season, where | think
there’s some events associated with that as well.

So in the conditions we have actually included pas of the traffic management
plan, we’ve required the company to consult with tblevant roads authority, which
includes council — including Parkes Council, beeaditis with — Trundle is with in
Parkes. That is the most relevant for those evehutsl then — additional condition
we’ve included is that they need to consider hosy tivould manage their traffic
during those events in particular.

So our view is that — and that also includes, yoovk consulting with the event
organisers. So our view is that through the trafienagement plant, they will need
to speak to council, council will need to considew can they — how can they
ensure that those events are managed properlygtintoaffic. Just let me turn to the
actual conditions, so | get that correct. 1 thirdkcondition 45 of schedule 3. So
we’ve said that they — the traffic management plaeds to consider measures to
minimise disruption to community events and fedsiva consultation with event
organisers and the traffic management plan aldades consultation with the
relevant Rhodes authority.
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So there are a number of ways that the applicantisgussed, in its responsive
submissions and other documents, how it couldotmpinimise the impacts and,
really, | think, from those documents, it would eppthat there’s way that they
could sequence their traffic movements during thebs®t-term periods to try and
minimise the disturbance. Whether that's stagggetrincks and vehicles to occur
during the night time — I'm not exactly sure, boat's why we’ve included it as part
of the requirements of the traffic management tddwt with post-approval or post-
determination.

MR CARTER: Allright. Thanks, Clay. All rightSo air quality was the next one.

MR PRESHAW: Yes. So air quality is certainly arfehe other issues that was
raised, particularly by the residents in and arokifiéld. And so there was some
concern about the particular processing methodndrather the, you know,
dispersion modelling that has been done is apmtgpriThe advice, you know, from
the EPA, which is the expert agency on this, i thea data that they’ve collected
and the modelling that they’ve done is appropréateé is consistent with the
approved methods, so we've taken the advice of &fPfat. But | guess it's worth
saying — and if you — there are more details tlwaiuld go into in terms of the impact
assessment and how it was done but, in generas tevenaccept the advice of the
expert agency on that.

Despite that, the community was still concerned, yau know, when the final
detailed design of the mine is completed, thateghethat the air quality numbers
may not be at the same — or are not reliable.n8&PA has agreed to doing what is
referred to as a “verification study” or a “ver#iton audit’, depending on where
you look for it as part of the EPL process. Sotobshese issues, we consider
would be dealt with through the environmental pcotn licence. There are
conditions in our approval about — in our recomneehdonditions about the criteria
that they would need to meet, but the majorityhetft istuff is dealt with through the
EPL and the EPA has agreed that there could be&-guality verification process
that occurs before the commissioning of the pranggsant.

So we've, essentially, duplicated the requiremieat was — is likely to turn up in an
EPL in the conditions to ensure that that is botth the process. The question, |
think, that's — that you've put here, is how wothés be operated in practice. The
reality is that that verification process will ocdhrough the EPL process and, really,
what we’ve put in our recommended conditions in 24Achedule 3 is just to ensure
that that process occurs and to, you know, prosatee assurance to the community
that we — that that will occur as part of the psscef the EPL process.

So there is a question, also, in this — in that pithe agenda around the real-time
monitoring, and that is another aspect that, | guiedargely in response to
community concerns about potential air quality, &ois surrounding the mine and
the processing facility. Again, that's somethihgttwe’ve added in on the advice of
the EPA. So we’ve actually included, in the aialiy management plan and
condition 23(d) of schedule 3 that they include itaying of sulphuric acid plant
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stack emissions, including continuous monitoringconcentrations. So there would
be continuous stack emissions monitoring andikedy that there would also be —
and | might take your advice, Rose-Anne. Whereeha® included the receiver
monitoring as well?

MS HAWKESWOOD: Just with our monitoring — inclwgle... monitoring.

MR PRESHAW: Right. So just above that — includes-time monitoring. That —
and that's — what the EPA has suggested could be there is you actually would
have TEOMs at a representative group of receiviessoaind the processing facility.
So that’s, | guess, in response to concerns frencémmunity on an advice of the
EPA.

MR CARTER: The spacing of those receivers momitpthat is determined by
EPA?

MR PRESHAW: That's right. So that would be —tth@uld be part of the EPL
process

MR CARTER: Yes.

MR PRESHAW: And we would take advice from the E®O - - -

MR CARTER: An advice on it.

MR PRESHAW: - - - the most appropriate location.

MR CARTER: Yes.

MR PRESHAW: It is worth saying that that is, yknow, not something that we
ordinarily would require, but it's certainly sometd that we’re doing in response to
the community concerns, as opposed to any concany-specific technical concern
about the predicted — the predicted impacts becaisseur assessor makes clear, we
— the assessment that we've done would say thed'sheot likely to be exceedance
of the relevant criteria. So it’s over and abaggin, what we would ordinarily
require.

MR CARTER: Yes.

MR PRESHAW: But it is just to give the communihat assurance.

MR CARTER: Okay. Alice, did you have anything...

PROF A. CLARK: No.

MR CARTER: Okay. Water supply was the - - -
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MR PRESHAW: Yep.

MR CARTER: - - - it featured quite a bit in sulgsions - - -
MR PRESHAW: Yeah.

MR CARTER: - --aswell.

MR PRESHAW: Yeah. So as | mentioned at the bega) the borefields itself
were approved — assessed and approved — as plaet afiginal project and
reassessed and approved as part of a subsequefitatioth. So we — while there
were some concerns and some issues raised abbptahass that occurred under a
previous assessment process, we are constraingout&inow, consider the aspect of
the modification that relates to water, which is gmoposed addition of surface water
extraction from the Lachlan River.

Having said that, it is worthwhile, as we have domeur report, to mention and to, |
guess, highlight that since the original approv¥ahe project there has been a
change in the water licence — the water manageragithe in the state, and so we
have the Water Management Act and we have a seatef sharing plans that
ultimately govern how people — how much — how peapitract water from
groundwater and surface water sources and how theghare able to do — how
much they are able to extract.

So in broad terms, the — from the borefield, thepany, we understand, has some
3154 entitlements to extract water from the grousitgwand they’re estimating that,
from the surface water from the Lachlan River theoeild be approximately 350
megalitres per year and, as a result of this projduch includes the water treatment
plant and substantial recycling of water on shieytcould provide up to 1451
megalitres on site.

So basically what the company has put as parti@itlodification to clarify to the
community and to others is that the total amountatier that they will need is the
1450 that they can produce through recycling anmteeatment plus the water
entitlements of 3154 plus 350 from the surface waltethey have all of that, that’s
sufficient water to operate at full capacity, fptbduction, the project as a whole.

So that’s just, | guess, background, but the relepart of this modification is
around the ability to extract water from the LachRiver and, importantly, that was
something that the Department of Industry — theewpart of the Department of
Industry — actually suggested that the company hadieerse supply of water. So
that part of the application, of this modificatiapplication, was in fact in response
to the Department of Industry’s recommendationitesify their water supply.

MR CARTER: And just- - -

MR PRESHAW: Yeah.
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MR CARTER: - - - earlier, Clay, you mentionedtttize modification is about the
surface water extraction infrastructure - - -

MR PRESHAW: Yes.

MR CARTER: - - - and the actual volume and eaftiteént issues are dealt with
under the Water Management Act - - -

MR PRESHAW: That'’s right.
MR CARTER: - - - and the entitlement framework.

MR PRESHAW: That's right. So we do — and thélt's key part that we assess.
So, you know, the actual extraction infrastructinag’s required to extract that
water. We do, | guess, seek advice from the Deyrt of Industry water as to
whether there is water available to be licensetiecapplicant, and the advice we
have from the Department of Industry is that ther@vailable water licensing there
for the applicant or anyone else in the markethads really, once we were aware of
that, then that's — the focus is really on theighbib, you know, the infrastructure
that allows them to extract the water from thenivBid you — and | think that sort

of answers the other points that are on the lestethbut I'm happy to go into more
detall, if necessary. | will take things on notiteecessary.

MR CARTER: Yeah, we might, unless you’ve got &myy now, lan or Alice, we
might — we may come back on that. | guess - - -

MR PRESHAW: It does - - -

MR CARTER: - - - getting our head around how thérates is something - - -
MR PRESHAW: Yeah.

MR CARTER: - --thatwe - - -

MR PRESHAW: And it could be something that, ilywanted more detail around
how that regime works or, you know, how the watedninations for each year are
made, | think those are the sorts of questions a take from you and then go to
the Department of Industry given it’s their regalgtrole and responsibility to
handle those issues.

MR CARTER: Okay. Thanks, Clay. All right. littk that really goes as far as we
can with water supply at the moment - - -

MR PRESHAW: Yes.

MR CARTER: - - - but we may take you up on thatvsome further questions
with the - - -
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MR PRESHAW: So there is just on that, if there’® thing | could just add: so
there is a reference in the executive summarnytiigatompany has identified could
be read, | guess, incorrectly. So we just warmeddke a clarification on that if we
could — and we will provide this in writing to yas well. So it's in the executive
summary and it's under the Water Supply heading! t8ink, generally, if you read
that whole section in context, it's probably okbyt the company has identified the
second sentence that says:

Almost half (1451 megalitres per year) of the pcggoverall water demand
(3135 megalitres per year) would be supplied bywhéer treatment plant.

So that, in itself, outside of the context of tleqeding and the sentence after, may
not actually be entirely accurate. What it realypuld say is that “an equivalent of
half of the project’s overall external water demasal 1451 megalitres is equivalent
to half of what the company would require to gehirexternal sources.

MR CARTER: Yes.

MR PRESHAW: So again, if you read the next secgeit’s sort of implicit there

anyway, but | did — the company were, | guess, eored that, if you took that all by
itself, it may imply something else and | just wethto make that clear.

MR CARTER: Okay. Thanks, Clay, and that — yoweading that through.

MR PRESHAW: | will send that through, and if yoead the assessment section in
the main body of the report, you will find that tlsequite clear there as well. So the
next - - -

MR CARTER: All right.

MR PRESHAW: Sorry, yes.

MR CARTER: No, | was going to say we've dealittid with the main street event
usage.

MR PRESHAW: Yeah, that's what | was going to dafink we've addressed that
as part of the traffic questions, but if there’gthimg else.

MR CARTER: | think that's been covered.

MR PRESHAW: Yeah.

MR CARTER: So if you can move on to the noiseeasment.

MR PRESHAW: Yes. So the noise assessment istaresting part of the project

that we needed — of the modification that we didch® assess, because there are
now some very minor exceedences of the criteriatlagg are up to two decibels but
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no more. So under, you know, existing — undeiptieeious policy, under the new
policy, you know, an exceedence of two decibeless is considered to, you know,
to be fairly perceptible to the average human,smae didn’'t consider that that —
and according to policy, that doesn’t require aritygation or acquisition criteria.

What we did look at, though, was is there anytimmge that the company can do to
actually bring it down from those few exceedencésfl so we interrogated that
quite carefully and the reality is the company Hade a lot of — had already
incorporated a lot of mitigation strategies inte groposed modification as it is, and
the advice that we've had from our acoustic exaed from the company’s acoustic
expert is that it does get progressively more ditfi as you're doing mitigation, to
bring numbers — to bring predicted noise levelsmoand so they — | think, initially,
Rose-Anne, it was — there was a predicted exceedafnap to seven - - -

MS HAWKESWOOD: Yeah, that’s right.

MR PRESHAW: - - - decibels, but through, you knaarious mitigation
strategies, they have brought it down to just the tand we asked the question, well,
you know, can you go further? What's required?d Ame reality is that it would,
you know, in very broad terms — and I’'m happy toviie further information if you
need. | think it's in some of the documentatioout it would require, basically, you
know concrete cladding on all the noise sourcélseamine and the processing
facility, which would incur, you know, extreme fineial cost on the applicant for,
really, to bring down a noise, a very minor noiseeedence that’'s not actually
perceptible to the — to the average human, so lwthtd that was unnecessary and
not warranted in the circumstances and so thatistivre are, in fact, some
exceedences.

The other part of the advice that’s relevant ig gaat of the reason that there are
now predicted exceedences of up to two decibdieggause of the additional data
that they’ve gathered since the original approwal the original modification
approvals, and basically better modelling methogiet® that are available now as
opposed to when it was originally done. So it'pariant to say that if we were to
assess the predicted noise levels as a new ptbgdhey would still be something
that is approvable anyway now, and | think thatisraportant point under policy,
the existing policy, those numbers are not considlén be unacceptable levels.

MR CARTER: Okay. lan, did you have anything?
DR LAVERING: No, thank you.

MR CARTER: Alice.

PROF CLARK: No, thanks.

MR PRESHAW: So there are two other - - -
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MR CARTER: Yeah. Yeah.

MR PRESHAW: - - - clarifications I'd like to makand one is in relation to the
noise. So the first, I'll have to admit, is a rale¢ on behalf of the department. It's a
minor error that's been included, and that’'s onep2§ of the report, the first
paragraph beneath the map - - -

MR CARTER: Yep.

MR PRESHAW: - - - and it talks about changesdsa impacts — predicted noise
impacts at the quarry. Look, in short, that ig just the case. There are no noise
changes at the quarry. That was just a mistakectbat into the conditions
originally, the recommended conditions, and therkbato the report. So that
sentence essentially needs to be retracted, armbthesponding part of the table that
refers to those numbers, 37, need to be alterttkinonditions of — the
recommended conditions of consent, and so we’rpyhepprovide that clarification
to you.

MR CARTER: Great. That'd be good.

MR PRESHAW: Yeah. And, look, the only other diaation we would make —
and, look, the company has gone through the —+eipisrt and conditions with a fine
toothcomb — is that the traffic numbers acrossathele project that we've put into
our assessment are now, according to the compahyh& most accurate numbers.
They are, in fact, the numbers that are availablestin the documentation that
they’'ve given to us, but, as | mentioned, throughprocess, we asked them to
consider ways to reduce traffic volumes, and weaviecused on through Trundle
because that was where the community had focusediicerns, and so they did
manage to do that, and so you will see on pageeldevgot a project — a table
showing the project-related traffic generation tigio Trundle, which shows, as |
discussed earlier, that the modified project, wlih additional mitigation measures,
in fact, brings the numbers of traffic down tharsvesiginally approved.

It was our understanding — because that was -€#imé from the documents from
the applicant and from their traffic consultantiswas our understanding, if you refer
to page 11 and 12, that the project-related traffierall was still — had still
increased, albeit in a very minor way, but, in fadtat the company is saying is,
well, if you now apply the higher capacity truckedahe shuttle buses across the
board, you will — what you find is the traffic vohes across the whole project
actually come down a small amount as well. So’#teeyn fact, given us revised
versions of table 3 and table 4, which illustrduat the traffic volumes across the
project are, overall, down. To me, that's — | matie the department’s view that the
material part of the traffic assessment was rehtiyugh Trundle, but, as a matter of
clarification, I think it's worth, you know, now aaing back to you with the revised
numbers across the rest of the project components.

MR CARTER: Okay. So you will do clarifications writing, and that - - -
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MR PRESHAW: Yes. We will. So all we have at thement is a table which the
company has sort of emailed to us. | would likgabthat in a formal way that’s
come through their traffic consultants, so thatre€omfortable that those numbers
have, in fact, changed, and we’ll forward themda yn the letter of clarification.
MR CARTER: Great. Thank you. And so that gaethe —in table 4 - - -

MR PRESHAW: Yes.

MR CARTER: - - - the totals will be different the .....

MR PRESHAW: | think in — and I've got the emadra. | can just sort of outline,
but, in broad terms, the percentage change in fghile total at the moment is an
increase of 2.4 per cent on the bottom right. altt,fthat will, according to the
company’s later — latest figures — would be min@gér cent. So it'll go from a
very minor increase to a slight decrease.

MR CARTER: Okay. Fantastic. All right. Welgdk, thank you very much, Clay
and Rose-Anne. David and Alana, did you have any -

MR D. KOPPERS: No.

MR CARTER: - - -issues or questions? lan andel....

PROF CLARK: No.

MR CARTER: Not at this stage?

DR LAVERING: No.

MR CARTER: Okay. Fantastic. All right. Welhank you very much for that.
We will look forward to those clarifications comitigrough, and we’ll — well, the
secretariat will put anything formally to you - - -

MR PRESHAW: Yes.

MR CARTER: - - - where we want to sort of askifier questions or get responses
to - - -

MR PRESHAW: Okay.
MR CARTER: - - - but thank you very much.
MR PRESHAW: Okay. Thank you very much.

MR CARTER: So | will declare the meeting closexia
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