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MR T. PEARSON: So there’s some prepared reméudsltwill step through and
then we will begin the meeting. Good morning areloeme. Before we begin, |
would like to acknowledge the traditional ownerdtw# land on which we meet, the
Gadigal People. | would also like to pay my respéa their elders, past and present,
and to the elders from other communities who malidre today. Welcome to the
meeting today. United Collieries Proprietary Liedt the applicant, is seeking to
expand open cut mining operations at the existiragrio Coal Mine and United
Colliery to allow for the extraction of an additalriL50 million tonnes of run of mine
coal over a period of 23 years.

The project comprises two open cut mining compaeiihe first component
involves minor extensions to Wambo Coal Mine’s Brggopen cut mining area,
including a material increase in the depth of ngrtio allow for the extraction of
deeper coal seams that underlie the approved Msmfd. The second component
involves the development of a new open cut minieg @n the site of the former
United Colliery and underground mine operating l22i1.0. My name is Tony
Pearson. | am the chair of this IPC panel. Jgimire are my fellow commissioners,
Dr Peter Williams and Professor Alice Clark. Thiew attendees on our side are
David Koppers from the Secretariat, and we wiljdeed shortly by Alana Jelfs
who is, unfortunately, just running a little bitéa

In the interests of openness and transparencytcagiasure the full capture of
information, today’s meeting is being recorded aridll transcript will be produced
and made available on the Commission’s websitas ifieeting is one part of the
Commission’s decision-making process. It is talprare at the preliminary stage 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 wresregpropriate. If you are asked a
guestion and you are not in a position to answegge feel free to take the question
on notice and provide any additional in writing,iefthwe will then put up on our
website.

One thing | would ask, for the benefit of the indival recording the session, is that
if you could — the first time you speak, just annoe your name so the microphones
can then obviously continue to detect you or detdxd is speaking throughout the
meeting today. So if that's okay, we might justrsbff. What | thought would be
really useful for us is — we’ve been through a#l thaterials, but what would be
really useful, | think, is, at a very high levdlyou could perhaps walk through your
assessment of the project and the process thavgotithrough, but | guess
particularly focusing on those issues that you ¢gfndwvere finely balanced and that
you might like to highlight to the Commission’seattion.

MS M. DAWSON: Sure. So just by way of introdwetj I'm Megan Dawson, a
team leader at the Department of Planning in thkeuge assessments team. I've
really taken over the project from Matthew Sproltiondid the preliminary
assessment and | manage the final assessmenstsh@dPC merit review.
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MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR M. SPROTT: So I'm Matthew Sprott. | am a telrader at the Department of
Planning. | undertook the preliminary assessmetiieoUnited Wambo Project and,
following moving roles, Megan has taken over tmalfiassessment for the
department.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Thank you.

MS DAWSON: Sure. So | guess, just in the wapatkground, the department
finished its preliminary assessment this time yastr and it was referred to the IPC
for the merit review. That was finalised in Mamid, after that, the applicant
provided a response in July, which we’ve reliedammost of our final assessment.
The way we formatted our report is really by recasnafation. We've tried to
include what the recommendation was and then a suynaf our response. And
you can see the way we’ve done that then is weahadlly brief — short executive
summary. Sure. So if we would just like to - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: - - - step through maybe the higheelef points, like you
mentioned.

MR PEARSON: That would be great. Yes. Yes. falghg a few minutes too, |
think what we're really keen to hear is those issihat you thought were particularly
challenging from a kind of assessment point of view

MS DAWSON: Sure.

MR PEARSON: - - - and that you — you know, thatiyhought might be finely
balanced - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes. That's great. I've actually - -

MR PEARSON: - - - in that assessment process.

MS DAWSON: - - - flagged four things already.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Great.

MS DAWSON: So are we not going to follow the dtagenda?

MR PEARSON: We will. So what | would like to d@ojust kind of get that
overview - - -

MS DAWSON: Sure.
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MR PEARSON: - - -to — it assists us certainlfreiming our questions, but then
we have some specific subject matter areas thatowdd like to step through and
there’s a range of questions that we have sittetgrial those. So once you've kind
of provided that brief introduction, we might diwvgo the Q and A if that's okay.

MS DAWSON: Sure.

MR SPROTT: Yes. So | will just make one quickmeoent. There were a few
issues in the preliminary assessment, which I'ne saving read the document, you
would be aware were flagged by the departmenteatitie as being requiring
resolution prior to the determination. So thereensefew matters flagged there
around the final landform, around the biodiversisound the noise modelling, that
required finalisation, notwithstanding that thelippnenary assessment could be
undertaken based off the information that we hatietime.

And so those matters have been now addressed fimétheeport, taking into
consideration the Commission’s review recommendatias well as the additional
information that has come up, but that is one ltisappose, when you’re talking
about an overview of issues that have been, | ’f@olonger assessment process,
those issues were part of that longer and more-t¢iomsuming aspect of the project.

MS DAWSON: Yes. So probably where we focusedtaf our time in the final
assessment was on four aspects. It was the toaadihoise, so during this interim
period when the project would commence, but thet jeénture wouldn’t commence
yet. So it's this period when Wambo was runninganallel to Glencore
commencing the United pit, so that took a lot dbes§, a lot of discussions with the
EPA. The second matter that we focused a lotfoftsfand liaised with OEH on
was the credit requirements, and the staging ¢ditiance, and the equivalent
credits and when they needed to be retired.

The third matter that we focused a lot of attentarwas the final landform and the
final void study. This was really the — in the Bggnt’s response, this is really the
key area where they actually provided additionadligts, so we focused a lot of our
time on that section. And the fourth matter thatreally spent a lot of time on was
the framing of the conditions and the transitiothat joint venture. So making it
very clear on the three, because we have got n@e tonsents, one for the new
SSD, Wambo mine and the Wambo rail. So just tryingrite very clear conditions
and ensure that it can be regulated and that tharelear — everyone understood
who is doing what and when and whose obligatiorhe 8 responsible for what.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay. Okay. No. That's good.
MS DAWSON: Those are the four points.
MR PEARSON: No. That's helpful.

MS DAWSON: Yes.
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MR PEARSON: That's very helpful. So —and | thinlot of that follows some of
the agenda that we’ve prepared, so - - -

MS DAWSON: Great. Okay.
MR PEARSON: What | might do is start on — | beéieyou have the agenda, so - - -
MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - the first sort of subject tha wanted to touch on was the
noise vibration and blasting, including the openatf the VLAMP. And | guess
what | was interested to understand was — one rofemommendations — | think it
was recommendation 1 — was around assessing tlee{pagainst both the NPFI and
the INP and what impacts might have come out dfabaessment that might have
been different. So —and | note in the review that the response to
recommendation 1, that you've indicated that the Islthe instrument that should
prevail.

| would be interested to understand, as a resuhaifprocess, noting that several
receivers ceased to be eligible for acquisitiomitigation rights, receivers 50A,

50B, 56, 133, 44, for mitigation, and 43 and 50€decquisition — | would be
interested to understand a bit more about howptiwtess evolved and what changed
in terms of the assessment back then and now, ¢negiit’s the same policy, and
what has changed that has led to those receiverg treated differently.

MS DAWSON: Sure. So | guess we've — there wex@rnatters. One was
whether to consider the new policy or not and fifecethat that might have.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: So | just suggest that we maintairteat inder the EPAs
transitional arrangements that the project shoaoidioue to be assessed under the
INP, and if it were to be assessed under the néwypthere would actually be five
receivers that would fall out of acquisition riglies mitigation.

MR SPROTT: That's due to daytime noise levels.

MS DAWSON: Correct. And then another aspechefrioise criteria was — the
applicant, in their response, they provided addélonformation on the background
noise — the limits at Moses Crossing. So, in geliminary assessment, we
highlighted — we raised a concern that they — tithmeasurement of background
noise monitoring and we used the conservative lionéstablish the PSNLs in the
preliminary assessment. The applicant subsequeakyadditional monitoring to
clarify what that background noise limit should tjch the new ..... PSNL one.
So that’'s where we see the changes, if | - - -

MR SPROTT: So that was — | will just jump in.
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MS DAWSON: .....

MR SPROTT: So that was part of the preliminarsegsment. In the Moses
Crossing area, the applicant had two noise mongdocations. One of them was
located closer to the mine and was a more long teamitoring station and they had
a second monitoring location which they ran momigfor a few weeks at to
ascertain the influence of mining noise and roadenoThat monitoring station
actually had a slightly lower background level tila@ long term monitoring records
but the company had taken the long term monitaregrds as being a more
representative suite of noise monitoring resuie.when the Department did its
assessment based off the information we had alaitdlithe preliminary stage, we
took a conservative approach and adopted the t&rart— valid monitoring but the
short term monitoring as the representative backgio - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - for the area which differed froine company’s EIS assessment.
So it was part of its response to our preliminayegsment and response to the IPCs
review, it undertook additional monitoring in theobes Creek — sorry, Moses
Crossing area. It undertook it at the long teratish, as well as other locations.

And that monitoring actually validate — or correldimore closely to the long term
monitoring and that was used to basically provideose robust assessment - - -

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR SPROTT: - - - of three different locationspfioming that the long term data is
an appropriate suite - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: - - - of noise monitoring to use. Bese of that — because PSNLs
are based off an assessment of the background Iegids - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - thatinfluences acquisition tgfor residents in the local area.
MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay. That makes sense. Ardissue wasn’'t encountered
at the other areas — | mean, area 5 is the Mosessi@g area, but the other areas —

there was not similar ..... short term and longiter -

MR SPROTT: No. So this was — there are othaeasavehere there are multiple
monitors but the monitors were closer togethersmthe actual limits were the same

MR PEARSON: Yes.
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MR SPROTT: - - - for most of those monitors.this particular circumstance,
there were some — what is most likely topographiiféérences - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - between the two locations arievaother influences that did
result in some - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - slightly different levels at theo monitors and so the additional
monitoring was done to validate and support thealise appropriate background
level.

MR PEARSON: Okay. That was all | had on - - -
MR SPROTT: Does that - - -

MR PEARSON: - --noise - - -

MR SPROTT: - - - assist?

MR PEARSON: No, that’s very useful. | mean, atieer question which you've
answered as well was around the change in the RBlazea 5, Moses Crossing, and
whether that was what led to the adjustment -.-.- .

MR SPROTT: So, yes, that’s correct.
MS DAWSON: Thatwasit.....

MR PEARSON: Okay. That was all | had on noiS¢ere there other questions
that you might have on noise, Peter and Alice? ...

DR WILLIAMS: Not related to noise, no. Yes, thas the main one.

MR PEARSON: Okay. We might move on to air qyalio | guess the issue |
was just trying to understand here was around t@ese gas emissions and the
reduction measures that the applicant has indiGedot technically feasible and
financially — this is recommendation 17. The aggotit has indicated that it has
considered all measures that are technically feaaitd financially reasonable — are
any of the GHD reduction measures that the apglicas indicated — are not — if |
can use the negative, are not technically feasibtenot naturally reasonable — are
those used — are you aware of whether those meaargeised on any other sites in
the Hunter Valley?

MS DAWSON: | couldn’t answer that question at thement. | would have to
look in - - -

.UNITED WAMBO 6.12.18 pP-7
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR PEARSON: We’'re happy to take that on noticgoifi - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: ---want. Yes.

MR SPROTT: We will take that one on notice.

MR PEARSON: | guess for us, we just wanted tdlabwhether there were - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - in the suite of measures tlatehbeen provided into those
two categories, are those measures that are deshéidancially — well — I'll get
the words up ..... — financially reasonable awntingcally feasible — are they used at

other sites within the Glencore group.
MR SPROTT: Yes. So we will have to have a lobtha full suite - - -
MR PEARSON: No, that's fine.

MR SPROTT: | believe their main concern is arotimelcommercial availability of
some of the actual technology in Australia at Htege.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: So that aspect relates largely toTiee 4 engines which are not
currently used in Australia — they’re not commelfgiavailable yet. However, we
will have to take it on notice looking at the fallite and providing a more detailed
response.

MR PEARSON: Thank you. And then recommendatior-2ve talk about mine
owned residences and the ability of tenants todséttv from those mine owned
residences in certain circumstances. The Commmissiats review, sought

additional information around whether the abilifyaadenant to exit a lease was an at-
will ability. And | just wanted to try and unpattkat a bit given the applicant’s
response. So you've indicated that you're comfetdhat the right is an at-will

right. And if | take you to the applicant’s resgeron page 35 of their response to
the IPC review, it mentions that:

...if the tenant has lodged a written complaint wfith landlord about the
unacceptable impact of the mining operation, theing effects or other
mining operations and the landlord has been unablesolve that complaint
within 14 days, the tenant may terminate the tepgenalty-free any time
during the tenancy with no early termination pepddy giving 14 days written
notice —
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| haven’t seen the agreement, so | don’t know wimaicapitalised terms — how
they’re defined but | wonder whether that actualan at-will right or it's a right
that's only available in very — certain specificctimstances on the part of the
tenant? And, again, that may be a question yod teetake on notice? I'm not sure.
MS DAWSON: Yes. | can answer from the perspectf/our conditions.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: So we — one of our conditions.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: So we — one of our conditions, B2 Tates to mine owned land

MR PEARSON: Which one?
MS DAWSON: B27.
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: And in that, | draw your attentionggaragraph (b). We give the
requirement that the tenant at any — of any landeaiby the applicant:

...can terminate their tenancy agreement without [hg@d any time, subject to
giving reasonable notice —

| note that that relates to the applicant’s lancklise we can only give - - -

MR PEARSON: Correct.

MS DAWSON: ..... obligation on them, but | do edbat the surrounding mines,
Hunter Valley Operations, Warkworth — they all havsimilar condition, the
surrounding mines, and could — and we’ve imposeds#me one on Wambo .....
MR PEARSON: Okay. Thank you.

MS DAWSON: So that would address all the tenantke region. .....

MR PEARSON: Okay. Thank you. Great. And thatthat reasonable notice
might be 14 days, is it, based on - - -

MS DAWSON: It sounds like — yes — Glencore .....
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MR PEARSON: 14 days. Okay. Okay. Great. Ok@gank you. That's good.
Should that go in as a — shall we make it — r.is that implicit from the agreement
itself that it's — is that stated in ..... agreeinés 14 days?

MR SPROTT: So | think 14 days may be Glencorgigaments - - -

MS DAWSON: Correct.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR SPROTT: We can't speak today to what wouldbehe agreements of the
other mines. So | would have to look in to thathotice, so — 14 days is not in our
conditions.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR SPROTT: It's reasonable notice.

MR PEARSON: Right. Okay.

MR SPROTT: So that would come down to the aatadfication process for each
of those mines.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. Ijust thought whenever it wasssible if we could actually
givea---

MS DAWSON: Qualify it .....

DR WILLIAMS: - - - quantify wherever possible --

MR SPROTT: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: - - - but if it's not possible - - -

MR SPROTT: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: - --orit’s —if it pulls up the greement ..... that’s fine but | just
thought wherever possible it's good to either gifaatr refer to something that does
guantify because there have been cases whereuhs bave had to determine
what’s a reasonable period - - -

MR SPROTT: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: - --and you don't want —..... yes

MS DAWSON: Yes. We can get back to you on that.
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DR WILLIAMS: Yes. Thanks.
MS DAWSON: We will probably have to ask Glencereat their existing - - - .....
DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - agreements state. If they #@dles 14 days, then that shouldn’t
be an issue, but - - -

MR PEARSON: Rehabilitation and biodiversity i®pably the next topic. | guess
— | was interested to know whether you — whetherddpartment has seen examples

of rehabilitation used as an offset in practice hod that has actually — how that
rehabilitation has actually performed.

MS DAWSON: | can't speak personally from this-ifinless you've got a - - -
MR SPROTT: We would have to look into some speciases for you.
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: | know that it is something that has proposed before, but I'm
not off the top of my head aware of the currentesta -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - of those rehab proposals.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Well, if you could, that woudd helpful.
MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: And in terms of the rehab used asfts®t, | assume that at the
end of the first stage, there would be some saasséssment of that rehabilitation to
be used as offset and to — yes — there would berierand that - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - if those criteria weren't beinget, based on my reading of the
way the conditions operate, that the applicant déloén not be entitled to continue
on to stage 2.

MS DAWSON: Stage 2 is expected to start sevebdtgears and at that time, they
may not be able to — the rehab may not be comptetegh. So we haven't linked
not commencing the next stage - - -

MR PEARSON: So how do you know that the rehadrcisially working before,
given the size of the offsets that - - -
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MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: The rehab that are being used astsffiow do you know that, at
the end of year 7, those offsets are actually gtmngork in permitting stage 2 then
to take — to continue — or to take place?

MS DAWSON: Yes. There is an element of uncetyaiim there within the rehab
management plan. Let me just find - - -

MR SPROTT: So | suppose what | will clarify itk is an important
differentiation between the rehab management, aomitoring and the offset credits.
So the rehab provides the offsets by proposingaltatrtain percentage of the mine
site go back to rehab. That provides the compattythe offset credits upfront and
then the actual rehabilitation and achievemenhaf offset — or of the quality
committed to is undertaken under the — | beliegeaitBiodiversity Stewardship
Agreement; am | correct in saying that? So umtldeendorsed OEH offsetting
mechanisms.

So because rehabilitation takes a prolonged pefitiche to establish and
demonstrate that it is trending in achieving thecomes, the credits are initially
provided and then the company has an obligati@chieve the outcome committed
to. If it fails, as you say, to meet that, thés itnder that agreement that it needs to
make good.

MR PEARSON: But | guess — I'm just trying to uigahis. So if the point at
which we know that it is failing to achieve thosgapmes isn’t in years 1 to 7, it's
possibly a time period that’s further out than yéar

MR SPROTT: Yes.
MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: But, at that point, they have alrebdgn granted — the applicant
has already been granted approval to commence 3tiggear 8; is that right? Is
that my understanding?

MS DAWSON: Yes. So we have — | guess there'srdiogency. If they're not
able to achieve the completion criteria, they hiaviend additional offsets, so they
have to find another means to offset those imp&tisessentially, if they can’t
demonstrate they have met the completion critér@y have to retire the credits
elsewhere.

MR PEARSON: Right. Andso - - -

MS DAWSON: And that may not be decided, as yoyweted out, until later in
the piece.
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MR PEARSON: Okay. And so for the impacts that mot related to the EPBC
impacts, that that could potentially involve a pa&yrinto an accredited fund.

MR SPROTT: Yes. That's correct.

MR PEARSON: And then if —is there any rehabiiga — | need to refresh my
memory actually — you might — the commissionershiigiow the answer to this —
is there any rehabilitation used as an offset BBE impacts?

MR SPROTT: The rehab proposed for the United Waprbject?

MR PEARSON: Yes. Orisitall —is all that bgiaffset by biobanking?

MR SPROTT: No. There is a component for the CEC.

MS DAWSON: In this project, yes, but are you agkif there’s examples
elsewhere?

MR PEARSON: No, no, no. So what I'm asking ssthiere — is the rehabilitation
used exclusively to offset non-EPBC impacts, ar issed to offset both EPBC
impacts and non-EPBC impacts?

MS DAWSON: It's both.

MR SPROTT: It will be both.

MS DAWSON: It's both.

MR PEARSON: Both. So | guess just exploring faigher, if the impact — if the
rehabilitation fails and it’s the result of — artgt rehabilitation is for an EPBC
offset, there isn’t the ability to pay into an agdited fund at that point. How does

that — what happens then?

MS DAWSON: They would have to pursue anotheradlé land base offsite,
unless the Commonwealth endorses the fund in tlzntimee.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR SPROTT: Or continue to invest in bringing tiedabilitation up to the level
necessary to meet - - -

MR PEARSON: To achieve the offset that — yes.
MR SPROTT: - - -the CEC requirements.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Okay.
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MR SPROTT: So we can probably provide some miza&r avritten advice on this.
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: There are a range of mechanisms arbawdhe rehabilitation
functions - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - --and how those aspects will glayin the credit space.
MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR SPROTT: So we will provide a bit more of aalktd rundown on that.

MR PEARSON: That would be useful. What wouldréally helpful too, | think, is
if you could highlight to us the areas where thenésk. So | think what we've
started to hear here is that there are certairomés where there is risk around
certain outcomes being achieved, if you like, ohetich sounds like it could be
around the EPBC. So | think, for us, what would-dealy helpful is if you could
highlight where there are areas of risks or gdpau like, in terms of the different
steps that can be taken.

MR SPROTT: Yes. We can provide some detail adbose areas - - -
MR PEARSON: Okay.
MR SPROTT: - - - and around the mechanisms ingpta manage that.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Does the department havew wie what could, or might,
or should happen if the applicant is unable to aedand-based offsets to — so if the
EPBC arrangement doesn’t evolve to allow for paynmeio a fund — an accredited
fund — does the department have a view around hewapplicant is likely to offset
its stage 2 and stage 3 biodiversity impacts ttatelevant to the EPBC
requirements?

MS DAWSON: | don’t know if | can speak on behalfthe department, but they
would have to pursue additional land-based offdeggess, with the guidance that
we would give them.

MR PEARSON: And so the project would pause at ploint, presumably, until
those additional land-based offsets were securabebgpplicant.

MS DAWSON: The way we've drafted the conditiongiate, there is no — it
wouldn’t cause — it wouldn’t - - -
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MR PEARSON: So my — again, correct me if I'm wgomy understanding is,
reading the conditions, the way that the projestrigctured, the ability to progress to
stage 2 is contingent on having secured the offsetstage 2 - - -

MS DAWSON: Correct.

MR SPROTT: Correct.

MR PEARSON: - - - prior to commencing stage 2.

MS DAWSON: Yes. Yes.

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: So if the EPBC impacts had not befésebas at the date on which
the applicant wished to proceed with stage 2, theagumably, stage 2 would be

delayed until such time as those offsets had bademtified and secured.

MS DAWSON: We haven’t made that contingent. fSeare you asking if they
haven’'t demonstrated that they have met the stagquirements?

MR PEARSON: No. Stage 2.

MS DAWSON: Stage 2.

DR WILLIAMS: Stage 2 and 3. Stage 2 and 3.

MS DAWSON: Yes. Sothat- - -

MR PEARSON: So when they get to the end of sfiage-

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - as | understand the way thest pinoject has been structured,
the stage-2 offsets need to have been offset -stvategy for their offsetting needs
to have been identified. If — 1 guess what I'miagkis what happens if the applicant
has not identified suitable arrangements to offsetEPBC, is the project paused at
that point?

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: That's - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Okay.
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MR SPROTT: Yes.

MS DAWSON: They can'’t just do any disturbanceoasated with that stage 2.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: And that will be something that aleones through in the Australian
Government’s assessment. So once there is aafethe Australian Government,
if they have requirements around that as well, thahwill also be reflected from
their perspective on the EPBC, but as far as theigp are concerned, or the
communities are concerned, that community is atsetepted through the condition
in the recommended conditions requiring that tleamunity is not disturbed in
stages2and 3 - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: - - - until such time as offsets guprapriately identified.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: So there’s two levels of protectiontioat.

MR PEARSON: Okay. And what are stewardship ayeaments? | - - -

MS DAWSON: It's the new — so, previously, theyresdiobanking agreements - - -
MR PEARSON: Agreements. Okay. Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - and, now, under the new Biodsigr Conservation Act,
they're called Biodiversity Stewardship Agreements.

MR SPROTT: So they're the mechanism.

MR PEARSON: Okay. What do you expect the cosetfing ecosystem credits
by making payment into the New South Wales Govenits@CF to be and how
does this cost — and this may need to be takemticenbut - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: And how does this cost compare withdosts associated with
biobank sites and/or rehabilitated sites?

MR SPROTT: That is one that we will have to takenotice.

MR PEARSON: Need to take on notice. Yes.
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MS DAWSON: Yes.
MR SPROTT: | can't, off the top of my head, tghlu the exact numbers.

MR PEARSON: It would just be helpful to understahe relativities in terms of
the financial impact of pursuing the different stgies available to the applicant.

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: So acquiring biobank sites, rehaiilin as a source of offset and
then paying into the BCF, and just what the kindlifferent economic drivers are
around each of those different strategies. Thataild had on rehab and - - -

PROF A. CLARK: Just one question. You mentioriegljess, the Federal
Government’s regulations that come into there. tAeze any overlaps or
inconsistencies between the two that we shouldi\ageaof that you're aware of? So
there’s two levels of protection and | understarat that applies, but sometimes you
get areas where there’s gaps or inconsistencithera. Is there anything that you're
aware of along those lines?

MR SPROTT: We would probably have to take thahotice. | do know that the
Commonwealth Government has endorsed the biodiyerssessment methodology
used in the - - -

PROF CLARK: So I think you've just answered myegtion there. Okay.

MR SPROTT: So as far as the actual assessmen¢dit requirements required

PROF CLARK: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - -the Commonwealth Government @&dH have worked quite
closely - - -

PROF CLARK: Thank you.

MR SPROTT: ---onthat. As far as the condié@re required, the
Commonwealth Government will consider the condgitimat we’ve looked — to
recommend. And the Commonwealth Minister will makeall on whether they
believe that those conditions are appropriate amadvbe endorsed from a
Commonwealth perspective as well.

PROF CLARK: So it's more a question of precedeifaiere is conflict — which
one would take precedence. Thank you.

DR WILLIAMS: Okay. Soasyou - - -
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MR SPROTT: Can I just note that?

DR WILLIAMS: [I've got a few questions on offsetfj and biodiversity, if you
don’t mind. One of the questions — Tony has dexesdica lot of it with you already,
but just one further point from that. Just, ongain, getting back to the EPBC and
the Biodiversity Conservation Fund. Could you jesplain — the fact that the

conservation fund isn’t presently accredited —t'sonot endorsed by the
Commonwealth.

MR SPROTT: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: That, necessarily, doesn’t precluidhe applicant from still
contributing into the fund and providing offsetdhgh the fund; it just means that
it's not accredited. So what that would meanhient there would have to be an
assessment done by the Commonwealth.

MS DAWSON: They would have to — for the stategmses, they could pay into
the fund. And then they would have to offset fiwe Commonwealth separately.

MR SPROTT: So they can — from a New South Wadgspective, they can still
use the fund.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR SPROTT: Butif- - -

DR WILLIAMS: But it won't satisfy the Commonweadlt That's - - -
MR SPROTT: But it won't satisfy the Commonwealth.

DR WILLIAMS: Commonwealth.

MR SPROTT: So the credits required from both arities would be the same
number of credits. But if they use the fund - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - -then, they may not be able tontdhat towards the
Commonwealth consent.

DR WILLIAMS: Okay. Which means the Commonwealtbuld have to do a
separate assessment.

MS DAWSON: Not a separate assessment - - -

MR SPROTT: May require a - - -

.UNITED WAMBO 6.12.18 p-18
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MS DAWSON: - - - they just - - -

MR SPROTT: - - - company to provide additional-

DR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR SPROTT: - - - offsets.

DR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR SPROTT: So those - - -

MR PEARSON: Could I just pick up on that?

MR SPROTT: That accreditation - - -

MR PEARSON: So you used the word “may”. Is thathought it was an absolute
obligation. There is not, currently, the abilitygay into the fund, so the
Commonwealth would require an alternative offdet- -

MR SPROTT: Sorry. |say “may” due to the timiofy - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: - - - when this could occur, whichtmstage 2, is six years in the
future.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Okay.

MR SPROTT: So if there is no accreditation at tha

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR SPROTT: - - -time, then, yes, the Commonweaibuld - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - -require additional offsets. Bsay “may” because - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes. And | accept — yes.

MR SPROTT: - --there is a period of time beftirat would be required to - - -
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - be pursued. But at that tinhe, tompany would need to make
sure if satisfies both pieces of legislation.
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DR WILLIAMS: Yes. Great. No, thanks for thako just bear with me for a
moment. I've got some detailed questions — theghtrihave been put on notice, I'm
not sure.

MS DAWSON: That's okay.

DR WILLIAMS: But on table 6, on page 30 of youmd! assessment report,
opposite, you've got all — the bulk of the rehab haen deferred to stage 2 and 3.
And | presume that's because, well, you really tata@rt rehabilitating stage 1 until
it's completed or close to completion. Most of tebab — there’s very little rehab
occurring in stage 1, it's all, basically, pushedtk to stages 2 and 3. What happens
if the mine stops or closes for a while? What leaygpwith the required rehab? Is
there a condition in there that still require tbbab to continue, even at stages 2 and
— the plan for stage 2 and 3 — if stage 2 and 8lelayed or put on hold, does the
rehab still continue?

MR SPROTT: Meg, do you want to answer?

MS DAWSON: Unlessyou - - -

MR SPROTT: So the requirements of the conselhtsetitinue, regardless of
whether mining is occurring. So | don’t have tlom®ent on me, but there is a
requirement in schedule 1. Sorry, bear with me her

MR PEARSON: That's all right. No.

DR WILLIAMS: No. No. No, I'm sorry.

MR PEARSON: It's a big document.

DR WILLIAMS: It'swhylsaiditsa- - -

MS DAWSON: It's now A.

DR WILLIAMS: As | said, they're very specific gggons, so the — so | think they
might have to be put on notice.

MR SPROTT: Yes. So the limitations on the cohsger condition A9 permit
mining operations to be carried out until 31 Decen?D41. So that is specifically
mining operations, which is defined in the consrtument. The obligations for
rehabilitation continue even beyond that date,| timdise obligations are satisfied.
So if the project didn’t continue to stage 2 anff@&n a biodiversity clearance
perspective, that would not nullify the requirementehabilitate the site up until the
point that it is closed. So those obligations dotimue on. And the rehabilitation
would still be required for the areas that had hdisturbed to date.

DR WILLIAMS: All right. And that's all in condibn A9?
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MR SPROTT: SoA9is-- -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - permitting the actual mining og@ns to continue.
MS DAWSON: There’s a note.

MR SPROTT: The note to that refers to - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Okay. That's a note to A9. Okay.

MR SPROTT: So the note to A9 is referring to filaet that the other conditions,
notwithstanding the mining operations, may cease.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR SPROTT: The other conditions do continue tplap

DR WILLIAMS: Good. That's good. Okay. That'ar. Thank you very much
for that. That's fantastic. Thanks, Matthew. tJetated to that also, how much are
the proposed rehabilitations to occur on the mitge.s.. itself and how much on
biodiversity sites? | mean, at page 31 and elseyliterefers to a figure of 878
hectares of native vegetation communities as gatalogical mine rehabilitation,
which is to be part of the stage 1 biodiversitatgtgy, yet table 6 on page 30 only
refers to 483 hectares that's planned for staghabilitation. So I'm just wondering
where this figure of 878 hectares for ecologicateniehabilitation could be
reconciled with the figures in table 6. | meanah’t see what the 878 has - - -

MR SPROTT: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: - - - come from.

MR SPROTT: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: [I'm sorry about that. | just cangee it.

MR SPROTT: No. No, that's okay.

MS DAWSON: No, that's fine.

DR WILLIAMS: All right.

MR SPROTT: So that’s to do the staging. So thg that table 6 is depicted, the

credits are provided separate to the rehabilitat@omn. So the rehabilitation to be
undertaken on the project — the 878 is a subdiediotal site.

.UNITED WAMBO 6.12.18 pP-21
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

DR WILLIAMS: Right.

MR SPROTT: So what the company has committed tbat of its total offset — my
apologies, let me correct that — of that is togdlabilitation — 878 hectares will be put
back to rehabilitation for the purposes of offsgttthat community.

DR WILLIAMS: And that’s on the mine site itself?
MR SPROTT: That's on the mine site - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Mine site.

MR SPROTT: - - - itself.

DR WILLIAMS: All right. Thank you.

MR SPROTT: The credits are provided, as | memtibbefore, as — by committing
to undertaking that rehabilitation, the credits @fferded for stage 1. The
rehabilitation — because rehabilitation can onlguraonce the land is available, the
rehabilitation will be spread across the stagesd 878 hectares of the rehabilitation
to occur across the various stages will be atteithtid achieving the credits that have
been committed to - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Okay. Thanks.
MR SPROTT: For stage 1.

DR WILLIAMS: Thanks, Matt. Sorry, I've just ga@ne more question, if that's

MR SPROTT: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: - - - okay. It just relates to aditinal — recommendation 29 from
the earlier report from the commission — their e@wialked about additional
ecological mine rehabilitation. It was asking wWiestany additional credit-
generating rehabilitated woodland could be providedhe mine site itself. And the
department came back and said that most of tredifready been diverted towards
Wambo'’s existing offset obligations. 1 just — cage 43, there’s figure 7. And what
I’'m looking at there is — the conceptual or ecatadjimine rehabilitation is shown in
the yellow outline. And, then, in the red outliwe’ve got the actual project area.
What I'm getting at there — and following on froecommendation 29 — can the — or
is it possible, feasible, just impossible for tleelegical mine rehabilitation to extend
into the total project area? In other words, tteaa- the difference between the
yellow and the red outlines?

MS DAWSON: So the yellow outline are lines foettlisturbance areas.
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DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MS DAWSON: So they're not actually approved tetdib anything outside that
yellow - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Right.
MS DAWSON: Therefore, they have no obligatiomgbabilitate there.

DR WILLIAMS: Okay. But if they could rehabilitatit, wouldn’t that be to their
advantage?

MR SPROTT: It---

DR WILLIAMS: | don't know what the — | haven't sa the site yet - - -

MR SPROTT: Yes. So---

DR WILLIAMS: - --so | don’t know what's probap} - -

MR SPROTT: So those areas are non-disturbed.

DR WILLIAMS: Right.

MR SPROTT: So rehabilitation primarily relatesdisturbed land.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR SPROTT: It is possible for companies to regatee- - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. That's what I'm getting at aritat - - -

MR SPROTT: - --on other areas, and that is sbimg that can be done, but for
this particular project, the proposed rehabilitati® focusing on the disturbed areas
of land. There are some regeneration activitiepgsed in the off-site biodiversity
offsets - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes, yes, yes.

MR SPROTT: - - -to help bring the quality of Heooffsets up - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - and there’s where the regenemagiforts will be focused.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. | was just wondering whethéretsame couldn’t have been
done here, which might help them in terms of thetine credits they require and also
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I’'m just looking at a response to recommendatiorfir@ the earlier report and just
whether that might have contributed to finding sahthe additional — through
regeneration on — around the mine site — the emabmine site itself but still within
the project area — might have assisted — that’s all

MR SPROTT: Yes. So | think that the areas theeyehidentified for regeneration in
the offsets is how they've tried to achieve that -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.
MR SPROTT: - - - additional regeneration, to aekithe credits that they need.
DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR SPROTT: Itis an option that they could poiglht pursue prior to stage 2, for
instance, if they needed that but it is one of miper of options available and it
would depend on the assessment at the time of is/tiaé¢ most appropriate
mechanism to achieving the credits. So therehisrdand-based offsets available in
the region and that may be a more appropriate nméainaf that land use is deemed
to be appropriate. So it's not something that the’done. But it's not something
that is required - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - -for stage 1 and so it's onehaf suite of options they have.
DR WILLIAMS: Okay. That's fine.

MR PEARSON: Thanks.

DR WILLIAMS: Thanks, mate.

MR PEARSON: We might move on to final landformater resources and visual
mitigation. And | just wanted to unpack the onéydwo void, no void kind of
discussion that took place in the applicant’s respand your assessment. And | —
if we set aside the economic impact, does the ejaaut have a view on whether a
one void solution — and | imagine it's a one voydetiminating the Wambo void, not
the United void — but does the Department havew wn whether a one void
solution is more desirable from an environmentadlfiandform perspective than a
two void solution? So set aside the economic irpjast from a — sort of an
environmental impact, if you like, an environmestrt of, landform benefit
perspective and weighing those two up, does thaeent have a view around that
issue?

MR SPROTT: The views the Department expresséd preliminary report and
have reflected here is that the elimination of ohthe voids and the original
querying by various government agencies over thigyato merge those two voids

.UNITED WAMBO 6.12.18 pP-24
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

in some manner — that was largely driven by theersadine nature of the Wambo
void, not exclusively, but it was a large considiera That void originally was, |
believe, 11 times saltier than the ocean and was -

MR PEARSON: Yes. Well, that was an error, | Kithough - - -
MR SPROTT: ---was-—yes---
MR PEARSON: - - -in the applicant’'s assessmeot@ss.

MR SPROTT: And that was something that was idiextias a substantial
environmental issue at the time. And that wasadribe drivers around seeking to
identify how the two voids would interact and hdwe two voids could be planned.
The revised salinity levels that have been reasdemsd provided through are much
closer and so the actual benefits that you wouhieae by merging those two water
bodies to allow the water to dilute between the an®not as great as they once
would have been. There would still be benefits,rblative to the previous EIS
proposal, those benefits aren’t as high. Fromnd isse perspective, if they did
eliminate a void, they would be able to put morallaack to biodiversity or
agricultural use. 1 believe the Wambo void - - -

MR PEARSON: I'm trying to remember the size ddtth - -

MR SPROTT: 24 hectares, | believe, but | will ion that - - -

MR PEARSON: | need to make sure | get my voidsright way around but the
Wambo void — the environmental — there are sigaific- as | understood, there are
significant environmental impacts of filling the Wiao void in that if that was filled,
it would allow discharge into the Wollombi Brookt:s - - -

MR SPROTT: The United.

MS DAWSON: Yes —that’s United — yes - - -

MR PEARSON: Sorry, the United void — sorry. Thaight. Sorry. You're right.
That'’s right. And it's Wambo that could be fill@dthout having flow-on impacts
into Wollombi Brook, correct, yes.

DR WILLIAMS: That's 24 hectares, the Wambo void-

MR SPROTT: Yes, | thoughtitwas - - -

DR WILLIAMS: - --and | think the United one & hectares.

MR SPROTT: Thank you. So the United void isrgéa void. It is a deeper void.

And it would provide more of a groundwater sink éapturing saline groundwater
on-site than the Wambo void. Both would functiorcépture saline groundwater
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but backfilling of the United void in the additidressessments that we’ve been
provided in the response to the IPCs review — lidiokfthe United void or both
voids would result in potential off-site — or woulekult in off-site migration of salts
to Wollombi Brook. So it's — the United void is meocritical - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - -inthe sense of on-site saliaptare but both voids serve a
function in that respect - - -

MR PEARSON: But my understanding of the repors Waat the — that function can
be performed by the United void on its own - - -

MR SPROTT: Correct.

MR PEARSON: - - - with the Wambo void filled ibut not the other way around.
So it's possible from a, sort of, external off-sitgpact point of view, if Wambo is
filled and United is not filled, there’s unlikelp be off-site impacts but it was the
other way around or if you filled both, then thedating shows that there’s likely to
be off-site impact particularly on saline dischag#&o Wollombi Brook.

MR SPROTT: That's my understanding - - -
MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - but we can confirm that - - -
MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: So | guess what I'm just trying taderstand is if — | guess the
assessment, sort of, walks through what's the enanimpact of filling the Wambo
void and what I'm asking is setting that aside - -

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - -isthere a—is it more dedigfbom an environmental,
ecological final landform etcetera perspectiveetain the Wambo void and,
obviously, you're — there’s some prolonged distademassociated with that, as well,
that you would need to move some dirt around arsgipty some .....

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: But then there’s clearly a benefguess, as well, in terms of the
increased land area that can be used for otheppeisp- offsetting and the return of
land to agriculture and so. Has the Departmenaga¢w around, setting aside the
economic impact, what the outcome of that balanbitgveen those environmental
and final landform benefits and impacts might be?
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MS DAWSON: I'm happy to provide more information.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: Take that one on notice.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Sure. Yes. Okay.

MR SPROTT: Yes. There would be an environmemalefit, but it's balanced
within the overall and so the preliminary assessmeamme of the big focuses was on
treatments that could be undertaken, ways thatribject could be - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - --reviewed - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - -to achieve a more beneficiat - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - --outcome - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - and we believe the outcome waeptable - - -

MR PEARSON: That was when it incorporated ecomompact, though.

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: So | think what I'm trying to undeastl is setting the economic

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - -impact aside - - -

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - what's the kind of final landfo — because, you know, is it —
for example, is it possible to design a mine pleat tneans that there’s no re-

disturbance of areas to backfill a void or — thatie end but - - -

MR SPROTT: Yes.
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MR PEARSON: - - - the other end might be that fawve to disturb 400 hectares to

MR SPROTT: Yes.
MR PEARSON: - - -fill a 20 — you know, 24 he@aroid.
MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: | —1guess —what | — | don’t kndwe tanswer to those questions
andsoI'm---

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - wondering whether the Departtewestigated that to that

MR SPROTT: Yes. We can get back to you on those.

MR PEARSON: Yes. That would be helpful. And sldlee Department have a
view around what the economic impact of filling tred is, outside of — just the
discounted $176 million? Is there any economicaotp on the applicant other than
that?

MS DAWSON: We haven't done our own separate moagl our submissions

MR SPROTT: So we haven’'t commissioned separair@unic assessments - - -
MR PEARSON: No, I'm not asking whether — but drere — is the Department — is
the applicant likely to incur any other economigamts other than the costs they've
indicated in their response to fill the void, whitiey’'ve indicated was in
undiscounted terms $176 million?

MS DAWSON: Not that I'm aware of.

MR SPROTT: No that I'm aware of.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: | understand that the response t&€thramission’s review was more
detailed in the company’s consideration of its sest-

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - and from the response we reckiiteloes appear that they have
factored in their costs associated - - -
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MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.
MR SPROTT: - - - with undertaking that activity.
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: So | do not believe that there wowddsbbstantial additional costs, if
any.

MR PEARSON: Okay. | guess what I'm getting atyisu know, if there’s
disturbance, for, instance, of rehabilitation uasdn offset or, you know, are there
other kind of economic — or is all of that kindin€luded in that $176 million
dollars? If you don’t know or if you need to taken notice, then please do.

MS DAWSON: My understanding is that they’'ve iraéa all costs.

MR PEARSON: Okay. | also wouldn’t mind understany if you have any insight
into the rationale for the applicant’s selectiorilad four per cent discount rate, and
also what your reasons were for using a differéstalint rate in assessing the
present value of the void filling option.

MS DAWSON: | will just have to check. We're tallg about the seven per cent
versus the four per cent?

MR PEARSON: The four per cent, correct. So thgliaant — one of the
recommendations in the IPC review was to provigecists of backfilling the voids
in both future dollar terms, but also in terms ofiars of today, so that we - - -

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: You know, it's possible to actualsass what the economic cost
of filling those voids is, because the numbers bexwery large the further out you

go.
MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: The applicant provided a responsechwvas good, and in
selecting a discount rate, it elected to choosmuager cent discount rate, so I'm just
wondering if you're aware of the reasons behindagmglicant’s choice of that
discount rate, and I'm also eager to know why thpaitment elected not to use that
and ask for — or, | think, remodelled the numberseal on a seven per cent discount
rate.

MR SPROTT: So my understanding is that the compaiavided the seven per
centand the - - - .....
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MS DAWSON: Yes, my understanding is the Delaitssessment was based on
seven per cent.

MR SPROTT: So the numbers — the seven per ceabudint numbers were
provided as part of that. | believe the company e - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - proposed a four per cent ag thiferred, but the seven per
cent discount rate is consistent with New Southe&/@&@overnment - - -

MS DAWSON: Economic guidelines.
MR SPROTT: - - - guidelines.
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: So we've adopted the seven per CEngy’re consistent with
Treasury guidelines on discount rates.

MR PEARSON: Do you know why the applicant elediedse a discount rate that
wasn’t in conformance with the guidelines?

MR SPROTT: We would have to look into that todeetain.

MR PEARSON: Okay. That's all right. We have aating with the applicant. We

can ask the applicant in that meeting.

MR SPROTT: Okay.

MR PEARSON: So---

MS A. JELFS: I've asked them to cover that.
MR PEARSON: Okay. Thank you.

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: That was all | had on the void, srtfinal landform issue. |
might, sort of, ask if Peter or Alice - - -

DR WILLIAMS: No, you've covered that.
MR PEARSON: Do you have other questions on that?

PROF CLARK: Not on the landform one. Under thediversity, | did have one
about the stygofauna, but - - -
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MR PEARSON: Yes. Go forit. No, no - - -
MS DAWSON: Yes, wecan- - -
MR PEARSON: - - -we can cover that off now.

PROF CLARK: Yes. Okay. We will do that nowjust flicked away from my
page here for a second. So let me find it ag&iorry. So I'm just trying to find the
recommendation number. Thereitis. Itwas - - -

MS DAWSON: 42?

PROF CLARK: Yes, 42, that's right. So | thinlethrecognise that there’s a fairly
low chance of the stygofauna being impacted, anat wiey said when they’ve come
back is that they will be doing regular monitoriofgit, and if they notice in the
three-year monitoring that there’s going to beat there’s any impacts that they
pick up in the data, that they will do more moriitigr When you get into the detail
of your report there, there’s a comment made thaillibe possible to rectify this,
but no one actually says that they’re going ttéyt pick that up in the sampling. It
was just a question around that. Is there a letlwben the two, so that if they do
actually notice that this is being impacted, tihatytwill be rectifying it? It's just not
clear in the documents that that’s an actual ougcofpicking that change up in the
data.

MS DAWSON: Just give me a sec. I'm re-reading -

PROF CLARK: No worries. So in your report thetts, page 50, section 2 of 5.5.
It's the last sentence of that first paragraph.

MS DAWSON: So this is the monitoring of stygofaun

MR PEARSON: That's right.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: And they've indicated that:
If the groundwater monitoring indicates impacts greater than predicted on
the shallow alluvial aquifers surrounding the proj@rea, more regular

monitoring will be triggered.

It doesn’t actually say that if there ends up beimgoblem that they will fix it. I'm
sure there might be more data somewhere else.

MR SPROTT: So that would come to the managemlens@and the consent.

PROF CLARK: Okay.
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MS DAWSON: Yes. So within the management pla@ve included the
monitoring of stygofauna, and they have genericagament plan requirements
about having TARPs, so the trigger action respmesas and contingency plans. So
they come out of our generic requirements, butigaificant impact is identified in
the monitoring - - -

PROF CLARK: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - we would expect the manageméan po then spell out what
they're doing.

PROF CLARK: It kicks in.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

PROF CLARK: Okay. Thank you. That was all.

MR PEARSON: Yes. I've got — Okay. Peter?

DR WILLIAMS: Yes, that's fine. Thanks, Tony.

MR PEARSON: We might want to transition to thanjoventure. There’s a bunch
of recommendations in there. So my only questiothds area was what happens —
so | guess there’s an expectation that the transitill take somewhere 12 and 18
months and, if it's approved, we would all hopet tihat’'s what happens. Has the
department considered what happens if the pragesatlbstantially delayed? So if,
for instance, coal prices render the project unegoa during the transitions period,
what, sort of, happens then? Do we just have tandrd transition that - - -

MS DAWSON: Like, say, if the 15 months turns istéew years?

MR PEARSON: Or turns into a decade or - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: What happens then?

MS DAWSON: The main scenario that we conditiofmdn the Wambo was in
the event that it didn’t proceed to phase 2, or aggsealed and - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.
MS DAWSON: - - - there was a delay, and, in ttege, in the Wambo consent,
we’ve included a condition that would say Wambo ldalmost revert back to

business as usual - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.
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MS DAWSON: So that at least they would continuaing.

MR PEARSON: Well, they operate under their ownsamts, as | understand it,
during the transition, and there’s a monitoringimesy and there’s accountability. |
can’t remember the page number, but it’s - - -

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - you know — | guess in the, sirtideal world, that the
transition has very clear delineations around whesponsible for what and where
and - - -

MR SPROTT: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - -so on, and the two consentgioaa to operate independently
of each other until such time as coal is broughinfthe United pit to the CHPP, at
which point the two are fused and it becomes omseat, and then Glencore
operates the whole open pit site.

MS DAWSON: Correct. Yes.

MR PEARSON: | guess, my question is if, for wivatereason, the project is
delayed indefinitely, and that coal — that chunk@él never works its way to the
CHPP, what happens? Is it just that these twoerdeperate in parallel for as long
as their lives permit? Is that - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes, they both have rehab obligatio8s. if they stop in phase 1

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: - - - they will be responsible for eddilitating and closing the
mines.

MR SPROTT: So they would, in that case, operativa — essentially two
neighbouring mines, albeit, the only way for thaiation to occur is if the United

mine doesn’t operate. So if they never take anéhé CHPP, they would have to
rehabilitate any disturbance undertaken to date.

MR PEARSON: Right. Okay.

MR SPROTT: But the only way that — the two mimesild never be able to
operate side by side, because United would nobleeta get coal to market.

MR PEARSON: Yes, that's right. Yes.
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MR SPROTT: So the only way that — if the situataccurred where the transition
was extended, it would be because Wambo is continia operate.

MR PEARSON: Yes. And United has just electeddase continuous
construction.

MR SPROTT: And United’s construction has slowed.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR SPROTT: It doesn’t mean that United can’t cowm at a later date - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - but as soon as that coal go¢se¢dHPP, the - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: The - - -

MR PEARSON: Two consents merge.

MR SPROTT: - - - consents would merge.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: So that's why the stages are basedatiffities and based off areas.
MR PEARSON: Yes. | thought that that was veryi weplained in the report, so —
it was an area, | think, in — and you can see bygtiestions that came out in the
review, | think, that was a little bit unclear legs, initially, but certainly - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - the way that the transitionmanaged is a lot clearer. That
was all | had on transition, but Peter and Aliee -

DR WILLIAMS: On transition, no, that’s fine.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

DR WILLIAMS: We thought that was handled prettglyin that report. .....
PROF CLARK: Nothing on transition. Somethingainquality.

MR PEARSON: Go forit. No, no. Go for it.
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PROF CLARK: Justin terms of blast fume, and Iya — I'm not sure where it is
in your report because | picked it up in the conymreport, but they talk about a —
an assessment of — and monitoring of blast fumeuairdy some quite new
technology in there which is commendable. Ondefquestions | had was the
assessment trial would be completed within two yefithe commencement of
mining activities, and any proposed changes to fomoaitoring resulting from this
trial would be implemented at the same timefraiere’s no problem with that.
My question reflects what the rock characteristies during that two-year period
and do those same rock characteristics continwdterwards. So blast fumes and
dust exhalants from that period changed dramayieath different rock types. |
wasn'’t able to find any information in the repaofs.... so far — if there’s somewhere
else, please point me to it — that just talks alioeirepresentivity of that two-year
period.

MR SPROTT: Of the measures.
PROF CLARK: We —did you guys look at that?
MR SPROTT: We will need to look into that and batk to you.

MS DAWSON: We noted that they recommended thajtle of period to get a
representation, but you raise a good point of wdretinat is actually a depth.

PROF CLARK: s it representative of the - - -
MS DAWSON: The depth. Yes, yes.
PROF CLARK: - --restofit.

MR PEARSON: ..... The VPAs — so there’s, | gués® more topics you wanted
to cover, the VPA - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - and conditions of consent. ¥¥& some correspondence last
night on the VPA.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: So it seems like GLN has identifiedgreferred solution as
between the applicant and the council. | gueasitld be our expectation that that —
that the information in that report, or whateveuyeant to call it, would work its

way into an offer from Glencore and then would witskway into the consent, and
then that consent could be assessed, and | themé& thas a condition in the consent
that - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes. We haven'tfilleditin .....
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MR PEARSON: There’s the appendix, and then tiaaxe a condition in the
consent that made VPA — the PA, sorry — conditigeah — ..... and that with that
information in there, | guess that condition cooferate effectively. Is that - - -
PROF CLARK: Yes. We - - -

MR PEARSON: Does that cover the latest on the YPA

PROF CLARK: We —yes. We've made good progrés§e wrote to both — we
shared the report with both council and the appticand based on the council’s last
meeting of the year, they needed to have the afidrto be able to table it at that
meeting, | think, today, or tomorrow. So we can-hee'’re - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay. So has Glencore made thatdffere you aware?

PROF CLARK: They should be able to — I'm awarat tfhey were preparing it, but
they should be able to provide you a — an updatayto

MR PEARSON: Well, we can ask them as well. Okay.
PROF CLARK: Today, yes.

MR PEARSON: So — but from your perspective, @ras like barring any
unforeseen issues that the planning agreementissue

PROF CLARK: Yes. It should be resolved.

MR PEARSON: - - - capable of being resolved pretiickly.

PROF CLARK: Yes, yes.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Yes. All right.

DR WILLIAMS: Sorry. Just on that — can | askhat condition A18, is that a
standard condition that the department would piat amy consents requiring VPAS,
or---

MS DAWSON: Yes. It's our standard indicator—.z... V

DR WILLIAMS: Sorry. PAs now.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: Have you ever thought of doing thas a deferred commencement
consent, or deferred commencement ..... condition?
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MS DAWSON: No. | haven't seen any that have aatkferred commencement of
— with a VPA.

DR WILLIAMS: In other words, that the consent coences once the VPA has
been - - -

MS DAWSON: We generally don’t link commencemefitaf it's reliant on a

third party. So if there’s delays in an agreenwveitit an agency or a council or a
landowner, we usually include some flexibility iase the negotiations are delayed.
DR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MR SPROTT: And further aspects like advertising -

DR WILLIAMS: What — okay. But what happens iksnonths expires, and then
you go to the secretary, and there’s a — and ttretsey gives a timeframe. |
presume — what happens then? Their consent +éheybreach of consent, and the
development stops.

MS DAWSON: | guess at this stage of the assessmentry and get it to a point
where, like, terms are agreed, and all it is, ésfirmality of agreeing to the — to the
likelihood of there being major delays. We hopat tie’ve reduced that risk by
having terms agreed now.

DR WILLIAMS: | guess at the end of the day, ip@ads whether you see it's a —
almost a condition precedent on the consent operathether it needs to be deferred
commencement. Arguably, it's not, but at the ehthe day, what it means is
they’re — you're still not tying up a loose end walinicould be tied up, if it was
deferred commencement.

MS DAWSON: | have to get back to you.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MS DAWSON: There are some additional clausesuinPA about - - - .....

DR WILLIAMS: Yes, sure.

MS DAWSON: - - - not withholding commencementdatermination based on a
VPA.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes, sure. Yes, yes. | —and | emstand that. Yes, yes.
MS DAWSON: So | — that might be why the framiisgas such.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. No. That's all right. No. &\l said, I'm not saying what's
correct, or incorrect in that sense.
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MS DAWSON: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: I'm just wondering — it's just a stalard way that you incorporate
conditions with VPAs still outstanding, or — anddeed, any other matter that needs
to be - - -

MR PEARSON: And so I think with the VPAs, the @fmrame agreed by the
secretary provides the management of risk of iy-résk of it not occurring because
the secretary can impose a timeframe on when dseebe done by.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR PEARSON: The implications of not — of a deéeticommencement could be
quite substantial, and while that is necessargdone aspects, Aboriginal heritage
impact permits being a perfect example, in thiswrinstances, the deferred
commencement may have a — an associated cost dibésn’'t necessarily provide —
doesn’t necessarily warrant the additional managewfethat risk. Whereas, the
timeframe agreed by the secretary is somethingthieait can provide flexibility to
both the council and the applicant to reach thedement.

DR WILLIAMS: And if the agreement isn’t reached?

MR PEARSON: The minimum terms of the offer hawdé included in the
consent.

MS DAWSON: | guess we have the compliance enfoer@ provisions, if it could
never be agreed.

DR WILLIAMS: Okay. Thanks.
MR PEARSON: Are you okay with that, Peter, orydo need me to ask - - - .....

DR WILLIAMS: Yes, yes. No. | was just wonderimghat was standard practice
with the department and - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay. Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: - --as | said, | see what you'retting at too ..... Matthew, if it's
not in a sense of what'’s called a condition preogdedoesn’t necessarily need to be
a deferred commencement condition, but | — it's asking what happens if there
isn’t an agreement reached within six months ama indicated by the secretary.
What happens then?

MR SPROTT: Yes. And | believe that that is thelike, there is the ability to issue
directions, or to mediate the outcomes, but trereas Megan pointed out, there is
also if it's because of the applicant’s unwillingsdo follow through the condition,
then that would become a compliance matter. dfbegcause of a timing issue with
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the negotiations, that becomes an issue for thetseyg's consideration of whether
that timeframe is reasonable.

DR WILLIAMS: And the council doesn't accept it.
MR SPROTT: That would become something for theliaten.

MS DAWSON: | guess the key thing of having theA/abled at the council
meeting is to have a - - -

DR WILLIAMS: An agreement.

MS DAWSON: An agreement. Like, an in-principle..endorsement before
determination is made.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes, yes. That's good. That's gootfes. No. That's good. No.
That's fantastic. No. Thanks. That’s great. fkhgou.

MR PEARSON: The last topic, conditions of consefb | guess — and call it other
as well, actually. So I've got two more questio@ne is you provided the applicant
with the draft — final draft conditions of consemt November 1. I'm just interested
to know whether the department — the applicantf@ecethose conditions of consent,
or whether they provided any comments or requestgdchanges to those
conditions of consent.

MS DAWSON: They accepted them. | —it’s in ana@imorrespondence, but yes.
They're happy with the final ..... conditions.

MR PEARSON: Okay. So they didn’t request anynges to the draft conditions
you proposed. Okay.

MS DAWSON: We did do three rounds of consultatioso — but they're - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay. Right. And what sort of feadk were that providing
through that consultations on the conditions. \Wowu be able to come back to us
with maybe a table or something that indicates kihathat they - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes, sure. If they had any major ans. Yes.

MR PEARSON: Yes, yes.

MS DAWSON: Of course. Yes.

MR PEARSON: That would be helpful. Yes. Soaduycould take that on notice.

MS DAWSON: The first — the reason for 3 — we dar@rmally do 3, but was
really getting the transitional — those things eotrather than - - -
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MR PEARSON: No. | appreciate it. It's a veryes.
MS DAWSON: - - - addressing ..... issues.

MR PEARSON: And | saw the correspondence withBR&. So obviously in a
very complex area. So - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes, yes.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: It's usually around the operationagplications.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: Just to make sure that the intenb@fcondition remains but - - -
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - but if there is an unintended -

MR PEARSON: Yes. Operational. Yes. Yes.

MR SPROTT: - - - operational implication, we caadress it.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR SPROTT: But if it's an intended operationapiimation, the condition remains
the same, but it’s just to allow for that undersliag of whether there are, especially

with three consents.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay. Well, | mean, anythihgttwas material through that
process - - -

MS DAWSON: Sure.

MR PEARSON: - - - if you could just provide that.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Ifitis as you say, that it's reakiynd of ensuring that there are no
unintended consequences to a condition, then kdoimk we need to hear about
that, but, certainly, we would be interested inrlrgpabout any more meaningful

feedback that the applicant provided on the comti

MS DAWSON: Sure. | will go back through my capendence and just confirm.
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MR PEARSON: Thank you. Yes. And then the otiggstion | had was around
the project assumptions. | noticed — it appeavadé that none of the project
assumptions have been updated. So things likeafs and coal price assumptions
haven’'t been updated. Did the applicant or theadepent consider whether
assumptions such as those, or other assumptiogist tuhave been updated as part
of the final assessment process?

MS DAWSON: Due to the length of the assessmenoge
MR PEARSON: Yes. Yes.
MS DAWSON: So it's two years that have passed.

MR PEARSON: Yes. And, you know, we've seen oit@s, for instance, go from
US$100 a tonne to — a barrel to under $60 a barték last two months. So there
have been some pretty significant changes in spohwodity prices.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: That may not have changed views afdoing-term commodity
price assumptions, but I'm just wondering whettmase types of issues, in terms of
updating project assumptions, economic or otherwisee considered either by the
applicant or by the department.

MS DAWSON: We didn’'t go back to the applicantiagkthem to update or
guestion the assumptions.

MR SPROTT: Yes. So we had previously reviewedassumptions, but we have
not — based on spot price, we were comfortable lwitg-term. Based off the spot
price fluctuations, we were not — well, we did gotback over those - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: - - - but the majority of our consiaéons would have been around
the long-term - - -

MR PEARSON: Of course. Of course.

MR SPROTT: - - - making sure that those long-tessumptions are correct. Itis a
long-term project.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR SPROTT: And while there’s short-term fluctweis with coal prices going up
or down - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.
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MR SPROTT: - - -it's those long-term — the a@ayr of the long-term - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR SPROTT: - - - thatis most likely to causegbanfluences.

MR PEARSON: Okay. So — but — so just so I'm ckb&n, because | just heard
slightly different answers there. So just so I'ieac, it was considered — the project
assumptions that we used in the PAR process wegdmyed in terms of their
relevance to the assessment process - - -

MR SPROTT: Yes. Sowe - - -

MR PEARSON: - - - and the decision you reached -

MR SPROTT: - --engaged an economic reviewer.

MR PEARSON: Okay. And the decision you reaclesltime was that there was
no need to update the project assumptions as betived®AR and the AR; is that

MS DAWSON: Correct. We didn't see a need to updaem.

MR PEARSON: So —okay. Right. Great. Okay.afyou. That was all | had
on that. | might ask Peter or Alice if you hadeastiquestions.

DR WILLIAMS: So, Tony, | think you asked wheth@tencore and Peabody had
seen the draft conditions. Has council had a chémsee them yet?

MS DAWSON: Yes. Yes.
DR WILLIAMS: And they're happy, as far as you km®

MS DAWSON: We — yes — they had really good sutiges on the final land use
strategy - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Right.
MS DAWSON: - - -and also the comments in the BPA

DR WILLIAMS: Right. Right. And relevant statgencies, have they got to see at
least relevant conditions as well?

MS DAWSON: Yes. Yes. Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. Okay.
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MS DAWSON: So we had sent out ..... all agenwigs — back and forth with the
EPA, and even Heritage and RMS, about fine-turfiegconditions.

DR WILLIAMS: Right. Good. Thank you for that.
MR PEARSON: You're all good?
PROF CLARK: I'm all good.

MR PEARSON: Okay. No. Great. Alana, did yowdanything you wanted to
jump in with?

MS JELFS: No. Not at this stage.

MR PEARSON: Okay. David, anything from you?

MR D. KOPPERS: No. Nothing.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Well, that's — | think thataelrs an end to this meeting. |
wanted to thank you for — | know these sort of nmggtcan be quite stressful, so |
wanted to thank you for the very open and transpavay that you've approached
the meeting and also for the work that you've pith the assessment report. It's
very much appreciated by us and the Commissionth&uk you and | will close the
meeting.

MR SPROTT: Thank you.

MS DAWSON: Thanks. Thank you.

RECORDING CONCLUDED [9.48 am]
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