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MR T. PEARSON: Good morning and welcome. Befoesbegin, | would like to
acknowledge the traditional owners of the land tictv we meet, the Gadigal
people. | would also like to pay my respects wirthlders past and present and to
the elders from other communities who may be hedayt. Welcome to the meeting
today. United Collieries Proprietary Limited, theplicant, is seeking to expend
open cut mining operations that exist in Wambo Géiale and United Colliery to
allow for the extraction of an additional 150 nahi tonnes of run of mine coal over
a period of 23 years. My name is Tony Pearsam the chair of this ICP panel.
Joining me are my fellow commissioners Robyn Krok ®&r Peter Williams. The
other attendees at the meeting are Alana Jelfs fhenlPC Secretariat, and
representing the applicant, we have Mr Gary WAis|inn Farnon, Sean Pigott,
John Merrell, Tim Walls and Micheal Alexander. lddvmissed anyone?

MR P. JAEGER: Peter Jaeger.

MR PEARSON: And Peter Jaeger. In the interelstgpenness and transparency
and to ensure the full capture of information, téslaneeting is being recorded and a
full transcript will be produced and made availaisethe Commission’s website.
This meeting is one part of the Commission’s deaisnaking process and will form
one of several sources of information upon whigh@ommission will base its
decision. Those present would be aware that dbek2mber 2018, the Commission
postponed the public meeting as a result of a casioner identifying a perceived
conflict of interest and withdrawing from the panel

On 18 December 2018, Robyn Kruk was appointeddg#nel, and on that basis,
the panel has decided to hold this meeting agéive commission acknowledges the
inconvenience that the postponement of the pubdietmg caused. It is important
for the commissioners to ask questions of attendedgo clarify issues whenever
we consider it appropriate. If you are asked astjoe and are not in a position to
answer, please feel free to take the question toenand provide any additional
information in writing which we will then put up ayur website.

| request that all members here today introducegiedves before speaking for the
first time and for all members to ensure that tleyot speak over the top of each
other to ensure accuracy of the transcript. | inédo suggest that we turn our
mobile phones onto silent. We had a rogue phasartbrning. So I'm not sure
how that will appear on the transcript, but, anyywag will now begin. Gary, thank
you and to the team for coming in again today.

MR G. WILLS: Thank you, Tony.

MR PEARSON: | think we might like — we might fol the same sort of format
we did for the first meeting which is perhaps itiyoll through a presentation — an
overview of the project and, | guess, the key isageyou're seeing it that you would
like to bring to our attention.
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MR WILLS: Yes.

MR PEARSON: And there are some follow-up questitrat we had from the last
meeting that, you know, it sounds like you mightdnarepared some answers to that
will be included in the presentation. If we'reding that matters aren’t covered,
then perhaps we can circle back to those at thektid meeting. One thing |

would again emphasise is that you should assunevitige all read all the matters
and the new materials that have arisen since #herlaeting, particularly the
transcript that has been uploaded to our website.

MR WILLS: Yes.

MR PEARSON: With that, | might throw it over toy, Gary, to take us through
your materials.

MR WILLS: Thank you, Tony. So we will jump stegit into the project. We've
got some very brief overview slides to cover offittof background around the
formation of the joint venture and where we areatouh terms of the project
application. So if we get to a point where younkhit's — the information has been
covered or we're across it, feel free to just protopmove on.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: So it’s a fifty-fifty production joinventure, and when | say
“production joint venture”, | — we mean in the serisat the open cut will be
managed by Glencore for the joint venture and wedgliver coal to the CHPP, the
coal processing plant, which we will manage sepirdty Wambo, one of our joint
venture participants. And they will wash the coalndle it on the stockpile, and
then we will market our coal separately through miarketing processes and deliver
it from our train loading — from the Wambo trairatbng bin. So the prep plant and
train load out will be managed by Wambo, and itjeiat venture just for the open
cut. So the existing Wambo underground and futeigerground options that
Wambo has approval for do not form part of thisjaienture. It is just purely the
leases that are subject to the JV, and thereisl@ abming up where | can show you
where those leases are.

So the bringing together of these leases reallgaksl the value in the region for —
between United and Wambo that has been historistflgd by constraints in the
way that our surface boundaries interrelate butenmaportantly how our
stratigraphic resource is allocated between othed if | jump to the next slide, you
will be able to see that there is a number of lgdisat are part of the joint venture.
So the lease is above the point where I'm now ettitig with the pointer. All of
those leases above are the subject of a joint k@ntsio, historically, this is United
CCL775. United own from the surface all the wayddo just below — just above
the Bayswater seam. Next door to it is CL374 wiwdimbo own from the surface
just down to the Whynot, and then United own undath that, representing from
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the unnamed A down to the target seam for thisquaatr project which is the Vaux
seam.

Next door to that again, we have ML1572 which igently owned and operated by
Wambo, and that's the existing approved open cetains for Wambo. That lease
has a limitation from the surface down to the Whyseam, and then underneath that
— directly underneath is a lease called A444 whisb extends to the outside edge of
the ML1572. So A444 is this large area there. 21188s been already approved and
excised from that exploration lease. So undernigditiambo — United own through
a contractual allocation the leases in the sameegbas we own next door, and then
there is a joint ownership of the remaining aregheue between United and

Wambo. But, again, it's allocated on this strata.

And then next door to that, we have EL7211 whicbvimed wholly by Wambo, and
they own all of the coal seams from the surfacerdtmdepth. So, as you can see,
we have physical boundaries on the surface, bute ingportantly, we have
interrelationships between the allocation of ceass. United being an old
underground operation and with having opportuniiiedo underground operations
out here, we were looking at — when we closed thitged Underground in 2010, we
were looking at options to develop future undergbresources out here underneath
Wambo'’s existing open cut, however, interactionthwVambo from a surface point
of view — so we need to build underground draireg#aces, etcetera — meant that
that precluded our operation underneath the opemotito mention there was also
geological and geotechnical issues on top of thaalso getting access to surface
facilities precluded the development of that opypuitiy.

So by bringing together the two entities and briggiogether these lease and
essentially unlocking them as one means that wemisex our resource recovery
more importantly for the State and for the sharééud, but we also are able to utilise
a whole host of other benefits in relation to siilg existing facilities that Wambo
have in terms of their capacity and their prep plamtheir rail loop, in their existing
facilities, in their mining industrial area and@lse look to produce some other
benefits for the formation of the joint venture waiirelate to our final landform
across this general region as opposed to havingéparate operations with their
own landforms being managed at a much smaller laweteplicating the same ex-
pit dump and final void - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - scenario. So there is an imprdyasition from a final landform
in our mining legacy - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: - - - closure.

.IPC MEETING 5.2.19 P-4
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR PEARSON: And just help me understand, so alghathe ownership is
delineated as you've described on that slide 3wl talk about a fifty-fifty
production and joint venture, does that mean thadyction from each of those
seams, although discretely owned, will be sharfegtiity, irrespective of they don'’t
actually - - -

MR WILLS: Correct. So we're basically — we haveve will exchange upon
formation the beneficial interest in these leases.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR WILLS: And, therefore, we will be fifty-fiftyowners of all these coal seams
going forward.

MR PEARSON: Okay. And then A444 will be contried into the joint venture,
but is not currently proposed to be mined.

MR WILLS: It's not part of the mining area forishproject application.
MR PEARSON: Okay. So - - -

MR WILLS: So these are all the leases that tid penture is a party to.
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: Our main target area is in seal CL7®hich is also sitting underneath
CL374, which is already mined out by Wambo. Andrid¥a are currently mining in
ML1572 down to the Whynot seam. And this applizatis to take that mining
depth deeper within the A444 confines.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Okay. And just hypothesisimg the future, if the joint
venture was to mine seams in A444, would it be by of a new open pit, extending
the Wambo open pit or underground?

MR WILLS: At the moment, Tony, we haven't assesg®t. And we have had
some conceptual mine plans for that, but it willbeombination of either small open
cut pit but also targeting possibly undergroundrsea that region.

MR PEARSON: Okay. And the likely access poirgrtlwould be the Wambo open
cut, or would it be another decline?

MR WILLS: It would come a contiguous — it wouldrae from here and we would
— obviously the effort involved in mining, but tbpportunity for the — for access
from here, because of the mine plan design, wesnegdit in a horseshoe fashion.
We turn the corner — or Wambo are currently turrtiregcorner at the moment.

MR PEARSON: Yes.
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MR WILLS: So the options to continue that openiauthat direction are somewhat
precluded, as time marches on.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: So if | jump back to the previous slid® we’re maximising the
resource recovery. We're utilising the existingiliies that Wambo have, so it's a
good project and, more importantly, it's a Browidexpansion, taking into
account that a large portion of the project arga tie application relates to has
already been disturbed or has approval to be thstlir So in terms of the
justification slide for the project, as | saidsig&t Brownfields expansion with really
very minimal additional disturbance associated \hthextraction of up to 150
million additional tonnes. It generates over $&1bion in state government
royalties and contributes a significant amountazfreomic activity to both the gross
regional area and the gross state area, from tiné gfoview of $2.1 billion in the
gross regional product and over $3 billion in thesg state product.

So it's a significant contributor to the economnportantly for the existing Wambo
open-cut workforce, it continues our employmenttfa existing 250 employees.
And then on top of that, we're creating another R&® during the peak mining
period. And on top of that, we have another 123 jduring the construction phase,
which lasts for around about three years duringptisgect commencement. So that's
a significant benefit for the existing workforceytalso creation of further
employment within the region. As | said before, wtiise the existing facilities at
Wambo. So that minimises our additional disturlean@/e had a previous case for
United operating on its own right, which meant twathad to build our own prep
plant, build our own rail loops, so it reduces thatironmental impact. And by
utilising these facilities, we aren’t actually ieasing the approved annual
throughput through Wambo'’s facility.

So there’s no change to the prep plant feed ratdlare’s no change to the overall
railings coming out of the rail loop for Wambo. ®e’re utilising spare capacity
that’s existing in those facilities. As | said bed, there is — a benefit of this project
post-mining is the contiguous, undulating finaldéarm, which is more in keeping
with the natural topography. And we maintain gasne number of voids as is
already approved for Wambo. So Wambo has two fioals approved. We're able
to extract an additional 150 million tonnes, adel thyalties, the economic benefit
and maintain those two final voids to the same rermbVe’ve done numerous mine
designs from the inception of the project. Welstelhed to our stakeholders along
the way.

We've consulted extensively with the community aiger stakeholders. That has
been undertaken over a period of four years, as@@ individual stakeholders that
we’ve engaged with during this cycle. So duringtthrocess we have received
feedback and, where we can, we’ve made changeg #ierway. Our predicted
impacts for the project, which there are some, Wemanage those through
mitigation, through licensing, leading best praeticanagement and also a
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biodiversity offset package for our disturbancendAimportantly, the Department of
Planning recommends the approval of this projedijext to strict conditions of
consent.

So the project overview, we have the united openvelich is the proposed
development in this area, on the western side teeaside of the project area. And
that's where the majority of our additional distanice will come from. We also

have the existing Wambo open cut, which we lootake down to a depth —
increasing the depth in some areas by up to 12@esjegoing down to the

Warkworth seam. We utilise the existing disturbeel, which we will place the
overburden from the box cut development for Unttedugh this area here. And as

| said before, we utilised the existing rail loaep plan and we do a small expansion
by increasing workshop space and administratioldimgis down in the Wambo

MIA or mining infrastructure area.

MS KRUK: Can you on that map just show me whaevoids would be
eventually? It's just useful in - - -

MR WILLS: So the voids in the plan would be thdR®byn, and also there.

MR PEARSON: Gary, this might be too detailed. @k have a question for the
department on some land that has been acquiredtfrercrown, but we couldn’t
work out what that land related to. Does that - -

MR WILLS: It was closure of some paper roads.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS KRUK: So a stock route paper road?

MR WILLS: Just paper roads.

MS KRUK: Paper roads.

MR WILLS: Not stock routes, so just paper roads.

MS KRUK: Okay.

MS FARNON: Just paper roads.

MR PEARSON: Okay. Where are they?

MS FARNON: The most recent one was right in thédie of the — the most recent
one was, sort of, approximately — there was quftmathat were applied for that are

just right through the Wambo — so it's through dpen cut already. So they were
never used as roads.
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MR PEARSON: Okay. Yes. Yes. Okay.
MS FARNON: Yes,so---

MR WILLS: Other notable features of the projexctie have 330 kV power lines
that we need to relocate. They go straight thrahgimiddle of the United open cut,
which we will relocate into this blue line herend\also there’s a section — two
kilometre section of the golden highway, which wi# leok to relocate to the
northeast area here, which is that blue line,espttoposed alignment for that. It
maintains the existing speed. We’'ve estimatedaoasint will add about 30 seconds
travel between Jerrys Plains and Warkworth.

MS KRUK: Show me on this map again — becausegitite handy — I've seen it — |
know a lot of maps have it all in various placeshere is the most significant
section of vegetation that's going to be removed?

MR WILLS: So there’s five — so within this arearh we’re talking in the order of
around 650 hectares of additional disturbance #&satcwith the project. So there’s
3000 hectares within the project area, inside ¢deautline.

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: We’re taking 600-odd here. We've aldgegot 150 hectares already
disturbed in the United lease from underground ngniSo within that we're talking
remnant areas in this section here. We’'ve got@exin here, which includes the
Buloke community, which has been included postioitial application as being
recognised as an indicator species for the criyiealdangered ecological
community of the Central Hunter Valley eucalyptesirand woodland. And then we
have other remnants through this area here, R@mnghalso up in here. Now, we're

MS KRUK: If you can on this map — and | seek rajdw commissioners’ patience
here — where you’ve bought land for offset purppsethat actually visible on this or
is this out of the footprint?

MR WILLS: It's not that clear, but | do have @&l coming up that | can - - -

MS KRUK: You've got that coming on.

MR WILLS: - - - show you exactly those locationges.

MS KRUK: It’s just nice to see it all on one, yes

MR WILLS: Yes. So-- -

MR PEARSON: It might be worth also pointing ok¢tlocation of the EPBC
communities that are - - -
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MR WILLS: So some of those are sitting in thigios here. They're also — part of
that is the Buloke community.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: So there’s 250 hectares — or 247 hestaf CEC sitting within this
particular area. There is some up in this regiere land a small slither up in that
region there, but principally it's all through thaentral section there. But | will
come to those locations of the offset propertig=r lim the presentation.

MS KRUK: Okay. No. Thank you for that.

MR WILLS: Some of the project refinements — ahe kast time | presented to you
a greater list, but I've really taken — I've brotigihat back down to cover what was
essentially refinement since the public hearingkbad-ebruary 2018.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR WILLS: So overall, though, since the EIS wesdanade some reductions to
our disturbance. So we've reduced it by 40 hestambich includes nearly 23
hectares of CEC, which is nearly 10 per cent ofaviginal CEC disturbance that we
had in our EIS. So we've pulled that back by agnat component, from the point
of view of disturbing the CEC.

DR P. WILLIAMS: Sorry. Can you just go throudhat again, Gary. | didn’'t- - -
MR WILLS: Yes. So since the EIS - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - we have reduced our overall foatp by 40 hectares, which
includes over half of that being CEC. When weiaadly put our application in, we
were up around 270 hectares of CEC. We're now ba@d7, so that is a material
reduction in the disturbance of that community.

DR WILLIAMS: Thank you.

MR PEARSON: On slide 5, where are those two lamdhere are they located?
MR WILLS:  So we’ve made changes in this aregeh

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: We’ve made changes up in here.
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MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: Some along there. They're the mateaiadas, Tony.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: Our biodiversity package — back at tast meeting in February 2018,
we noted that we added essentially three changasrtbiodiversity package, we
added two properties and we expanded one existm@isd added a significant
amount of CEC, which basically gave us all of tie3hat we needed for stage 1 of
our disturbance proposal. Since then, back alastimeeting, we alerted to the

Commission that we have identified another propertyich is the South Wambo
offset property. It's —and | will come to that -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: - --and | will show you where thatdation is in the coming slides. It
adds 264 hectares of — in total area but adds eno#arly 200 hectares of CEC. So
that property alone goes a long way to satisfyivey dvalf of our requirements for
CEC disturbance in stage 2.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

DR WILLIAMS: And that satisfies the EPBC requirents as well?

MR WILLS: That is —the CEC is the EPBC - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes. Thatisthe - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR WILLS: Yes. So the controlled action referted- from a biodiversity
perspective of the Central Hunter Valley Eucalyptdst and Woodland Critically
Endangered Ecological Community, the Swift Parttut, Regent Honeyeater and the
Spotted Quoll — so in offsetting the CEC, we alffeai those other fauna species at
the same time.

DR WILLIAMS: No problems. Yes.

MR PEARSON: That has not been assessed thouglit?hdhe South Wambo
offset package?

MR WILLS: We have done a ground-truthing exercise
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: We've the team from ..... out therereatent weeks.
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MR PEARSON: Right.

MR WILLS: So we still have to go through the pees of formally going through
the review with OEH and Department of Planning - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.
MR WILLS: - - - but these are indicative numbers.
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: As | said before, we are delivering ach-improved final landform,
and since the meeting in February last year, wgbree through some more
refinements with the Department of Planning, inooaging more detail around our
micro-relief design and also incorporating improesns in our drainage line, which
lend themselves to being more in keeping with @étiirainage lines as opposed to,
say, drop structures and other things that areajlgiconstructed by mining
operations. We did a lot of work in response ®IfC review on filling in final
voids, both from an economic cost and an environal@ost, and we will have
some updates on that, which is one of the — sontlgeafuestions from our last
meeting.

MR PEARSON: Yes. That would be terrific. Yes.

MR WILLS: But that included a lot more detaile@rk around the material
movement, the physical mine planning, and we sdieeddwut the work associated
with winning material from the dump and placindpaéck in the pit - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - for the extension of the minedifor up to six years, etcetera.
MR PEARSON: Yes. Yes.

MR WILLS: So that's where the $770 million canmerf.

MR PEARSON: And | think that the reason for thsatio try and — so when we
undertake our assessment, there’s a whole ranggendfpf, buckets we need to look
at and, for us, it was an attempt to try and sdpdhe issue into components, so the
economic costs, the preferred environmental outcanteso on.

MR WILLS: Yes. Yes.

MR PEARSON: So we can assess each kind of igsaeetely and then package it
allup ---

MR WILLS: Yes.
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MR PEARSON: - - -into an overall assessment.

MR WILLS: And we will come to some slides detagi- - -
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - that further work we’ve done - -

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR WILLS: - - - since our meeting in December.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: And then, further to that, along theyia response to the IPC report
and in conjunction with the Department of Planniwg, have made additional
commitments to numerous initiatives which had bieeorporated into the draft
consent conditions — and | won’t go through thesestail but, you know, noise —
some noise stuff, some fume programs, etcetera.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: So they've been included. In termstioé main part of the project — of
the presentation today was to respond to the IBGrtand some of those key issues
that we felt we needed to expand further out of4fheecommendations. So we had
the 47 recommendations there. That's the breaftipem. 12 in noise vibration
blasting. | won’'t go through them all but | wilike them as being read. So we will
jump quickly into those, starting with noise — roisipacts and monitoring. We
have assessed it having seven properties in atgqojsil9 in mitigation; 10 in
management.

I guess the key thing here is that we felt thatribise monitors that Wambo have in
place currently will be suitable for monitoring theoject going forward with five
attended noise monitoring locations for compliapaecesses. We will use our
trigger alarms, which are currently in use at Wandmothat process is the same, and
we will implement a noise TARP in response to thanitoring results. So the
process is there, you know, with the existing- sahthe question was around the
network of Wambo. Is it valid for the project ggiforward and the answer to that
was yes.

There were some questions around the mitigatioraaqdisition rights at the time.
There were some areas around the Moses Crossinigitieed some change along
the various iterations of the project. Back in Ei8, we had, as you can see there,
R43 being in acquisition, models as being in acgors and we had the other
properties, being R50, A, B and C, 56 and 133,d#&immitigation. The Department
of Planning did their own assessment. They theeembwith 43 being in acquisition
but they then changed.
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They brought in R44 into mitigation, which previbus/asn’t in our mitigation
management area — it was just in management -hagdtought in, importantly,
50C into acquisition and that really revolved amtime assessment of the PSNL for
that particular area and that was based on a tvaskaeapshot of noise data where
our modelling was undertaken across, | think, 1p@-days that supported our
PSNL that was there.

So we went back and did some more work with theategent of Planning. They
then accepted our review. They then came backanmitither change which took 44
out of mitigation and back into management, an# ®&@C back out of acquisition
and back into mitigation, but they did change R48nf being acquisition to
mitigation based on their assessment of PSNL fairghrticular region.

MS KRUK: Can | just pause there — and the amidtiof those property owners?
They would be aware of the fact that there has @@ discussions, no doubt, about
the status of their properties. Where are they at?

MR WILLS: R44 spoke at the public hearing bacleabruary - - -

MS KRUK: Okay.

MR WILLS: - - -in opposition to the project amag have been in negotiations with
the owner of R50C and we had made an offer forghaerty but that property is no
longer on the market.

MS KRUK: Okay. So that's the most current sitoiaton those properties?

MR WILLS: Yes. That's right.

MS KRUK: All right. Okay.

CONTINUED IN TRANSCRIPT-IN-CONFIDENCE
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CONTINUED FROM TRANSCRIPT-IN-CONFIDENCE

MR WILLS: One of the other areas — there are @fiquestions around the
transition to joint venture from Wambo acting &satvn entity, as it is now, to the
transition to the joint venture. And we’ve goneotlgh a lot of work in establishing
phases for which the project will be managed. Asduch, there will be different
compliance to different consent instruments aldrggway. So, essentially, in phase
1, for its entirety, which is then split into phalk& and phase 1B, Wambo an United
will be operating as two separate entities. SdJhiged open cut will be operating
on behalf of the joint venture. But from a comnimarpoint of view, the
arrangements are in place that Wambo continuesrte it$ open cut and meets its
own financial obligations accordingly, during tlmé that the United project is
being developed.

And once that project is developed to a point wlitecan deliver coal to the prep
plan for the benefit of the joint venture, doesijthiat venture then take over control
of the Wambo open cut. And that's commercial ageaments for that. And that’s
why we have this phase 1 and phase 2. So in gghteejoint venture is taking
control of both the Wambo open cut and United,ibulbat intervening period there
are two separate entities. So during that phasg@hase 1 for united, we will look at
doing those type of activities that are listedhatttable on the bottom left-hand
corner of the screen, so cultural heritage, saleagkclearing, erosion ..... control
works, construction of temporary mining and infrasture areas that will be up in
the northern compound area.

And | will show you that on a slide in the mometfitcould be some of the works
associated with the realignment of the power lingbe Golden Highway,
construction of water management systems, extracfiom the burrow pit to
actually allow the construction of both roads, haads and the water management.
So essentially we are in a construction phase gurfka We are using mining
equipment digging material, but the main processlaing to winning material for
the purpose of constructing roads and water manageimfrastructure. When we
flip over to phase 1B in United, we've essenti@ympleted the construction of the
water management and the haul roads, etcetera.némaur primary purpose is to
win coal. So we would then flip into a differeet ®f conditions, which will be
managed when we’re mining.

So in one sense we're under construction. In &x phase we’re in mining. And
that's when we will trigger along the way differartvironmental management plans
and the consents will be managed. But duringghase in phase 1, Wambo will be
operating in the Wambo open cut. It will be op@@under its existing consent
conditions. United will be operated in the eastaea. It will be operating under the
consent conditions as granted under the consemi|dthat be granted. And if |
jump to the next — so during those phases you eanhere in blue United operating
separately, in green Wambo operating on its ownt.rig
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We get to phase 1 — 2, there are changes thapla&e to the consent for Wambo to
basically strip out the open cut actions from tharo consent and leave in it the
underground and prep plan activities. And thertthimload out is a separate
consent for Wambo and that will be adjusted justlie purposes of some
modifications to the number of trains per day atelaother things. This is an
image of how the phase 1A would look like. Soha horth-western corner we have
the brown polygon, which is Wambo continuing to r@pe in that area using the
consent conditions as they stand today. Overihdte blue polygon will be the
United start up for the joint venture.

And you can see here today the starter pit or tineoty pit being established, these
roads being developed, so the relocation of theepdiwes and the commencement
of the construction of the highway and also somewa@anagement. So that's
essentially the principal activities there. Andidg that phase we will operate under
a construction management plan and some otheramevanagement plans
associated with biodiversity and the like, andastihg management plan. When we
move to phase 1B, you can see here that Wambill sp&trating in its own right
under its own consent and we are now expandin@ativities.

So we’re now — we've completed all those works aette now dumping our
material into the dump and we’re principally thésethe purposes of mining, as
opposed to construction. Any questions with regaodhe transition arrangements?
And then when phase 2 — it's obviously — the blkeaas the control of the joint
venture and that is really where our limits and @umtrol is for all of those activities.
That will be falling within that blue area. Oneth& questions was around noise
monitoring and how we account for the two differeperations being conducted
both during phase 1A and 1B, but also when we nmteephase 2, because there
will be the joint venture doing its open cut opemas and there will also be the
Wambo underground operating in its own right ad aetl how we look at that
particular noise.

And, principally, we have a rule in place that ifigise complaint or monitoring
results are coming from the Redmanvale Road are@hvis up in this area here to
the north, or if it's coming from the Maison Dietea, it relates to the open cut. And
if it comes from down in this region here, we néedo an analysis, which is what
this diagram is demonstrating, around how we ingatt the monitoring results.

And we can then assign the accountable party tiwraugjngle contact point for the
community, saying, well, that is as a result o§ #hction, which relates to the open
cut, and it will get referred to the open cut, tts this action which relates to the
underground or the CHP and it will be referrednat different owner of that consent
and then investigated, etcetera, so - - -

MS KRUK: Tony, if l may. To Gary: when you getthe rehabilitation
component, | would be interested — because | faurglly useful and I think for
transparency purposes it has been really usefidte the transitioning process so
well-articulated. That's a good piece of work. ultbwe also get — | need the
confidence, in terms of in the rehabilitation phagkat the understandings are

.IPC MEETING 5.2.19 P-17
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

between the various companies, where the risktisalg borne, whether that similar
clarity of accountability and risk and benefit shgris also understood.

MR WILLS: Yes.

MS KRUK: And I'm sure it's included in your docwent somewhere, but just if
you could highlight that.

MR WILLS: Is that around some of the commerciahagements we have around
rehabilitation of tailings dams, for example, whista commercial agreement.

MS KRUK: Yes. Yes.

MR WILLS: But ultimately it sits with the jointanture, as the holder of the EPA.
So we are not dissecting responsibility in a patéicregion from our regulator

perspective. We're having that as a simple ongypasponsible for a region. And
what sits behind that commercially is between te jpint venture partners, so - - -

MS KRUK: Sowhenit- - -
MR WILLS: But | can cover that.
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: So when it comes to the end and you'setg/o voids and you've the
articulated processes with the regional counaktetra, etcetera, but also then in
terms of the management of the regulatory issuggapoint in time, just cover that,
so that I'm sure that my understanding is the abroae.

MR WILLS: So from a point of view of accountabylifor final rehabilitation and
final landform, essentially, the blue area willthe responsibility of the joint venture
and the green area will be the responsibility oiwida as underground and CHPP
manager.

MS KRUK: Okay.

MR WILLS: So that's really — diagrammatically ststhe accountabilities.

MS KRUK: The accountabilities as well.

MR WILLS: There are contractual arrangements sitawithin this blue polygon
here, that say, “Wambo, that was your tailings @anme commencement of this
joint venture. It's your responsibility to manatipat.” But the joint venture is taking
regulation ownership of that particular issue.

MR ........... It's more a funding issue thanesatual work scope issue.
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MR WILLS: It's a commercial arrangement behindtth

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: Yes. Yes.

MR WILLS: So | think that would probably — dodmt give you the answer?

MS KRUK: Yes. That gives me a sense of it. ®atwill follow it on when we
actually get to the discussions about some of ttEmgements vis-a-vis the void, but

MR WILLS: Sure.
MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: Well, the voids will be sitting withithis area here and with this area
here, which will be the responsibility of the joirgnture.

MS KRUK: Okay.

DR WILLIAMS: Are they both — sorry, question. 1®n The blue and green areas,
will they still be managed by an integrated rehtdiibn plan or management plan or
will they speak to each other, the - - -

MR WILLS: They will speak to each other, in trense that the contiguous final
landform is a regional-based process. So we valhage those interfaces between
ourselves. And the likelihood is that some of thatk that will be conducted in the
green area may be subcontracted to the open cumstance, to the do the bulk
shaping. But the responsibility from a regulatedspective will be it's Wambo's,
but there certainly will be a very acute integratas those works around that.

MS KRUK: And they are enduring arrangements andderstand there are
commercial leases involved here, but if there veechange of partners, this is a
long-term project and the rehabilitation issuesadmé@ously a lot longer issues.

MR WILLS: Yes, well — and there is a — there i®ason and | can’t seem to get
back — there we go. There are reasons why wethage separations here and that's
due to the fact the underground succeeds longerttiea— than the open cut, for
instance. So we do need to have the ability fergpen cut to do its work here but
the — for the underground to maintain its operaisteets during its timeframe - - -

MS KRUK: Yeah.
MR WILLS: - - - so we can't be responsible fohadilitating all of that, which

would include demolition and rehabilitation of theep plan, for instance. So there
are — but to answer your question in terms of tleysRuring requirements, it is — it's
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sort of — it's governed, essentially, by a finalddform that — in this application
which does cover this entire area, but — and whath parties really conform to and
that’s - - -

MR PEARSON: |guessto - - -

MR WILLS: - - - that's modified in the Wambo cang as well.

MR M. ALEXANDER: Yeah, | guess back to Gary’sgirial, sort of, opening, this
IS a joint venture over tenements as opposed $gtivject, so it does mean that at
the end of this project so the joint venture susibeyond, sort of, what this initial
works is.

MS KRUK: You would understand why my question-- -

MR WILLS: Yes.

MR ALEXANDER: Yeah.

MS KRUK: - --1don't think there’s any one dfdse meetings that the issue of
rehabilitation and liability in, you know, sort dfe future is not a major issue.

MR WILLS: Yeah.

MS KRUK: | would be surprised if the public mewjidoesn’t have that — some
issues on that front too.

MR PEARSON: Well, I guess to follow up on Robypint, though, that the back
end that sits behind, essentially, the joint vemtuso any subcontracting and
parcelling out of the work — if a party to the jouenture disposes of its interest,
presumably all those back end agreements are ribaatess — they're stapled,
essentially, to the joint venture, so they are atewed across to the new owner of
the joint venture.

MR WILLS: From the commercials?

MR PEARSON: Yeah, so | guess just to follow upRobyn’s question that if a
party to the joint venture were to dispose ofritetiest in the joint venture, all of the
back end arrangements that currently for — for gotanallocate responsibility for x
or y to Peabody would be novated to the new owheeabody’s interest.

MR WILLS: Yes, that’s reflected in the agreementsch will - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: - - - essentially, be picking up that -
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MR PEARSON: Yeah. Okay. Yeah.

MR ALEXANDER: Yeah. Itsa---

MR WILLS: - - - that obligation.

MR ALEXANDER: - - - shareholding arrangement.

MR PEARSON: Yeah. Okay.

MR ALEXANDER: You're picking up that.

MR J. MERRELL: So the applicant is United - - -

MR PEARSON: Correct.

MR MERRELL: - - - on behalf of the joint ventureg from a regulatory point of
view, the consent would rest with United, who wob&lmanaging it. So from a
consent point of view, United is responsible onaiiebf the joint venture, if that
makes sense. So the commercial — obviously, therercials sit in behind and |
won’'t comment on that, but from a consenting - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR MERRELL: - - - point of view, United is the lter of the consent and is
responsible for compliance with the consent.

MR WILLS: That's John Merrell, for the purposes--

MR MERRELL: Sorry, John.

MR WILLS: - - - of the transcript.

MR PEARSON: Yeah. Actually — sorry. | should $hat if you could just, the
first couple of times, just identify who you areydu’re speaking for the first or
second time.

MR WILLS: And it was Micheal Alexander before hinso - - -

MR PEARSON: All right.

MR WILLS: - - - the consent is essentially goviagithese obligations. The
commercials sit behind that and they — a changevimership means all the contracts
giving rise to these joint venture agreements erjdimt venture survive. Those

arrangements survive the change in ownership gbtheventure, but these
obligations are sitting with the consent itself-so
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MR PEARSON: What about a solvency event, foranse?

MR WILLS: Solvency is treated as an action injtat venture agreements which
means that if it's one party, the other — therefaragements in place for the
succession of that other joint venture partner.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR WILLS: If you're talking about both partiesigg into solvency issues, | mean,
we haven't really contemplated that at the momieumt,| guess - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.
MR WILLS: ---therehab---
MR PEARSON: Yeah, there's a bond for the rehab ..

MR WILLS: - - - security bond that will take capé the issue which | think you're
exploring - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - which is around the rehabilitatioisk - - -
MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - and that would cover that off.

MR PEARSON: Yeah. Okay.

MS KRUK: Thank you.

MR WILLS: From an air quality perspective, agaime question was around the
suitability of the monitoring network and that mimming network that’s currently in
place at Wambo we deem to be appropriate for thegqrgoing forward in terms of
where those monitors are located. The projectbasnitted to doing a campaign of
PM2.5 monitoring in the local area, both in the Weorth village as all — and also in
the Redmanvale village was — which is to the noettvof the project area. We will
have our trigger alarms in place on our monitonegwork and, again we will have a
TARP in response to how we will manage those exaeess through our monitoring
network.

MS KRUK: Gary, if | may, the genesis of that, what something that came up
through consultations with the Health and other - -

MR WILLS: From a 2.5 perspective?

.IPC MEETING 5.2.19 P-22
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MS KRUK: Yeah.

MR WILLS: Yes.

MS KRUK: | know that the — you know, that's whehe direction is clearly
focused, but did you have work underway on that @pasis that was a response to

concerns?

MR WILLS: We did recognise that the only 2.5 ntonin the Hunter Valley is
located within Singleton - - -

MR PEARSON: .....
MS KRUK: Yeah, I've heard that before, yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - so we did notice — we did noteathbut through our consultation,
there was discussion not just of PM10 but also mptowards - - -

MS KRUK: To 2.5

MR WILLS: ---PM2.5. Butthat 2.5 assessmeaswlready now air quality
report and we were going to commit that anyway mdigas of the feedback we
received through stakeholder engagement but se it's in some way responding to
that feedback - - -

MS KRUK: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - but we had already recognised - -

MS KRUK: No, because it has come up on previogsiiries - - -

MR WILLS: - - - the deficit.

MS KRUK: - --1have done soI'm - --

MR WILLS: Yes.

MS KRUK: - - -1 was pleased to see it, actuaihgluded - - -

MR WILLS: Yeah.

MS KRUK: - - -in a prospective piece of work.

MR WILLS: Sure. There was some questions ar@mussion reductions and

particularly around the adoption of Tier 4 equipmeNow, currently in Australia,
there is only Tier 2 equipment available. The @cophas committed to purchasing
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Tier 4 if it becomes commercially available, asg@s it is fit for purpose and it does
have the appropriate cost-benefit analysis. And -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.
MR WILLS: - - - we will baseline our non-road mitgbdiesel - - -
MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - equipment emissions for the figgar of mining so we can get a
baseline for comparison. So that’s - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: We will adopt reasonable and feasibiesel emission reduction
technology and Tier 1 — Tier 2 to Tier 4 is ondhafse initiatives. From a
biodiversity point of view, | want to go back taetpoints | made previously around
what our — this is a Brownfields expansion. It'significant benefit for a very
minimal disturbance and we talk about 17 per céouototal project area as being
disturbed as a consequence of this particular goje

So you can see the numbers there. 3000 hectavasfietal area. United additional
disturbance, which is the area in the brown colatnich is that shaded area there
and small remnants up here to the north is — tié&3hectares. 150 hectares of that
has been disturbed within the United previouslg.tl®re’s a dam — water dams,
there’s tailings dams, there’s box cuts, therefsastructure, there’s roadways
etcetera that amount to that 150 hectares. Salamde, the net result is 530
hectares is being additionally disturbed, whichdsper cent of our project area.

It does include 250 hectares of the critically enggaed Central Hunter Valley
eucalypt forest and woodland and, | guess, thraugtbiodiversity offset package,

we can demonstrate that we are accounting forustthe CEC, but we are
accounting for all of our disturbance in a stagepraach. So our proposal is to put
forward the retirement of our disturbance in thstsmes. Stage 1 accounts for 80 per
cent of our total disturbance and I'm pleased toteat we have all of our stage 1
offsets in place or will be available to be in @at the commencement of the
project, should it be approved. And that's madeia combination of five land-
based offsets, one rehabilitation and also a mantegtibution to the Biodiversity
Offsets Scheme.

So we have, in our current stage 1 package, just sh2400 hectares, which
includes 1136 hectares of CEC, which gives rissntoffset of 4.6:1 ratio of our

total disturbance of CEC for our offsets that weehalready got established in stage
1. A CEC is a combination of both land-based ¢$fsend mine rehabilitation. We
don’t have the opportunity to contribute to theddar CEC offsets. The federal
government doesn’t allow for that under the EPB@. A&nd that’s — so the
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Biodiversity Offsets Scheme contribution will ber foon-CEC related plant
community types.

Now, as | said before, we've continued to expandbdediversity portfolio around
land-based offsets. We’'ve added the new WambdhSuftget property. We're
planning to use that for our CEC offsets in stagéi@wever, we could — there are
some plant community types that we could use tsedffome of the shortfall in stage
1 that we’re using the fund to make up the diffeeenSo we have a way of dealing
with that, but | think it's better suited to offsie CEC in stage 2.

DR WILLIAMS: Sorry, Gary — sorry ..... to---
MR PEARSON: You go, sure.

DR WILLIAMS: What's the — with Wambo South alsorning through, then you
add that to that — that stock of the CEC, whattsghortfall at that point?

MR WILLS: Of — so for stage 1, we have 100 pertce
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: For stage 2, that will give rise to sewhere between 1500 and 1800
CEC credits. In stage 2, we need two and a haifghnd credits — in stage 2. | think
| have a table just here, so are you talking sediy to the CEC - - -

MR PEARSON: Well, that's where it seems to bdlydae problem, isn’t it, with
the EPBC problem?

MR WILLS: Yes. So we needed just short of 11,888dits in stage 1, which
we’ve got through the combination of the five |lamaked offsets in mine rehab. We
then have 2500 in stage 2 and we have 620 in 8tag®, you know, of that — you
know, we’'re talking 3100 hectares remaining to gd we’ve already got a property
that could give up to nearly 1800 credits. So, kpaw, we're over halfway there
for stages2and 3 - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.
MR WILLS: - - - with that South Wambo property.

MS KRUK: So that’s a residual risk because oftthknown of the EPBC decision,
isn't it?

MR WILLS: Correct. However, we won't be ablepmceed under our proposal
into stage 2 until we have 100 per cent of theet$fsn place.

MS KRUK: So you've got to have the money — yougat to have the offsets - - -
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MR WILLS: The land in place - - -

MR ........... Secured.

MS KRUK: So that is a hard barrier?

MR WILLS: Yes. Correct.

MS KRUK: 1| just want your understanding of thatwell.

MR WILLS: Yes. It's a hard barrier. We cannattfprough the gate from stage 1
to stage 2 until all of stage 2's disturbance affsee in place.

MS KRUK: And if there is no change in the Commemlth policy about the use of
market mechanisms, is the land available?

MR WILLS: Well, as you can see, we've demonstiaimce February last year that
we’ve been able to acquire three extra properties the Brozy property and the
Jerrys Plains North offset sites and we’ve subsetijubeen able to identify another
site, which is in the South Wambo region, whicimishe land ownership of Wambo,
but it has been included because it previously’tithve — it was predominantly
buloke species in there. We didn’t consider itvmesly but we've now considered
it, considering that the buloke species is nownaiicator for the CEC, so it's a like-
for-like offset in that regard.

MS KRUK: Okay. Okay.
MR WILLS: So---
MS KRUK: So in your risk assessment - - -

MR WILLS: We believe we will be able to find lafior that offset, should the
policy not change. However, it's our own investiniesk that we can'’t find it and, if
we can't find it, we can’t proceed to stage 2.

MR PEARSON: What about the — pardon me — therates/e scenario where
there’s — | think there’s — | can’t remember myewot 2437 hectares in stage 1 that’s
being used as rehabilitation as an offset to thBER the impacts to the — well,

under the EPBC Act? If that rehabilitation failsthe way through till 2041 —
because you've identified it as an offset, you parteed to stage 2 and stage 3, but
we get to 2041 and then we're in that 10-year kihdunset clause under — | think

it's condition B56. You then have till 2051 to denstrate the efficacy of the rehab.
What happens in 2051 if the EPBC rehab has justdfaill the way through?

MR WILLS: Ifit can't be recovered?

MR PEARSON: Yes.
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MR WILLS: Then the obligation in the current pmylj which is permitted to have
the rehab put upfront — if that does fail, the galion — there’s two opportunities.
One is to remedy the rehab. As you're alludingyty’re in a scenario where you're
saying it hasn’'t been able to be salvaged, sortheadternative is we have to go and
find other areas to = land-based offsets to makinaipdifference.

MR PEARSON: But— and — but how does that wdnkugh, because if — is the
tenuous sunset there is that's a hard end datkiehwou are no longer able to
pursue rehabilitation as an offset under the EPBC #s that right?

MR WILLS: | would have to take that question artioe, Tony - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: - - -interms of how that mechanismaistually managed.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR WILLS: Solcan't---

MR PEARSON: And then my second question wouldf béthat point, that is a
hard deadline, are you then compelled at any oastquire land or can you argue
that you can acquire land on commercially sensdnms, if you like, at market

value, if you want to call it that.

MR WILLS: Again, | would need to take that proses notice in terms of how that
would be executed.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: But | would expect it comes down to tbkligation to meet those
offset commitments regardless of - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes, okay.

MR WILLS: - - - really, the commercials assocateith the acquisition of land.
MR PEARSON: Yes, so | guess, for me, is that2081 just a hard stop date at
which point rehab is out the door as an optionitisgust you have to acquire land —
and what sort of meat is behind that obligatioonf like.

MR WILLS: Sure. | will take that on notice andme back to you - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - about how those mechanics work.
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MR PEARSON: That would be helpful - - -

MR WILLS: If---

MR PEARSON: Very helpful, actually.

MR WILLS: | would expect it would be somewhatt-si hard, then it’'s a hard rule.
But if we've got rehab that’s showing promise ohftrming to the standard, | don’t
know whether there’s any flexibility in the exeautiof that.

MR PEARSON: No, because | think - - -

MS KRUK: You might want to highlight - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MS KRUK: - - - what some of the progressive measuhat — on the rehab are, and
from my recall and from discussions with Planniygyi’'ve got both outcome
measures that are stipulated but also some progregsures.

MR MERRELL: Yes, the completion - - -

MS KRUK: Is that correct?

MR MERRELL: That's right. So the —in terms detmechanism with
government, there will be agreed completion cateri

MR PEARSON: Correct.
MS KRUK: Yes.

MR MERRELL: And you will be measuring progresaamgt those, and the other
part of it is obviously - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR MERRELL: - - - until you demonstrate that yga’met the completion criteria,
there’s always going to be a security held over ¢banmitment.

MR PEARSON: Correct.

MR MERRELL: And you won't — they wouldn’t be abie relinquish the mining
lease until that. So in terms of mechanisms theéla financial penalty attached to
them if you don’t meet — so | take your point whighry has taken on notice — but
there is a mechanism for ongoing monitoring andriaial security until you meet
that point. So those mechanisms would stay ineplatil you meet the completion
criteria or otherwise discharge your offset liglili
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MR PEARSON: But - yes, that’s right, but so -tfs® — but the rehabilitation has a
sunset clause of 10 — so this is condition B57.

MR MERRELL: Yes.

MR PEARSON: The rehabilitation has a sunset @anislO years at which point

the department, unless it agrees otherwise, s&ysp ‘rehabilitating. It's not
working.” Under the New South Wales regime, yowidanake a payment into the
— you know, the conservation fund or by land —dumse land — and there’s a process
there, but under the Commonwealth legislation - - -

MR MERRELL: The - - -

MR PEARSON: I'm not entirely clear what happehnsre because you've run out
of time on the rehab side of things because the Slemth Wales Government’s
approval has run out. So rehabilitation is no s an offset for the — EPBC is no
longer an option, and so then what do you do thi€'s™ot clear to me exactly how
that - - -

DR WILLIAMS: | guess — sorry. Just to expandtbat — and it's a point we put to
the department earlier on today as well — is —dsguit’s the timing of the vegetation
rehabilitation plan. | mean, presumably, you'ré jugt going to have 10 years for
the ecological mine rehabilitation. That woulddmnmencing some years prior to
that. So we're just wondering what was the timafighe staging of rehab.

MR WILLS: Yes, look, Peter, the progressive — &mdll just move to the final
landform slide which is just here. So there’s artat we will be looking to — so our
ex-pit dump area is essentially in this region haigée would complete that dumping
activity in year 6/year 7. During those — betwgears, you know, 2 and 6, we will

be doing some progressive rehabilitation on cedlipes. So we will be

establishing rehab which will be essentially perernehab areas as soon as years 2
and 3 of the project areas become available, amdwe will continue to enhance

that and rehabilitate other areas as they becomitahble. So it's not a leave a big
dump, wait until it's all finished and then staghabilitation.

MR PEARSON: Soit's notlikea - - -

MR WILLS: It's a progressive program - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - that we — you know, we have tagéhat we set for ourselves - - -
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - internally for meeting rehabiltian obligations. So our
disturbance and rehabilitation ratios. Try to ngenthose - - -
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MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - very well within the business, &awe will be rehabilitating very
earlyon - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.
MR WILLS: - - - in the project commencement.

MR PEARSON: | guess I'm not worried about thgiexs of it. | think that’s your
best case. | —from an approvals perspectivewimried about what'’s the hard stop.

MR WILLS: The fallback - - -
MR PEARSON: Correct, yes.
MR WILLS: - - - for non-conformance with the - -

MR PEARSON: Everything goes wrong and what’shhed stop and what happens
then.

MR WILLS: So at the moment, it is — land-based -
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - -is the only alternative - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - if we aren’t able to continue Witemediating or trying to salvage
the rehabilitation.

MR PEARSON: Yes.
MR WILLS: So we will take that on notice - - -
MR PEARSON: Yes, please do.

MR WILLS: - - - around the mechanism of B57, amelwill come back to the
Commission if that’'s okay. So the — moving on frifrat biodiversity slide to the
where are the offsets around our region, whichasquestion that Robyn had asked
previously, we have five land-based offsets thathaready been accepted by OEH
and Planning. We have Highfields and mangrove whie up in the Greater
Eastern Region Corridor. It's an initiative thaasva fauna transfer corridor back in
— John, how many years ago?

MR MERRELL: Part of the government’s sort of cengtion corridor priorities.
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MS KRUK: The ..... yes.

MR WILLS: So that was — they've been acquireddome time by Glencore. Then
closer to home — and that's the area there butdiygnded the image so you can
sort of get an appreciation for them on — fromza gierspective. So we have Jerrys
Plains north site just up here. We have the Waaifset site which is just there.

We have the Brozy property which is just here, @edhave the Wambo South or the
South Wambo offset — proposed offset site whighese. So the yellow area is our
additional disturbance including the already diséatr 150 hectares. So that's the
680 hectares value there. You can see here welva lgrge area, another large
area, etcetera, which gets to our ratio of 4.6n@ foom a CEC, but it's actually a 4.6
to one from our overall disturbance to offsetsorats well. So these offset sites here,
| think, are highly valuable from a point of vieWtbey are close to the project site,
they’ve got connection to the Wollemi National Pa&o they are, | think - - -

MS KRUK: So it's connectivity.

MR WILLS: - - - from the point of view of - - -

MS KRUK: It's a like for like equation. A quicéne, in this area now, given I've
lost track of what the property prices are, likbatvare the merits of rehabilitation

versus offset?

MR WILLS: Certainly, from a credit yield, we geeiss than half the value of a
biodiversity land-based offset site from a cred#d point of view.

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: So, you know, we’re looking at, saynse sites from a land-based
perspective, we can get up to 14 credits per heetar

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - -from a land-based site.

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: Whereas, mine rehab, | think we geatmut five — 4.8.
MS KRUK: So that's - - -

MR WILLS: So there’s - - -

MS KRUK: - - - the incentivisation - - -

MR WILLS: So---
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MS KRUK: - - - despite the fact the land cost Wblie reasonably — would have
risen.

MR WILLS: Yes.
MS KRUK: Yes.
MR WILLS: So---
MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - -you know, we are — we're offseitj our disturbance through
some of these land-based offsets.

MS KRUK: Okay.

MR WILLS: But we are providing a net increasgarpetuity locking up these
particular - - -

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - land-based offsets but also pugtback the disturbance that we
are also putting on the site. So we’re puttingktit8 hectares of mine rehab. A
large portion of that is CEC - - -

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - but only yielding much lower crigd So from a point of view of
return on investment, it's a much higher cost ®tamake that rehabilitation, but |
think it's also — it's - - -

MS KRUK: It's a necessary part of your management

MR WILLS: Philosophically, | think it should be--

MS KRUK: Yes. Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - included.

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: But also it's in keeping with the polias well.

MS KRUK: And just remind me, the tenure of theddhat’s identified as offsets,
what'’s the arrangements you have with OEH on thaish- - -

MR WILLS: They will go into - - -
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MS KRUK: - - - or the department.

MR WILLS: - - - stewardship agreements that Wwél enacted within 12 months of
the commencement of the project. So we’'ve alrggdyhem - - -

MS KRUK: Okay.

MR WILLS: - - - physically on the ground, and yhaill go into stewardship
agreements that will be, you know, locked up irppéuity.

MS KRUK: So they are in perpetuity?
MR WILLS: Yes.

MS KRUK: Again, | wouldn’t normally ask, but gimehat you've got a joint
venture arrangement here, hence the question, yes.

MR WILLS: Yes, so---
MS KRUK: Okay.

MR WILLS: That's more —that's a more detaileéaof the South Wambo offset.
So | — you know, they’re some of the species trevevidentified in the - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: In that particular area.

MR PEARSON: And what's the timing on the OEH &sseent?

MR WILLS: So we’re waiting on the final reporoin Umwelt which the guys
have only been out in the field in the last few kseeSo they’re going through that,
and we will be updating OEH and Planning in the tmmonth, | would expect.
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: And that will then require some groutrdthing by OEH for the work

MR PEARSON: Yes.
MR WILLS: - - - that our team has done, but @rsother good offset site that we've
added. And it does yield some significant plamhomunity types. We've talked
about the retirement process - - -

MS KRUK: Yes.
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MR WILLS: - - - for our earlier — so we've gotréde phases. The blue area
represents about 80 per cent of our total disturbarstage 2 is the brown area and
stage 3 is that small, pink-purple area in the heidd the slide. So stage 1, 80 per
cent of our disturbance, we already have offsepdne for. So | think that's a good
news story. | won’t go through the table. | viglke that as being read - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.
MR WILLS: - - -interms of where - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Gary, sorry, can we just go back le@se, sorry, just back to the

MR WILLS: Yeah.

DR WILLIAMS: So all credits for stages 2 and 3lvaie retired before
commencing disturbance within those areas?

MR WILLS: Yes. So before we move into any minaugivities or disturbance
activities in that brown polygon which is the st&ydisturbance area - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - we cannot commence any activitiegil we have all of the - - -
DR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - offsets for stage 2 in place.

MS KRUK: In the bank.

DR WILLIAMS: Yeah, | —okay. That's good. Thagku.

MR WILLS: There was a discussion around the — bewEPBC offset obligation
had been assessed. It's a bilateral agreemehas Ibeen conducted by OEH on
behalf of the federal government — or the Departroéinergy and Environment.
There has been no significant issues raised thibr@ugh our consultation with
DOEE and we have, as | said, all requirementstéayes1l. And notably, the FBA
has no limits on the use of mine rehabilitatiotemnms of how much mine
rehabilitation you can include in your offset pag&a

But we proposed a self-imposed limit of 25 per dentCEC and that took on board
some — encompassed some feedback from the Deparirienergy and —
Environment and Energy at the time around the USKcy that was the interim
policy that was out in the domain. And we tooklbmard 25 per cent. We're
actually now at a point with just our five land-bdffsets to limiting that to 17.
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When we add the South Wambo project, that numbiéreduce again and that will
come under 15 per cent. So - - -

MS KRUK: Do you anticipate that will be well reged?

MR WILLS: We expect so. The four species for tbatrolled action for
biodiversity, as | said before, is the CEC, thesredhoneyeater, swift parrot, spotted
quoll. You can see there the ratios for which &eehalready got our offset package
in place for 4.6:1 on the CEC. Regent honeyegidolr. Swift parrot, we're at

16:1 and the spotted quoll, we're at 4.2:1. Arsdemtially, this — the fauna offsets
exclude mine rehab. It's only land-based areas.

So if we were to include mine rehab, those numbersld increase, but essentially,
when you find CEC, you're finding the suitable Habfor those particular species as
well. We had some work — some questions arounability, essentially, to deliver
on our mine rehabilitation program to both the QB and also the other remnant
woodlands that we are proposing in our rehabiéitatir final land form package.

We presented to the Commission last time a reparpublic report from Glencore
that documented our rehabilitation results acrtissua sites within the Australian
portfolio. And you know, there was a study dondUmgwelt in 2017 that looked at
four sites within the Hunter Valley where they wetglanned to deliver on the
CEC for Central Hunter Valley eucalypt forest waodl.

However, they did demonstrate they were startingptdorm to those particular — to
that plant community type. So | guess not by aauidbut inadvertently, we have
delivered on that species. | guess | am confitte&ttwhen we purposely go about
rehabilitating to that particular community, we Mak able to deliver that CEC,
based on this study. And we’ve talked about teatement issue before, Tony, that
we have taken on notice - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.
MR WILLS: - - - around what happens if the relistot - - -
MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - delivered and the only optiontat moment, under the EPBC
Act,isto - - -

MR PEARSON: That's right.

MR WILLS: - - - acquire land. Our final land far— you can see there a
contiguous final land form across this particukegion. We have some fauna
corridors. One to the north, one across the midfitee site and also heading back
down to the Wollombi Brook. They connect up to tiaional park to the southwest
and also to other mine rehabilitation programs meighbouring — that neighbouring
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operations and Hunter Valley operations in paréiculYou can see the location of
the final voids in this particular slide here.

Robyn, you had a question on that previously. Awsdot visible within here, but
there are tailings dams that are existing currentlgey will be rehabilitated and
dumped over as per the plan. Those are those caonain@rangements that sit
behind the obligations. So the obligation for sisoi rehabilitate all of this site,
excluding the hatched area here, which will berésponsibility of the underground
operation and the CHPP. And so you can see thatdttere’s some rehabilitation
that's contractually — commercially responsible doe joint venture partner, but the
JV —or United - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - representing the joint venturesidll holding the responsibility

MR PEARSON: Yeah.
MR WILLS: - - -from a regulation perspective.

MR PEARSON: The haul road for the undergroundhad — that's in the hatched
area, is it? So from the - - -

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR PEARSON: So the Peabody access is not dimedisin impacted by the
rehabilitation that will take place in 2041?

MR WILLS: To the main industrial area from theglway or the - - -
MR PEARSON: No, no, no, no. From the - - -

MR WILLS: - - - one out to the south base?

MR PEARSON: The long wall — so the south basg Malls - - -
MR WILLS: Yes, yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - up in the top left, the hauhdo- | just can’'t remember the
configuration of the site.

MR ALEXANDER: Yeabh, it's concluded by then.
MR PEARSON: | see. So thatlong wall is the - -

MR ALEXANDER: Yeah, so the operation is on thetean side.
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MR PEARSON: Okay.
MR WILLS: Yeah, so the underground from Wambayently in this area here.
MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: It will then move over to the South Wamdevelopment, which sits in

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: - - - underneath here. And that’s mrly 2020s — mid-2020. A lot of
work was done on filling in the final voids whichroe out of the IPC review. We
went back and looked at the cost of filling in betids and that came to the sum of
777 million. A seven per cent discount rate camie the order of 140 million NPV.
There was some documentation by Deloittes Accesadtuics around the social
cost of capital.

Really, should be reflecting at the four per céat,we've provided a range of both
four per cent, seven per cent and 10 per ceneimgport so that those numbers are
there to be digested. | guess the key thing isenleoking at moving in 150 million
cubes of material to fill both voids in. That nrééwould need to be sourced from
any adjacent dumps in the mine life, so we wouldhle® continuing mining
activities beyond the planned closure period faitler six years to rehandle that
material.

So there would be re-disturbance of existing spiodumps and then being placed
back in the pit. In doing so, you know, we — ireaf our earlier versions, we talked
of a number of 450 million. Then it moved to 63@dhen we moved to 777 and
I've got a reconciliation of that, which was onetloé questions - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - from the last meeting - - -
MS KRUK: .....
MR WILLS: - - - which is at the back of the docemn.

MR PEARSON: Yeah. Great.
MR WILLS: So | will wait until we get to there,ony.
MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: But, essentially, the $777 million ontgturns 111 hectares of useable
land, because it's not the void in its entiretig dnly that water recovery level.
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Some of the slopes going into that void are sti#able from a biodiversity
conservation — this is remembering this — thesefimad voids are sitting in a
biodiversity offset site, so they're — the wholte's future purpose, with the
exception of some little grazing areas to the nartti to the west, is a biodiversity
offset site. The reusable land, which is the gdwater level, would be 111
hectares. That calculates at around $7 milliorhgetare to rehabilitate that — to
gain those 111 hectares, which | thinkisa - - -

MR PEARSON: That 777 and 111 hectares, if yout #§mt into the costs for
United and for Wambo - - -

MR WILLS: Soit's-- -

MR PEARSON: - - -and then the hectares for théedl and Wambo, what would
that look like?

MR WILLS: So it's $600 million or thereabouts fonited - - -

MR PEARSON: United, yeah.

MR WILLS: ---andit's 177 or 176, | think, for- -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: ---Wambo. The useable hectaresink they - - -
MS FARNON: It's 24 for Nortres and 87 for United.

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR WILLS: And we will talk about — we had a queston that - - -
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: - - - later on in the presentation.

MR PEARSON: Still about that — so both are stilbut that 7:1 - - -
MR WILLS: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - cost to hectare ratio?

MR WILLS: Yeah, that's correct. Yeah.

MR PEARSON: Yeah. Okay.
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DR WILLIAMS: Sorry, Gary, you mentioned that washat also the voids are
sitting in the offset site. Does that - - -

MR WILLS: Yeah, so if we go back to the - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - -final land form.

DR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR WILLS: So this is essentially — so we've goaging land here in the north - - -
DR WILLIAMS: Yeah. Yeah.

MR WILLS: - --and we've got some other grazlagd there. The rest of this
would be a woodland rehabilitation area, so itand portions of it being rehab
conforming to the CEC and biodiversity. But itssential — this entire site is for
returning to woodland, so it has got no — you knth&,area you gain here isn’'t
going to be prime agricultural land that can belalggd for some other economic
purpose. It's sitting within a biodiversity offssite.

DR WILLIAMS: Is a part of the mine ecological ihlitation? Is that - - -

MR WILLS: Well, not the voids themselves.

DR WILLIAMS: No, that's not ..... ---

MR WILLS: But this area around it is.

DR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR WILLS: The only value that this would add wduie you would be getting
back some more biodiversity offset lands, which idaost you $7 million a hectare.

MR PEARSON: And so — but it might detract — coitldetract from the
rehabilitation that’s being used as offsets? Bsedumagine you will have to
disturb - - -

MR WILLS: We would have to disturb this ex-pitrdp area - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: - - - through here.

MR PEARSON: Right. And then — so that would gidlze — | guess the
introduction, essentially, of the rehab.

.IPC MEETING 5.2.19 P-39
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR WILLS: Correct.
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: And that would mean that we don’t geéttime to establish and to
demonstrate the conformance of those speciescplartly around that question for
the CEC.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MS KRUK: Tell me the use of that land. | knovatlyou’'ve entered — or are
discussing agreements with council about futureofisgtes of this type. What are
the restrictions, if it has actually been rehahiéd for the CEC purposes?

MR WILLS: In terms of accessing these voids?
MS KRUK: Yes. Yes.

MR WILLS: Well, that would be — that would regelisome carve-outs for access
tracks, and the like, but it wouldn’t have a matkiinpact on the total area that's
being contributed. Not all of this site is for CE®'s only that section through there.

MS KRUK: Only that bit there?
MR PEARSON: Yes.
MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: So, that's the area that's relatinghhe CEC. The rest of it is just
woodland. There's a pre-existing commitment fa Ydambo EPBCC referral,
which was 1500 hectares of woodland community.- So

MS KRUK: Sorry, Tony. Thank you.

MR WILLS: This is showing the level of work thake’ve gone through around
assessing how we can treat these voids, or whdthiappen in the mine planning
process. So we looked at what's a reasonableeasibie mine design. Is there a
reasonable and feasible engineering design asedaiath each one of these
options? Is it economically feasible to do so?d Almen, as a consequence, we
conclude whether it's proposed or not proposedd e can work through from
being — of having three voids — and we felt that thasn’t reasonable and feasible,
to have three. We felt that, considering thatahproved two final voids would be
appropriate. We had two final voids, but the —ihgthe united void located
adjacent to the Wollombi Brook, and again we fed#ttwasn’t appropriate, so we
pursued the mining direction that started in th&lse@ast and moved to the north-
west.
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We had another one, where we directed flows froen\tbrth Wambo Creek into the
Wambo void, connecting that then to the united vetdetera. And we ruled those
out due to both engineering and feasible reas@fes then looked at how we're
connecting the final voids, which we could possithty but we don’t believe,
engineering-wise, it was feasible to do so — antqudarly from a safety
perspective. If the project does not proceed, thestill have two final voids in the
final landform, as it currently stands. And | gsiéisat’s one of the main points |
would like to emphasise — is that this project wikintain the same number of final
voids, of a similar size, but in a slightly diffetdocation, but also unlocking 150
million run of mine tons, $370 million worth of ralties and those economic
activities which amount to $3 billion of State Gaweent gross state product.

So we are — if this project doesn’t proceed, tineldgape will be the same, with two
final voids in it. We looked at one void, and vedt that it wasn’t economically
feasible to join those together, and then we hadonds, which backfilled, which is
the work we’ve done, which is that $777 million.eWave got three other options
that are both reasonable and feasible from thengiand engineering perspective,
and from an economics. Some of those relate togggabout how we can either
increase the catchment size, which will try to ioy@ the water quality in the final
voids, but it will then mean that we’re going tolbmeiting off-site — surface water
going off site and reaching the Wollombi Brook jmikately.

We had another one where we designed a — in a-floadfor the Wollombi Brook,
we would excavate a channel, which would allow [fiiclg of the water in flood
conditions into united, improve the water qualityrh that perspective, and then that
would ultimately only give rise to managing the raquality, which is still sitting at
around — in our base case proposal, we're usinditabvoids, no connection,
minimising the catchment area — they act as salioandwater sinks — and the water
quality gets to in the order of 15,000 to 17,00@nugrams per seamen.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: Now, if we do one of these two initiaéis, it improves that, but it
doesn’t give you a marked improvement, and | thivdee’s a greater cost associated
with diverting that water to those voids. So, purposal is: maintain the two final
voids, just a different location. And we’ve minsed those as much as possible.
There was a few other questions around water giyneraisual impacts and
transition to joint venture — and we covered thaf§éast time.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: And | don't think there’s any significé issues to go through here, so |
will take that slide as being read.

MR PEARSON: Robyn, are you happy on the IECS studlid you - - -
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MS KRUK: Yes. It was more — I've read with inést your discussions with it.
Have you in principle dealt with each one of th€EEcommittee’s advice? You
undertook further GO assessments. What were ttstaoding issues? Summarise
for me the extent to which all of those issues Haaen addressed, because | gather
there’s no loop back to the independent committee.

MR WILLS: No. John, I think you're best to comnten those. But we obviously
did some more work around stygofauna and groundwate

MS KRUK: Yes, | saw that.
MR WILLS: Dependent ecology.

MR MERRELL: Look, | believe that they were alldrdssed and obviously all that
information went to planning and back to the NewitBdNales government
agencies, who reviewed the responses to the iisaethe ISF raised. But there was
additional sampling and analysis done. There Wagéeochemical study. There was
some more stygofauna work. And then there watot-@ their questions related to
— or a number of their questions related to matdesand model construction and
calibration, sort of quite technical questions frirair technical reviewers. And all

of those were addressed and responded to. SmVédhat they were all addressed
in detail and addressed appropriately. So I'mavedre of any outstanding issues
from any of that, so we will certainly take it ondrd.

MS KRUK: 1 just —yes, | never underestimatelie Hunter region that water is
always an issue.

MR MERRELL: Yes.

MS KRUK: And particularly at the moment | gathibere are community meetings
on that issue, from what | hear from other sourdés.just thinking, from my
reading you have as well — it was more the clostitee loop on that basis.

MR MERRELL: Yes. Look, | suppose where it's —tpaf the integrated process is
the New South Wales agencies are doing — takingdkiee and doing the review.
Certainly the New South Wales agencies have inglictitey — | mean, they have
reached the point where all their issues were addrband they’'ve made
recommended conditions. But, as you said, it dbgsnback to the IESC, so we
don’t have anything directly from them to say tlaeg happy. But certainly the
agencies who are doing the review, we understaatdite’ve addressed all the
guestions.

MS KRUK: Can | —and it's more a question to imfomy general understanding.
Given | presume you have water licences with a i level of security up there,
yes.

MS FARNON: Yes. Yes.
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MS KRUK: And given there are issues in terms atav access at the moment
state-wide and nationally, is there — in your fatplanning is it ever contemplated
that that saline water could be reused for othepgees? Has that been factored in
various scenarios and is there anything in theeotirronditions that would preclude
those options being investigated.

MS KRUK: Included in our application was to w#i — to extract water from our
underground workings.

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR WILLS: And so we have requested that, whidttelieve will be forthcoming, if
the project is approved. So that would give resag utilising that saline water from
the underground — from the groundwater, as opptzsdcawing on our water
licences out of the Hunter River.

MS KRUK: So that’s built in at the moment. | métdpicked that up. That's
interesting.

MR T. WALLS: It's Tim Walls from Glencore. In éneighbouring conditions for
some of the neighbouring mines — like, HVO doeshzanditions that it can transfer
water backwards and forwards with one bow. Seffect, if — effectively, you

could transfer that water to a neighbouring mine.

MR WILLS: And that's mine water or raw water, @gposed to water from the
Hunter River. So that's mine that has been ca@l&ctSo it has got a salt load —
elevated salt load in it.

MS KRUK: Right. Thank you.

MR WILLS: As per the agenda, there was a regioesin update on the VPA. And
at the time of the presentation to you, we did tio&t we got the report back from
GLN. | would still like to make the statement thakon’t agree with the
methodology adopted - - -

MS KRUK: [ think | read that in a number of plade your submission.

MR WILLS: - - - adopted by GLN. I think it wasarely an exercise in
comparison, as opposed to assessing the discrpéetisnof our project. So | would
like that noted for the record. However, we haseepted - - -

MR PEARSON: We will not redact that part of thartscript.

MR WILLS: No. It's not intended to be redactdadny. We have also — as a
consequence, we've accepted the 2.65 recommendaiiarGLN. We have
subsequently sent a letter to Singleton Counch @ecember. And we have agreed
with Singleton Council that that would be shardtiifty between the - - -
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MS KRUK: So the disbursement is also agreed.

MR WILLS: Yes. That's the local impacted area &ne balance to go to the wider
LGA. That component going to the LGA — the broad8A, we have agreed with
counsel that they can, if they see fit, put thah®development fund that they're in
the process of implementing.

MR PEARSON: Yes.
DR WILLIAMS: Has council responded to that lett#r5 December?

MR WILLS: Not formally responded. However, weviaehad — I've had
discussions with the general manager with regardsat and, more importantly,
around the allocation of the broader LGA comporaemt not placing any restrictions
on that and letting it go to the fund.

MR PEARSON: So have you seen an updated drippéndix 9? That's the
VPA appendix.

MR WILLS: No.
MS A. JELFS: |don't think it has been done yet.
MR PEARSON: It hasn’'t been done yet. Okay. Okay

MR WILLS: So that's the update on the VPA? I'ssaming council will agree
with that statement.

MR PEARSON: Yes, | hope so.
MS KRUK: Were there any other residual issue& wauncil that you're aware of?

MR WILLS: No. No. So we've made some commitnsenith council around our
final landform planning process, where we will cgibsvith them from our final
landform plan. And so that has been accepted bgaband also accepted by the
Department of Planning. And as regards to that,rbt aware of any other issues
outstanding with council.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: So then | move to addressing the matfesm the meeting from 6
December, which, sort of, listed, sort of, five kagas in response to the IPC
recommendations. One of the questions that caone Alice at the last meet related
to the fume project and whether the fume trial thatve got planned for the first
two years of operation, whether the rock charasties during that trial period will

be reflected in the life of the mine rock charasteérs and particularly at depth.
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So during the first few years of operations, wdlyaanly get down to this particular
depth here, because we're still working in and adotlne power lines. So we can't
push down straight away. We will have a highepprton of weathered material
during that particular period, which will obvioudtyave — which has a higher clay
content, which could give rise to a higher fume poment. However, importantly —
and | think the question from Alice really revolvarbund these inter-burden rock
characteristics here, whether they are reflectnaruilar all the way through the
strata. And the answer to that question is yes.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR WILLS: It's a lot of dot points there to hatleat simple answer, but that's the
answer.

MR PEARSON: That's good.

MR WILLS: With regards to the greenhouse gas sioiiss, there was a question
around what measures do we consider not to beitelyfeasible and financially
reasonable. And Aislinn is going to talk to thesénts around what we could
potentially do, but we don’t see as being reasanabd feasible.

MS FARNON: We outlined four of those, so theftfibging the pre-drainage. And
that was ruled out due to the significant lead sinreecomplete that program. We
also looked at biodiesel use and we’ve ruled thataut due to fuel use efficiency
issues and warranty issues on site.

MR WILLS: And just on that point, we don’t realkpow how biodiesel will
operate within a tier 4 engine, should the tiendiees be implemented at site at
some point in time either. So that's another umkmdor us.

MS FARNON: Yes. Replacing trucks with conveyisra very efficient way of
doing it, but for us it's not as effective or fdalsi because of the haul distances. So
we were unable to implement that as a reductiorsaorea And the last one, electric
drills and shovels are also not efficient for use do the supply of electricity and the
working areas within the open-cut pit. So it's mare will be using excavators and
loaders, as opposed to electric shovels.

MS KRUK: The question we posed to the departnt@atmorning was in effect the
— as circumstances change, both economic and enwnatal, and the understanding
or the latitude was in effect for these — you kngeyr policies and your practices to
change. Do you want to comment on that same issue?

MR MERRELL: | think one of the draft conditionsl’*m working from memory
here, but — was that all reasonable and feasibésunes have to be put in place.
And that obviously is a recurring condition thaphgs at all stages. So if there’s
something considered reasonable and feasible yea& time that's not now, that
condition would apply.
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MR PEARSON: It's B28.
MR MERRELL: And there will be an ongoing requirem to demonstrate that.

MR PEARSON: B28(a). And I think the other thingust to pick up on Robyn’s
point — was B28(b) which was ensuring that any new-road mobile diesel
equipment commissioned for the development includasonable and feasible
diesel emissions reduction technology endorsedhi®¥EPA. | think we expressed a
concern that the use of the word “new” perhapstéchequipment to being new, so
second-hand equipment or other equipment useddtber sites being transferred
may not be subject to this obligation. So | thin& proposal now it is to kind of
broaden that to include not just new but any eqeipinthat’s introduced to the site.

MS KRUK: Do you want to take that on board?
MR WILLS: We will take that on board. |- - -

MS KRUK: You understand the intent of it is tademne that it's an ongoing
discussion because some of the issues are supiglyysonomics in relation to
what’s available in the domestic market in terme@dipment and at the moment |
think that's the issue you've identified as triggerthe “technically feasible”
component.

MR WILLS: Sure. | guess — a brief comment ort heticular point around the
imposing those limitations on any equipment intiellito site, you know, we might
have mines that will be closing which will have gament that is mid-life. Is it
reasonable and feasible to expect that that equipbeeparked up and not
transferred to this particular site because it dbémve the most up-to-date
technological advancements in emissions reductions?

| don’t think so because it's, you know — therdiattinvestment both from a

financial perspective but also the greenhouse geéssens in terms of creating that
assert in the first place. 1 think it would be easonable and certainly not feasible to
not allow that piece of equipment to be utilisethgdorward. Alternatively, we
would have to park that asset up with residualeralnd go and purchase a brand
new piece of equipment to come into place to dbttek.

MS KRUK: You want to take it on board — you altgacommitted to the baseline
monitoring of diesel and diesel emissions - - -

MR WILLS: Yes.

MS KRUK: - --soit’s an issue of increasing cem ..... So have a — you are aware
of the issue that has been raised with us, theplesse come back to us if you have
any comments you want to make on that or other wdnee that intent can be
mirrored. All right. We talked this through tmsorning with Planning, these
provisions. | understand where you're at at thenmot, so - - -
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MR WILLS: One of the questions around air qualépd particularly the question
around mine-owned properties and having — haveamdeainy experience in the last
five years of a tenant exercising their rights urtle tenancy agreement, and he
answered that question with a “no” for Glencore htidnk it's also a “no” for
Peabody.

MR JAEGER: Peter Jaeger from Wambo Coal — ashgelast meeting that was a
“no” as well for the approach.

MR WILLS: However we have committed to includitigt particular ability for
exiting those leases in our - - -

MR PEARSON: | think the discussion last time -aiagit came up in the
department meeting — but it was to broaden theitertion rights of the tenant to be
for any reason, not just for air quality reasomgl then — so that worked from the
consent to the lease agreement, and then fronotisent — from the lease agreement
into the consent was 14 days, so to harmonisengstyg 27B with your release
conditions to reflect the termination right for amason and to reflect the 14-day
notice period.

MR WILLS: Okay. Inregards to biodiversity, thaestion was around how will
the proposed rehabilitation work as an offset,udirig how would rehab success be
measured — assessed in the transition betweehrdee-t we already talked a little bit
to this previously and it arks back to that quesaocound what happens to the risk
associated with delivering on the CEC. We ceryaif we have mine rehab that’s
non-CEC, we have the alternative of going intoftived or buying land for the CEC.

As you know, it's only with regards to land or ciowing to do the rehabilitation and
| guess the ongoing monitoring — so, first of &dht it is within the policy to allow us
to retire our credits for rehabilitation upfrorthat’s per the policy. The ongoing
monitoring and the rehab will be undertaken andwilleassess against performance
criteria for which we do report annually and thateria is included in the bar and
will be included in our rehab management plan dsd a... and | guess as we
identify issues, we will work to improve that refiaation in the short-term and not
leave it to a problem at the end of the mine lifend we’ve talked about that last
point around the process for what our alternatareswhich for the CEC is continue
rehab or land-based offsets.

MR PEARSON: How - like, how — when we — | guess of the concerns we had
last meeting were if there’s — you know, therets lof land out there and it's capable
of being acquired at a reasonable cost, then skeofirehabilitation, for instance,
failing as an offset strategy for EPBC is a lot ésw If, for instance, there’s 174
hectares and it's very expensive, then obvious$hdrpens the mind around that
risk. So one of the things we did ask was aroustljow much land is there out
there that's capable of discharging this obligatod what are the kind of cost
metrics involved in acquiring that land?
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MR WILLS: The only point of reference | have @sthe properties that were
acquired in recent times being the Brozy propenty the Jerrys Plains properties
and, you know, they are at relative — we are pagipgemium for those sites because
they — you know, there is an understanding of -higbest and best use concept is
not as agricultural property but as biodiversitisef land.

MS KRUK: Yes.
MR WILLS: So we are paying a premium for thatnedst. So it's — it really comes

down to the — that principle of the highest and bes at the time, Tony.

CONTINUED IN TRANSCRIPT-IN-CONFIDENCE
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CONTINUED FROM TRANSCRIPT-IN-CONFIDENCE

DR WILLIAMS: Sorry. Just to clarify — sorry, Gar the offset sites that you've
got, you've purchased the lot of them, have yousu’'¥e not doing them through just
a BioBanking — the normal BioBanking scheme?

MR WILLS: No, no. We have acquired the Wambaef$ are already under
ownership within Wambo.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR WILLS: So that's the Wambo offset and the megd South Wambo offset.
DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR WILLS: And then the Brozy property and thehe Brozy property we've
purchased as tenants in common, but the JerryssPthe Highfields and the
Mangrove sites are owned outright by Glencore.

DR WILLIAMS: Okay. So there’s no BioBanking sstavailable in the area?

MR WILLS: That we could utilise?

MR MERRELL: Not that have available credits. Téis still some — we keep an
eye on the credit market and they do come up fiora to time for people that have
properties that are looking, but at the time —'ctalk for right now, | haven’t done
a search lately — but we did do searches - - -

DR WILLIAMS: On the register?

MR MERRELL: - - - earlier in the register of whats available.

MR PEARSON: How much land out there — what'sdapgortunity set here in
terms of - - -

MR WILLS: For CEC in particular?
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: From — | guess is your question headiogards the scarcity
discussion?

MR PEARSON: Yes, yes. So is there 1000 hectirkesnd that could fit the bill,
or---

MR WILLS: Look - - -

.IPC MEETING 5.2.19 P-50
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MS FARNON: It was at well over 30 was in the eglbut that's owned — a lot of
that is owned privately.

MR PEARSON: 30 what, sorry?

MS FARNON: Thousand hectares — that was — yes.
MR PEARSON: 30,000 hectares. Okay.

MS FARNON: What was their - - -

MR MERRELL: We — 1| can’'t remember. We will talteat on notice to — but we
did do work - - -

MR WILLS: We will take that on notice, Tony. Thargest landholder of CEC is
the — is the Defence Department.

MS FARNON: Yes.

MS KRUK: Have you contemplated having agreemeiitts them? That's
something that I've heard discussed in other pErtee country.

MR WILLS: We haven't at this point at this projepecific level. I'm not sure
within Glencore and Peabody whether we’ve had hdritevel discussion, Robyn,
but it's certainly something that could potentiahy secured.

MS KRUK: Because — and | think they're increagymaware of the fact that they
are a major biodiversity bank in many respectsigsidhow they manage that
resource. I( didn’t even realise that they hatdat they’ve got quite considerable
holdings here, haven't they?

MR WILLS: They do, yes.

MS KRUK: See, it's — the issue for us on anyhade projects is the backdrop of
the rate of land clearing in the state and | haveoubt that will be raised with us,
you know, through some of our submissions as wedl.that's why we focused you
quite deliberately on the regional context and lyow — you know, what is it and
hence obviously the detailed focus on rehabilitatiersus offsets because it will be
a vexed issue ..... vexed issue.

MR WILLS: Yeah. And | guess I'm conscious of #t@ncern around the risk of not
delivering - - -

MS KRUK: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - but as we demonstrated in out lm€eting and through the
publication we gave you, we have got a track redoetiveen both Glencore and
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Peabody, on delivering on rehab and deliveringedralb to a specified standard and
then, inadvertently, delivering on a standard ur fexamples in the Hunter Valley
where it has exceeded that and delivered on the - -

MS KRUK: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - conforming to the CEC. So | haaéigh level of confidence that
we can deliver on our commitments in our rehahibtaplan. The backstop is if it
doesn’t work, we have to buy more land - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - and that comes to your scarcitgaiission around whether - - -
MS KRUK: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - that land would be available.

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: And we will take that on board aroundndonstrating what the
available pool of that type of land is and everpéfally, going to a level of
understanding of the - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - holding interests in that, whethigs - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - you know, Department of Defence-o -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - another government body or whethis private ownership. So
we will - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah. Okay.
MR WILLS: - - - take — we will come back to you that.
MS KRUK: Thank you for that.

MR PEARSON: Could I — | presume the rehabilitatmmnding won't extend to
acquiring land-based offsets. It will just be &éor - - -

MR WILLS: It's purely for the disturbance and - -
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MR PEARSON: Correct.

MR WILLS: - - - that, really, is an action agatias insolvency event - - -
MR PEARSON: Yes. Correct. Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - so that’s protecting that. Itelen’t - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - have any standing with regardsiodiversity offset sites.
MR PEARSON: Yeah, yeah. Okay.

MR WILLS: And | guess — | come back to the fd@ttour staged approach is
saying we can’t move into the next stage until aeehthat next level of - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.
MR WILLS: - - - offsets available, so we’re tatkj, really, around stage 1.
MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: And I recognise your point being thaete could be a residual risk in
stage 1 on the rehab component.

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: However, we're saying that we’ve goetbonfidence in delivering it
and we will come back to you and show you what sleatcity - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - equation looks like.

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MS KRUK: So the reason that'’s significant is sooh@s had to go through the
documentation, you know, when — without having pras presentations. The
importance of that being very clearly put can'tumeleremphasised, | think.

MR WILLS: The scarcity component - - -

MS KRUK: No, no, what does it affect under - - -

MR WILLS: ---orthe---
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MS KRUK: ---..... barriers - - -

MR WILLS: Yes.

MS KRUK: - - - and it might be understood ..awlers at the moment, but you
know, you've articulated it with the detailing algbthe transition arrangements. |
think that was a very - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MS KRUK: - - - insightful exercise to read the tex@al you have put forward.

MR WILLS: Sure. And just to — you know, you gicck up the point, Tony. The
credits that we're talking about that are potehtiat risk for mine rehab for CEC
amounts to just under 2500 credit, which would égjuan a typical yield of around
14:1 ratio of credits to hectares. We're talkilhgat 175 hectare property - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - -in or abouts for that. And we'yast added a property that was
two-hundred and - - -

MS KRUK: Two-hundred-something.

MR PEARSON: Yeah —yeah.

MR WILLS: - --284 — 264 hectares in size, so -
MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: And again, we've shown — we haven'’t hgest sitting on our hands.
We've been demonstrating - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - --and we're progressively acquirirgve’re actively looking for
properties.

MR PEARSON: Yeah, yeah.

MR WILLS: This next slide is really about somdipp discussion around what the

MS KRUK: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - The FBA and etcetera. I'm notigg to - - -
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MR PEARSON: Yeah. No, no. | think we - - -

MR WILLS: | will leave that as being read.

MR PEARSON: Yeah, take that as read.

MR WILLS: And again, | think we’ve really talkezbout - - -

MS KRUK: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - this stage 2 and 3 point arouradrgy - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - through the gate and not beindeaio do the disturbance - - -
MS KRUK: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - until the offsets are in place.

MR PEARSON: Yeah, | think — | think the concehette was more around, you
know, if you — what we — you know, what we wouldnva like to try and avoid is a
situation where you get to the end of stage 1, gocdOming up to stage 2 and you
can’'t — there’s no opportunity for rehabilitatiofisets for EPBC and you can’t find
any suitable land-based offsets. So we have agrt)at’'s, kind of, halfway
through, the project stops and then nothing happatis2041, at which point, then,
the kind of, wind-up process — decommissioning @sscstarts. So it was just trying

to get a confidence level around how likely ihatithe stage 2 and 3 offsets can be
met and the project can then just continue to mddkrough the various stages.

MR WILLS: Yeah. And as | said, we've already gotr half of our CEC credits
for stages 2 and 3 combined, so - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR MERRELL: And the unknown there is obviously athhe Commonwealth —
you know, once the New South Wales process finjshé's approved, then the
Commonwealth will do their own assessment and their conditions and we don’t
know what their conditions may be, their offseb-obviously, from a New South
Wales’ perspective, in that circumstance, you custl pay into the fund and that

MR PEARSON: Correct. Yes, yes.
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MR MERRELL: - - - addresses New South Wales’ rezjuents. The
Commonwealth will — you know, will advise in theonditions what their
requirements are in terms of offsets. Now, alséheumbers are based around the
New South Wales’ process. They may have a difteassessment view as to what
they consider is an adequate offset or not. Yawkrihey may say if the New South
Wales offset requirements are satisfied, that'epiable. Or they might say “Well,
we want this offset or we want that”.

And | suppose that's some of the unknowns thatthatf Commonwealth process
that we won't get an answer to that because theytwoyou know, it progresses
after the New South Wales process. So there’seadiy a risk of not being able to
implement from a New South Wales legislative oigoperspective, because that
can be addressed through the fund. | supposeutbstign mark is if the
Commonwealth requires the same level of offsetstheg don’t, at some point in the
future, approve the fund, then there may be algaq@t But it's —it's an — there’s a
little bit of an unknown there because we don’tialty know what their conditions

MR PEARSON: But why is it unknown, though? Therent regime, | thought,
was actually quite clear, which was that thereois-n -

MR MERRELL: Yes.

MR PEARSON: There is one less pathway undereHerfl regime to offsetting

MR MERRELL: Yes, but they - - -
MR PEARSON: ---andso---

MR MERRELL: They also — they haven't conditionebat their offset
requirements are, so they may say “We want the sdfset as what New South
Wales’ requirements are” or they may require aeddfht type of offset. Now, we
don’t have any information that says that’s whaiytkvill do, but their — the ultimate
decision and conditioning by the Commonwealth tvlldone by the Commonwealth
and it may be exactly the same as the New Soutle$Vabnditions or it may be
different. And | suppose that’s part of my questis comment is there isn’t the risk
— the measures under legislation and policy to marniae risk from a New South
Wales process are all in place. So the — | thiekrisk that the Commission is
asking about relates to the Commonwealth conditams at the moment, we don’t
know what the Commonwealth’s conditions may or maibe and it's — | don’t
know if there’s any opportunity to separate thasksr; | suppose.

DR WILLIAMS: Does that include ..... differencéfset ratios as well?

MR MERRELL: Well, we don’t — | mean, they're - -
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MR WILLS: We expect not, because the bilaterakasment is - - -
DR WILLIAMS: Would — yeah.
MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR MERRELL: The bilateral relates to the asses#rpeocess, but they will make
their own - - -

DR WILLIAMS: Yeah.

MR MERRELL: - - - determination and reserve tight to impose their own
conditions.

DR WILLIAMS: Yeah.
MR PEARSON: Yeah. No, | understand that. Okay.

MR WALLS: Or-andit's Tim Wall. Or, in effeclike what you were saying,
Tony, what compliance action they may take in 3@rgetime, should something not
conformto - - -

MR PEARSON: Yeah.
MR WALLS: - - - where they would like it.
MR PEARSON: Yeah, yeah.

MR WILLS: Sitill in the biodiversity space, we hadhere was further questions
around — we put forward the body of work on theatehctivities across Glencore
particularly. There was a question around havéadeany of those sites
independently verified or successfully used asftset? | guess we have had two
sites in Queensland, Newlands and Rolleston imteasars, '17 and '18, which
have had certification from the Queensland Goventrae— at meeting criteria.

And in late 2018, we put a submission in for oursf8ele Mine, which is in Lake
Macquarie LGA, for 38 hectares of site to be ciedifas meeting completion criteria.
So they're only small pockets, but we have extensiv-

MR ..........0 . record.

MR PEARSON: Could I ask that question the othayaround: have you ever had
a rehabilitation site not accredited? So haveeumr applied, as you have with
Westside Mine, for certification as meeting the ptetion criteria and had that - - -

MR WILLS: Knocked back?

MR PEARSON: Yeah, that certification rejected.
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MR WILLS: I'm not aware of that. | guess it's@of those things where you
wouldn’t put forward a resume with a reference gwat would be unhappy with
their response. So I'm not sure we would put fodrarehab site for certification if
we didn’t think it met the criteria.

MR PEARSON: Yeah. | understand that. But- - -
MR WILLS: Well, so the answer that | - - -

MR PEARSON: Is no.

MR WILLS: - - - am currently aware of and Tim'siro- - -
MR WALLS: Yeah, we would have to come back in.

MR WILLS: - - -in our approval space across @gineup — our expert in that area is
not here today, but we can come back formally - - -

MR PEARSON: Okay. Yeah.
MR WILLS: - - -to say from a Glencore perspeetiv- -
MR PEARSON: Yeah.

MR WILLS: - - - and we may do the same thing witReabody, but certainly no is
the answer that comes to mind.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.
MR WILLS: Aislinn?

MS FARNON: Yes. This is more along the lineshad discussion we were having
about what work we were undertaking in improving mhabilitation. So we’re
currently participating in the ACARP project of &slishing self-sustaining
ecological mine rehab that achieves recognisedgimal communities. And that's
just to — you know, to further demonstrate thatemehab can support recognisable
and self-sustaining ecological communities thattrtfee conservation advice,
particularly for the CEC, which is obviously theug of the day, when it comes to
biodiversity.

As written there, the project also aims to prowige mining industry with more
guidance of how to improve ecological rehab and #iso improving our

monitoring techniques and our way of reporting #nad building on a lot of the
work that has already been undertaken at Mount Qufemhich has been a lot of
work undertaken with the University of Newcastleepthe years. So it’s building on
that work but moving into particularly looking ahat the requirements are for the
CEC itself. And hopefully we will get some — diktfindings from that project we
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will put into practice on our site and I'm sure amy other site that we have those
requirements upon us, so - - -

MR PEARSON: Good. Thank you.

MR WILLS: Moving onto the voids. And the questithat was posed to us last
time around is what's the most desirable envirortalesutcome in relation to the
Wambo void, setting aside the economics assocwitidt and any other
considerations there may be. In our view, it the-most desirable environmental
outcome for the Wambo void is to mitigate groundwaeepage from the void and
continue to have it act as a long-term groundwsitéde and manage the groundwater
level, so it does not report to the North WamboeRralluvium.

So we’ve done a lot of work since our meeting badRecember around
groundwater modelling. And | guess there was ament that was made, Tony,
where you had read in the document that if bynfijlin the Wambo void that
groundwater would only report to the United voidiarot report anywhere else. And
I guess we will talk about that, in the sense thabes report to the United void, but
it does report elsewhere and it does report, mopoitantly, to the North Wambo
Creek alluvium. And we will show you what that ksdike.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: So, again, our proposal of having theambo void specifically as an
open void and acting as a groundwater sink it stipddy — we have an argument
from an economics perspective and we have an amjuinoen an environmental
outcome perspective. It's a bit hard to see tiperé in the right-hand side, but what
we’re trying to demonstrate here is the excavatedsawithin the Wambo void lease
are. So this is the depth of mining, so orientatiase it's slightly twisted to the
north more. So you’ve got the united void hergtanright-hand side, the mined-out
area and you've got the Wambo void with the dropad@s part of the project
application. And then these areas here are atsmthed-out areas that are already
pre-existing from Wambo’s historical mining actigs.

And what we're trying to demonstrate here is thatriot just the void that has the —
that takes the groundwater level, it's also satomathrough the spoil. And that
connectivity from that void is not just to the Usrdtvoid, it connects all the way
down and into the North Wambo Creek alluvium dowenreh And we will go

through that in a moment. But ultimately what hexppis groundwater will recharge
in this area, gets to roughly the level of RL85 #meh it essentially spills in three
directions: (1) to a lesser extent to United; t(Pa letter extent to the Hunter Valley
void across the road; and (3) to the most sigaifi@xtent, reports to the alluvium in
the North Wambo Creek. Where are we? It's jumgirgund on me. So this is to
show the lines associated with three different ades.

So the blue line is where we have both voids’ whseel recovering to. The black
line is the natural surface and that's the natsmaface that is RL85 at the North
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Wambo Creek alluvium area, which connects dowhat bottom southern-western
corner on that slide | showed you previously. Tdéeline is if we fill the Wambo
void but leave the United void open. And you cee kere the water will recover
above natural surface of the — at the North WamitaeCand will then report to the
North Wambo Creek. The yellow line is also fillimgboth voids. And it just
essentially — and this is the effect on the Northinvido Creek, it takes longer to
recharge itself to the point, because we're fillinghe United void as well, and gets
to the similar outcome and does report to the Ndftmbo Creek ultimately as well,
whereas the blue line is the recovery level whervibids are open and operating as
saline groundwater sinks.

MR PEARSON: Sinks, right. And so it draws water

MR WILLS: So the evaporative effect - - -

MR PEARSON: - - - and then evaporates.

MR WILLS: The evaporative effect is operatingtfiis regard.
MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR WILLS: In the filling in of the voids, the eparative effect is not working, so
it's now allowing that groundwater level of rechar@nd continue to rise. And then
that extent that | was demonstrating here is ithiea to a point — and if we can
assume, say, a bathtub filling all the way over ildesn’t just spill in — it's spilling
in different directions, but one spills quickertithe other. And we’re all talking
about regional levels in the order of roughly RL&Se to United, but there’s some
permeability-related issues there, but we're nowimgpthrough the spoil, because
there are some hard barriers through this conmeboe. But we're talking about
old spoil coming back in this area here, so it'sving to the North Wambo Creek.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: This is showing a cross section — almig ts the cross section here,
which is — this is the natural topography line, ethis incorporating the ex-pit dump
for the project. So this point here is roughlyhe middle there and this batter down
and that there is the location of the creek, wisghst in that region there. So you
can see there that’s the surface that is — so RiL8% surface. This is obviously the
sub-surface alluvium impact. But you can see thegegreen line is filling in both —
leaving both voids open, operating as the grouneimsihks. The other lines are
when we're filling in either Montrose only or Wambaly and also filling in both
United and Wambo. So it does have an environméntzdct, where the
groundwater level does recover and essentiallyrtepo North Wambo Creek. So |
guess that - - -

MR PEARSON: Is there more information behind timserms of the assumptions
you've used, and some sensitivities around thosenagtions, and - - -
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MR WILLS: We've got the groundwater modelling.

MR MERRELL: It's done using the same model asdtreer work.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR MERRELL: But | mean, yes, there’s more worknddehind it, so - - -

MR PEARSON: Is there a way to just package tpanusomething neat that we
can look at, that - - -

MR WILLS: In terms of a report?

MR PEARSON: Yes, or just — | mean, it doesn'td&w be long, but just something
that kind of elaborates a little bit more on sorhthe underlying work that feeds

into these outputs.

MR WILLS: Sure.

MR MERRELL: Sure.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Also in a way, | think, you would bappy for it to be, obviously,
put up on our website.

MR WILLS: Yes. We can — we take that on notice.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: And we will get that sent back to you.

MR PEARSON: That would be great. Thank you.

MR WILLS: Okay. So, this is that illustration tife bath tub effect, and where the
flows are directing, and the — so, the — the ortbeatop is both voids operating as
groundwater sinks, and so you can see there thatrddominant flows from the
spoils are back towards the voids.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: With Wambo open, you can now see thaits to a point where starts
to discharge to the alluvium and into the spoilj afso - - -

MR ..........0 ... that is.

MR WILLS: Wambo closed, sorry.
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MR ............ Wambo closed.
MR WILLS: What did | say?
MR PEARSON: Wambo closes. Yes. Backfill. Yes.

MR WILLS: Wambo closed, | mean, so Wambo voitk€llin. United void still
open.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: So you can see there the transfer. #mbigger the line, the greater
the flow. And then the other one below here ishhatids filled in. And you can see
there the flows. And this is the connectivity, lbtd the Wollombi Brook directly,
but also to the North Wambo Creek.

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.
MR WILLS: That's right.
MR PEARSON: That's very useful.

MR WILLS: There was the work around — the quesaoound how do we get from
$450 million in the first iteration to 777.

MR PEARSON: Just seemed like every time we askednumber got bigger.
MS KRUK: ..... variants ..... variants.

MR WILLS: And I guess the history there was ayva&mplistic approach, back in
the first question in the response to submissiaas,— we took a life of mine
average number which was reflective of both exdpiping, in terms of mining
activities, so the truck fleet requirements areaged across the life of the mine, so
it includes the ex-pit workload. We’re using mémgcks, and then, when you're at
steady state, and you're dumping back in pit, y@u'sing less trucks. So that’s
reflective of that long-term average, which was$Beer BCM. In the second
round — and that was — so the one thing that’staobhss the 150 million cubes. That
hasn’'t changed; it's just the cost per the maten@ement.

In the second round, where we got to the 630, wa Weough and looked at the
detail around — “Okay, well this is not a life ofrma truck haul; this is a hire truck
usage” — and we got to the $4.20 per BCM, and wa #iso considered the fact that
we needed to re-establish rehabilitation, so tivare some more work to be done
around the shaping of the dump. We were winniegniaterial as well as the
rehabilitation activities on the area that we’'rstaging.

.IPC MEETING 5.2.19 P-62
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

So that’s how we got to the 630. And then, totgehe 777 — so the — the material is
still the same, so it's still 150 million cubes. eWlid a lot more detailed mine
planning, but, incidentally, it came out at, stipund the $4.20. | think it was $4.22
per BCM — the mining cost associated with the trac#l the excavator activities —
but importantly we added the additional six yedrs because we were extending
the life of the project by six years, we then hadiaintain the overheads to manage
the operation, so - - -

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR WILLS: - - - it was the addition of having tlaelditional insurance, the
additional people — from a staffing point of viemdaa supervision perspective. It's
all those other things that carry on - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - -to allow the site to carry on thae then added to the project in
the final assessment - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - for the $777 million.

MR PEARSON: And presumably that would delay teim of your bond.

MR WILLS: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Right. And does that include anyts@ssociated with - - -

MR WILLS: We haven't costed that bond in here.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: We could have another go, and interest. - - -

MR PEARSON: No, no, no, no. Please. | thinle#dis good enough.

MR WILLS: Yes. So that’s really — and it wasa'joal-seeking exercise; it was
actually taking a more granular assessment eaertomd. And the first response
was a very high-level, “Here’s our offer — mine eage, truck and shovel costs — $3
— bang, that’s the number.”

MR PEARSON: Yes. We mind find the fourth go gdesvn.

MR WILLS: | don't think so, Tony.
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DR WILLIAMS: Gary, would that also delay the eogical mine rehabilitation, as
well — the timetable?

MR WILLS: Well, it would, but more importantly would disturb some of those
areas that we had planned to rehabilitate.

DR WILLIAMS: Okay. Yes.

MR WILLS: So, we wouldn’t go and rehabilitate the¢o the ecological ..... level
that we were achieving if we knew they were gom@e¢ re-disturbed in the future.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR WILLS: We would only temporarily rehabilitateem, to manage dust and the
like, but we would not be establishing those comities

MR PEARSON: So the disturbed area — just pickipgn that point, actually — the
disturbed area — is that area the area that iesttg the longest period of
rehabilitation? So is that the stuff that kind ef-

MR WILLS: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - is being rehabbed way back en -

MR WILLS: Yes.

MR PEARSON: - - - you know, 2020, or something?

MR WILLS: Yes.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: It will be the material closest to tpé. So, we've gone and done an
optimised plan, where we look at winning the maileait the lowest cost — so the
closest material to the void — but the cost coma® the fact you're taking it from,
potentially, an RL of 195 down to an RL of 40, intkit is, in the pit bottom. So, it's
a long haul. You can'’t just back the truck uphe edge of the dump and just tip it
over; you've got to — from a safety and an envinental perspective, you've got to
drive it down to the bottom and start building yowmps up.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: So---

MR PEARSON: So it's essentially the rehab that gat the highest ecological
value that you would be disturbing.

.IPC MEETING 5.2.19 P-64
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

MR WILLS: That we would be disturbing, yes.
MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay. | understand.
MR WILLS: Well, the longest established.
MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay. Sorry. Yes. yes.

MR WILLS: Because it's the — it's part — wellsit- if you look at it from that ex-
pit dump, that will be complete year 6.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: The majority of it will — all of that vil be at a rehabilitation
implementation phase at the end of year 7/ye&@dme of those lower slopes of that
dump will have already been rehabilitated progkesgj and it's just as we get to the
top. Andso - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: So yes, there is the effect of distundpialready rehabilitated areas to
then go and rehabilitate this 111 hectares acroigsdites.

MR PEARSON: | think there was one other - - -
MR WILLS: There was another question, sorry - - -
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - which the slide is hidden, andittwas a breakdown — further
information in relation to the impact on the finadiability of the project of filling
the Wambo Void. | guess in response to thatpibsjust an economic consequence.
It's the environmental consequence that we've destrated in the earlier slides, but
| still maintain the position that it is unecononfiie us to fill the void in, recognise
it's the lesser of the two numbers, the $176 millior the Wambo Void and $600
million for United. The net present value of tBa76 million at seven per centis in
the order of $30 million.

MR PEARSON: Yes, that's right.

MR WILLS: Our net surplus for the project wadhie order of $270 million. So
we’re talking about a material element of our nephus - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: - - - being consumed - - -
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MR PEARSON: What do you mean by - - -

MR WILLS: - - - by this rehabilitation activity.

MR PEARSON: What do you mean by “net surplus™?
MR WILLS: Well, the net benefit for - - -

MR PEARSON: The NPV of the project.

MR WILLS: The NPV for the investment decision- -
MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: - - - of two hundred and seventy — $268lion.

MR PEARSON: Yes, okay.

MR WILLS: So we’'re talking, you know, 10 per ceaxitthe project would be — over

10 per cent of the — it's a material number.
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: So it’s still uneconomic - - -
MR PEARSON: Yes, okay.

MR WILLS: - - -inregards, not to mention thevennmental cost of the
groundwater recharging and going offsite.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: Now that’s just the United Void or--
MR WILLS: That's the Wambo Void.

DR WILLIAMS: The Wambo.

MR WILLS: That's the smaller of the two.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. Yes. Sorry. The Wambo Void.
MR WILLS: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes.
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MR WALLS: It's Tim Walls. Which is again similao that sort of $7 million per
hectare - - -

MR WILLS: Correct. So - - -

MR WALLS: - - - sort of scheme.

MR PEARSON: So | think there was a — there’sexpdent of — | think it was the
Wilpinjong project, which is a Peabody project) anderstand it, where backfilling
was actually required as part of the project. that have the same environmental —
are there parallels here? Is it — did that hageesdme environmental sort of - - -
MR ALEXANDER: No.

MR PEARSON: - - - impacts and issues that weairsg here, oris it - - -

MR ALEXANDER: Yes. A different circumstance givesort of, where the — with
the geology and the final landform, we ended uptioeite — we were able to get one
of the final voids to actually blend in with thedl landscape - - -

MR PEARSON: Right.

MR ALEXANDER: - - - and bring it up into a hillral that was effectively just
because the topography allowed us to do that.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR ALEXANDER: We still ended up with the otherids but that void in pit 8 —
we were able to sort of bring down the ..... swds a spilling - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes. Okay.

MR ALEXANDER: It was a spilling area.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR WILLS: And again, we are talking about two apged voids — still

maintaining two voids — but importantly, we've dato separate mining locations
and we went through that back in the previous pitasen in February 2018 where
we talked about the different horizons and theitghib be able to join them because
the economics aren’t there to do so.

MR PEARSON: Yes. That's right.

MR WILLS: So that are two distinct, separate mghareas.

MR PEARSON: Yes.
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MR WILLS: It's not the mega-pit that's being potally portrayed through the
media at times.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: They are two separate mining areas tuede — each mining area has
its own final void, so - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes. I think that was — with theieav project, that was quite a

useful exercise for us, actually, to get that sietext. I'm sure it's on the agenda
for this site trip, but to get that understandifidow the layout limits the ability to

bring together to the two pits was quite useful.

MR WILLS: Yes. Yes.
MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: So moving on to the final question, whiwas the sunset clause, and
look, | guess there is a sunset clause associatkedhe joint venture. It is linked to
a timeframe that, should the approvals not be gririhe joint venture would be
possibly terminated unless extended by agreemetitebjpint venture participants.
That sunset clause is, ideally, commercially semsihformation, however | can
make the comment — and Micheal will support me heiethe sense that the other
overriding factor is that delays to this projectang that the existing Wambo open
cuts current consent expires in December 2020.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: There’s still —there's an effect artkte is a need to have a decision
made on this project to allow either a modificatiorgo in or to — there is a sunset
clause, which means the joint venture would dissolv

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: Possibly dissolve.

MR PEARSON: Okay.

MR ALEXANDER: Yes. So, you know, Wambo is a difflt position at the
moment, given the timing, that - - -

MR PEARSON: Yes.
MR ALEXANDER: - - - you know, we’ve got a fairdel time in a modification

that's required for the end of 2020 to keep theengning because we haven’t
finished mining those reserves that are under xistieg consent.
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MR PEARSON: So what — | mean, what contingeneiss that’s obviously one of
the risks around a delay but if there are othesydefor other reasons, what are the
other sort of big risks and mitigation strategiesttyou’'ve got?

MR WILLS: It's not a trigger. The sunset clauseot an absolute trigger that, as
soon as you reach that point, it's gone.

MR PEARSON: Yes.

MR WILLS: It's by — we can extend by agreementtfte two joint venture
participants.

MR PEARSON: Right. | mean, I'm happy to reddd¢he commissioners feel like
that date is relevant and ask that question - - -

MS KRUK: The 2020 - - -

MR PEARSON: No. No. The sunset clause dat¢hi®DV but I'm also happy not
to ask that question.

MS KRUK: Well, put that to the company.

MR WILLS: We're prepared to provide you the infaation, provided it's redacted
from the transcript.

MR PEARSON: Redacted. Okay. We're happy to ceda

CONTINUED IN TRANSCRIPT-IN-CONFIDENCE
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CONTINUED FROM TRANSCRIPT-IN-CONFIDENCE

MR PEARSON: Okay. Well, that's helpful from mgnspective. I'm just
checking through, very quickly now, whether there @ny other outstanding issues
that I've got and maybe if you've got any other spins - - -

MS KRUK: No. I mean, you would understand, olngly, after a public meeting
tomorrow - - -

MR WILLS: Thursday.

MS KRUK: No. Thursday. There may be some oibmues that arise, so - - -
MR WILLS: Sure.

MS KRUK: But can |, as obviously a commissiortatthas taken this process on
later on, thank you for the detail with which yoe'provided following both the
review and the earlier session with the commissgne

MR WILLS: Thank you, Robyn.

MS KRUK: Very useful.

DR WILLIAMS: Yes. Thanks for updating everythifrgm the 6 December
meeting.

MR WILLS: Yes.

DR WILLIAMS: That has been really helpful.

MR WILLS: Yes. Pleasure.

MR PEARSON: Yes. I've got nothing further andduld like to add my
appreciation. The questions that came out ofgbkedession — that was quite a little
bit of work on your part and the detail with whighu’ve come back is certainly very
helpful for us, so thank you very much.

MR WILLS: All right.

MR PEARSON: | might draw the meeting to a cldsere.

RECORDING CONCLUDED [12.57 pm]
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