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MR T. PEARSON: Good morning and welcome. Arera@ording?
MONITOR: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Great. Before we begin, | lddike to acknowledge the
traditional owners of the land on which we meet, @adigal people. | would also
like to pay my respects to their elders, past aedgnt, and to the elders from other
communities who may be here today. Welcome tarteeting today, United
Collieries Proprietary Limited, the applicant. Yi@useeking to expand open cut
mining operations at the existing Wambo Coal Mind Bnited Colliery to allow for
the extraction of an additional 150 million tonsroh of mine coal over a period of
23 years. My name is Tony Pearson. | am the Gfidfris IPC panel. Joining me
are my fellow Commissioners, Robyn Kruk down thd,eand Dr Peter Williams.
The other attendees at this meeting are Alanafletisthe IPC Secretariat and we
have representing the department, Howard Reed agaiMDawson.

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 websitds fieeting is one part of the
Commission’s decision-making process and will fanne of several sources of
information upon which the Commission will basedegision. Those present would
be aware that on 12 December 2018, the Commissisipgned the public meeting
as a result of a commissioner identifying a pemeigonflict of interest and
withdrawing from the panel. On 18 December 201@)yR Kruk was appointed to
the panel and on that basis, the panel has detodeald this meeting again. The
Commission acknowledges the inconvenience thgbdisgponement of the public
meeting caused.

It is important for the commissioners to ask queiof attendees and to clarify
issues wherever we consider — whenever we conisidppropriate. If you are asked
a question and are not in a position to answeasgldéeel free to take the question on
notice and provide any additional information iritimg which we will then put up

on our website. | request that all members hataytantroduce themselves before
speaking for the first time and for all membergmnsure that they do not speak over
the top of each other to ensure accuracy of thesergpt. We will now begin. So
Howard, thank you for coming again — well, | gudes the first time. Megan, thank
you for coming again. We appreciate it very much.

What | thought would be helpful is — our approadh ke two-fold. One you can
assume that we’ve read all the material and wedagl the transcripts from the
previous meeting and so we're familiar with thejpet. But what | thought would
be helpful is — as we did last time, is just to tek department to provide an
overview of its assessment of the project focusimghe key issues that it should
have identified through the process. And thenrikihe other thing that would be
helpful as part of that is any changes or upd&@syou’ve kind of made to the
assessment or to your view on the project as dt r@fsd or between the last meeting
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and this meeting would be helpful. And once weademe that, we might, sort of, go
through into the issues and, kind of, elaboratéhose with any questions that we
might have or where there was some specific follgppafrom the previous meeting,
kind of, dive into those.

MR H. REED: Sure. Tony, | might make an introtiwg remark too, if | may.
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: For the benefit of the transcript, myneais Howard Reed. I'm a
Director of Resource Assessments in the Departofddianning & Environment.
And | just want to make it clear that my role htyday is subsidiary. Meg was the
Principal Assessment Officer during the assesseneththe project and, in fact, the
assessment and the consent were both finalise@ Wvihs not at work. | was on
long-term leave. And, indeed, | wasn’t able tewatk the Commission’s early
briefing with the department on the — | think, &sv6 December.

MR PEARSON: | can’'t remember the date, but it wemund about then.

MR REED: Around about then. So I'm here as bapkf you like. Meg will be
leading the briefing. | just want to make thatatle

MR PEARSON: Okay. Thank you.

MS M. DAWSON: Great. My name is Megan Dawsom & team leader at the
Department of Planning in the Resource Assessreant.t And as Howard
mentioned, | led the final assessment report,rechappy to lead most of the
responses today.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MS DAWSON: So in terms of our going from the finserit review to the final
assessment report, the main thing that the applioansed on was really clarifying
impacts and then expanding on their proposed conuation and management
measures. They did do additional assessment veoykawould have seen in terms
of the mine plan in their land form, but they rgalldn’t change the project
substantially. So you will notice, there’s veryfactual project changes, but there
were quite a few fine-tuning of communication ananagement measures.

In terms of our assessment, we addressed eachmemmhation systematically, but |
guess there were — as | mentioned in the previoafryg, there were really four
areas that we paid extra attention to and those theroffset staging in line with the
disturbance, the transitional noise and how it \wdaé conditioned and managed and
regulated. We also played close consideratiohédinal land form and the final
voids and also a lot of focus was centred arouadtmditioning the joint venture
and the transition to the project.
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MR PEARSON: Okay. What we might do then is fallap on each of the issues
that that either arose with the review processaeetarisen through the
determination process. And the first is on noidad | might ask you to provide
some more information if you can to us around yoews on the representativeness
of the rock characteristics during the two yeal tperiod with rock characteristics of
the project in later years.

MS DAWSON: Sure. So the new monitoring trial bagn proposed by the
applicant to trial new monitoring techniques andéhgse it's not a trial of blasting
techniques, it's more a trial of monitoring techowes. We consider that two years
was a sufficient time and over this time, the aggpit should be able to collect
representative data from a range of blasting ewehish are driven by various
factors including geology of the rock charactecstnd the meteorological
conditions. So two years should be a sufficianttio collect enough data and then
hopefully, implement the learnings of that tri@ne other thing | would like to
mention about the trial is that over the courstheftwo years, we — and the EPA
would like to be involved in having input in thatchhow it's implemented, so we've
carefully imposed a condition within the blast mgerment plan to ensure that that
trial is described and that the Department of ERAc@nsulted with.

MR PEARSON: Which condition is that?

MS DAWSON: So thatis B21, paragraph (e) andshatthe SSD consent.
MR PEARSON: Okay. So there is uncertainty imtieh to what the rock
characteristics might be post that two year petod you're saying that this

condition will manage that uncertainty.

MS DAWSON: Not that there’s uncertainty. It'sfuhat over the two years in
terms of depth of mining, they may not cover ad thfferent strata, but they should
cover a representative amount.

MR PEARSON: Right. Okay.

MS DAWSON: And really, it's about trialling mowiting rather than trialling
blasting techniques.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: The intent of it is to, kind of, trialthe current methodology is
really based on visual interpretation and so tleeyly want to try some more
guantitative data collection methods that dony @ visual interpretation.

MR REED: Which was really how orange the blasihp appears to a visual
observer and while that indicate says a lot ottle Iof nitrogen dioxide in blast
fumes, it doesn’t give you much quantitative infation at all.
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MR PEARSON: Right. Okay.
MR REED: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Thank you. That's all on moisiless Robyn or Peter have

MS R. KRUK: I'm fine with that. Probably justfallow-up question. I'm
presuming that the CCC is part of that processedktao. Is that understanding or is
that something that would need to be made clearer?

MS DAWSON: Not always with management plans. d@a't have the CCC as
being a mandatory — they don’t have to be engaged-alike a mandatory rule. But
they will be informed of the process as regularaipd on the mining activities. But
we’ve only conditioned ourselves and the EPA te be

MS KRUK: To ensure that there’s an external oigits
MS DAWSON: Yes.
MS KRUK: Yes. Thank you.

DR P. WILLIAMS: Sorry. Just one question. Jastthe policy setting for noise. |
think there’s justification in the report of usitige older industrial noise policy rather
than the — from 2000 — rather than the old — tive meise policy for industry. That
gives a better outcome in terms of — it's more eovestive in the sense that at — in
terms of identification of potential receivers thateivers are potentially impacted,
so there was a recommendation of using the lateéreofwo industrial noise policies,
but the justification for the earlier one is giviarthe — by the applicant and in your
report. You're still happy with that — the reli@on the older noise policy as the —
as a basis over which noise is assessed?

MR REED: Well, the — there is an element of these policy for industry that has
to be applied and that’s in respect of low freqyemaise emissions. So that came in
without a transition period. But, yes, the noiséiqy for industry is in some respects
less conservative, so — yes, less conservativele@si not protect all residents to the
degree that the industrial noise policy did. Ttietists have had their way and
they’'ve updated certain provisions of the INP thate considered to be too
conservative. So, yes, they're in many casesetiveuld be one or two residences
that would not be protected by the mitigation aguasition conditions. Talking in

the general case, | don’t know the particularghas.

MS DAWSON: ..... five will lose their rights —-
MR PEARSON: Yes. Correct. That's right. TheréVe in this particular project

that have lost their acquisition rights as a restthe — not lost, sorry, but would be
ineligible - - -
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MS DAWSON: Yes.
MR PEARSON: - - - under the new policy.

MS DAWSON: And considering the length of the asseent, we really didn’t — in
the amount of community engagement and - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.
MS DAWSON: - - - negotiations that have alreaégib had and - - -
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - we believe that that was bestcommunity expectations and
also - - -

MS KRUK: Based on the existing provisions.

MS DAWSON: - - - based on the existing — yes.

MR REED: Yes. And-- -

MS DAWSON: Rather than changing and losing rights

MR REED: And the final thing is that it was thlustrial noise policy that was
specified in the secretary’s environmental assessmeguirements for the project a
number of years ago, so - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Okay. Thank you.

MR PEARSON: Okay. On air quality, | would bedrgsted to know, there was
some discussion around greenhouse gas emissiangicedmeasures that the

applicant has identified and implemented and itdbed them as being technically
feasible and financially reasonable. | would leriested to understand whether

there were any GHGE reduction measures that weesssd as being not technically

feasible or financially reasonable that are usedtbar mine sites in the Hunter
Valley.

MS DAWSON: Sure. | had a chance to look int® thibit more over the last - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - month and it goes back to th& Bssessment as an appendix 8

with the greenhouse gas and energy assessment.

MR PEARSON: That's right.
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MS DAWSON: And in that, they ruled out four méigon measures, reduction
measures, that as being not technically feasildefiaancially reasonable. So if it
would help, | could just run through those four-- -

MS KRUK: That would be useful.
MR PEARSON: Yes. Thank you.
MS DAWSON: - - - and our awareness of the ..erav So the first one was pre-

gas drainage programs and whilst that's curremifjeutaken at underground coal
mines to maintain a safe working environment, thpagtment is unaware of any

open cut coal mines across Australia that use a@sedgainage programs. So that was

the first one. The second one was use of altemnétiels, mainly barrel diesel and
again, the department is currently unaware of & mines in New South Wales
that we could be confident that are using barre$eli | understand that the
applicant’s response to that, and they may be edébon this, but they acknowledge
that it has the potential to void their warrantiestheir equipment - - -
MR PEARSON: Right. Okay.

MS DAWSON: - - - so they switch to power diesBlut | couldn’t - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay. We haven’t seen a responsa the applicant as yet on
this question, so - - -

MS DAWSON: Apologies.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: That was how they responded in thesappx of the EIS.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Right. Okay.

MS DAWSON: That was their explanation, but we dxat’been able to verify that.
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: The third reduction measure was raptatrucks with conveyors.
Again the department is unaware of any of the oat mines in New South Wales
that use conveyors to transport waste or ROM aoat the pit to the processing
plant because it's different from the plant to tai load out facility.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: We understand this to be the caseussctrucks are generally

more flexible and efficient and cost effective,tpararly over a short haul distance
— all distances. Conveyors alternatively are gahecapital intensive less flexible
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and are sensitive to materials size which wouldma would have to do some
sort of processing or crushing sizing in the pfobe you load it out. There are,
however, commonly used underground coal mineshepdre straight from the —
you go the long ..... of the continuous ..... covesystem transporting your coal out
of the underground.

MR REED: If I can just break in there — it woudd unusual to have significant
guantities of waste rock removed from an undergdanine. Occasionally that
happens. We have to mine through an igneous iotr@s something like that but
for the most part the mining is confined to thels®@am so that — that’s, if you like, a
resource-rich raw product. It can be crushed andp the conveyer. As soon as
you start to convey large quantities of overburthen..... it's a very different story.

MS DAWSON: So there are open cut coal and metalfarrous mines elsewhere
in Australia that use a system called in-pit craghand conveying and that system
does have some limitations in terms of cost ancerdisign and mine planning so it
really has to be done upfront with the mine designilt's — I'm aware that it's
undertaken in Queensland and there are some neprojects in New South Wales
looking into it but it's not currently used in thunter Valley. The last one was
electric drills and shovels. That is used in ottwal mines in the Hunter Valley so
electrical equipment such as drive lines and ateshovels are used at mines such as
HVO Ravensworth, Liddell, Bengalla and Mount ArthiBut, again, this equipment
is quite capital intensive and really relies oreanby supply of electricity.

MR REED: And we understand that some of thosetéteshovels — not the drag
lines but some of those electric shovels are nioighesed at the moment.

MS DAWSON: That's my understanding; yes.

MR PEARSON: Okay. That's very useful, actuallyhank you.

MR REED: Iflcanadd - - -

MS DAWSON: Canl-- -

MS KRUK: And you may be picking it up hard. lowr conditioning or your
proposed conditioning on this one what are the @meisims to ensure that there is an
ongoing review as to what is both, you know, techlly feasible and reasonable as
the state of knowledge changes domestically. Rokymw what I’'m saying in
relation to - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes, technology is - - -

MS KRUK: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - yes, changing quite rapidly.
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MR KRUK: Just give me a sense of how that workkat was my unanswered
guestion in that area.

MS DAWSON: Sure.

MR REED: Well, there are a number of promptsrégular review of management
plans. One is if the consent is ever modified tiineme has to be a review of all

management plans and revision if required or ifrappate. The same is true with
every annual review and every tri-annual auditepehdent audit. So there are —
we’ve got inbuilt systems, if you like, for the tdgr review of management plans
and our experience is that most companies makerrmammore significant changes
to management plans as a result of those promjgesdon’t have many cases where
coal mining companies effectively say, “Well, théwes been an audit or we've
modified the consent but there’s no need to chaimgexisting management plans.”
Would you agree with that, Meg?

MS DAWSON: Yes, definitely.
MS KRUK: It's particularly relevant to the diedahsed issues as well - - -
MS DAWSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: - - - given there seems to be a lim@atin terms of the Australian
supply chain in that area so - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes and that was discussed quiterajtleat the EPA.

MR PEARSON: .....

MS DAWSON: So the applicant identified that.

MS KRUK: Yes, yes.

MS DAWSON: And a majority, | think, of their ensisns is mainly from off-road
diesel equipment and there was a — the EPA wasedban the US EPA Tier 4
engines - - -

MR PEARSON: And I think | recall somewhere thergs an obligation that new
equipment would be — new equipment commissionesiterwould be of a certain
sort of emission standard so - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - as equipment is replaced - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes, so we put in an operating cowodisi — B28.
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MR PEARSON: Yes, B28(b) I think it is.

MS DAWSON: (b), yes, about ensuring that any mew-road mobile diesel
equipment commissioned for the development includasonable and feasible
diesel emissions technology. We were intentionadigue there. We didn’t actually
explicitly say Tier 4 engines. | guess that’s justire-proofing that.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: You're providing the flexibility in futte-proofing.

MS DAWSON: Yes. Yes, making it adaptive.

MR PEARSON: 1 did have a question on that conditnd if you will allow me
perhaps | could ask that question now.

MS DAWSON: Sure.
MR PEARSON: It deals — so it says that in shagt aew non-road — so | just
wonder whether the word “new” — what happens ibselechand equipment is

acquired and commissioned? s it captured undemtbrding?

MR REED: Well, | don’t suppose it is but | didittink that was a very likely
situation particularly with a big company like Gteme.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR REED: Perhaps the area where it might be bleno is equipment transported
from one mine to another. Yes.

MS KRUK: So possibly replacement — what is it-- -
MR REED: Yes.
MS KRUK: It may be a capture - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes, some other word that might cagpsecond-hand equipment
perhaps. Yes. Okay.

MS KRUK: Obviously, the issue is because diesal heen raised as being a
concern in so many submissions that the compamyggblres acknowledges it and |
think what we’re trying to do is to ensure that tdoeaditioning is both adaptive but
also quite indicative of the expectation of changes

MR PEARSON: Yes.
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MR REED: Fair enough. If | can just cast baclkte or two points in what Meg

said about pre-gas drainage programs so | thotiglas relevant to add that
underground mines — underground coal mines gegeypérate at greater depth or
commonly operate at greater depth than open cutsrand for that reason there is
commonly more gas in the seams but not alwaysake.cSome underground mines
don’t have a lot of gas and it may be that some@o# mines have more than other
open cut mines but the fact of the matter is thatd is a need, a common need to de-
gas of working underground mines — as Meg saidnioe safety reasons — and

that's the real driver for either in-seam drainagérilling from surface ahead of the
mining face to drain that gas.

So there’s that fundamental difference between @pémines and underground
mines. The other thing | just thought | would mentis harking back a little bit
earlier to when you were talking about the CCCCQS are essentially a review and
advisory committee. They don’t have a regulatargrooversight role but they're a
consultation, review, community engagement andHat reason it would be very
open to a CCC to say to its mine that it would likdéook at draft management plans
and there may be some complexities with that imseof how often the CCC meets
but I'm sure that most mining companies would wantooperate with the CCCs in
that regard.

MS KRUK: Okay. That's very useful. Thank you.

MR PEARSON: We might move on from air qualitythit's okay. Yes. So on the
biodiversity side of things | guess there were ebtivo areas we’re particularly
interested in. One was around the cost relatiaslgssociated with retiring eco-
system credits versus acquiring biobank sites gemshiabilitating sites and just
getting some understanding of, you know, what ttetscand the imposts are around
each of those three different mechanisms for neficredits.

And the second was around the impacts relatinggd=PBC and | guess the
concerns we would like to understand a little batrenabout there relate to, (1), the
rehabilitation that has been used in stage 1 arad thile risks and uncertainties and
issues are around that in a little bit more detAihd then in relation to the stage 2
and 3 biodiversity impacts that have been assassdel the EPBC what'’s the
likelihood that the applicant will be able to acguiand-based offsets for that, noting
that’s really the only avenue for the applicantetire those credits at this point in
time.

MS DAWSON: Sure and | will just start with yourst question.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Thank you.

MS DAWSON: Unfortunately, we're not in a positiomanswer it directly in terms
of costs relativities but | guess | can provide yoore context in terms of the policy

and the intent that — our understanding of thenintigat are behind how they drafted
they policy.
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MR PEARSON: | think we understand the policythihk it's more the issue of the
practical sort of implementation of that policytarms of how you go about
achieving the outcomes under each of those thriésevpgis was probably the area

MS DAWSON: Sure.
MR PEARSON: - - - we weren'’t really quite suresm- - -
MS DAWSON: We will try and elaborate as much &scan. So essentially - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes. Yes. Look, it may not be pbkesto answer the question

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - --and so again itis — | knovg il difficult question but it is one
that we're kind of wrestling with on our side oktfence as to - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - -just trying to understand thagnitude and the issues and the
risks around each of those different pathways.

MS DAWSON: So within the mechanisms in the nein the policies, they're
intentionally not prioritised so there’s not onefgrred over the other.

MR PEARSON: Correct.

MS DAWSON: And that’s really because the angl®isnsure a successful
biodiversity outcome and how this is achieved &lyeup to the — like, how the
credits are retired is a ultimately — ultimatelpusiness decision and that comes
down to each business’ capabilities, costs, theszcto land.

MR REED: So that means it's essentially a maldeted mechanism and if it's
cheaper for a company to buy land than to payante the offset fund, that's what it
will do. If there is only a small amount of landadlable or the owners of that land
don’t want to sell it might be forced to a diffetena different outcome. | know that
companies work hard to try and find land and it$ &s easy as you might think - - -
MR PEARSON: | mean, we've had feedback from - - -

MR REED: - - -and it will get more difficult --

MR PEARSON: Yes, I think that’s right.

MR REED: - - - over the years.
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MR PEARSON: We've certainly had feedback from sashthe councils in that
region that - - -

MS KRUK: Howard, that was - - -
MR PEARSON: - - -it's become increasingly - - -

MS KRUK: That was some of our concerns in refatio potential scenarios,
because it's identified as a risk at the momemelation to the interaction between
EPBC and the State Provisions. Is that going toageable given there is limited
land available, the like for like issues, and tiveydnly got a certain number of
credits. We just wanted your view on that, and - -

MS DAWSON: Sure.

MS KRUK: - - - we understand ultimately that'snarket decision. Policy | think
is quite clear from your statement.

MS DAWSON: Sure. If we want to — maybe it's bsjump to the - - -
MR PEARSON: Next question.

MS DAWSON: - - - EPBC credits then.

MR PEARSON: Let’s do that.

MS DAWSON: So they have 3190 residual EPBC csetditretire, and that's 22 per
cent of the package. And so to date we’ve alredelytified three land based offsets
to help satisfy — to satisfy the existing offseisd they're using ..... so, what we’ve
considered is, based on the track record to datedemtifying land, and that it's

only — the residual is also 22 per cent of the pgekand they have seven years to
identified the land or identify the credits, thiaat would be sufficient time to
mitigate those risks.

MR PEARSON: Okay. And so what happens if —éytlaren’t able — so, if the
regime doesn’t change, so there isn’'t a new meshaiitroduced under the EPBC
Act, what — what — and they — and the applicanhisble to acquire land based
offsets at the point they get to stage — into sfagehat happens?

MS DAWSON: They can't proceed to stage 2 and 3.

MR REED: That would depend on the terms of thBERct approval, but yes,
that's certainly - - -

MS DAWSON: The way we've - - -

MR REED: - - - a potential outcome.
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MS DAWSON: - - - conditioned it is that - - -

MR PEARSON: Right.

MS DAWSON: In terms of the New South Wales eql@émacredits.

MR PEARSON: And so — and so how long do we atlibat — or do you allow — do
you allow that situation to persist, | guess is-thdoes the applicant have the ability
to just sit tight until — for a year, two years, yiéars to — to wait until they can
acquire that land or - - -

MR REED: Well, | see that as a Commonwealth matte

MR PEARSON: The state is left with the impactubh ..... mining operation.

MR REED: Well, there are two approvals. If teemis of our approval can be
satisfied, then it can proceed under one apprbwalit has to satisfy the terms of two
approvals and - - -

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR REED: - - - it depends on what will be in thew EPBC Act approval.

MS DAWSON: It may be worthwhile mentioning thaete is an amendment to the
bilateral agreement currently on exhibition, anthiait there’s commitments from the
Commonwealth that they are looking to endorse uinel fso | guess that's a - - -

MS KRUK: | was unaware of that.

MR PEARSON: Yes, | was unaware.

MS DAWSON: So it's on exhibition until — | thinllate February.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: And there’s — there are - - -

DR WILLIAMS: There’s an actual draft of the biéaal agreement?

MS DAWSON: Yes, on - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Sorry to interrupt.

MS DAWSON: - - - the Commonwealth website.

DR WILLIAMS: Right. Thank you.
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MS DAWSON: And within that they’ve committed to -

MR REED: They are looking at - - -

MS DAWSON: - - - looking at endorsing the funds.

MS KRUK: So, it's under consideration, in effect.

MR PEARSON: But there’s - - -

MS KRUK: ..... the two provisions operate.

MS DAWSON: Yeah, there’s a bit of compromiseamts of the like for like. So,

New South Wales has variation rules and therelsekg from the New South Wales
perspective — or there’s potential and opportutdtgmend some of the regulation to

MS KRUK: That's very useful. | was unaware céth

MR PEARSON: Yes, | was too.

MS DAWSON: So | guess it's another sign for the -

MR PEARSON: Do you regard it — | mean, maybe gan't comment, but do you
regard it as likely that that additional pathwayl Wwe introduced in the final
amendments?

MR REED: |guess my take on that is that at dicef level the Commonwealth are
talking with — with their state counterparts, ahdde conversations are constructive.
But beyond that, | couldn’t comment.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS KRUK: Tony, if | may go back to your point alt¢he fact —and to — to —
we’re looking at a risk proposition basically, besa of the offsets issue being so
significant. If at the end of stage 1 it were -Add possible, | want you to elaborate —
so, in effect the development would stop until ¢hisralternative land provided - - -
MR REED: 1think - - -

MS KRUK: - - - biodiversity offset.

MR REED: - - - Glencore would move heaven andhear -

MS KRUK: Sorry?

MR REED: - - - to find something.
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MS KRUK: Yes.

MR REED: It's a big project and it's got a goodPM. | don't think they would
allow themselves to be stopped in their trackseylould — they would do what
was necessary to - - -

MS KRUK: To doit. It was more to get an undarsting in your current proposed
conditions, show me exactly where that — that + ¢leity is there.

MS DAWSON: Sure.

MS KRUK: Yes, read it out to me, that's fine.

MS DAWSON: Okay, sure. So, B —it's in B50. $we first stage is within 12
months. B51 is prior to the commencement of serfiisturbance associated with
stage 2 or stage 3, or other timeframe agreeddpltinning secretary, the applicant
must retire the relevant credits for these stagespacified in table 5. Table 5 just
has a breakdown of the - - -

MS KRUK: Okay.

MS DAWSON: So there is —we have included otimeeframe agreed by the
planning secretary, but we’re not intending to -uge that as a default out clause.
That's just to provide some flexibility. We’ve imcled that similar wording — so,
generally where we rely on the third-party ageneiss, if we're relying on the
BCTROH to help retire the credits and we don’t hdke, the applicant or the
department ..... up until that decision, we putame flexibility in the wording.

MS KRUK: But the intention — and make sure that ¢jetting your intentions clear
— is that unless those offsets were available aodged, state 2 cannot proceed,
yes?

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: Yes.

MS DAWSON: Okay.

MR REED: Yes.

MS DAWSON: Notwithstanding that stage 2 is realhly a small - - -

MS KRUK: No, no, | understand - - -

MS DAWSON: - - -interms of area.
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MS KRUK: It's more getting an understanding imte of what exactly the
hardness of the barriers is on staging, becausartissue that's come through quite
a few times and there’s been a lot of discussidwédxen the agencies and the
proponent on this area, but it's just a matter akimg sure we understand your
intent at this point.

MR REED: Well, to emphasise that, our intentisrhiat it's a firm barrier.
MS KRUK: Yes.

MR REED: Right. The department has been bittgngess, a number of times in
the paste where it's drafted conditions that aréreothat process related delays
cannot be accommodated. So, in terms of retinadits, certainly the experience in
the past or establishing BCAs or restrictive covenand a number of mechanisms
like that, the experience in the past has beenattatthe best will in the world there
have at times been bureaucratic delays that haxepted hard timeframes being
met. So, the purpose of that drafting is to alfomthose process — those unexpected
process related delays, rather than ..... getfgatl@lause.

MS KRUK: Okay. Thank you for that.

MR PEARSON: And then presumably if upon movingven and earth Link was
unable to find suitable offset land, in 2041 tloefise lapses and they move into
remediation mode at the point; is that - - -

MR REED: | think that would be the outcome. ihthit would be a very brave
secretary of a major government department thateely took action to make a
condition of no effect, and I think it would be actable in the courts.

MS KRUK: Thank you for that. Very useful.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Yes. That's all | had on buadsity. Thank you, Robyn.
You can .....

MS KRUK: | needed to understand the firmnessefliarrier - - -
MR PEARSON: Yes. Yes. Yes.

MS KRUK: - --so | appreciate that discussion.

MR PEARSON: That's good.

DR WILLIAMS: Sorry.

MR PEARSON: Yes, go
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DR WILLIAMS: | don't know, it may be a questionwell, | will ask the applicant
but do you know what they are trying to do at thmment in terms of resolving —
have they had any ongoing discussion with - - -

MS DAWSON: My understanding is they’re lookingsaime of their land-based
offsets at the moment.

DR WILLIAMS: They are looking at it; yes.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: So, okay. So - - -

MS DAWSON: There might be other .....

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. Okay. Thanks.

MS A. JELFS: That's a question we’ve asked them.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Yes, that's right. All rightVe will move onto rehab and
final voids. So | think the issue we’re sort ogpling with here is we’ve heard at
the last meeting — and it's in the transcript — esafithe information around the
economic impact of filling one, both or no voidslame would be interested to
understand a little bit more here around your viewsvhat the more — so setting
aside the economic impact, what's the more desrabtcome here from an
environmental perspective of filling probably theadvbo void, | suspect, but | mean
if you've got some views on the United void as webecause | think — | think you
deal with that quite comprehensively in the assessmeport — but what's the
preferred environmental outcome here in relatiofilling particularly the Wambo
void but, you know, perhaps also there are othether — more information you have
on the United void as well we would welcome that.

MS DAWSON: Yes, sure. So the way we concludedasgessment was that we
were satisfied that the land form as proposedwigothe two voids — was an
acceptable environmental outcome and really weatkoowledge that that was a
good starting point for refinements in the futuoepsogressively investigating for the
opportunities to minimise the size, extent of tinalfvoid and the number of voids
and that could be done progressively and neammirie closure. As you've
acknowledged - - -

MR PEARSON: What do you mean by that, sorry?uffoont they’re permitted to
have two voids and are you saying that down trekttlarough consultation there
might be opportunities to eliminate one of thoselsdhrough discussion or - - -
MS DAWSON: Yesso---

MR PEARSON: - - - I didn’t quite understand.
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MS DAWSON: As part of the rehab strategy we'veliided a condition — | just .....
— so B87(c).

MS KRUK: Can you read it out, Meg, if you don’irmd.
MS DAWSON: Sure | can. Yes:

Include a program to periodically review and refitine final land form and
final void outcomes to meet the relevant rehabaibjes in table 6.

MR REED: So it's the rehab objectives that atdrsstone.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MS DAWSON: And those are minimise the size, etérthe final void.
MR PEARSON: Okay but not the number of voids.

MS DAWSON: Yes. Sorry. Correct. Yes. To miiemthe — not necessary
remove them. So we were satisfied with the lamohfas proposed but we also
acknowledge that — and we would support them feir investigating opportunities
to make improvements.

MR PEARSON: And because there was — | think froemory that the applicant
looked at — there’s a whole table they had in thegsentation. They’ve got six or
seven columns and it looked at filling one voidptwids, etcetera - - -

MS DAWSON: Combining - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes, combining all — there’s a whalage of different scenarios
that it went through. In your assessment, didngdlect on whether filling the
Wambo void presented a better environmental outabiare not filling it?

MS DAWSON: We didn’t elaborate on it because waegally tried to focus on,
like, the - - -

MR PEARSON: Or a less attractive environmentdtonne even? Like - - -

MS DAWSON: So we — we have acknowledged thatits® from an economic it's
..... but from an environmental perspective thakbiling the Wambo void and
making it a free-draining landform could be a betevironmental outcome. But
generally focus — we try and focus our assessmetiietriple bottom line — the
environmental, the social and the economic.

MR REED: So the specific question - - -
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MR PEARSON: Yes, as were we, but it’s just trytogoreak it down for us, like,
you know - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes, yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - so we know the economic — hkhive had a lot of
information on that.

MS DAWSON: Yes, we .....

MR PEARSON: And so we’'ve got the discrete, sérpackage of information
around that. We would like to try and get a disgrsort of, understanding around
the environmental benefit or detriment, if you liké filling that void.

MR REED: Well, the specific question that we wasied by the commission is for
the department to provide its views on the mosirdele environmental outcome in
relation to the Wambo void, setting aside econamid other considerations and our
view is that the department would support changeg\Wambo void to a backfilled,
free-draining landform, setting aside economic atier considerations.

MR PEARSON: Okay.
MR REED: But that's the framework in which weasked to make decisions.
MR PEARSON: | completely agree —no, and I - - -

MR REED: We're asked to make decisions in a tiptom line framework. So
yes.

MR PEARSON: It's — you need to look at all of @h&erent — correct. Correct.
But for us, to help our understanding that thdtat tnformation around each of
those discrete elements is actually quite useful.

MR REED: Yes. No, the department supports misation of the number of voids
and recognising — excuse me for a moment — I'nydoirthat — the department
supports the minimisation of the number of finaildgoand that’s not always an
achievable outcome for a number of reasons. Ec@msosian ugly word to raise in
that context, but nonetheless it has to be takienaiccount. Coal is a low-value
commaodity, when you get down to it. It sells fwoat the price of top soil or
thereabouts.

It's just an earth material, it's not a mineral centrate — it's just an earth material in
a raw form. But apart from that, there are envinental considerations as well, in
particular the management of groundwater. So thexrex number of factors to take
into account. The department sees final void gaE a — how can | say — in a state
of change. There are a number of initiatives #natunderway within government at
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the moment in that regard and it's not certain \wwhee will end up, but it's not a
simple question.

MR PEARSON: No, | would agree with that. It'very complicated assessment
process. And are you able to — would you be abtalk through how you balance

all those different things to arrive at the positimu did? So noting that there’s a
preference to support the elimination of the vaid ¢here’s an economic cost to that,
are you able to kind of unpack that a little bitraf®

MR REED: Sure.

MR PEARSON: Is there a threshold value, for ins& that you kind of regarded
as being — if the void costs less than X to filuywould tip that way; if it costs
more than X, you would tip a different — like - - -

MR REED: Well, there are many factors to take iatcount, Tony. If the final
mine proposal is two voids close to one anothem tihat’s different than if there
were two voids at considerable distance aparthifncase, if | remember correctly,
there was the possibility of linking the two voidisit that didn’t seem to offer any
great benefit. Our initial considerations werefased a little by the company’s and
its consultant’s errors in identifying their satinof the two final voids.

MR PEARSON: Yes, yes.

MR REED: And once the unbelievably high projecsatinity of — | think it was the
smaller void — was removed from the equation, damee — there were less warning
bells ringing after that. If there are three vgiisposed, then you would begin to
look at ways where they can be reduced to twahefe are two voids proposed, then
you do look at ways to eliminate one, but sometithesmine planning would be the
order and the rate at which individual seams ateeted or individual mining faces
are completed — it limits opportunities in thataety There are other limiting

factors. A company may wish to leave a void opempart for future access to
underground coal reserves.

It doesn’t want to fill in a hole that's 100 metmseven 150 metres below the land
surface because it's a very cheap way to then aeseterground coal reserves. It —
from an economic perspective or from a sharehgidespective, it would be foolish
for the company to fill that in only to then drdldeep line in a different area to
access perhaps the same seam at the same heggtitst@nds, there’s a flat area for
infrastructure and a road going straight to thep@aration plant. So many companies
would look to make use of those opportunities.

Long-term groundwater behaviour is a complex maktat | won't go into, but that
is also clearly important. | that is it's also iorfant as to whether the land is going
to be returned to native ecosystem or to pastute some other usage. Now we're
beginning to look at use of voids for pumped hygeaeration, where they contain
water, or to use rehabilitated mine landforms aotetially voids for solar
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generation. Things change is what I'm saying. i&sdly, the understanding and the
policy is in a state of flux and I'm fairly confideto predict that it won't be the way
it is today in 10 years time.

MR PEARSON: Yes. And I'm sure the — I'm not swréwill assume that the
applicant made representations to you that baitigithe Wambo void, for instance,
would render the project uneconomic.

MS DAWSON: Yes, that was what | did. Yes.
MR PEARSON: And is that an assertion that yolepted?
MS DAWSON: Based on accepting the current landfdrguess it is, yes.

MR REED: We reviewed all the economic informatparn forward by the company
subject to the criticisms that | believe were coted — were put forward by the
Centre for International Economics. We basicaltgh-me if I'm wrong, Meg, but
basically we’'ve accepted the economic assertioiseoEompany.

MS DAWSON: Yes, yes.

MR PEARSON: Okay. All right. That's all | hach@ehab and final voids. Robyn
and Peter?

MR REED: There was a question earlier that pesivegsn’t addressed in respect of
rehab — rehab and offsets.

MS KRUK: That would be worth restating becauss thas been the subject of a lot
of discussion between agencies and | think in nespdo the IPC review.

MS JELFS: How the proposed rehab .....

MR PEARSON: Yes, sorry. No, you're right. Yes.

MS DAWSON: That'’s fine. So this was discussed -

MR PEARSON: Thanks, Howard. No, that's useftihank you.

MS DAWSON: - - - a bit in our final assessmeniad, but I'm happy to
summarise that section of the report which is ayepéb. So, essentially, the
department acknowledges that there are inherekst aissociated with satisfying
biodiversity offset requirements using mine rehitdiibn. This is due to the time it
takes to establish mature, self-sustaining vegetatnd complexities in establishing
diverse ecological communities. To mitigate thesks, the department has
recommended a number of conditions. These inddtrild completion criteria in the
rehab objectives and a further condition requirigjating that if the completion
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criteria cannot be achieved, the applicant mustigeosupplementary offsets or if
there’s a deficiency, they must find alternate eif§s

DR WILLIAMS: This where they're using mine rehknd itself?

MS DAWSON: Correct — ecological mine rehab istirninology used.
MR REED: So that's condition B57.

MS DAWSON: B57.

MR PEARSON: Yes, 56 and 57. Yes.

MS DAWSON: So if they can’t demonstrate that theymet the listing criteria —
and generally that's a few life cycles - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - then they’ve got to find credésewhere.
MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. All right.

MR PEARSON: Can | ask you, actually, what, if yeauldn’t mind — again, | have
a series of questions on the conditions, but gikkahyou’ve touched on them here

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: B56, you talk about up to 25 per adrihe CEC ecosystem can be
used to satisfy the credit requirements. How did &rrive at the 25 per cent?

MS DAWSON: That's been a number that's been lgrdescussed between the
applicant and the Commonwealth.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MS DAWSON: And, in fact, it's - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: - - - lower than that. | think it'stteng at 17 per cent.
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: It's, really, just to formalise thaa - - -
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MR PEARSON: Okay.
MS DAWSON: - - -in the conditions.

MR PEARSON: It's a path through, essentiallythd Commonwealth discussion
into — and you've just added a margin to the - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR REED: Well - - -

MS DAWSON: It was, like, the - - -

MR REED: ---the---

MS DAWSON: The initial discussions were alwaysuard 25 - - -
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: That would be acceptable and we’d sigeason - - -
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: ---tolockitat17, basedon - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: - - - the current - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes. Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - package. We were happy with 2&d that’s really to set
some community expectations around mine — ecolbgica

MR PEARSON: |see. Right. Okay.
MS DAWSON: - - - mine rehabilitation as well.

MR PEARSON: So have you thought about trackimgréhab percentage down to
the level that’s currently being negotiated wite tbommonwealth Government?

MS DAWSON: They'’re kind of hamstrung by the land the area of the land - - -
MR PEARSON: Right.

MS DAWSON: - - - regardless, so there’s not mizctd left to do more rehab to
satisfy the CEC.
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MR PEARSON: No, | see. But what I'm asking isavk why wouldn’t you just
match the seven — the Commonwealth percentageuahe -

MR REED: Well, this - - -
MR PEARSON: - - - mirror that in the conditionsrb?

MR REED: This percentage represented discussimighe Commonwealth had
with the company.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR REED: So we're reflecting, really, our undarsiing of the Commonwealth’s
position. And if the companies can do better tteat, then that's a great outcome.
But I'm not sure that it should be used to — whatild, effectively, be a precedent
that would potentially ..... discussions that tr@r®nonwealth has had - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR REED: - - -that I'm sure it had — were gotiogother projects while it was
having those discussions.

MR PEARSON: Then, on B57, it talks about withih yiears of the cessation of
mining operations, the rehab needs to have, eaffigntiemonstrated its efficacy.

MS DAWSON: Yes.
MR PEARSON: How did you arrive at the 10 yeaW/hat was the basis for that?

MS DAWSON: Look, it's generally based around ertis lots of, like, rules of
thumb about how long life cycle is, to demonsttatg the ecosystem is successful.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MS DAWSON: Generally, it's around 20 years. Sadknowledges that there
should be some progressive rehabilitation. We'tlidant to wait 20 years post-
mining; that’s way too long.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: We also didn’t want to do it rightmine closure, so it's kind of a

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - balance between the two.
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MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: The company will want to — will be ewtivisedtodoitas - - -

DR WILLIAMS: To start as soon as possible.

MS DAWSON: - - - early as possible, because there-
MR REED: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - be a bank guarantee sitting - -
MR PEARSON: Yes. Of course.

MS DAWSON: - - - with resources regulator.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: So that's the - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay. All right. No, that's - - -

MR REED: That's - - -

MR PEARSON: That's — yes.

MR REED: That's in the order of 2050 - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: - --and 10 years after — well, the smmt - - -
MR PEARSON: 2051.

MR REED: - - - has a life to 2041.

MR PEARSON: '41. Yes.

MR REED: So around 2050. That's when there bdsetthat demonstration. But
it's — it really forces the company to do the egital mine rehabilitation up-front

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: - - - rather than delaying it till thacof project life.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay. Okay.
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DR WILLIAMS: Sorry. Just on that, how much ref#dtion is expected to occur
by the end of stage 1 or soon after stage 1? Stswhe staging of the — within the
three stages of rehabilitation? |s there any danmdi about when they have to — like
milestones for - - -

MS DAWSON: We don’t include them in — other thaquire them to do it
progressively, we don’t include milestones in thaditions.

DR WILLIAMS: Okay.

MS DAWSON: We generally set that through the ketrnagement plan and the
rehab strategy. | think I can - - -

MR REED: So the rehab strategy is, essentiallijeaf mine document - - -

DR WILLIAMS: All right.

MR REED: - - - that sets out how the rehab olpjestare going to be achieved.
And then the rehab management plan breaks that dawismaller bites that — that
has a focus, really, on short and mid-term goatsrdter to achieve the requirements
of the strategy.

DR WILLIAMS: Okay. Yes.

MS DAWSON: We've - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MS DAWSON: We've included a table in our assessmeport, but it comes from
the applicant with indicative rehabilitation thatliee undertaken in each stage.

DR WILLIAMS: Stage. Right. What page is thadrry?
MS DAWSON: It's in — on page 30 of our report.
DR WILLIAMS: Yes. Yes.

MS DAWSON: So you can see there that in stadee{'te proposing 570 hectares
of surface disturbance and they're also propos8gfjhkectares of rehab.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. So - - -

MS DAWSON: It's more of a sign of commitment to il progressively. It doesn’t
show, like, the - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.
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DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR PEARSON: It's a good point, actually. | — yought have covered this last
time and it might have just - - -

MS DAWSON: We did. Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - lost my — just escaped my b@iar the Christmas, New Year
hiatus, but - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. I've got scribbles all over--

MR PEARSON: Just so — the rehab — so after saxsyestage 1, the rehab that’s
proposed to be used to offset in that stage 1 coame- that needs — and then what
happens if that’s failing or is not demonstratihg progress that’'s needed, in terms
of being able to progress onto stage 2? What's - -

MS DAWSON: So we haven't linked any of the opEnator progression of
operations to the success of rehab. | guess wethink the ..... rehab is strong
enough - - -

MR PEARSON: Right. Okay.

MS DAWSON: - - -to not be linked, to not - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: - - - make them stop mining if the abhs not tracking.

MR PEARSON: Okay. And is there this same timefeeof 10 years? That —
within the — this might have been your questiomhpps, but the rehab in stage 1,
after 10 years, there’s no — there’s no cut-othat point.

MS DAWSON: We haven't given them - - -

MR REED: No.

MS DAWSON: - - - a deadline for a total rehab.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. The - - -

MR PEARSON: Progressive rehab, did you say .....

MS DAWSON: Or, say, like, the — when it reach®s final point of mining. We
haven't said 10 years post-mining you need to faiwour rehab done. We haven't
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DR WILLIAMS: | ---

MR PEARSON: No. No, I'm talking about — sorryter.

DR WILLIAMS: No, please go on.

MR PEARSON: Is that — talking about stage 1.if§ou start — they’re doing
rehab as part of the offset strategy for stagéehrs down the track they’re four
years into stage 2, the whole thing’s just gone-gbaped from a rehab perspective,
how — you know, so how does that — what happens?the

MR REED: Well, those risks are normally manadedugh post-approval
processes. So management plans and the depadroentpliance activities and
also the compliance activities — when | say theadepent, | mean the planning
services of the department and — but also the dang# activities of the division of
resources in geoscience, which is, you know, aitbe department. So there’s an
ongoing review of — of all aspects of site manag&iracluding rehabilitation. The
first thing will be for us to be happy with the edh- - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: - - - strategy and what'’s set out in-- -

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR REED: - - - the first generation rehab managenplan.

MR PEARSON: Okay. And so then, presumably, stagest keeps moving on.
But that stage, when rehabilitation is assessed-adl either further remediation is
required or an alternative pathway needs to beupdrsr - - -

MR REED: Well, | - - -

MS DAWSON: It's not - - -

MR REED: 1don't know if - - -

MS DAWSON: It's not our - - -

MR PEARSON: If there’s no - - -

MR REED: - - - here you could have a hiatus - - -

MR PEARSON: - - - interaction between the twa@st- - -

MS DAWSON: No.
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MR REED: - - - between stage 1 and stage 2 - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: - - - while you're waiting for trees tpow.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: |don’t know - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: - - - how that works.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: 1 think the two have to be managed &iyiside.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR REED: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Okay. That's good.

MS KRUK: Tony, if | — sorry. Peter, you're first

MR PEARSON: Yes. Go for it first.

DR WILLIAMS: |- without going over the — becaukthink I've raised this last
time, but it just seems that most of the site disnce is — the bulk of it occurs in
stage 1. And | understand there’s lags in alhese things, but there’s really no
serious commitment, in one sense, to start rehabstages 2 and 3. And the
condition says, well, you have to — basically, hlveatisfy within 10 years of mine
closure, you would expect they would have donedhatly, because a lot of this

rehab should have commenced within four or fiveirror seven or 10 years of stage
1 commencement. So by that stage, they should led/@0 years of — almost of

MR REED: With some of - - -
DR WILLIAMS: Or 25 years.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR REED: With some of it. Yes.

MS DAWSON: Yes.
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MR REED: Yes.
DR WILLIAMS: Yes.
MR REED: Yes. And - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Soit’s just a whole — just it seert be that a lot’'s happening up-
front, but then there’s — it just appears to metaf the rehab is then back-loaded of
— and they're offsetting a rehab. And compoundethb fact that we’ve got this
whole situation with the biodiversity fund as weltonservation fund. So it just
seems a little bit — a bit of - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: - - - aleap of faith — and it's jishat — how things are going to
occur later down in the track - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.
DR WILLIAMS: - - - and reliance upon the retirimgedits and things like that.

MR REED: Well, the department’s strongly comrmdtte progressing
rehabilitation, as indeed are all regulators. tBate are limits on how much can be
done, particularly in the early years of — of mminSo, if a waste dump — an over
burden of placement hasn’t reached its height,camit put topsoil on it. And then
to begin the — the process of — well, you can’ar’'teven shape it. So, there are —
there are — there’s a succession of stages initithtdin where you're shaping the
landform, you're putting on topsoil and other —eatlsoil ameliorants, you're putting
on habitat features, you're installing streams amhd structures and so on, and
you're seeding or direct planting at an appropriete of the year, and then you
have to get good seed strike with favourable clienadnditions, otherwise you have
to go back and do some of those stages again.

So, to some degree, mine — mine rehabilitationrpianhas a significant lag time.
There’s a large operational area that has to bepehn, as well as — and that may be
larger again because a mine is taking coal fromdwthree seams and wanting to
blend it to get a particular set of characteristisit's not a matter of necessarily
moving forward on one face at a constant rate ta@dapacity to keep that quite
narrow in —in time.

A wide face has different economics than — thanawows faces. There are many,
many factors that come into play, whether they’ieeplanning or rehab staging or
climate, and with the best will in the world thdaetors combine to delay some
rehabilitation beyond where, if you like, your eyeuld like it to be. So, we have to
be cognisant of those factors and in the end pedugalanced framework that
provides for a mine to operate according to thenadistrictures of mining, and at
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the same time give as much pressure or directwartts achieving quick and
successful rehabilitation as we can reasonablyirequ

Of course, rehabilitation is not just good in -tgelf for the sake of the environment,
it also minimises air pollution that — that comesnf the overall unvegetated area of
the mine. So, there are many reasons; commuatyons and environmental
reasons why you want to keep the pressure on,dngtheless we have to be
reasonable.

DR WILLIAMS: Thanks for that. Sorry ..... thaybou. Sorry about that.

MS KRUK: No, Peter, | had a similar question, dese it's obviously the
disturbance in relation to an existing vegetatedarThe current submission
assumes that the national park and reserved amegsabably accommodate in that
transition. Were there any other options that vesq@ored or proposed by OEH in
this exercise to minimise any uncertainty? Becadilisehe sequencing that’s
concerning. | think how it has identified sometfué risk factors in terms of that
progression occurring in a too-predictable manMgere there other options and —
considered, and is OEH without reservation comfdetavith this option?

MS DAWSON: Based on their advice to us, yes, tlieegyomfortable with the
staging proposal.

MS KRUK: Okay.

MS DAWSON: And I'm unaware of any other — likesclissions with OEH
alternatives, if that was had.

MS KRUK: Okay. Is there anything else that yowld contemplate in your
proposed draft conditions that would actually fhet bias to earlier action in relation
to rehabilitation occurring? Are there any othegraues that could do that, or do you
believe they are sufficient?

MS DAWSON: | think we're satisfied with, | gueske two main conditions. One
is over an operating condition around progressivebilitation.

MS KRUK: Yes.
MS DAWSON: So it's:

The applicant must rehabilitate the site progreskyiv-
that is, as soon as reasonable practicable —

following disturbance, and all reasonable steps tnestaken to minimise the
total area exposed at any one time.
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And then we acknowledge that interim stabilisatoid temporary vegetation should
also be used to minimise dust. So that’s - - -

MS KRUK: Okay. And, presumably, having an agreatron what the quality of
the site will be — the rehabilitated site will béhat’s the hard barrier.

MS DAWSON: Yes, and we will be heavily involvedthe development of the
rehabilitation strategy, which will include thoséestones and those commitments
around — and mine rehabilitation.

MS KRUK: Yes. Okay.

MS DAWSON: So that's something we’re quite invadvin in the post-approval
space.

MS KRUK: Okay. Thank you for that.

MR REED: The department — Robyn, the departmastsirengthened its
rehabilitation management plan conditions receintierms of an added focus on
progressive rehabilitation.

MS KRUK: Yes, that was my memory. Yes.

MR REED: In years past the condition that reqlippeogressive rehabilitation,
while it was strong and sound in itself, in realityas, perhaps, a little too
aspirational in that it wasn’t adequately reflectethe requirements of the rehab
management plan that we’re basically saying thepaom's — well, how well you
progressively rehabilitate. And there’s a levelahhwe would not be satisfied and
which, in review of management plans — certainlynyiteam — over the last several
years where we haven’t been satisfied, and kick bad said that's not enough.

MS KRUK: So do | take that it has become moresgriptive in relation to what the
desirable sequencing will look like?

MR REED: We've increased our regulatory oversight- coupled with that
prescription.

MS KRUK: Okay. Tony, if | may, can | ask one gtien. This has to do with the
salinity readings, which | found disturbing — treaiants. How do | — how should |
read that? Was that an error? It was quite dfgignt difference.

MR REED: It was a very great error.

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR REED: That a number of community groups areddbpartment independently
recognised and went back to the company and — adodtnitially, | think, it's very
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fair to say that the company disputed our views ard defended the accuracy of the
material on the salinity and final voice that waghe EIS, and we kept pushing
because it didn't make sense. And, finally, theapany came back to us, rather
shame-faced | have to say, and they had interrdghtst of all, their principal
consultant, then the principal consultant had preted a — one of the water
consultants, and that was where the error was miaes an error made in a
subsidiary consultancy report which flowed righoilgh documentation and was not
picked up until well after exhibition before the 8Was finalised.

MS KRUK: Were there any other issues of concerthat area, because it does
trigger alarm bells. There’s no doubt about it.

MR REED: It —there was nothing of that scale artd be perfectly honest, that’s
the most egregious error I've seen in an EIS fonynanany years.

MS KRUK: Same here. That's why it caught my ititen. It's huge.

MR REED: Yes.

MS KRUK: A final question on water. | read wititerest the views of the
independent expert scientific committee. Your vimwthe proponent’s response to
that commentary?

MS DAWSON: Any - like, anything specific on theSC or just a general - - -

MS KRUK: No, just whether you're comfortable witlte response that they've
made. They undertook some additional studiesyead the documents.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: What is the department’s view? Is itaptable? | understand the role
of the Independent Expert Scientific Committee,l\aal truly.

MS DAWSON: It has been some time since | looketthe water section, but
generally the way we've concluded our report wquigsume that we're —
acknowledges that we’re happy with how the apptieaidressed the IESC
comments. And we have used their advice to help @driafting the conditions.

MS KRUK: | notice that you picked it up in somktie conditions — some of the
GO work.

MS DAWSON: Yes. Yes.
MS KRUK: Well, Tony, that’s - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.
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MS KRUK: Thank you. Thank you both.

MR PEARSON: So we might move on to final landfeeoonomics. | think one of
the questions we had from last time was around lvénghe department was aware
of any examples where rehabilitation had been sstekly used as an offset. Can
you point us to examples of successful rehabititatffset?

MS DAWSON: Yes, sure. | was able to do a litHeearch on this, and what |
found was there was a number of Hunter Valley mthashave approval to use
mine rehabilitation towards their offset requirentsenThese include Mount Owen,
Bulga, Hunter Valley Operations, Mouth Thorley Wadtth and Mount Arthur.
And these all include commitments to establishamdy credit generating, but it's
also woodland, which is directly comparable to wihat/'re proposing in this
project. However, due to the long lead times tmalestrate the success — we were
talking about the lifecycle approach in 20 yeaené the fact that the current
completion criteria around requiring specific vegetn communities is a relatively
new criteria. So that's — from my understandirgyribughly about five years old.

Because of this, the lifecycle of the veg and thate’ve only recently imposed
completion criteria based on communities, we dbatte any successful final rehab
in the Hunter Valley. But that’'s not to say thagre aren’t — there isn’t rehabilitation
trending towards a successful outcome. So thaesad the key things that we're
acknowledging, is that there are such long leaddithat we need to have a close
eye on it as it's progressively being undertak&nd | guess just one side that I'm
sure Glencore will also bring to your attention Wésunt Owen.

MR PEARSON: That's a Glencore mine, isn't it,rfranemory?

MS DAWSON: Itis. Yes.

MR REED: Yes,itis. Yes, yes.

MS KRUK: Yes. Yes.

MR PEARSON: Yes, right.

MS DAWSON: So they - - -

MS KRUK: | can’'t remember, did they talk abouatin the meeting last year,
Mount Owen? Isit- - -

MS JELFS: 1 think it might have been the repbdttthey provided to us, yes.

MS KRUK: 1 think it's in the document. Yes, theg made reference to it in terms
of their bona fides, | think, in this area.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

.IPC MEETING 5.2.19 P-35
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited  Transcript in Golence



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MS DAWSON: Yes. It's pretty well known, and ifgesented in a lot of
conferences and ACARP research programs. Butrttagle substantial progress in
establishing the native woodland vegetation comiragjiand they continue to lead
research programs with the University of Newcatstlenprove and inform rehab
techniques, and | think that's important, that tiieyshown that they're ..... in the
Hunter Valley for this, and that it's a Glencorenmji so the — | guess the skills and
learning should be directly transferable to thigjget.

MR PEARSON: So how far along is that Mount Oweoijgct in terms of its rehab?
Is it kind of six years, 10 years, 12 years in@t 20 year journey?

MS DAWSON: They have a whole range of plots, lwtderstand there’s some
quite mature — yes — vegetation.

MR PEARSON: The most advanced. Is it? Yes, okay

MS DAWSON: Some of it was also described in -Adlerstand they produce a
paper from Umwelt, the CEC - - -

MS JELFS: That's what | was referring to.
MR PEARSON: Yes. Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - Central Hunter — at the last tiregg and it was — that paper
was more around - - -

MR PEARSON: | think that was in the review statlat paper they provided. Yes,
it was in the review, they provided that paper.s.Ye

MS DAWSON: Possibly, yes. Yes, that's right.wls a review, but it was - - -
MR PEARSON: It was for the minerals council, inth Yes.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MS JELFS: It wasn’'t something that the departnierat considered in their report.
MR PEARSON: No.

MS DAWSON: No.

MS JELFS: It was given to us when we .....

MR PEARSON: Yes, that's right.

MS DAWSON: We did consider it in the final assesst report, but that was the
first time we had really seen it.
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MS JELFS: Yes.
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: But, again, that just focused on MoGuten as well, the rehab that
has been undertaken there.

MS JELFS: Yes.

MS DAWSON: And one of the vegetation committdesre is the Central Hunter
Valley eucalypt forest and woodland, which is tley CEC on this site.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: And so the bottom line is that there moeother mines in the Hunter
Valley that have reached completion with rehaliihigaland for use as offsets.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: But there are a number that are in ®eeor progress, and some of
them are doing quite well.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay. Good. That's all | radfinal landform and
economics. Robyn and Peter, if you wanted to jump

DR WILLIAMS: No, that’s it.
MS KRUK: Thank you.

MR PEARSON: So that's actually — actually, sothgre is one — sorry, so the
applicant at our last meeting last year requestatiwe consider changes to
conditions B95 — to exclude Bulga — and B64 and &5 not require cessation of
work if | think Indigenous artefacts are found adtes These are obviously new
guestions. They weren't provided to you earlies, - -

MS DAWSON: That's okay. | saw them on the préaton so | was able to look
into it.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Yes, great. We would be isgézd if you had a view on
both of those.

MS DAWSON: Yes. With regards to the removing @gufrom the list of .....
communities, we’re happy to do that. I think tlemknowledged that they’re closer
— the other areas are the more affected local caonti@siand we would be
comfortable removing Bulga. Again, it's more of @éhey’re just in brackets and
they're just including — it's not intended to be@mprehensive list, but we would be
comfortable.
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MR PEARSON: The most proximate mine to Bulgahis Glencore mine, is it?

MS DAWSON: No, it's actually — well, it's probabMount Owen — sorry; Mount
Thorley Warkworth in Bulga.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: So Bulga is Glencore.

MR PEARSON: Yes, that's what | thought.

MS DAWSON: It's a Bulga town — Bulga Milbrodale just west.

MR REED: Then on the other side, it's Mount TlegriWarkworth which is now
Yancoal.

MR PEARSON: Mount Thorley, is it? Okay. Andtbe joint ownership between
Bulga and this project isn’t an issue in termsagarating Bulga out of the
condition?

MS DAWSON: | didn’t read into it that way, no.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: | thought more it was around proximatyd the other areas were
much closer to the mine.

MR PEARSON: No, no, my question was if Bulga waparately owned — so if for
whatever reason it ceased to be a Glencore-owrgeefy, does the deletion of
Bulga impact on this condition in any way?

MR REED: No.

MS DAWSON: No.

MR PEARSON: No. Okay. And then - - -

MS KRUK: It'll be interesting the extent to whithat issue is raised in the public
meeting, to be honest.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: | mean, their rationale is this commuyrtiias been consulted so many
times, wasn't it, | think? Yes.

MS DAWSON: Yes.
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MR PEARSON: It's a question we've got for courasl well when we head up
there to get their views on these two particulgusests.

MS KRUK: Okay.

MR PEARSON: And then B64/65 was to not requirgse¢gion of work - - -

MR REED: So does that — if | may, does that lead question of whether Bulga
should be otherwise represented in this conditidhat is, in terms of the coverage
of the plan but not consultation requirement?

MS KRUK: [ wasn't- - -

MS DAWSON: Yes, perhaps — | mean, the social thpasessment isn’t supposed
to be isolated just to the local community, butiegs we felt the need to really
specify who — like, who in the local community slibbe engaged.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Soit's B90 — so the applicanist prepare a social impact
management plan for the development to the satisfaof the planning secretary.
This plan must — (a) — (b) be prepared in condahawith council, the CCC, affected
communities — blah, blah, blah — and Bulga.

MR REED: So it's either an affected communityitt not, really.

MR PEARSON: And your view is it's not an affecteaimmunity from this project?
MR REED: It's much more affected by other mingss.

MS DAWSON: Other mines, yes.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS KRUK: We might take that on note. We willkalith the other parties.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: | must admit | wasn't exactly sure whely had focused specifically
on that issue.

MS DAWSON: Yes. | mean, if you look on the mayaou draw a circle around
the mine, it is the outlier. It is further southdait is closer to other mines.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes, the applicant did say that hetmeeting we had — the last
meeting. They just felt on that point that Bulgallsort of been consulted ad
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nauseum, in a sense, and they were all mostlyifastof it all in one sense. They

MR REED: Well, that might be - - -

MR PEARSON: Well, so it's an interesting one hesait - - -

MR REED: - - - butreally it's a question of whet it's affected or not.

MR PEARSON: Impact — correct. Yes. It's not theent of consultation. Correct.
Okay. Allright. And then B64/65 was the heritaggndition and it requires the
cessation of work upon the discovery of an Aboagimbject - - -

MR REED: Of — previously unknown, so - - -

MR PEARSON: - - - and they — unknown — correct.

MR REED: | think objects or places that hadn’ebdéound during surveying.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Would you be comfortable whhttamendment that has
been proposed by the applicant? Or are you - - -

MR REED: It's a standard condition that we apjolyall mines and quarries.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: So we — | also cross-checked with Qidw this condition and
they prefer to leave it in. So we used to deféw it would be a component of the
management plan, but there’s really only one — where’s only one process we
want to follow, we would rather have it in the cdiwh rather than - - -

MS JELFS: What condition number is that?

MR PEARSON: B64 and 65.

MS DAWSON: Itis B64 - - -

MS KRUK: B64/65. | was surprised at their requés be honest, because on my
understanding, it has been a standard provision.

MS DAWSON: Yes, | think they noted that it woudduse unnecessary - - -
MS KRUK: And not one that’s utilised unnecessaiitom my experience.

MR REED: No, no.
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MS DAWSON: Yes, exactly, and they were sayingight cause unnecessary
delays, and from my experience — and the — likey bften this happens, | didn’t
know if they had an exact example of when it ocedybut - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Well, | think that was our vigwit we thought it was
prudent to first get your view on that. Yes.

MS DAWSON: Yes, we just — leave it in.

MR PEARSON: So that was all | had on these -herfitontend of the document. |
had one more question in relation to the conditiansl | think we had also requested
any feedback from you in relation to material comtsghe applicant had had on the
conditions throughout the process.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: So my — A33 is the new question andbnditions. It talks about
the acquisition of lot 170 DP 823775 from the Crownlidn’t understand what that
block of land was in relation to, so — it's conditiA33.

MS DAWSON: These conditions came directly frora @rown Lands Department.
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS DAWSON: | think it's either a Crown road oCaown reserve.

MR PEARSON: It's just interesting because | wasmware that additional land was
being acquired for this project, so | just wasniitg sure what this land related to .

MR REED: It must be a small Crown land block thaffected.
MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Could you — would you mind finding -

MR REED: Crown Land was happy to sell it, but-- -

MR PEARSON: Yes. I'm sure they are, | just wautdnind understanding what
this land relates to.

MS DAWSON: Let me look at that for you.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Thank you.
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MS DAWSON: You also had a question about theceogiven for mine-owned
land that was going to be tenanted or leased.

MR PEARSON: | think that was for the applicangsm’t it?

MR REED: 27B.

MS JELFS: 1think we asked the question abouttipgd the condition - - -
MS KRUK: Also to the department.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Right.

MS JELFS: - - - to specify a timeframe.

MS KRUK: ..... was that the 14 days had a releeanwhat the existing
arrangements was, | think, from memory. | woulgiéhthought it’s - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay. Right.
MS DAWSON: Yes.
MR PEARSON: But | think that — sorry.

MS KRUK: - - - the company would want to takeragautionary approach on
health and safety if they’ve got their own advisgaying that there are potentially
health issues here.

MS DAWSON: Yes. I'm happy to let them inserta@ based on the tenancy
agreement that they provided in their responsertethey had 14 days in there.

MR PEARSON: That's right. Yes.

MS DAWSON: And | guess | just quickly looked ugetfair trading laws in New
South Wales and that 14 to 21 days is standardenoti

MR PEARSON: It's not the timeframe that was tb&uie, it was the fact that the
termination right didn’t — | know this issue. Sauas the fact that their — the tenant’'s
ability to terminate the lease wasn't an at wihti, whereas 27B is drafted to give
the tenant an ability to terminate the tenancy evitlpenalty at any time, only

subject to the giving of reasonable notice. Saalfgnment in the documents was
“this is fine” — the conditions were fine. The &gy agreement needed to be
updated to reflect the fact that the terminatigintrivas for any reason, not for the
reasons that were specified in the special comditibich | think were related to air
quality — had to trigger some air quality thresisold

MS DAWSON: Okay. Yes.
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MR PEARSON: And so all we were suggesting wastti@tenancy agreement
should reflect what'’s in the condition.

MS DAWSON: Yes. We agree.

MR PEARSON: And | believe the applicant agreed accepted that, didn’t they?
MS JELFS: They haven't responded yet.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Well, maybe we need to follagvon that.

MR REED: So you're happy with the conditions lasyt stand?

MR PEARSON: | am, subject to the views of othérg, | think - - -

MS JELFS: There may be some further things thatecup.

MR REED: And we would be happy if the reasonataice was further specified
at 14 or 21 days .....

MS KRUK: So to move to alignment between the ¢ and the agreement.
MR PEARSON: Yes, yes. Okay.

MS DAWSON: Just to avoid any doubt about what ihia

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

DR WILLIAMS: That was causing me — yes, yes. fligood, picking that up.

MS DAWSON: From my notes as well you had one nrprestion about our
satisfaction with the economic assessment baseeoamt changes to coal prices.

MS KRUK: And the updating thereof.
MR REED: Commodity prices.

MR PEARSON: | think you answered that at the tastting, | thought, but I'm
happy for you to provide a more detailed respomse ifiyou have it.

MS DAWSON: It was more | had a chance to look itlte economic assessment
provided and | guess just reiterating that fludturst in coal prices are expected and
there is that inherent uncertainty and becauskadf &s part of our guidelines for
doing economic assessments, they have to do digegysinalysis and Glencore did
that. They did a plus 30 per cent and a down 2@@et scenario and we’re still
satisfied that that sensitivity analysis accommedathat has been happened
recently with the coal price.
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MR REED: The coal price forecasts used in 20:M& ligen pretty accurate.

MS DAWSON: Yes. Generally, like, the long terore price that they use in that
forecast is pretty well remain unchanged.

MR PEARSON: Right. That's unusual.
MS DAWSON: But it's been fluctuating recently.e¥.
MR PEARSON: For a commodity price to remain canst

MS DAWSON: So, | was able to compare with thessuanptions they used in their
royalty calculations, and - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - they — they pretty well stilligh. So, they still assume 85 for
thermal and 110 for - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - semisoft ..... which is - - -
MR PEARSON: Thank you.

MS DAWSON: - - - pretty comparable.

MR PEARSON: Had you mentioned before that théictead a good MPV. Did —
has the applicant indicated to you what the MPYhefproject is?

MR REED: Well, to be honest | was using Meg’'svesisto this question as — as
background to that, so really at a minus 20 pet celd class scenario, it still
generates a positive MPV. So, | would think thatid be fairly robust. It's
150,000,000 tonne project, and - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes, but do — are there any — theaeavhy - - -

MR REED: Two big companies are very keen to pesgiit.

MR PEARSON: Yes. The reason why | asked th#tasit’s just curious that —
that the MPV of the project on the one hand loakise quite impressive, but then on
the other hand seems to be unable to accommodaprdkent value cost of
backfilling one of the voids, so I'm just trying tmderstand the — the link between
the two.

MR REED: | suggest you press the company ondhet
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MR PEARSON: And then on the — on the conditiams,were interested to know
whether the applicant had provided any materiallfeek — | understand the
conditions went through three rounds of consultatibyou like — or consultation is
probably not the right - - -

MS DAWSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - word, but discussion with thpphcant, and through that
process we were interested to know whether thacgplhad provided any
meaningful feedback in relation to those conditions

MS DAWSON: In each of those grounds, they progidemments and suggestions
and we would obviously — like, each time we tookbmard, their comments and
we’ve very comfortable making changes we did. €heeren’t any major - - -

MR REED: Many occasions we didn't.
MR PEARSON: Sure. And | can appreciate that.

MS DAWSON: Yes. Yes. Exactly. There werendamy that we really disputed
over in the end. At the end, they both — bothigatrt... accepted that the conditions
as drafted - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR REED: It's worth adding that this was a partarly complex set of conditions
to draft because there is the principal developraensent, modifications to two
existing development consents, both of which areqlid and quite different in
nature to this. You've got a three stage project the project itself, you've got a
continuing operation still run by Peabody.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: The staging between ramping up the tbtaged project here and
moving Peabody’s operations out in the open cutsahely to the underground prep
plant is — well, | think it's the most complex cems that I've been involved in
drafting.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR REED: And for that reason, the departmentimaty discussions with the joint
venture from before the EIS was exhibited as totwhaappropriate structure would
be for the conditions to try and make it work anakeit robust. We had similar
discussions with the EPA in particular, over ourseananagement. The EPA and
the department always want to be able to go taglesioperator and say, “This was
noisy. It's your noise. It's your fault. You'veogto fix it.” And to have two
operations that, effectively, overlap, it was notasy thing to manage, but that
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iterative process of discussion with the compard/\aith other agencies, | think, has
thrown up a very robust set of conditions thatveed placed to manage the
operation and the adjoining operations well int® filture.

MS KRUK: So the regulators are comfortable thatprovisions are both
enforceable and clearly accountable in terms df tha

MR REED: We've had no negative feedback.

MS KRUK: Because I think it was a very detaileahsition plainly.
MS DAWSON: Yes. Ittook along time.

MS KRUK: A lot of work. | can see that.

MS DAWSON: We did have a — so with the EPA, feample, they provided their
initial comments and we had, at least, two or thraek and forths - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes. | saw that.

MS DAWSON: - - - just making sure we got thele were both comfortable with
the noise situation.

DR WILLIAMS: So this is — sorry. This is all dgatg to the — at the beginning,
Megan, you — of the meeting, you said there weue iEsues that you — key issues
you looked at.

MS DAWSON: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: And the fourth was this conditioningf the joint venture and
transitioning, so this all relevant to what we'aéking about now.

MS DAWSON: Yes. Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: And so you're at the point now witlll this toing and froing,
you're happy with — but even terms of who’s accabig for what enforcement - - -

MS DAWSON: Exactly. And they - - -

MR REED: They're very happy.

MS DAWSON: They have an existing arrangement - -
MR REED: Yes. Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.
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MS DAWSON: - - - but that didn’t always work fer -
DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MS DAWSON: - - - the conditions. It was, kind dfving that drafting edition and
showing them that this is how it needs to work hading that discussion.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR REED: And the conditions rest on a robustdetefinitions.
MR PEARSON: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Yes. | think - - -

MS KRUK: | think it was an important move thaatlwas sorted out at this stage of
the consideration of the project so comments, Bmlgour colleagues for | think a
very good piece of work.

MR PEARSON: No, it was certainly one of the mooenplex elements during the
review process, so | think we spent some time e hew — waxing lyrical about
how it might be done, but I think - - -

MS DAWSON: Well, we hope that it was complicated
MR REED: | listen to everybody.

MS DAWSON: It was complicated to design but w@édehat actually in practice |
guess is what we were really driving for.

MS KRUK: See, and we anticipate there will besjigns in the community
meeting about it as well too. | mean, lookinghet iocumentation, there has clearly
been concerns about how, you know, such a compesation can be effectively
regulated. So hopefully this provides a bit magainty. People can see what'’s
intended.

MR REED: Well, | do think the key for the commtynand anybody else for
understanding the consents is that single thoungtttthey rest on the definitions, and
if you highlight all the definitions that relate tioe different projects and then — and
given them careful review, then you can understhnd the use of terms in the
different documents and how something is regulatiécout overlapping, if you like,
with regulating something else. It's all about d&dinitions.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Allright. That's all | had.
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MS KRUK: That's it from me. Thank you very mufdr providing some
background again, having - - -

MS DAWSON: Just one more thing — I'm happy toypde an update on the VPA

as well.

MR PEARSON: | thought it was done, based on &lsé ¢donversation we had.
MS KRUK: Yes, yes.

MS DAWSON: It's done, yes. So - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes because it just needs to beiledrin appendix 9.

MS DAWSON: Yes. So | will have to just — it’s...right now, but I'm happy to

MR PEARSON: Yes, correct. Yes, it just needbdaaipdated in appendix 9.
MS DAWSON: Yes, so council accepted the ternthet December meeting.
MR PEARSON: Yes. Correct. Yes. Alana?

MS JELFS: No, I'm good.

MR PEARSON: All right. Great, appreciate yound.

MS KRUK: Thank you very much.

MR PEARSON: Thank you very much.

MR REED: Pleasure.

RECORDING CONCLUDED [10.34 am]
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