BANDANNA =S

ABN 34 009 356 665

5 February 2013

|S§.3 iFelevantinfermatiomnt | Nf or mat | on

Den-lo Park
SPRINGSURE QLD 4722

Dea rl S5/3 ifrelevant inferﬁeioﬁl

RE: Proposed Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project — Notice of Environmental Impact Statement

Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd (SCC), a wholly-owned subsidiary of Bandanna'Energy Limited, has
prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as part of our.proposal to develop an
underground coal mine near Springsure, Central Queensland. The“EIS is-about to be released for
public review and comment.

The enclosed EIS Notice provides information on when and how'submissions can be made on the
EIS. We will post a courtesy copy of the EIS to you on/Monday 11 February 2013 for your perusal.
Your copy will be stored on a USB memory stick.f you would prefer a complimentary paper copy of
the EIS, however, then please contact SCC using the'details below.

The EIS described in the attached Noticeraddresses the mine only. Separate approval processes are
to be sought for the proposed transport:and.infrastructure corridor connecting the mine and the rail
loading facility to be located at Triumph Creek, as well as the proposed workforce accommodation
village.

We would welcome the apportunity to discuss the EIS document with you in person and answer any
questions you may have:We propose to contact you to arrange a convenient time for this meeting.

In the meantime, if youwould like more information about the proposed project then please contact
SCC directly by telephoning [ssEbi®E¢soed inf or emailing enquires@springsurecreekproject.com.au.
Alternatively, for further information regarding the EIS process for this proposal, please contact the
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection’s EIS Coordinator by telephoning QGOV
(13 74 68) or emailing eis@ehp.qld.gov.au.

Yours faithfuﬂy,,
ssf@bM@R(rso@ inf

Michael Gray
Managing Director

Enc: EIS Notice

REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE POSTAL ADDRESS
Level 4, 260 Queen Street GPO Box 5227

ISBANE, QLD 4000 . BRISBANE QL ;Pgé
$§ é§%3041 4400 www.band%%n@leeneugy.com.au F: 6 ?%%Ji 4.



Memorandum

Enquiries
Telephone

Our reference

13 February 2013
To:

Through:

From:

Subject:

Monika Rhodes
3330 6293

CBD/111013

Frank Loeken

Philip Rowland, Project Manager, Statewide Environmental Assessments (SEA)
Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA

Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project — EIS

Dear Mr Loeken

The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the — Springsure Creek Goal Mine Project will be released
tomorrow for public viewing.

It would be appreciated if you could arrange for the attached EIS to be made available for public display at
your location from Thursday 14 February 2013 to Wednesday 27 March 2013. Also enclosed for display
purposes is the public notice for the project.

Please do not return the documents at the completion of the review period.

Should you have any queries regarding.this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on (07) 3330 6293.

Yours sincerely

Monika Rhodes
EIS Coordinator

Statewide Environmental Assessments

13-081

400 George Street

Brisbane Queensland 4000
Australia

PO Box 2454

Brisbane Queensland 4001
Australia

Telephone (07) 3330 6293
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754
Website www.derm.qgld.gov.au
ABN 46 640 294 485
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Memorandum

Enquiries Monika Rhodes
Telephone 3330 6293
Our reference CBD/111013

31 January 2013

To: Tenille Nielsen

Through: Philip Rowland, Project Manager, SEA
From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA
Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project — EIS
Dear Tenille

The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Springsure Creek Coal'Mine Project will be released on 14
February 2013. The proponent, Springsure Creek Coal Pty Litd,/propeses to develop an underground coal
mine operation located approximately 47 kilometres south-east of Emerald in central Queensland

As part of the EIS process, it would be appreciated if you could provide comments from EHP’s review team
on the EIS for the above referenced project.

The public comment period on the EIS for this projectsstarts on Thursday 14 February 2013 and ends on
Wednesday 27 March 2013. Please provide commentsto the SEA Unit by Friday 15 March 2013.

| will establish on the 14/02/2013 a folder on T:\City\Springsure Creek where electronic copies of the EIS,
TOR and response template will be saved. Please ensure that your assigned reviewers should prepare all
comments in accordance with that'template located on T drive.

The EIS can also be accessed on the proponent’s web site: <www.springsurecreekproject.com.aus.

The hard copies and DVDs, including shape files will be send to you through the proponent. Could you also
please arrange for the distribution of the library copies and EIS notice? Many thanks.

Should you have any‘queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone (07) 3330
6293 or by email to <monika.rhodes@ehp.gld.gov.au>.

Yours sincerely

Monika Rhodes
EIS Coordinator
Statewide Environmental Assessments

400 George Street

Brisbane Queensland 4000
Australia

PO Box 2454

Brisbane Queensland 4001
Australia

Telephone (07) 3330 6293
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754
Website www.derm.qgld.gov.au
ABN 46 640 294 485
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Memorandum

Enquiries Monika Rhodes
Telephone 3330 6293
Our reference CBD/111013

31 January 2013

To: Tenille Nielsen

Through: Philip Rowland, Project Manager, SEA
From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA
Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project — EIS
Dear Tenille

The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Springsure Creek Coal'Mine Project will be released on 14
February 2013. The proponent, Springsure Creek Coal Pty Litd,/propeses to develop an underground coal
mine operation located approximately 47 kilometres south-east of Emerald in central Queensland

As part of the EIS process, it would be appreciated if you could provide comments from EHP’s review team
on the EIS for the above referenced project.

The public comment period on the EIS for this projectsstarts on Thursday 14 February 2013 and ends on
Wednesday 27 March 2013. Please provide commentsto the SEA Unit by Friday 15 March 2013.

| will establish on the 14/02/2013 a folder on T:\City\Springsure Creek where electronic copies of the EIS,
TOR and response template will be saved. Please ensure that your assigned reviewers should prepare all
comments in accordance with that'template located on T drive.

The EIS can also be accessed on the proponent’s web site: <www.springsurecreekproject.com.aus>.

The hard copies and DVDs, including shape files will be send to you through the proponent. Could you also
please arrange for the distribution of the library copies and EIS notice? Many thanks.

Should you have any‘queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone (07) 3330
6293 or by email to <monika.rhodes@ehp.gld.gov.au>.

Yours sincerely

Monika Rhodes
EIS Coordinator
Statewide Environmental Assessments

400 George Street

Brisbane Queensland 4000
Australia

PO Box 2454

Brisbane Queensland 4001
Australia

Telephone (07) 3330 6293
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754
Website www.derm.qgld.gov.au
ABN 46 640 294 485
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Memorandum

Enquiries Monika Rhodes
Telephone 3330 6293
Our reference CBD/111

31 January 2013

To: Wolf Sievers

Through: Philip Rowland, Project Manager, SEA
From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA
Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project — EIS
Dear Wolf

The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Springsure Creek Coal'Mine Project will be released on 14
February 2013. The proponent, Springsure Creek Coal Pty Litd,/propeses to develop an underground coal
mine operation located approximately 47 kilometres south-east of Emerald in central Queensland

As part of the EIS process, it would be appreciated if you could provide comments from EHP’s review team
on the EIS for the above referenced project.

The public comment period on the EIS for this projectsstarts on Thursday 14 February 2013 and ends on
Wednesday 27 March 2013. Please provide commentsto the SEA Unit by Friday 15 March 2013.

| will establish on the 14/02/2013 a folder on T:\City\Springsure Creek where electronic copies of the EIS,
TOR and response template will be saved. Please ensure that your assigned reviewers should prepare all
comments in accordance with that'template located on T drive.

The EIS can also be accessed on the proponent’s web site: <www.springsurecreekproject.com.aus>.

Should you have any queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone (07) 3330
6293 or by email to <monika.rhodes@ehp.gld.gov.aus>.

Yours sincerely

Monika Rhodes
EIS Coordinator
Statewide Environmental Assessments

400 George Street

Brisbane Queensland 4000
Australia

PO Box 2454

Brisbane Queensland 4001
Australia

Telephone (07) 3330 6293
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754
Website www.derm.qgld.gov.au
ABN 46 640 294 485

13-081 DL FileH Page 5 of 86



Memorandum

Enquiries Monika Rhodes
Telephone 3330 6293
Our reference CBD/111013

31 January 2013

To: Tenille Nielsen

Through: Philip Rowland, Project Manager, SEA
From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA
Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project — EIS
Dear Tenille

The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Springsure Creek Coal'Mine Project will be released on 14
February 2013. The proponent, Springsure Creek Coal Pty Litd,/propeses to develop an underground coal
mine operation located approximately 47 kilometres south-east of Emerald in central Queensland

As part of the EIS process, it would be appreciated if you could provide comments from EHP’s review team
on the EIS for the above referenced project.

The public comment period on the EIS for this projectsstarts on Thursday 14 February 2013 and ends on
Wednesday 27 March 2013. Please provide commentsto the SEA Unit by Friday 15 March 2013.

| will establish on the 14/02/2013 a folder on T:\City\Springsure Creek where electronic copies of the EIS,
TOR and response template will be saved. Please ensure that your assigned reviewers should prepare all
comments in accordance with that'template located on T drive.

The EIS can also be accessed on the proponent’s web site: <www.springsurecreekproject.com.aus.

The hard copies and DVDs, including shape files will be send to you through the proponent. Could you also
please arrange for the distribution of the library copies and EIS notice? Many thanks.

Should you have any‘queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone (07) 3330
6293 or by email to <monika.rhodes@ehp.gld.gov.au>.

Yours sincerely

Monika Rhodes
EIS Coordinator
Statewide Environmental Assessments

400 George Street

Brisbane Queensland 4000
Australia

PO Box 2454

Brisbane Queensland 4001
Australia

Telephone (07) 3330 6293
Facsimile (07) 3330 5754
Website www.derm.qgld.gov.au
ABN 46 640 294 485
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Memorandum

Enquiries Monika Rhodes
Telephone 3330 6293
Our reference CBD/111

31 January 2013

To: Wolf Sievers

Through: Philip Rowland, Project Manager, SEA
From: Monika Rhodes, EIS Coordinator, SEA
Subject: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project — EIS
Dear Wolf

The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Springsure Creek Coal'Mine Project will be released on 14
February 2013. The proponent, Springsure Creek Coal Pty Litd,/propeses to develop an underground coal
mine operation located approximately 47 kilometres south-east of Emerald in central Queensland

As part of the EIS process, it would be appreciated if you could provide comments from EHP’s review team
on the EIS for the above referenced project.

The public comment period on the EIS for this projectsstarts on Thursday 14 February 2013 and ends on
Wednesday 27 March 2013. Please provide commentsto the SEA Unit by Friday 15 March 2013.

| will establish on the 14/02/2013 a folder on T:\City\Springsure Creek where electronic copies of the EIS,
TOR and response template will be saved. Please ensure that your assigned reviewers should prepare all
comments in accordance with that'template located on T drive.

The EIS can also be accessed on the proponent’s web site: <www.springsurecreekproject.com.aus.

Should you have any queries regarding this matter please do not hesitate to contact me on telephone (07) 3330
6293 or by email to <monika.rhodes@ehp.qld.gov.au>.

Yours sincerely

Monika Rhodes
EIS Coordinator
Statewide Environmental Assessments

400 George Street

Brisbane Queensland 4000

Australia

PO Box 2454

Brisbane Queensland 4001

Australia

Telephone (07) 3330 6293

Facsimile (07) 3330 5754

Website www.derm.qgld.gov.au

ABN 46 640 294 485 Rq
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Client Ref:
File Ref:

Queensland
Government

30 May 2013

Bandanna Energy Ltd

Attention: Pete Jones

Environmental Approvals Coordinator
Level 4, 260 Queen Street
BRISBANE QLD 4000

Dear Sir,
Groundwater Investigations — Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project

| refer to submissions made by this department in relation to the groundwater investigations
as part of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and our/diseussions at your Queen
Street offices on 10 May 2013 regarding these groundwater.submissions in relation to the
Supplementary EIS (SEIS) process.

This department’s submission to the EIS on groundwater.issues included a
recommendation to upgrade the groundwater model and to seek a peer review of that
model. It was also confirmed at the meetingreferred to above that this continues to be the
position of this department.

You have advised that your consultants are continuing to work on the collection of data and
upgrading of the groundwater model and.that this is expected to be completed by the 31
May 2013 in line with the SEIS process. You have also advised that the model may not be
peer reviewed as part of this process.

This department’s pasitionin relation to the upgrade and peer review of the groundwater
model will be reconfirmed with the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection as
part of the SEIS process.

It should also be noted that at the point of application for a dewatering licence under the
Water Act 2000, it will be a requirement to supply all relevant data in relation to the potential
impacts on groundwater and groundwater users from a representative groundwater model
which has been peer reviewed

Should you have any further enquiries please contact me on (07) 5433 7714.

Schepd|§) R¢rsopd] infrmatigy N g

KE Meacle for
Ashley Bleakley
Principal Project Officer

Level 1, 209 Bolsover Street,
Rockhampton

PO Box 1762 Rockhampton
Queensland 4700

Telephone 1800 822 100
Facsimile 4999 6904
Website www.dnrm.qgld.gov.au

13-081 DL FileH Page 8 of 86



SPRINGSURE ===
RSN CREEK

ABN 73 119 713 601

1 May 2013

The Chief Executive

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

C/-Mr Philip Rowland (A/Director, Statewide Environmental Assessments)
Level 8, 400 George Street

Brisbane QLD 4000

Copy to:

The Chief Executive

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

C/-Mr Philip Rowland (A/Director, Statewide Environmental Assessments)
GPO Box 2452

Brisbane QLD 4001

RE: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) — request for
extension of time to respond to submissions

Dear Philip

Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd (SCC) as the proponent for the Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project,
writes to request an extension of time beyond the statutory period of 20 business days to respond
to submissions made on the EIS, as per section*56(3)(b) of the Environmental Protection Act 1994
(Qld) (EP Act).

The current end date for the response period is Thursday 9 May 2013. SCC hereby requests that this
period is extended to Friday 31 May. 2013.

The allowance of additional time is necessary for the SCC project team to consider the submissions
and provide the information required under section 56(2) of the EP Act.

Should you have any questions concerning the above request to extend the period, please do not
hesitate to contact Pete Jones (Environmental Approvals Coordinator) on

We look forward to hearing from you soon.
Yours sincerely

Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd
AP Bersor”

Vlichael Gray
Managing Director

REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE POSTAL ADDRESS
Level 4, 260 Queen Street GPO Box 5227
BRISBANE, QLD 4000 BRISBANE QLD 4001
T: 61 7 3041 4400 F: 61 7 3041 4444
13-081 L File H Page 9 of 86



SPRINGSURE s
SN CREEK

ABN 73 119 713 601

24 May 2013

The Chief Executive

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

C/-Mr Philip Rowland (A/Director, Statewide Environmental Assessments)
Level 8, 400 George Street

Brisbane Queensland 4000

Copy to:

The Chief Executive

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

C/-Mr Philip Rowland (A/Director, Statewide Environmental Assessments)
GPO Box 2452

Brisbane Qld 4001

RE: Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project Environmental Impact. Statement (EIS) — request for further
extension of time to respond to submissions

Dear Philip,

Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd (SCC) as the proponent for the Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project,
writes to request an additional extension of time beyond Friday 31 May to respond to submissions

made on the EIS, as per section 56(3)(b) of the Environmental Protection Act 1994 (Qld) (EP Act).

The current agreed end date for the response period is Friday 31 May 2013. SCC hereby requests
that this period is extended to Friday 21 June 2013.

The allowance of additional time is necessary for the SCC project team to undertake ecological
baseline studies of the creek systems on ‘Springton’ and ‘Arcturus Downs’ properties. This activity is
being carried out in response to the Department’s concerns (as raised at meeting on 9 May) that
these creek systems have not been adequately described within the EIS.

Should you have any questions concerning the above request to extend the period, please do not
hesitate to contact Pete Jones (Environmental Approvals Coordinator) on[ss@pig) B¢rsoa i

We look forward to hearing from you soon.

Yours sincerely,

PR ,

el g
ManagingiDirector

‘ Springsutg Creek Coal Pty Ltd

REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE POSTAL ADDRESS
Level 4, 260 Queen Street GPO Box 5227
BRISBANE, QLD 4000 BRISBANE QLD 4001
T: 617 3041 4400 F: 61730414444

13-081 www.bandahnGb8dryy.com.au Page 10 of 86
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SPRINGSURE

This presentation (Presentation) has been prepared by Bandanna Energy Limited (ABN 34 009 356 665) {Bandanna).

Summary information

This Presentation contains summary information about Bandanna and its activities current as at the date of this Presentation. The information in this
Presentation is of general background and does not purport to be complete. It should be read in conjunction with Bandanna’s other periodic and
continuous disclosure announcements lodged with the Australian Securities Exchange, which are available at www.asx.com.au.

Not financial product advice

This Presentation is for information purposes only and is not a prospectus under Australian Law finangial product or investment advice or a
recommendation to acquire Bandanna shares and has been prepared without taking into actount the objectives, financial situation or needs of
individuals. Before making an investment decision prospective investors should considerthe appropriateness of the information having regard to their
own objectives, financial situation and needs and seek legal and taxation advice appropriateto their jurisdiction. Bandanna is not licensed to provide
financial product advice in respect of Bandanna shares. Cooling off rights do not apply to the acquisition of Bandanna shares.

Financial data
All dollar values are in Australian dollars {AS} unless other stated.

Future performance
This presentation may contain certain statements and projections provided by or on behalf of Bandanna with respect to anticipated future

Pl

undertakings. Forward looking words such as, “expect”, “should”,“could”, “may”, “predict”, “plan”, “will”, “believe”, “forecast”, “estimate”, “target”
and other similar expressions are intended to identify forward-looking statements within the meaning of securities laws of applicable jurisdictions.
Indications of, and guidance on, future earnings and financial position and performance are also forward-looking statements. These forward-looking
statements reflect various assumptions by or on behalf of Bandanna. Accordingly, these statements are subject to significant business, economic and
competitive uncertainties and contingencies associated with exploration and/or mining which may be beyond the control of Bandanna which could
cause actual resuits or trends to differ materially; including but not limited to price fluctuations, exploration results, ore reserve and mineral resource
estimation, environmental risks, general opefating risks, commodity, legislative and regulatory changes, project delay, ability to meet additional funding
requirements, factors relating to title to properties, native title and aboriginal heritage issues, dependence on key personnel, share price volatility,
approvals and cost estimates. Consequently, there can be no assurance that such statements and projections will be realised. Neither Bandanna, or any
of its affiliates, advisers, consultants, agents or any of their respective officers or employees make any representations as to the accuracy or
completeness of any such statement of projections or that any forecasts will be achieved. Such forward-looking statements only speak as to the date of
this Presentation and Bandanna assumes no obligation to update such information.




Toilets

Ladies - are located outside the glass door and the
far right past.the lifts

Men's — are located past'thé’glass doors and to the

left
Fire Escapes 3"—

Are located to the left of the front glass door and also
to the right of the men’s toilet
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1 Project overview

2 EIS Process and Qutcomes

3 Consultation Activities

4 Questions
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Project Overview
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Drift animation




| SPRINGSURE

Mine progress
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SPRINGSURE
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Subsidence animation




EIS seeks to inform approval
decision for mine only (i.e. area
within MLA 70486)

Offsite infrastructure to be
assessed through separate
approvals process

EIS contents meet scope set out
in EHP’s Final Terms of
Reference (June 2011)

Not bilateral {(but parallel and
separate) assessment process
with C'th

Bandanna seeks approval under
SCL Act




$1.13 billion capital investment
Royalties of over $3.4 billion

600 direct jobs and 1,500 indirect jobs
across Qld

Encourage growth in Springsure and
Emerald

Improvements to local infrastructure / road
upgrades

Foster Co-existence between mining and
agriculture




EIS Outcomes

SpringsuteCreek Coal Mine Project

Environmental impact Statement
February 2013

Veolume 1
Chaplers 1 - 12
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SPRINGSURE

Project area (MLA 70486) covers seven
separate freehold allotments (five
landowners including Bandanna — Den-
Lo Park)

Project area is heavily modified and
primarily cleared agricultural land with
remnant vegetation confined to
riparian zones

Relatively flat with dryland (southern
section) and irrigated (northern
section) cropping the predominant
landuse

MIA located on Den-Lo.Park in a
disturbed and lower productive area
(0.5% of MLA area)
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Existing land use in the Project area
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26 samples sites across the project area
determined soils are:
> consistent with current soil and landscape
unit mapping
> dominated by vertisols
> are relatively stable with moderate-low
erosion potential
> low acidity
> Class A and B GQAL
Overburden {anything not coal)
106 samples analysed with verydow acidic
levels and moderate erosion. potential
> Construction: Overburdenreused where
possible around the site, including for the
construction of roads and dams.

Landscape Unils
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> Detailed subsidence modelling
undertaken to predict unmitigated | e
maximum subsidence levels

Shallow depth and
thicker seam

Model predictions:
> 7,050ha undergoing subsidence
over the LOM
>  Maximum 100ha/yr (1.4%)
subsided with single longwall;
200ha/yr (2.8%) with both
longwalls
> Maximum subsidence ranging
from 1.2m to 2.3m depending on
seam and overburden depth
> @Greatest in central section
> First five years of subsidence will
be on Den-Lo Park




Potential land degradation from earthworks and land
disturbance

Potential erosion of soils during/both construction
and operation

Potential land contamination from spills and
stockpile stormwater.runoff

Subsidence and-potential alteration of agricultural
practices and structures {e.g. dams, contour banks
etc)



SPRINGSURE

> Main feature is Springsure Creek
with is an ephemeral north easterly
flowing watercourse.

> Five other smaller and mostly un-
named waterways and five farm
dams occur within the Project area

Water quality monitoring:
> Seasonal monitoring indicates
moderate spatial & temporal
variation
> Exceedances of WQO (summer)
were observed for nutrients, metals,
conductivity, turbidity
> Consistent with historic EHP data

ectarea




2405

WEEYS

SRR

HOTE

WIS

AATD'E

© Depth (m)
: 0.00-0.50
050-1.00
150
200 §
.250

WIZZOE

WFHDE

148 280

RN G

T
WEZOE

T
18 200E

104 year AR| peak flond depth - exdsting scemario

Key
MIA Major

s Seurc:
Subsience masaiing by
Engeny, 2012,

i e
1:80,000 ﬂ_ﬂmn i
DiscLunER

e Srdeniones 1wy i)
ot ST s SO B St el
e Ty o ny dbcuons or 2igans rauking e me

fo] Lacatian ot
| e S

(Bureat of Marsomlegy 2041

Image trom g Maga, 2011,

Ish: BT15A0_t3R1-Th_10ESING

Oute; 13023013

SPRINGSU %rr‘éﬁth

cetmamathcom

T4I0TE

235408

23560°5

—
poy-lig]

oo
4005

24295

14472 4B 2ETE

144 Z40'E

faa'rg

18250

fLT

(100 year ARI peak flcod depth - post-subsidence scenario
no i

Key

MIA wowesve Mpjor waalpreourse
SN Longersll Panel e MAIROT LBIEO 2
R WellandDam Loostion

[ o [VERLES

D8t Soures:

Subsigance muaeung by
Engany, 30

‘Mitumna!ml fom Gaofabic
© Commomrualth mAmm-

e —=|
tsopoe g

ool

Smikh
mmp‘mmnl"\lﬂ!l "EO S vttt e ity e
oy ar aslons favsbing fom i
s map.

2 ek
et

i Sichln

{But#au O |
Imags om Bing Mape. 2011,

0% BYABH_1 B4R {-5VY_1 O Euleting
Taba: 10O1ED1Y

&

ennare ascursny

ang

P

ZPSES

LSS

24008

24720785




Surface water — key impacts

> Potential sedimentation of waterways

> Potential contamination of waterways

> Potential alteration to agricultural practices
and structures due to altered hydrology
following subsidence (ponding, velocity etc.)
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Four major aquifers — Alluvium, Basalt,
Rewan formation and Bandanna
formation. Low connectivity (water
flow) between aquifers
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Hydro-census and modelling
> Bores sampled in November 2011
and six in December 2012
>  Pump tests and vibrating wires
installed in September 2012
> Modelling conducted for
construction, operation and post-
operation phases and‘under
different scenarios
> Groundwater flows in a north-east
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SPRINGS

> Less than 1m drawdown during i D UH

operation ST ~ ¢ |
> Drawdown to continue post mining -
most likely less than 2 m ’ S
> Drawdown greatest in the southern
portion of the project area
> Potential groundwater-surface water
interactions at riparian zones

Potential impacts:
> Drawdown on local bores ;
> Potential release of contaminants (oil, ¢

fuels, dewatered water) 5 A ;

> Baseline monitoring will be ongoing Il = ~>
and in consultation with DNRM — __ ,_/w:i“;;f?’ _
ongoing model refinement T




Project access route:

> Gregory Highway = Glenorina Road =
Wyntoon Road = Kilmore Road.

> Majority of workers will be bussed from
accommodation village

Traffic impact assessment
Main traffic increases are:
> from the accommodation village 2

Glenorina Road turnoff (8.2% constructior| |

15.5% operation)
> Glenorina Road turnoff ->mine.(83.9%,
construction and 160.2% operation)

Management

> Upgrade local roads and intersections
> RUMP & TMP

Proposed transportation and site access route

Kay
s Prifelpal Rond

> Alter transport during school bus times




SPRINGSURE

Assessment “ i
> 16 Sensitive receptors identified, closest
2.9 km from the MIA.
> Modelling undertaken on construction and
operational phases.
Key Noise Sources
> Construction: General trade equipment
(dump truck, excavator, dozer etc).
> QOperation: Transporting coal to surface,
coal handling within MIA and vent.fans.
Predicted noise levels
> Construction: No exceedance of noise
criteria (28 dB) at any receiver
> Operation: Exceedancesat the two closest
sensitive receptors, Springton Homestead (36
dB) and Den-Lo Park Homestead (32 dB).
Un-mitigated Impacts et

Canstruction phase nolse contour plots Keatrus E

. . . — ) St ——
Noise level just audible above the existing Y v T T

. iz, 2012; amplrimnay f e dsta. COM Smh awames no lagal lanty ar
PERo 2010, TRApARDAY 1oF iy Swcuiimd of sckms muitng bom e
€ Sensitve Receptor [ MLA 70488 At Son e il B s,

ambient noise (insects, farming practices) o o Sz BRSES Critx SRR

RS

edmamish rom




SPRINGSURE

> ESAs:
> Surveys > Nearest Cat A: 31km away (Minerva
> Terrestrial flora and fauna Hills NP)
> Aquatic habitats > Nearest(Cat B: ~ 20 km away (State

> Stygofauna

Forest. Endangered Rem Veg on site).
Nearest Cat C: 2.4 km Wetland
Protection Area. (Majority >15km
away)




Habitats and Flora -

> Habitats

> 83% agricultural and grazing
land-uses (highly modified)

> 17% Remainder remnant veg.
restricted to riparian zones of 3
creek systems (1,842 ha).
Poor condition.

> <1% mapped as high value
endangered regrowth (107 ha

> Flora composition:
> No EVNT flora recorded. Highly
likely King Bluegrass.present.

> No Groundwater Dependent
Ecosystems present

> Weeds: 97 weed spp. Class 2 T e

T —

W MEsning By ST, IR

Lazwler, 2TTI;

T g Mmpm, 7D
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Terrestrial and Aquatic Fauna

> Key habitats: woodland and dams
> No Essential Habitat present

> 3 spp listed significant under NC Act
recorded on site: short-beaked
echidna, koala and black-necked stork.

> Creeks and dams low macroinvert.Sp
diversity. No EVNT aquatic spp.
Indicative of habitat degradation.

> No stygofauna recorded in samples.
Highly unlikely to be present



Ecological Impacts

> Subsidence
> Surface water flows
> Spread of weeds & Pests

> Koala & Echinda — habitat change
and RTA




SPRINGSURE

. > Non-Indigenous:
> Indigenous: > No registered sites within MLA

> Karingbal People and Kairi > 2 farm house remnants on site
People

> CHMPs approved by Qld Gov.

> CHMPs include: survey
protocols, establish CH
committee, awareness training
of SCC workforce, employment
opportunities, steps to
maximise business
opportunities.




Draft EMP

Springsure Creek Coal Mine

Project

Environmental Impact Statement

February 2013

Chapter 18 — Draft EM Plan

SPRINGSURE

V VV VV VYV V V VYV V VYV

Pest and Weeds Management Plan
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
CEMP / OEMP

Topsoil Management Plan

Subsidence Management Plan

Air Quality Management Plan

Noise and Vibration Management Plan
Water Management Plan

Road User Management Plan

Traffic Management Plan

Fire Management Plan

Historical Heritage Management Plan
GHG Abatement Strategy
Rehabilitation Management Plan




Social Impact Assessment

> Project Workforce:

>

>
>
>

Construction = 350

Operations = 585

Decommissioning = 40

Workers preferentially sourced:-Central Highlands, CQ,
rest QLD, then Aus.

> Accommodation:

>140 employees expected to reside locally.

Fully catered motel-style village 15 km south Emerald.
300-beds. Dedicated bus to site.

>
>




L

SPRINGSURE

The pavrment of royalties, retes and texes

= initial estimates anficipate a capital cost of approvimatedy
53.12 bilflien will be reguired o bring the Project to full
production; amnd

= Operational axpenditure will be in ths teas of millions of
doilars per annum Tor the Iife of the Project; and

= Estimated Stats Gowernment taxses and royalties of owver
53,0000t over the i of the projscy.

Creation of ug e SO0 new direct snd ower i, 300 indirect
employmeant opportunities (fobs) 3t the peak of the Springsure
ereek Coaf Mine operstion.

Frowvision of workforce imformation to sugport the CHRC and
State Gowarnmant planning processas and reporting.

sustainalle growth of the local end regional =conamy through

new g existing employment and business opportunitiss

= Deveiopment of policies ond procedures to support iocal
emplioyment and ancosrage the operatonal workforee to
relocats o the Region; and

= implementstion of 2 Local Indastry Particpation PMan to
snsure focs businecser are provided with coportunitiss ss
they ariza.

Susteinabie developmaeant within the CHREC area, fotused on
Emerald and Epringsurs,

Support and periicipation for CHRC to schiswe tangible
ocuttomes throwgh the regional planning processes and to
achizve gosls in the Cantral Highiands Commmunity Plan
Centrat Highlands, visions for our commmunity, Our Region
2pzz"

Support for Teining and ap-skilling of stedents and workers in
the local and regional commmunity.

improvermeants and support for local and regionsad
infrastructure and services, &.g. noad upgrades

Support for boczl and regionz| commasnities through Donstions,
Sponsorship and Partmerships.




 Voluntary Draft SIMP

Springsure Creek Coal Mine

Project

Environmental Impact Statement

February 2013

Chapter 19 — Draft Social Impact
Management Plan

SPRINGSUR

> Action Plans:
> Stakeholder Engagement
> Workiorce Management
> (_Housing and Accommodation
> Local Industry Participation

> Community Health and Safety

> Community Development



' SPRINGSURE

Consultation and Submissions




5ubmisgm { | Firgmgﬁ L Public FE“%@@?’IEI‘EE
~ of draft ToR notification B Issued—EIS B notification~ B} responds to
@fﬁmﬁ'ﬁfmﬁ n prepasat cm O saémsssims

Timing:

> 14 February 2013 - 28 March 2013: public submission
period

>  May 2013; SCC responds to public submissions

> August 2013: DEHP EIS Assessment




Consu :I.'ta_ti-lo n Activities

> Agency Briefings
> 1 on 1 Briefings
> Public Info Sessions
> Community engagement

> EIS Public Displays

WWW.springsurecreekoproject.com.au
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Submissions should be addressed to:

The Chief Executive

Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

Attention: The EIS Coordinator (Springsure Creek Caal\Mine Project)
GPO Box 2454

Level 9, 400 George Street

Brisbane QLD 4001

or by email to eis@ehp.gld.gov.au (mailto:eis@ehp.gld.gov.au)

A properly made submission is one that:

- IS written

- is signed by or for each person {‘signatory’} who has made a submission
- states the name and address of each signatory

- is made to the chief executive

- is received on or before the last day of the submission period

Please note it is a statutory requirement that all submissions will be forwarded to
the proponent so that they may consider them and provide a response to EHP.

_ - a



Thank You

Springsure Creek Coal Pty Ltd

www.springsurecreekproject.com.au

enquiries@

Tel: 1800 230 064




tatement of Compliance

{1) The information corpiled in this table relating to South Galilee resources is based on information com piled by Lynne Banwell. Lynne Banwell is a member of the Australasian Institute of Miring and
Metallurgy and has sufficient experience which is relevant to the style of mineralisation and type of deposit under consideration and to the activity she is undertaking to qualify as a Competent Person as
defined in the 2004 edition of the "Australasian Code for Reporting of Exploration Results, Mineral Resources znd Gre Reserves”. lynne Banwell consents to the inclusion in the report of the matters based on
her information in the form and centext in which it appears.

(2) The information compiled in this table relating to Arcturus, Arcadia and Dingo West resources is based on infermation compiled by Gordon Saul, who is a member of the Australian Institute of Geoscientists
and whe is employed by Resolve Geo Pty Ltd. Gordon Saul has sufficient experience which is relevant to the styte of mineralization and types of deposit under consideration and to the activity he is
undertaking to qualify as a Competent Person as defined in the 2004 edition of the “Australian Code for reporting of Exploration Results, Mineral Resources and Ore Reserves”. Gorden Saul consents to the
inclusion in this report of the matters based on his information and in the form and context in which it appears. Resolve Geo Pty Ltd is a shareholder in Bandanna Energy Limited.

{3)The information compiled in this table relating to Springsure Creek rasources, other than those of the Springton domain (that is the Turkey Creek, Moorooloe and Arcturus domains), is based on information
compiled by David Keilar, who is 8 member of the Australian Institute of Geoscientists and who is employed by Resolve Geo Pty Ltd. Davidhas sufficient experience which is relevant to the style of
mineralization and type of deposit under consideration and to the activity he is undertaking to qualify as a Competent Person as defined in the 2004 edition of the “Australasian Code for Reporting of
Exploration Results, Mineral Resources and Ore Reserves”. David Keilar consents to the inclusion in the report of the matters based on his information in the form and context in which it appears. Resolve Gea
Pty. Ltd. is a shareholder in Bandanna Enargy Limited,

{4) The information in this table relating to exploration results and coal resources for the Springton North and Springton South domains is based on information comailed by Mr Troy Turner who is a member
of the Australasian Institute of Mining and Metallurgy and is a full time employee of Xenith Consulting Pty Ltd. Mr Turner is a qualified geologist and has sufficient exparience which is relevant to the style of
minaralisation and type of deposit under consideration and to the activity which he is undertaking, to gualify as Competent Person as defined in the 2004 Edition of the “Australasian Code for Reporting of
Exploration Results, Mineral Resources and Ore Reserves”. Mr Turner consents to the inclusion in thé report of the matters based on the information, in the form and context in which it appears.

{5] Opencut Reserves estimate for Arcturus shown on the Table has been prepared by Mr Ken Hill, Ken Hiffis the Managing Director of Xenith Consulting Pty Ltd. He holds a Bachelor in Civil Engineering degree
from the University of Queensland and a Post Graduate Diploma in Business Administration from University Queensland. He has aver 20 years experience in the open cut coal mining industry and substantial
experience in mining operations financial evaluations. Ken Hill is a Member of the Australasian Institute of Mining and Metallurgy and as such qualifies as a Competent Person under the JORC Code, Ken Hill
consents t¢ the inclusion in this report of the matters based on-his information and in‘the ferm ahd €orstext in which it appears.

{6} The Underground Reserve estimates for Arcturus and Springsure Creek shown on the Table have been prepared by MrJeremy Busfield, Principal Mining Engineer of Mine Craft Consuking Pty Ltd. Jeremy
holds a Bachelor of Mining Engineering degree from the University of Queensland. He is a:Chartered Professional Member of the Australasian Institute of Mining and Metalurgy (AusiMM) and a Registered
Professional Engineer of Queensland (Mining) (RPEQ 10285) Jeremy Busfigld hasworked in various planning, operational and consulting roles for the underground coal industry for 26 years and as such
qualifies as Competent Person under the JORC Code. The refaticnship between the Estimator and the Project owner is that of indepandent consultant. Jeremy Busfield consents to the inclusion in this report of
the matters based on his infarmation and in the form and context in which itappears.

{7} Open cut Reserves estimate for South Galilee Project has béen prepared by David Prior, The estimates of Coal Reserves for South Galilee Coal Project within EPC 1049 presentad in this Table have been
carried out in accordance with the 2004 edition of the Australasian Code for Reporting of Mineral Resources and Ore Reserves (JORC Code). David Prior is a Principal Mining Consultant at Echelon Mining
Services. David has a Bachelor in Mining Engineering from Queensland University. David has over 7 years of experience in the Queensland open cut coal mining industry. David has experience in conducting
relevant financizl evaluations, including having previously worked on Reserves Statements. David is a Member of the Australasizn institute of Mining and Metallurgy and as such qualifies as a Competent
Person under the JORC Code.

The following entities have no material interest or entitlement, direct or indirect, in the securities of AMCl or any associated companies: David Prior; £chelon Mining Services,

The information compiled in this Table relating to South Galilee Resources Statement is based on information compiled by Lynne Banwell (Refer Note 1).




LANDHOLDER SERVICES

Pty Ltd ACN 056 205 693 ABN 94 056 205 693

13 Cottesloe Street Phone 07 4632 1024 Mobile 0407 716 968
Toowoomba Q'ld 4350 Fax 07 4632 1768 MobileSat 0145 110 576
Email: ilL.com

Chief Executive

Department of Environment & Heritage Protection

GPO Box 2454

BRISBANE QLD 4001 26 February 2013

Dear Sir,
ATTENTION: EIS Coordinator (Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project)

On behalf of my clients who are landowners directly affected by the preject, | am writing to request
an extension of time in which to make submissions in response to the Draft EIS.

My clients are:

Ken & Sylvia Sullivan

Ben and Sally Sullivan

Springton Pty Ltd "Springton" Lot 5 on DSN 856
Lot 2 on SP141314

Arcturus Downs Limited

managers Sam Bradford, Lizzie Bradford “Arcturus Downs” Lot 7 on RP620355
Lot & on RP620355
Lot 4 on DSN709

Eugene & Kate Sullivan
(title held by Janét Sullivan) “Cedar Park” Lot 11 on RP619636
Lot 12 on RP619636

We request a 60-day extension of the period for submissions because:

1. Substantial field work is required to properly respond to the EIS, in particular as to land use
and the nature and impacts of subsidence, especially on the dryland cropping and irrigated
cropping land.

Field work may also be required in respect of groundwater impacts and surface water
impacts.

2. My clients acted positively by engaging expert advisors prior to release of the Draft EIS. The
experts began work immediately it became available and were to start field work today, but
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wet weather with up to 75 millimetres of rain on the site last Saturday, and unsettled
weather since then, has made the ground impassable and forced us to postpone that work.

We have re-scheduled it for late next week, weather permitting.

3. There is little or no past experience to go on, here or in other States, regarding impacts of
the subsidence on this highly developed dryland and irrigated cropping land. The same goes
for rehabilitation of this land after subsidence. Our experts therefore need extra time to
build their assessments from scratch.

4. The project is one of the first to be affected by the Strategic Cropping Land legislation, which
also significantly adds to the time required to develop my clients’ response to the Draft EIS.

5. Impacts of the mining on groundwater, on the creeks which are tributaries of the Comet
River and on overland flows are also unusually complicated because of the subsidence
factor.

6. The necessary study of the EIS and of its compliance with the Terms.of Reference requires a
considerable amount of desk work, but progress on that will be limited until the necessary
field work has been done.

My clients are investing considerable effort and money to cope with this project’s unique features
and develop a well-founded response to the Draft EIS. Rain has already delayed the work for about a
week and a half and indications are that further rain can bé\:_e_jm'_e_g;téd.

We trust you will see fit to grant the extension of tﬁne_ as requested. We believe the request is
reasonable given the weather delays being experienced and the unusually complex task we face in
developing a satisfactory response.

Yours sincerely
urglpascl osure [ og

G.T. Houen
Landholder Services Pty Ltd
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SPRINGSURE s

Draf
ABN 73 119 713 601
Date 24/04/2013 Time 10 am
Venue DTMR Offices Level 12, 140 Creek
St.

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File : Final

inc. TMR

Amendments

Attendees Michael Nelles (DTMR), Tom Orr Apologies
(DTMR), Paul Penman (TTM), Gary
Harris (TTM), Craig Streatfeild
(CDM Smith), Peter Brisbane
(Bandanna), Pete Jones
(Bandanna)

Introductions
MN explained role of DTMR planning and policy team in Brisbane and role of DTMR in the regions.

PP mentioned that DTMR in region‘consulted during EIS process. Consultation to continue with
DTMR at all levels as appropriate.

MN requested feedback on DTMR’s EIS submission. PJ said comments were concise, helpful (n.b.
attachments with extrasinfo- freight data proforma & HV Road Operations Program office (HVYROPO)
flier) and conduciveto moving the project along.

Timing of Management Plans

MN keen for:

e project team to note timeframes required for preparation and approval of Road Use
Management Plan (RUMP) and Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to allow sufficient time for
any required mitigation to be negotiated and completed before commencement of traffic.

e Project should find balance between capital upgrades and road-use management measures
and DTMR willing to support balanced approach but road safety paramount.

e Management plans should be written clearly and concisely e.g. what are the biggest traffic
movements, what’s the management, what’s the monitoring and enforcement. Should be
readable by everyone.

REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE POSTAL ADDRESS
Level 4, 260 Queen Street GPO Box 5227
BRISBANE, QLD 4000 BRISBANE QLD 4001
T: 61 7 3041 4400 F: 6173041 4444

F: 61730414444
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BANDANNA s

PJ explained project approval and construction timeframes. Time available in current project
schedule to progress RUMP and TMP ahead of construction. Indeed, keen to demonstrate progress
in SEIS by e.g. setting out table of contents for RUMP and TMP and key commitments.” All agreed
structure and content of MPs to be readable and easy to understand.

Assessment of mine, infrastructure corridor & train load out, and accommodation village

PJ discussed assessment process for whole project:

e tabled figure of infrastructure corridor and explained high level traffic management
proposals.

e Cumulative impacts of mine and infrastructure corridor to be considered as part of latter’s
approval.

e Final management of mine and infrastructure corridor would likely fall under a single RUMP
and TMP respectively.

e Traffic management for accommodation camp is being assessed-and. managed separately
(already underway).

DTMR agreed this approach can work so long as all traffic information,/impact assessment and
mitigation for project is presented. Difficult if this information'is' presented piecemeal. If the
accommodation camp and its traffic management is approved:separately then that is sufficient, no
need to include as part of assessment or management of mine and haul road.

Given the haul route is likely to intersect with the State-controlled Comet River Rd (#4607), the
proponent should discuss with TMR’s Central Qld region- Emerald office any requirements for the
intersection and the need to manage impacts on.that road if used for hauling construction inputs
(map with intersection marked is attached).

Safety of level crossings

PP drew attention to DTMR’s recommendation to contact Aurizon for modelling of level crossing
over Springsure Branch Railway and confirm the number of level crossings potentially affected on
both the Gregory & Capricorn Hwy.

MN stated that only need to assess this if likely to be significant impact (>5% increase in traffic
numbers-AAADT or axle loadings —ESAs, as per threshold in GARID).

TTM to follow up with Aurizon and document outcomes and any actions there arising.

Discussion moved to general talk on the safety assessment process. GH explained assessment
process e.g. review crash data, drive network by car including a qualified road safety audit person,
document. For present project, the area is used by relatively low volumes of traffic meaning easier
to manage. MN referred the proponent to AUSTROADS “Guide to road safety Pt 6- Audits”- example
in Section 7.9 re: Existing road network

Managing site machinery with other road users (n.b. farm vehicles)
CS enquired how best to manage submissions from local road users regarding interaction of project
vehicles and large farm vehicles.

MN recommended that if farm vehicles are over-sized then they would require permits to move.
DTMR Rockhampton could coordinate permits and vehicle movements.
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BANDANNA s

MN also suggested advertising planned movements in local papers or possibly through road
information signage. MN recommended consultation with DTMR in Emerald and the Heavy Vehicle
permit office (HVROPO) in Rockhampton about managing project over-dimension/over-mass
vehicles when high levels of farm machinery might be present and consider any strategies to
manage any increased road safety risks. Management strategies should be documented in the
RUMP).

PJ provided a printout of all the transport-related comments on the EIS, including local govt and
private submitters, for TMR information (scan attached for information).

Next Steps
Project team to contact DTMR as necessary in completing SEIS. Also consult with DTMR on
progression of Management Plans.
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ISP
Lesel 8 - 400 George Street

Rooms: Riversliegh

Please notes The Gondwana &
Wet Tropics room can be booked
at the same time depending on
availability to cater for 100
people

Gondwana Rainforest — 50 seats — Theatre Style
25 seats — Workshop Style
Wet Tropics — 50 seats — Theatre Style

25 seats — Workshop Style

Great Barrier Reef — 18 seats
Fraser Island - 10 seats

Riversleigh — 10 seats

Also the breakout area can only
be used with approval from
Senior Administration Officer,
BS-CBD — Ph 3330 5389

Interview Room/s — 3 - 6 seats

Meeting detailss

Day and Date: Wednesday 17 July2013

Time: 9.00 to 11.00am

Approx no. attending: 10-12

Name of Meeting; Springsure Creek

Contact Details of Officer requesting booking:

Name: Monika Rhodes

Phone No: 3330 6293

1EI0Ms

1. The setting up or configuring of the conference and interview rooms on Level 3 is the responsibility of the
person/s making the booking.

2. Please remember that the level 3'kitchen is also a staff kitchen.

3. Glasses, Water jugs and mugs are available from the kitchen on level 3. After use they are to be stacked in the
Dishwasher.

If the dishwasher is-full you will need to take them to the kitchen on your on floor to be cleaned and then

return them to the level 3 kitchen cupboards.

4.  All rubbish must be placed in the correct bins and the rooms left tidy.

5. Hot water for tea or coffee.and a food warmer are available in the kitchen.

6. All catering must be labelled with a DERM staff member contact name, phone number and the date of meeting.

7. Please do not leave any items in the kitchen, conference rooms or interview rooms that were used in your
meeting/event/workshop. Please make sure that you collect all your belongings.

8. After using the facilities the rooms are to be left in a clean and neat condition. All food, drinks and resource

materials must be removed.
9. If you have borrowed chairs from another room please return them back to that room.
10. If your caterer will be collecting dishes etc we must be notified so that the items are not thrown out.
1. The Facilities team are NOT responsible for tidying or cleaning up after meetings.

Please be aware that:

You will need to bring your own lap top.

o~ It is recommended that you come a little earlier than your scheduled meeting time or a day earlier if the room
is booked and have a trial run of any electronic or telephone equipment you will be using. This will ensure that there
is no delay in starting your meeting.

Cancellations/Email Communicationss

All Cancellations or any communication must be emailed to 400GFacilities@derm.gld.gov.au as cancellations still
need to be amended manually.

R4

13-081 DL FileH Page 59 of 86




Notes on meeting between Bandanna and DNRM — 10/5/13
Springsure Creek Coal Mine Project

Main issues discussed:

Groundwater bores:

DNRM requested more information on groundwater bores. Number of bores
and information is not adequate in EIS. Other issues discussed were:
¢ No water bores in shallow alluvium — EIS needs to show evidence why
it is stated that there would be no impact on shallow aquifers.
e Need to show how much water is in there. If the EIS states there is not
much available, this data needs to be provided
e Bandanna stated that bores are measured manually each month.
Monitoring of water bores has not included quality of water yet, only
height.
e Bandanna to include database information on landholder allocations,
etc — DNRM to provide info to Bandanna electronically today.

Groundwater modelling:

EIS states that there is a lack of slow recharge.in mining area and that
aquifers are confined, but DNRM outlined that this assumption is not
supported by the model presented in the .EIS. The model lacks important
information, such as:

e information on water-allocation for landholders

e information on current use (if available)

¢ information from,shallow and deep aquifers (no shallow information at

present)
e evapotranspiration
e other information.

DNRM had a lengthy discussion on what would be requested as part of the
modelling.

Commitments in EMP/EIS:

DNRM would like to see more and better commitments and mitigation
measures in EIS and EMP on ground and surface water. During the licensing,
strict condition will be imposed, but DNRM wants to see the commitments
upfront in the EIS/EMP.

Make good agreements with landholders

Bandanna outlined that they will fix bores if necessary or supply water from
the water pipeline if necessary.
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DNRM asked for information if deeper bores can be drilled. Is there water
available beyond the basalt alluvium?

Bandanna replied that there would be water available in deeper aquifers
(>100m below basalt).

DNRM wants the make good agreement to be stated in the EIS with
commitments and information where the water would be sourced from
(including deep aquifers).

DNRM will provide Bandanna with a new set of water conditions to include in
EMP.

Subsidence:

DNRM requested more information on impacts of subsidence.on alluvial and
basalt aquifers, draw down and potential impacts, such as groundwater,
surface water flow, chemistry, quality, groundwater dependent ecosystems
(GDE).

This includes a rational in EMP on Bandanna’s-assumptions.

Bandanna committed to ongoing monitoring;.mitigation and if necessary offset
of vegetation, including GDE.

Recharge processes

DNRM requested information on fundamental recharge processes — info
needs to be updated,.including alluvial.

Stygofauna

DNRM asked for more information on stygofauna. The lack of findings does
not indicate a lack of stygofauna. Bandanna will need to look into other EIS

and get an idea on potential habitats. EIS needs more discussion and a better
rational on why Bandanna thinks there is no stygofauna present.

13-081 DL FileH Page 61 of 86



SPRINGSURE ===
SN CREEK

ABN 73 119 713 601

Date 09/05/2013 Time 09:00
Venue EHP Offices 400 George St.

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File
Attendees Monika Rhodes (EHP); Philip Apologies

Rowland (EHP); Kylie Dunlop
(DNRM); Michael Herring (DNRM);
Pete Jones (SCC), Neil Dale (SCC),
Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith)

General Progress Update

Following introductions, PJ gave run down of progress on SEIS works including:
e additional air, noise and GW studies on site
e progress with landholders

PR enquired about the aims of additional GW monitoring. DE explained to improve assumptions
used in the GW modelling. PR asked whether the basalt was targeted strata. ND affirmed this was
the case.

Land Holder Relations
MR enquired about access and whether SCC now had access to all areas of the MLA. ND explained
there were still some issues with access and explained which properties were still difficult to access.

PJ explained that some landholders were involved in the Agricultural Co-existence Research
Committee field trip to Lilyvale Road north of Emerald to view first-hand the effects of subsidence at
Kestrel and Crynum underground mines. ND expanded on this saying the trip looked in particular at
a cropping area which had been previously subsided. Coincidentally, wheat was being planted on the
day. Beneficial for the party to see ongoing cropping on mine-subsided land.

SCL Assessment

PR enquired about progress with SCL surveys. ND provided an update saying SCL surveys had been
ongoing until that week within MLA 70486. Weather cut short the final day of surveying but this will
be made up at the end of May.

! This timing is still current at the time of writing 27/05/13.

REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE POSTAL ADDRESS
Level 4, 260 Queen Street GPO Box 5227
BRISBANE, QLD 4000 BRISBANE QLD 4001
T: 617 3041 4400 F: 61730414444

F: 61730414444

www.bandannaenergy.com.au
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PJ explained SCC’s intension to submit an SCL Protection Decision application in July following
submission of the Supplementary EIS at the end of May?. PR explained EHP would need DNRM to
support this process of SCL being assessed post-EIS process. PR stated that there could be possible
issues regarding completion of the EIS process based on current levels of information and
assessment on SCL in the EIS submitted. PJ said that the objective of the EIS is to set out the
principles of management plans to be developed for the project, including those for SCL, and that
project assessment against the SCL Act was a separate process to occur as part of EA approval (post-
EIS process). Furthermore, the project seeks to be conditioned to maintain and enhance SCL and
agricultural practices. KD believed there was enough in the Land Chapter of the EIS at present for
DNRM'’s requirements at this stage but would need commitments in EM Plan to be expanded for EA
approval.

Ecological Impacts

Offsets

PR enquired regarding the project’s approach to vegetation offsets. MH stated that approach to

offsets should be risk based but project should include an offset strategy just in case they are

needed. This would give a commitment to manage residual impacts. PJ concurred/and stated this

was what is proposed. [DE stated that the SEIS will include an offset framework-eutlining methods, -
[MR noted that offsets may be required not just to cover die-back but alse impacts due to soil

cracking, etc. \DE agreed offsets scope would include this and provide for maintenance and

enhancement of vegetation.

KD noted that EIS should provide commitment to appropriate approvals, including those under NC
Act, by way of management plans. Typically projects required a'Generic Ecological Management Plan
and a Significant Species Management Plan. MH noted that in terms of QBOP, an offsets strategy
would need to include equivalence{ to be set out in the framework. ‘MH also stated that offsets can
be worked on a longwall panel by panel basis.\

\
\

Baseline Survey Coverage \
MR highlighted the lack of field surveys'in the southern portion of the MLA and asked how SCC

intend to address data gaps. MR stated that.a robust and valid argument would be needed to justify \
the conclusions of the EIS in the absence of baseline data. Without field data, a highly conservative
approach to presence / absence would be required by EHP with impact assessment on each species.

PR stated that the EIS needs to quantify potential impacts rather than take a broad approach to

impacts and their management®.

Water Management

PR alerted SCC to forthcoming new guidelines for water management, implemented as part of
consolidation of approvals under Water Act into EA approval. PR handed over a draft copy for
information. Reference to these guidelines (in particular page 8) should be made in the
supplementary EIS / EM Plan.

? At the time of writing an extension to 21 June has been requested for SEIS submission.
* Since the meeting, Notices of Entry have been issued to Arcturus Downs and Springton properties
respectively so as to undertake additional baseline ecology studies. On completion of this additional work all
properties will have been visited at least once during the EIS process.

2
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Comment [HM1]: And it was agreed
that the term ‘offset framework’ was
commensurate with an ‘offset strategy’ as
termed by QBOP, and that the offset
strategy presented in the SEIS would be
structured as per p25 of the QBOP.

Comment [HM2]: The risk-based
approach proposed by MH included an
assessment of ALL QBOP SSBV’s within the
project footprint. The monitoring and
reporting procedures and timeframes
forming part of each ‘stage’ SMP (per
longwall) would then determine to what
extent rehabilitation methods had failed
and what, if any, offsets were required for
residual impacts to SSBV’s.

Comment [HM3]: Ecological
Equivalence (EE) assessment, as described
in the QBOP Part A Criteria p22. The EE
methodology is available from EHP.

Comment [HM4]: Yes, the EA can be
conditioned to allow offsets to be
determined and delivered per ‘stage’ of the
project specified in the offset strategy.
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Scope of Project

PJ explained CPP is not proposed (responding to one of EHP’s submissions.) ND explained further
that current proposal requires no rejects dam or wash plant etc. Thus any approval for a CPP, if
required, would be subject to further approval beyond the EIS. Mention of CPP process therefore to
be removed from EIS for clarity.

SEIS format and publication
PR stated EHP happy to review draft SEIS if required. PR agreed that response to submissions could
be in spreadsheet format. PJ reiterated that changes to EIS chapters would be tracked changes.

PJ stated that SCC intends not to publish the SEIS on its website until in receipt of the EIS final
assessment report given there is no requirement to advertise the SEIS ahead of final EIS decision.

PR mentioned the possibility of sharing all submissions on the EIS publically. PJ stated concern. here
that submitters would probably have made submissions in confidence. SCC is consulting'with each
submitter about their response and would following submission of the SEIS provide each submitter
with a copy of the SEIS and response to their submissions. PJ understood that public submissions
under the EP Act were publicly made submissions rather than public submissions for all to see. PJ

requested EHP consult with SCC on any decision to publish submissionsahead of its implementation.

13-081 DL FileH
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Date 09/05/2013 Time 09:00
Venue EHP Offices 400 George St.

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File
Attendees Monika Rhodes (EHP); Philip Apologies

Rowland (EHP); Kylie Dunlop
(DNRM); Michael Herring (DNRM);
Pete Jones (SCC), Neil Dale (SCC),
Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith)

General Progress Update

Following introductions, PJ gave run down of progress on SEIS works including:
e additional air, noise and GW studies on site
e progress with landholders

PR enquired about the aims of additional GW monitoring. DE explained to improve assumptions
used in the GW modelling. PR asked whether the basalt was targeted strata. ND affirmed this was
the case.

Land Holder Relations
MR enquired about access and whether SCC now had access to all areas of the MLA. ND explained
there were still some issues with access and explained which properties were still difficult to access.

PJ explained that some landholders were involved in the Agricultural Co-existence Research
Committee field trip to Lilyvale Road north of Emerald to view first-hand the effects of subsidence at
Kestrel and Crynum underground mines. ND expanded on this saying the trip looked in particular at
a cropping area which had been previously subsided. Coincidentally, wheat was being planted on the
day. Beneficial for the party to see ongoing cropping on mine-subsided land.

SCL Assessment

PR enquired about progress with SCL surveys. ND provided an update saying SCL surveys had been
ongoing until that week within MLA 70486. Weather cut short the final day of surveying but this will
be made up at the end of May.

 This timing is still current at the time of writing 27/05/13.

REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE POSTAL ADDRESS
Level 4, 260 Queen Street GPO Box 5227
BRISBANE, QLD 4000 BRISBANE QLD 4001
T: 617 3041 4400 F: 61730414444

F: 61730414444
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PJ explained SCC'’s intension to submit an SCL Protection Decision application in July following
submission of the Supplementary EIS at the end of May?. PR explained EHP would need DNRM to
support this process of SCL being assessed post-EIS process. PR stated that there could be possible
issues regarding completion of the EIS process based on current levels of information and
assessment on SCL in the EIS submitted. He also outlined the strong links between EHP and DNRM
during an EIS, in particular regarding DNRM'’s decision on SCL. EHP only to proceed when DNRM can
be assured that info is ok for decision on SCL. Once SEIS has been accepted, other departments,
including DNRM are asked if any of their concerns have been adequately addressed. If SCL is not
included this can weaken the information they can provide to EHP. PJ responded that Bandanna
understands that DNRM will go parallel. PR agreed but pointed out that it is the EIS’ objective that
the EIS will assess also all other requirements under other Acts, particularly for this project.

PJ said that the objective of the EIS is to set out the principles of management plans to be developed
for the project, including those for SCL, and that project assessment against the SCL Act was a
separate process to occur as part of EA approval (post-EIS process).

Furthermore, the project seeks to be conditioned to maintain and enhance SCL and agricultural
practices. kb-believed-there-wa gh 3 atpresentfor BNRM

approvak-PJ asked EHP if this would be enough for EHP? PR asked about the intent of final landform
and what holes there would be in the EIS. He asked KD on the region’s handling: KD replied that it
would be probably enough but still would need to look at the info provided.in the’EIS/EMP for more
detail. PR replied that he is not sure if this information would be enough in the EIS. PJ replied that
landuse is important and different to soil science — where Bandanna would like conditions to
maintain and enhance cropping. KD replied that the EA would have more detail on this and that she
can provide examples from other mines to start decisions. PF asked if they are different to
Bandanna’s? KD was not sure and would need to further look into: DK would provide more info also
in regards to BOB. EIS should state commitments in' EMP rehabilitation, landform and BOP.

Baseline Survey Coverage

MR highlighted the lack of field surveys'in the southern portion of the MLA and asked how SCC
intend to address data gaps. MR stated that.a robust and valid argument would be needed to justify
the conclusions of the EIS in the absence of baseline data. Without field data, a highly conservative
approach to presence / absence would be required by EHP with impact assessment on each species.
PR stated that the EIS needs to quantify potential impacts rather than take a broad approach to
impacts and their management®.

PJ stated that before mining would take place, ground-truthing surveys of vegetation would be
carried out. Subsidence impacts, such as dieback of vegetation, would be monitored through regular
inspections, which then would inform possible offsets.

MH stated that with a lack of field surveys, it has to be assumed that species exist in fauna habitats
on site. PR also highlighted that as for the assessment any potential impact would need to be stated
in full, including subsidence on watercourses.

Ecological Impacts
Offsets

? At the time of writing an extension to 21 June has been requested for SEIS submission.
® Since the meeting, Notices of Entry have been issued to Arcturus Downs and Springton properties
respectively so as to undertake additional baseline ecology studies. On completion of this additional work all
properties will have been visited at least once during the EIS process.

2
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PR enquired regarding the project’s approach to vegetation offsets. MH stated that approach to
offsets should be risk based but project should include an offset strategy just in case they are

needed. This would give a commitment to manage residual impacts. PJ concurred and stated this

was what is proposed. ]DE stated that the SEIS will include an offset framework outlining methodsL
[MR noted that offsets may be required not just to cover die-back but also impacts due to soil
cracking, proposed works to seal cracks, etc. \DE agreed offsets scope would include this and provide
for maintenance and enhancement of vegetation.

KD noted that EIS should provide commitment to appropriate approvals, including those under NC
Act, by way of management plans. Typically projects required a Generic Ecological Management Plan
and a Significant Species Management Plan. MH noted that in terms of QBOP, an offsets strategy
would need to include equivalence{ to be set out in the framework. ‘MH also stated that offsets can
be worked on a longwall panel by panel basis.\
PR asked if management plans would be presented in the SEIS? PJ answered not yet as access
problems.

KD also pointed out that the EMP would require a subsidence management plan.

Water Management

PR alerted SCC to forthcoming new guidelines for water management, implemented as part of
consolidation of approvals under Water Act into EA approval. PR handed overa draft copy for
information. Reference to these guidelines (in particular page 8) should be made in the
supplementary EIS / EM Plan. PJ outlined that water allocation has been approved through a water
pipeline from the dam. The route would go along road reservesfand councils/DNRM approval would
be sought.

Scope of Project

PJ explained CPP is not proposed (responding to one of EHP’s submissions.) ND explained further
that current proposal requires no rejects dam or wash plant etc. Thus any approval for a CPP, if
required, would be subject to further approval beyond the EIS. Mention of CPP process therefore to
be removed from EIS for clarity.

SEIS format and publication

PR stated that under the EP Acta,;summary of response, any amendments made to the EIS and
response to each submission is [required\. EHP happy to review draft SEIS if required. PR agreed that
response to submissions could be in spreadsheet format. PJ reiterated that changes to EIS chapters
would be tracked changes. PR stated again that the EP Actis a ‘blunt’ instrument where a decision
of yes or no is given 20 bd after submission of amended EIS. EHP is not able to extend this decision
period.

PJ stated that SCC intends not to publish the SEIS on its website until in receipt of the EIS final
assessment report given there is no requirement to advertise the SEIS ahead of final EIS decision.

¢. PR outlined that it

L structured as per p25 of the QBOP.

Comment [HM1]: And it was agreed
that the term ‘offset framework’ was
commensurate with an ‘offset strategy’ as
termed by QBOP, and that the offset
strategy presented in the SEIS would be

L residual impacts to SSBV'’s.

Comment [HM2]: The risk-based
approach proposed by MH included an
assessment of ALL QBOP SSBV’s within the
project footprint. The monitoring and
reporting procedures and timeframes
forming part of each ‘stage’ SMP (per
longwall) would then determine to what
extent rehabilitation methods had failed
and what, if any, offsets were required for

Comment [HM3]: Ecological
Equivalence (EE) assessment, as described
in the QBOP Part A Criteria p22. The EE
methodology is available from EHP.

L project specified in the offset strategy.

Comment [HM4]: Yes, the EA can be
conditioned to allow offsets to be
determined and delivered per ‘stage’ of the

//[ Comment [r5]: See section 56, EP Act J

Comment [r6]: PR stated that EHP
requires a summary of the proponent’s
response, any amendments made to the

£ S - : £ls It of the submissions and
would be preferred that the amended EIS would go on Bandanna’s webpage (similar to project res;::sge:sa,,osub:q?;i;::mns "
managed under[OCGb' - — - - Formatted: Strikethrough J
PJ stated concern here that submitters would probably have made submissions in confidence.
Comment [r7]: Again, this refers to the
amended EIS. J
3
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SCC is consulting with each submitter about their response and would following submission of the
SEIS provide each submitter with a copy of the SEIS and response to their submissions. PJ
understood that public submissions under the EP Act were publicly made submissions rather than
public submissions for all to see. PJ requested EHP consult with SCC on any decision to publish
submissions ahead of its implementation. PR understood but EHP would not be publishing the
submissions and also outlined that the SCC response to submissions can be accessed by various
means as can any other document submitted to government. PR recommended checking out Qld
Acts as to who can see the response.

13-081 DL FileH
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Date 09/05/2013 Time 09:00
Venue EHP Offices 400 George St.

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File
Attendees  Monika Rhodes (EHP); Philip Apologies

Rowland (EHP); Kylie Dunlop
(DNRM); Michael Herring (DNRM);
Pete Jones (SCC), Neil Dale (SCC),
Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith)

General Progress Update

Following introductions, PJ gave run down of progress on SEIS works including:
e additional air, noise and GW studies on site
e progress with landholders

PR enquired about the aims of additional GW monitoring. DE explained to improve assumptions
used in the GW modelling. PR asked whether the basalt was targeted strata. ND affirmed this was
the case.

Land Holder Relations
MR enquired about access and whether SCC now had access to all areas of the MLA. ND explained
there were still some issues with access and explained which properties were still difficult to access.

PJ explained that some landholders were involved in the Agricultural Co-existence Research
Committee field trip to Lilyvale Road north of Emerald to view first-hand the effects of subsidence at
Kestrel and Crynum underground mines. ND expanded on this saying the trip looked in particular at
a cropping area which had been previously subsided. Coincidentally, wheat was being planted on the
day. Beneficial for the party to see ongoing cropping on mine-subsided land.

SCL Assessment

PR enquired about progress with SCL surveys. ND provided an update saying SCL surveys had been
ongoing until that week within MLA 70486. Weather cut short the final day of surveying but this will
be made up at the end of May.

! This timing is still current at the time of writing 27/05/13.

REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE POSTAL ADDRESS
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BRISBANE, QLD 4000 BRISBANE QLD 4001
T: 617 3041 4400 F: 61730414444

F: 61730414444

www.bandannaenergy.com.au

13-081 DL FileH Page 69 of 86



BANDANNA SSsss
S ENERGY

PJ explained SCC'’s intension to submit an SCL Protection Decision application in July following
submission of the Supplementary EIS at the end of May?. PR explained EHP would need DNRM to
support this process of SCL being assessed post-EIS process. PR stated that there could be possible
issues regarding completion of the EIS process based on current levels of information and
assessment on SCL in the EIS submitted. He also outlined the strong links between EHP and DNRM
during an EIS, in particular regarding DNRM'’s decision on SCL. EHP only to proceed when DNRM can
be assured that info is ok for decision on SCL. Once SEIS has been accepted, other departments,
including DNRM are asked if any of their concerns have been adequately addressed. If SCL is not
included this can weaken the information they can provide to EHP. PJ responded that Bandanna
understands that DNRM will go parallel. PR agreed but pointed out that it is the EIS’ objective that
the EIS will assess also all other requirements under other Acts, particularly for this project.

PJ said that the objective of the EIS is to set out the principles of management plans to be developed
for the project, including those for SCL, and that project assessment against the SCL Act was a
separate process to occur as part of EA approval (post-EIS process).

Furthermore, the project seeks to be conditioned to maintain and enhance SCL and agricultural
practices. [tb-believed therevmsenoughi 2 2 2 coonie DR

approvakP) asked EHP if this would be enough for EHP? PR asked about the intent of final landform
and what holes there would be in the EIS. He asked KD on the region’s handlinggKBD replied that it
would be probably enough but still would need to look at the info providediin the/EIS/EMP for more
detail. PR replied that he is not sure if this information would be enough in EIS» PJ replied that
landuse is important and different to soil science — where Bandahna would/like conditions to
maintain and enhance cropping. KD replied that the EA would have.more detail on this and that she
can provide examples from other mines to start decisions. PF asked if they are different to
Bandanna’s? KD was not sure and would need to further look inte» DK would provide more info also
in regards to BOB. EIS should state commitments in‘BMP rehabilitation, landform and BOP.

Baseline Survey Coverage

MR highlighted the lack of field surveys'in the southern portion of the MLA and asked how SCC
intend to address data gaps. MR stated thata robust and valid argument would be needed to justify
the conclusions of the EIS in the absence of baseline data. Without field data, a highly conservative
approach to presence / absence would be required by EHP with impact assessment on each species.
PR stated that the EIS needs to quantify potential impacts rather than take a broad approach to
impacts and their management®.

PJ stated that before mining would take place, ground-truthing surveys of vegetation would be
carried out. Subsidence impacts, such as dieback of vegetation, would be monitored through regular
inspections, which then would inform possible offsets.

MH stated that with a lack of field surveys, it has to be assumed that species exist in fauna habitats
on site. PR also highlighted that as for the assessment any potential impact would need to be stated
in full, including subsidence on watercourses.

Ecological Impacts
Offsets

? At the time of writing an extension to 21 June has been requested for SEIS submission.
® Since the meeting, Notices of Entry have been issued to Arcturus Downs and Springton properties
respectively so as to undertake additional baseline ecology studies. On completion of this additional work all
properties will have been visited at least once during the EIS process.

2
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PR enquired regarding the project’s approach to vegetation offsets. MH stated that approach to

offsets should be risk based but project should include an offset strategy just in case they are

needed. This would give a commitment to manage residual impacts. PJ concurred and stated this

was what is proposed. ]DE stated that the SEIS will include an offset framework outlining methods].;/,,/
[MR noted that offsets may be required not just to cover die-back but also impacts due to soil

cracking, etc. \DE agreed offsets scope would include this and provide for maintenance and

enhancement of vegetation.

KD noted that EIS should provide commitment to appropriate approvals, including those under NC
Act, by way of management plans. Typically projects required a Generic Ecological Management Plan
and a Significant Species Management Plan. MH noted that in terms of QBOP, an offsets strategy
would need to include equivalence{ to be set out in the framework. ‘MH also stated that offsets can
be worked on a longwall panel by panel basis. PR asked if management plans would be presented. in

the SEIS? PJ answered not yet as access problems. \
KD also pointed out that the EMP would require a subsidence management plan.

Water Management \
PR alerted SCC to forthcoming new guidelines for water management, implemented as part of \
consolidation of approvals under Water Act into EA approval. PR handed over a:draft copy for

information. Reference to these guidelines (in particular page 8) should be' made in the

Comment [HM1]: And it was agreed
that the term ‘offset framework’ was
commensurate with an ‘offset strategy’ as
termed by QBOP, and that the offset
strategy presented in the SEIS would be
structured as per p25 of the QBOP.

Comment [HM2]: The risk-based
approach proposed by MH included an
assessment of ALL QBOP SSBV’s within the
project footprint. The monitoring and
reporting procedures and timeframes
forming part of each ‘stage’ SMP (per
longwall) would then determine to what
extent rehabilitation methods had failed
and what, if any, offsets were required for
residual impacts to SSBV’s.

Comment [HM3]: Ecological
Equivalence (EE) assessment, as described
in the QBOP Part A Criteria p22. The EE
methodology is available from EHP.

supplementary EIS / EM Plan. PJ outlined that water allocationshas been approved through a water
pipeline from the dam. The route would go along road reserves and.councils/DNRM approval would

be sought.

Scope of Project

PJ explained CPP is not proposed (responding to.one of EHP’s submissions.) ND explained further
that current proposal requires no rejects. dam or wash plant etc. Thus any approval for a CPP, if
required, would be subject to further approval beyond the EIS. Mention of CPP process therefore to
be removed from EIS for clarity.

SEIS format and publication

PR stated that under the EP A¢t a summary of response, any amendments made to the EIS and
response to each submission is fequired. EHP happy to review draft SEIS if required. PR agreed that
response to submissions could be in spreadsheet format. PJ reiterated that changes to EIS chapters
would be tracked changes. PR stated again that the EP Act is a ‘bland” instrument where a decision
of yes or no is given 20 bd after submission of amended EIS. EHP is not able to extend.

PJ stated that SCC intends not to publish the SEIS on its website until in receipt of the EIS final
assessment report given there is no requirement to advertise the SEIS ahead of final EIS decision.

preferred that the amended
managed under [0CG).

PJ stated concern here that submitters would probably have made submissions in confidence.
SCCis consulting with each submitter about their response and would following submission of the
SEIS provide each submitter with a copy of the SEIS and response to their submissions. PJ
understood that public submissions under the EP Act were publicly made submissions rather than

3

3 : ¢. PR outlined that it
EIS would go on Bandanna’s webpage (similar to project
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Comment [HM4]: Yes, the EA can be
conditioned to allow offsets to be
determined and delivered per ‘stage’ of the
project specified in the offset strategy.

//{ Comment [r5]: See section 56, EP Act J

Comment [r6]: No, this is not what PR
stated, it was outlined that EHP requires a
summary of the proponent’s response, any
amendments made to the EIS as a result of
the submissions and response to all
submissions.

Formatted: Strikethrough
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Comment [r7]: Again, this was only for
the amended EIS.
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public submissions for all to see. PJ requested EHP consult with SCC on any decision to publish
submissions ahead of its implementation. PR understood Bandanna’s position but outlined that

response to submissions can be accessed as any other government document. Phil recommended
checking out Qld Acts on who can see the [response‘.

Comment [r8]: Refer to sections 63 &
540 of the EP Act
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Date 09/05/2013 Time 09:00
Venue EHP Offices 400 George St.

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File
Attendees  Monika Rhodes (EHP); Philip Apologies

Rowland (EHP); Kylie Dunlop
(DNRM); Michael Herring (DNRM);
Pete Jones (SCC), Neil Dale (SCC),
Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith)

General Progress Update

Following introductions, PJ gave run down of progress on SEIS werks including:
e additional air, noise and GW studies on site
e progress with landholders

PR enquired about the aims of additional GW monitoring. DE explained to improve assumptions
used in the GW modelling. PR asked whether the basalt was targeted strata. ND affirmed this was
the case.

Land Holder Relations
MR enquired about access and whether SCC now had access to all areas of the MLA. ND explained
there were still some issues with access and explained which properties were still difficult to access.

PJ explained that some landholders were involved in the Agricultural Co-existence Research
Committee field trip to Lilyvale Road north of Emerald to view first-hand the effects of subsidence at
Kestrel and Crynum underground mines. ND expanded on this saying the trip looked in particular at
a cropping area which had been previously subsided. Coincidentally, wheat was being planted on the
day. Beneficial for the party to see ongoing cropping on mine-subsided land.

SCL Assessment

PR enquired about progress with SCL surveys. ND provided an update saying SCL surveys had been
ongoing until that week within MLA 70486. Weather cut short the final day of surveying but this will
be made up at the end of May".

! This timing is still current at the time of writing 27/05/13.
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PJ explained SCC’s intension to submit an SCL Protection Decision application in July following
submission of the Supplementary EIS at the end of May?. PR explained EHP would need DNRM to
support this process of SCL being assessed post-EIS process. PR stated that there could be possible
issues regarding completion of the EIS process based on current levels of information and
assessment on SCL in the EIS submitted. PJ said that the objective of the EIS is to set out the
principles of management plans to be developed for the project, including those for SCL, and that
project assessment against the SCL Act was a separate process to occur as part of EA approval (post-
EIS process). Furthermore, the project seeks to be conditioned to maintain and enhance SCL and
agricultural practices. KD believed there was enough in the Land Chapter of the EIS at present for
DNRM'’s requirements at this stage but would need commitments in EM Plan to be expanded for EA
approval.

Ecological Impacts

Offsets

PR enquired regarding the project’s approach to vegetation offsets. MH stated that approach to
offsets should be risk based but project should include an offset strategy.just in.case they are
needed. This would give a commitment to manage residual impacts. PJ concurred and stated this
was what is proposed. DE stated that the SEIS will include an offset framework outlining methods.
MR noted that offsets may be required not just to cover die-back.but also impacts due to soil
cracking, etc. DE agreed offsets scope would include this and provide for maintenance and
enhancement of vegetation.

KD noted that EIS should provide commitment to appropriate approvals, including those under NC
Act, by way of management plans. Typically projects required a Generic Ecological Management Plan
and a Significant Species Management Plan. MH noted that in terms of QBOP, an offsets strategy
would need to include equivalence to be set out in the framework. MH also stated that offsets can
be worked on a longwall panel by panel basis.

Baseline Survey Coverage

MR highlighted the lack of field surveys in the southern portion of the MLA and asked how SCC
intend to address data gaps. MR stated that a robust and valid argument would be needed to justify
the conclusions of the EIS in the absence of baseline data. Without field data, a highly conservative
approach to presence /absence would be required by EHP with impact assessment on each species.
PR stated that the EIS needs to quantify potential impacts rather than take a broad approach to
impacts and their management3.

Water Management

PR alerted SCC to forthcoming new guidelines for water management, implemented as part of
consolidation of approvals under Water Act into EA approval. PR handed over a draft copy for
information. Reference to these guidelines (in particular page 8) should be made in the
supplementary EIS / EM Plan.

% At the time of writing an extension to 21 June has been requested for SEIS submission.
* Since the meeting, Notices of Entry have been issued to Arcturus Downs and Springton properties
respectively so as to undertake additional baseline ecology studies. On completion of this additional work all
properties will have been visited at least once during the EIS process.

2
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Scope of Project

PJ explained CPP is not proposed (responding to one of EHP’s submissions.) ND explained further
that current proposal requires no rejects dam or wash plant etc. Thus any approval for a CPP, if
required, would be subject to further approval beyond the EIS. Mention of CPP process therefore to
be removed from EIS for clarity.

SEIS format and publication
PR stated EHP happy to review draft SEIS if required. PR agreed that response to submissions could
be in spreadsheet format. PJ reiterated that changes to EIS chapters would be tracked changes.

PJ stated that SCC intends not to publish the SEIS on its website until in receipt of the EIS final
assessment report given there is no requirement to advertise the SEIS ahead of final EIS decision.

PR mentioned the possibility of sharing all submissions on the EIS publically. PJ stated concern here
that submitters would probably have made submissions in confidence. SCCis consulting with each
submitter about their response and would following submission of the SEIS provide each submitter
with a copy of the SEIS and response to their submissions. PJ understood-that public submissions
under the EP Act were publicly made submissions rather than public submissions for all to see. PJ
requested EHP consult with SCC on any decision to publish submissions ahead of its implementation.
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Date 09/05/2013 Time 09:00
Venue EHP Offices 400 George St.

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File
Attendees Monika Rhodes (EHP); Philip Apologies

Rowland (EHP); Kylie Dunlop
(DNRM); Michael Herring (DNRM);
Pete Jones (SCC), Neil Dale (SCC),
Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith)

General Progress Update

Following introductions, PJ gave run down of progress on SEIS works including:
e additional air, noise and GW studies on site
e progress with landholders

PR enquired about the aims of additional GW monitoring. DE explained to improve assumptions
used in the GW modelling. PR asked whether the basalt was targeted strata. ND affirmed this was
the case.

Land Holder Relations
MR enquired about access and whether SCC now had access to all areas of the MLA. ND explained
there were still some issues with access and explained which properties were still difficult to access.

PJ explained that some landholders were involved in the Agricultural Co-existence Research
Committee field trip to Lilyvale Road north of Emerald to view first-hand the effects of subsidence at
Kestrel and Crynum underground mines. ND expanded on this saying the trip looked in particular at
a cropping area which had been previously subsided. Coincidentally, wheat was being planted on the
day. Beneficial for the party to see ongoing cropping on mine-subsided land.

SCL Assessment

PR enquired about progress with SCL surveys. ND provided an update saying SCL surveys had been
ongoing until that week within MLA 70486. Weather cut short the final day of surveying but this will
be made up at the end of May.

 This timing is still current at the time of writing 27/05/13.
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PJ explained SCC'’s intension to submit an SCL Protection Decision application in July following
submission of the Supplementary EIS at the end of May?. PR explained EHP would need DNRM to
support this process of SCL being assessed post-EIS process. PR stated that there could be possible
issues regarding completion of the EIS process based on current levels of information and
assessment on SCL in the EIS submitted. He also outlined the strong links between EHP and DNRM
during an EIS, in particular regarding DNRM'’s decision on SCL. EHP only to proceed when DNRM can
be assured that info is ok for decision on SCL. Once SEIS has been accepted, other departments,
including DNRM are asked if any of their concerns have been adequately addressed. If SCL is not
included this can weaken the information they can provide to EHP. PJ responded that Bandanna
understands that DNRM will go parallel. PR agreed but pointed out that it is the EIS’ objective that
the EIS will assess also all other requirements under other Acts, particularly for this project.

PJ said that the objective of the EIS is to set out the principles of management plans to be developed
for the project, including those for SCL, and that project assessment against the SCL Act was a
separate process to occur as part of EA approval (post-EIS process).

Furthermore, the project seeks to be conditioned to maintain and enhance SCL and agricultural
practices. kB-believed-there-wa sh-i 2 2 2 DALRAA

and what holes there would be in the EIS. He asked KD on the region’s handling: KD replied that it
would be probably enough but still would need to look at the info provided.in the EIS/EMP for more
detail. PR replied that he is not sure if this information would be enough in the EIS. PJ replied that
landuse is important and different to soil science — where Bandanna would like conditions to
maintain and enhance cropping. KD replied that the EA would have more detail on this and that she
can provide examples from other mines to start decisions. PF asked if they are different to
Bandanna’s? KD was not sure and would need to further look into: DK would provide more info also
in regards to BOB. EIS should state commitments in'EMP rehabilitation, landform and BOP.

Baseline Survey Coverage

MR highlighted the lack of field surveys'in the southern portion of the MLA and asked how SCC
intend to address data gaps. MR stated that.a robust and valid argument would be needed to justify
the conclusions of the EIS in the absence of baseline data. Without field data, a highly conservative
approach to presence / absence would be required by EHP with impact assessment on each species.
PR stated that the EIS needs to quantify potential impacts rather than take a broad approach to
impacts and their management®.

PJ stated that before mining would take place, ground-truthing surveys of vegetation would be
carried out. Subsidence impacts, such as dieback of vegetation, would be monitored through regular
inspections, which then would inform possible offsets.

MH stated that with a lack of field surveys, it has to be assumed that species exist in fauna habitats
on site. PR also highlighted that as for the assessment any potential impact would need to be stated
in full, including subsidence on watercourses.

Ecological Impacts
Offsets

? At the time of writing an extension to 21 June has been requested for SEIS submission.
* Since the meeting, Notices of Entry have been issued to Arcturus Downs and Springton properties
respectively so as to undertake additional baseline ecology studies. On completion of this additional work all
properties will have been visited at least once during the EIS process.

2
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PR enquired regarding the project’s approach to vegetation offsets. MH stated that approach to
offsets should be risk based but project should include an offset strategy just in case they are

needed. This would give a commitment to manage residual impacts. PJ concurred and stated this

was what is proposed. ]DE stated that the SEIS will include an offset framework outlining methodsL
[MR noted that offsets may be required not just to cover die-back but also impacts due to soil
cracking, proposed works to seal cracks, etc. \DE agreed offsets scope would include this and provide
for maintenance and enhancement of vegetation.

KD noted that EIS should provide commitment to appropriate approvals, including those under NC
Act, by way of management plans. Typically projects required a Generic Ecological Management Plan
and a Significant Species Management Plan. MH noted that in terms of QBOP, an offsets strategy
would need to include equivalence{ to be set out in the framework. ‘MH also stated that offsets can
be worked on a longwall panel by panel basis.\
PR asked if management plans would be presented in the SEIS? PJ answered not yet as access
problems.

KD also pointed out that the EMP would require a subsidence management plan.

Water Management

PR alerted SCC to forthcoming new guidelines for water management, implemented as part of
consolidation of approvals under Water Act into EA approval. PR handed overa draft copy for
information. Reference to these guidelines (in particular page 8) should be made in the
supplementary EIS / EM Plan. PJ outlined that water allocation has been approved through a water
pipeline from the dam. The route would go along road reserves@and councils/DNRM approval would
be sought.

Scope of Project
PJ explained CPP is not proposed (responding to one of EHP’s submissions.) ND explained further

that current proposal requires no rejects dam or wash plant etc. Thus any approval for a CPP, if
required, would be subject to further approval beyond the EIS. Mention of CPP process therefore to
be removed from EIS for clarity.

SEIS format and publication

PR stated that under the EP Acta,;summary of response, any amendments made to the EIS and
response to each submission is [required\. EHP happy to review draft SEIS if required. PR agreed that
response to submissions could be in spreadsheet format. PJ reiterated that changes to EIS chapters
would be tracked changes. PR stated again that the EP Actis a ‘blunt’ instrument where a decision
of yes or no is given 20 bd after submission of amended EIS. EHP is not able to extend this decision
period.

PJ stated that SCC intends not to publish the SEIS on its website until in receipt of the EIS final
assessment report given there is no requirement to advertise the SEIS ahead of final EIS decision.

3 2 ¢. PR outlined that it
EIS would go on Bandanna’s webpage (similar to project

would be preferred that the amended
managed under[OCG\).
PJ stated concern here that submitters would probably have made submissions in confidence.

13-081 DL FileH

L structured as per p25 of the QBOP.

Comment [HM1]: And it was agreed
that the term ‘offset framework’ was
commensurate with an ‘offset strategy’ as
termed by QBOP, and that the offset
strategy presented in the SEIS would be

L residual impacts to SSBV'’s.

Comment [HM2]: The risk-based
approach proposed by MH included an
assessment of ALL QBOP SSBV’s within the
project footprint. The monitoring and
reporting procedures and timeframes
forming part of each ‘stage’ SMP (per
longwall) would then determine to what
extent rehabilitation methods had failed
and what, if any, offsets were required for

Comment [HM3]: Ecological
Equivalence (EE) assessment, as described
in the QBOP Part A Criteria p22. The EE
methodology is available from EHP.

L project specified in the offset strategy.

Comment [HM4]: Yes, the EA can be
conditioned to allow offsets to be
determined and delivered per ‘stage’ of the

//[ Comment [r5]: See section 56, EP Act J

Comment [r6]: PR stated that EHP
requires a summary of the proponent’s
response, any amendments made to the
EIS as a result of the submissions and
response to all submissions.

Comment [r7]: Again, this refers to the
amended EIS.
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SCC is consulting with each submitter about their response and would following submission of the
SEIS provide each submitter with a copy of the SEIS and response to their submissions. PJ
understood that public submissions under the EP Act were publicly made submissions rather than
public submissions for all to see. PJ requested EHP consult with SCC on any decision to publish
submissions ahead of its implementation. PR understood but EHP would not be publishing the
submissions and also outlined that the SCC response to submissions can be accessed by various
means as can any other document submitted to government. PR recommended checking out Qld
Acts as to who can see the response.
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Date 10/05/2013 Time 09:00
Venue Bandanna Energy Offices.

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File
Attendees Wedeena Smith (NRM), Monika Apologies

Rhodes (EHP), Daniel Larsen
(NRM); Ashley Bleakley (NRM);
Sandra Grinter (NRM); Kylie
Davidson (NRM); Alison Hambleton
(NRM); Craig Streatfield (CDMS),
Rikito Gresswell (CDMS GW
specialist); Neil Dale (SCC), Pete
Jones (SCC)

Agenda:
1. Baseline data and model set up
2. Groundwater allocation and users
3. GDEs and Stygofauna

Item 1 - Baseline data and model set up
RG explained more data had been collected as part of SEIS process. NRM offered help to supply
recent data from their records.

NRM enquired whether-the additional monitoring bores were in the alluvium and / or whether any
GW users took water from the alluvium. RG explained that based on the available bore logs and
depth to water data the alluvium is interpreted to be locally saturated for the purposes of the
assessment and that there are no registered bores screened in the alluvium. NRM highlighted the
need for bores in the alluvium to better support this interpretation.

NRM asked about the level of understanding regarding connectivity between the alluvium and
basalt. More info needed than that presented in the EIS currently about alluvial GW e.g. in relation
to GDEs, stygofauna, etc. SEIS should account better for this.

NRM enquired whether the monitoring bores were VWP or dips and about the frequency of
monitoring. ND explained monitoring would be monthly going forward. Currently talking to
landholders about monitoring web and inspecting bores for use long term.

REGISTERED & PRINCIPAL OFFICE POSTAL ADDRESS
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RG tabled figure showing simplified GW system cross-section. NRM queried why the greater concern
about GW to the north of the site. ND explained most landholder submissions about GW from there.
Also, this area has greatest extent of basalt for first part of the mine life.

Item 2 — GW allocations and users

NRM tabled licences for irrigation for 3 properties to north of MLA. Combined 400 M of total
extraction per year. Up to another 150 Ml extracted from south and further 5 Ml from area at
southern extent of model. Together these indicate a large allocation and use of GW per year in area
of mine. EIS GW model needs to account for this. NRM also enquired whether GW model accounts
for evapotranspiration rates. RG stated model could be updated to make water balance more
realistic by including licensed groundwater extractions.

In terms of mitigation, SCC needs to make clear commitment to manage impacts on bores and
describe in outline how mitigation would occur. NRM keen to assist SCC with this and to see
commitments in the EMP. ND explained landholders want commitment from SCC to make good. The
water pipeline gives fall back if additional water supplement required.

Item 3 — GDEs and Stygofauna

KD mentioned that impacts of subsidence required more work,.in.particular changes to GW-SW
interaction, GW chemistry and GW processes. Furthermore need to justify why change in GW levels
of 0.5 m is not significant to GDEs.

In relation to GDEs, RG stated that SEIS could quantify drawdown and reduction in
evapotranspiration flux. PJ stated that GDEs probably adapted to natural fluctuation in GW levels.
ND explained that drawdown is unlikely to be an issue. Expect no impact on veg along creeks. More
likely drawdown impacts would be expected on hills or slopes due to root sheer. Prolonged rises in
water table likely to cause more harm as seen.in the vicinity of the MLA at the moment. KD noted
that drawdown most likely an issue during prolonged dry spells. RG explained that under an average
climatic condition evapotranspiration isthe major cause of discharge from the groundwater system
and impacts to GDEs haven‘been re-assessed in the SEIS on this basis.

RG explained that the'modelling assumes that fractures above the goaf extend to the Basalt and this
assumption is conservative for the purpose of predicting groundwater impacts.

MR emphasized importance of resolving any issues on GW with NRM ahead of submission of SEIS.
EHP unable to stop the clock for further information once SEIS submitted. NRM agreed to review
updated GW study and provide comment as part of SEIS process.

Stygofauna was discussed including the potential importance of these species to GW processes.

Considered most stygofauna would be found in the alluvium. Proposed management of impacts on
this group would be generic.
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Date

10/05/2013

Time 09:00

SPRINGSURE s
S CREEK

ABN 73 119 713 601

Venue

Bandanna Energy Offices.

Project

Springsure Creek Coal Mine

File

Attendees

Agenda:

Wedeena Smith (NRM), Monika
Rhodes (EHP), Daniel Larsen
(NRM); Ashley Bleakley (NRM);
Sandra Grinter (NRM); Kylie
Davidson (NRM); Alison Hambleton
(NRM); Craig Streatfield (CDMS),
Rikito Gresswell (CDMS GW
specialist); Neil Dale (SCC), Pete
Jones (SCC)

Moya Tomlinson (DNRM)

Kylie Dunlop (EHP)

Angela Handy (EHP)

1. Baseline data and model set up
2. Groundwater allocation.and users
3. GDEs and Stygofauna

Item 1 — Baseline data and model set up
RG explained more data had been collected as part of SEIS process. NRM offered help to supply
recent data from their records.

Apologies

NRM enquired whether the additional monitoring bores were in the alluvium and / or whether any
GW users took water from the alluvium. RG explained that based on the available bore logs and
depth to water data the alluvium is interpreted to be locally saturated for the purposes of the
assessment and that there are no registered bores screened in the alluvium. NRM highlighted the

need for bores in the alluvium to better support this interpretation.

NRM asked about the level of understanding regarding connectivity between the alluvium and
basalt. More info needed than that presented in the EIS currently about alluvial GW e.g. in relation
to GDEs, stygofauna, etc. SEIS should account better for this.
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NRM enquired whether the monitoring bores were VWP or dips and about the frequency of
monitoring. ND explained monitoring would be monthly going forward. Currently talking to
landholders about monitoring web and inspecting bores for use long term.

RG tabled figure showing simplified GW system cross-section. NRM queried why the greater concern
about GW to the north of the site. ND explained most landholder submissions about GW from there.
Also, this area has greatest extent of basalt for first part of the mine life.

Item 2 — GW allocations and users

NRM tabled licences for irrigation for 3 properties to north of MLA. Combined 400 Ml of total
extraction per year. Up to another 150 Ml extracted from south and further 5 Ml from area at
southern extent of model. Together these indicate a large allocation and use of GW per year in area
of mine. EIS GW model needs to account for this. NRM also enquired whether GW model accounts
for evapotranspiration rates. RG stated model could be updated to make water balance more
realistic by including licensed groundwater extractions.

In terms of mitigation, SCC needs to make clear commitment to manage.impacts on bores and
describe in outline how mitigation would occur. NRM keen to assist SCC with this and to see
commitments in the EMP. ND explained landholders want commitment from SCC to make good. The
water pipeline gives fall back if additional water supplement required.

Item 3 — GDEs and Stygofauna

KD mentioned that impacts of subsidence required more work, in particular changes to GW-SW
interaction, GW chemistry and GW processes. Furthermore need to justify why change in GW levels
of 0.5 m is not significant to GDEs.

In relation to GDEs, RG stated that SEIS could guantify drawdown and reduction in
evapotranspiration flux. PJ stated that GDEs probably adapted to natural fluctuation in GW levels.
ND explained that drawdown is.unlikely to be an issue. Expect no impact on veg along creeks. More
likely drawdown impacts would be expected on hills or slopes due to root sheer. Prolonged rises in
water table likely to cause more harm as seen in the vicinity of the MLA at the moment. KD noted
that drawdown mostikely an issue during prolonged dry spells. RG explained that under an average
climatic condition evapotranspiration is the major cause of discharge from the groundwater system
and impacts to GDEs haven been re-assessed in the SEIS on this basis.

RG explained that the modelling assumes that fractures above the goaf extend to the Basalt and this
assumption is conservative for the purpose of predicting groundwater impacts.

MR emphasized importance of resolving any issues on GW with NRM ahead of submission of SEIS.
EHP unable to stop the clock for further information once SEIS submitted. NRM agreed to review
updated GW study and provide comment as part of SEIS process.

AB outlined that it is fundamental that recharge processes need to be updated, including alluvial
recharge.

MT outlined the importance of Sstygofauna was-discussed-including-the-petentiaHmportance-of
thesespeciesto GW processes. Considered most stygofauna would be found in the alluvium. SEIS

would need to address this. MT also recommended looking at other EIS out from the region. More
discussion is necessary, including rationale for statements made in the EIS. Proposed management
of impacts on this group would be generic.
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Date 01/05/2013 Time 10:30

Venue DSITIA, EcoSciences Precinct, 41
Boggo Road, Dutton Park, Exact
Meeting Room TBA

Project Springsure Creek Coal Mine File :

Attendees  Shioban Rigby (DSITIA) Apologies
Reinier Mann (DSITIA)

Kyle Dunlop (EHP, via telephone),
Monika Rhodes (EHP)

Dave Elmouttie (CDM Smith)
Scott Moffett (Engeny)

Peter Brisbane (Bandanna)

Pete Jones (Bandanna)

Agenda
Discussion of key topics from.DSITIA’s submission, namely:

e Adequacy of baseline monitoring data
e Discharges to the environment

Adequacy of baseline data

Concern that baseline monitoring not compared to “Model Water Conditions for Coal Mines in the
Fitzroy Basin”.

DE explained that these guidelines were not explicitly included in the Terms of Reference (TOR)
which was the focus of guidelines to be applied.

MR explained that the TOR does allow for consideration of other plans as relevant but acknowledged
the approvals landscape is continually changing.
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DSITIA ultimately wish to see a plan of sampling locations, monitoring parameters, equipment and
new data underpinning site-specific quality objectives. Also, suggest objective should account for
base flow and high flow contexts.

KD explained this level of detail would be needed for best EA conditions otherwise conditions would
have to take a conservative approach.

Project team commit to expanding on monitoring commitments in SEIS as far as possible. Explained
long-term monitoring plan is being drawn up at the moment. Should have 1-2 yrs of baseline data
before mining commences. Development of water management objectives would be ongoing.

Discharges

SR stated that the EIS was inconsistent in its presentation of discharges and thus unclear in whether
controlled and/ or uncontrolled discharges were proposed.

SM explained water management design principles (separation of mine.water and run off, and
diversion around MIA) and such based on relevant guidelines.

RM confirmed understanding that there would be no controlleddischarges and requested that the
EA should include monitoring of the effects of overflow discharges.

EIS team to update any inconsistencies within EIS chapters'on discharges.

KD enquired about progress of on-site water management design work e.g. ability to move water
around the site / dam maintenance regime. Again, detail at this level would be required for anything
other than conservative conditions in EA. Preferable for EA to refer to Water Management Plan and
objectives set out therein.

SR asked where overflows would flow into and how overflows could affect usage of farm dames, etc.
SM explained drain would be into existing creeks. RM reiterated the need to understand values
downstream and their monitoring. SM stated that the relevant guidelines would require the project
to account for all uses and values of existing water environment and adopt a risk approach to
management as appropriate to the use / value potentially impacted.

End.
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