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Our reference: DOC14/164591, EF13/3817
Contact: Michael Howat (02) 4908 6819
Electronic correspondence to: hunter.region@epa.nsw.gov.au

NSW Department of Planning and Environment
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Attention: Ms Elle Donnelley

Dear Ms Elle Donnelley

WARKWORTH CONTINUATION PROJECT - SSD 6464

Reference is made to your email to the Environment Protection Authority (EPA), dated 24 June 2014,
seeking comments on the Warkworth Continuation Project (the project) development application, reference
SSD 6464, which is applied for by Warkworth Mining Limited under Part 4 of the Environmental Planning
and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).

The EPA has reviewed the project as detailed in the report titled ‘Warkworth Continuation 2014 —
Environmental Impact Statement: 15 June 2014’ (EIS), Volumes 1 — 6, prepared by EMGA Mitchell
McLennan.

The project includes the following:

o extending approved open cut mining operations footprint west in an area approximately 698
hectares in size;
developing a range of associated infrastructure to support this extension;
closure of Wallaby Scrub Road:;
maintaining maximum coal extraction rates at 18 million tonnes of run of mine coal a year;
exporting coal, tailings and overburden material to the neighbouring Mount Thorley mine; and
water sharing with other mines.
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The EPA has reviewed the information provided with the application and provides the following comments.
The EPA’s proposed recommended conditions of approval are provided in Attachment 1.

Air Quality

The EPA's review of the Air Quality Impact Assessment (AQIA) undertaken for the project has identified
that the AQIA generally follows the requirements of EPA’s Approved Methods for the Modelling and
Assessment of Air pollutants in NSW. However there are gaps in the methodology and information provided
for the 24-hour cumulative assessment and therefore additional information is required to assist in
determining if potential worst-case impacts have been assessed. In addition, clarification and justification
should also be provided for some of the methodology in the diesel and blast assessments. The EPA’s
detailed AQIA assessment and information requirements are provided in Attachment 2.

Noise
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The EPA has undertaken a thorough review of the EIS and report titled ‘Warkworth Continuation 2014 —
Noise and Vibration Study’ (NVS) prepared by EMGA Mitchell McLennan, dated 12 June 2014. The EPA’s
detailed noise assessment review is provided in Attachment 3. The EPA can support the project based on
predicted noise levels in the NVS and the recommended conditions of approval in Attachment 1.

The recommended conditions of approval include application of the low frequency noise (LFN) modifying
factor based on the information provided in the NVS. The EPA also notes that the recommended noise
monitoring and reporting conditions provided can be varied and must be negotiated with the proponent, the
EPA and Department of Planning and Environment before being finalised in any Project Approval.

Surface Water
The EPA has reviewed Volume 1 - Chapter 7 and Appendix L in Volume 4 of the EIS in relation to surface
water assessment and potential impacts.

As noted section 4.6.1 of the surface water study (Appendix L), there is no proposed increased in allowable
discharge volume from the Warkworth site from the current limit of 100 mega litres per day.

Noting that Warkworth and Mount Thorley are operated jointly, and as the increase in coal processing and
associated water use will be on the Mount Thorley premises there does not appear to be any proposed
increases or other amendments to the current Warkworth water discharge conditions specified under
Environment Protection Licence (EPL) 1376.

Environment Protection Licence

If project approval is granted amendments will be required to the current EPL 1376 for the premises. The
proponent will have to make a separate application to the EPA for an amendment to the existing EPL 1376,
or a new EPL if desired, prior to undertaking any on site works.

If you require any further information regarding this matter please contact Michael Howat on 4908 6819.

Yours sincerely

/ﬁ /3.8. ¢

BILL GEORGE
Al/Head Regional Operations Unit — Hunter
Environment Protection Authority

Encl:  Attachment 1 - Recommended Condition of Approval: Warkworth Continuation Project, SSD 6464
Attachment 2 — EPA’s Detailed Air Quality Assessment Review
Attachment 3 — EPA’s Detailed Noise and Vibration Study Review
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Attachment 1
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

WARKWORTH CONTINUATION PROJECT, SSD 6464

Noting that Environment Protection Licence 1376 is already issued for the premises, the following
recommended conditions of approval are only new or amended conditions to those already existing on EPL
1376. The EPA has not included an exhaustive list of all conditions currently in force in EPL 1376 that will
remain unchanged if project approval if granted.

General
Works are to be undertaken in accordance with the information supplied to the EPA

1. Except as provided by these conditions of approval, the works and activities must be undertaken in
accordance with the proposal contained in:

(a) ‘Warkworth Continuation 2014 — Environmental Impact Staterment’ (Vols 1 — 8), dated 15 June
2014, prepared by EMGA Mitchell McLennan

unless otherwise specified in these conditions of approval

Premises or plant to which this licence applies

2. The licensee must provide the EPA with an updated premises description diagram/map prior to the
commencement of any site works associated with the project. This diagram/map must be:

titled and dated;

prepared by a registered surveyor;

clearly identify the boundary of the premises for which Warkworth Mining Ltd is the occupier;

illustrate location and GPS coordinates of all discharge and/or monitoring sites; and

in size A1 in both electronic and hard copy format.
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Noise

3. Noise generated at the premises must not exceed the noise limits in the Table below. The location
numbers in this table are taken from Table D.1 of the report ‘Warkworth Continuation 2014 — Noise and
Vibration Study’ prepared by EMGA Mitchell McLennan, dated 12 June 2014.

NOISE LIMITS dB(A)
Location Day Evening Night

LAeq {15 minute) LAeq {15 minute) LAeq {15 minute) LA1 (1 minute)

1723 5 218, 219, 220, 224,
267, 268, 904, 905, 909, 911
927, 928, 936,
127,134, 141, 167, 168, 169,
170, 172 173, 174, 175, 176,
177, 176, 179, 248, 249, 250,

251, 937
120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 160, 35 35 35 45
161, 162 163, 244, 245, 246,
247, 256, 257, 258, 260, 261,
193 197 199, 200, 201, 202,
203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208,

923 926,

149, 150, 190, 932
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33, 922 37 37 37 47

16, 21, 24, 30, 31, 35, 42, 53, 54,

55, 56, 57, 58, 60, 61, 67, 70, 74,

80, 84, 89, 215, 234, 235, 237, 38 38 38 48

238, 243, 254, 255, 903, 917,
918, 919, 929

For the purpose of condition 3;

» Day is defined as the period from 7am to 8pm Monday to Saturday and 8am to 6pm Sunday and
Public Holidays.

* Evening is defined as the period 6pm to 10pm.

» Night is defined as the period from 10pm to 7am Monday to Saturday and 10pm to 8am Sunday
and Public Holidays.

The noise limits set out in condition 3 apply under all meteorological conditions except for the following:

a) Wind speeds greater than 3 metres/second at 10 metres above ground level.

b} Stability category F temperature inversion conditions and wind speeds greater than 2
metresfsecond at 10 metres above ground level; or

c) Stability category G temperature inversion conditions.

For the purposes of condition 5:
a) Data recorded by a meteorclogical station installed on site must be used to determine
meteorological conditions; and
b) Temperature inversion conditions (stability category) are to be determined by the sigma-
theta method referred to in Part E4 of Appendix E to the NSW Industrial Noise Policy.

To determine compliance:
a) with the Legyis minuwiey NOISE limits in condition 3, the noise measurement equipment must be
located:

* approximately on the property boundary, where any dwelling is situated 30 metres or
less from the property boundary closest to the premises; or

« within 30 metres of a dwelling fagade, but not closer than 3m, where any dwelling on the
property is situated more than 30 metres from the property boundary closest to the
premises; or, where applicable

» within approximately 50 metres of the boundary of a National Park or a Nature Reserve.

b) with the Laiy minuey NOISE limits in condition 3, the noise measurement equipment must be
located within 1 metre of a dwelling fagade.

c) with the noise limits in condition 3, the noise measurement equipment must be located:

¢ at the most affected point at a location where there is no dwelling at the location; or
+ at the most affected point within an area at a location prescribed by conditions 7(a) or
7(b).
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8. A non-compliance of condition 3 will still occur where noise generated from the premises in excess of
the appropriate limit is measured:
» at alocation other than an area prescribed by conditions 7(a) and 7(b); and/or
s af a point other than the most affected point at a location.

8. For the purposes of determining the noise generated at the premises the modification factors in Section
4 of the NSW Industrial Noise Policy must be applied, as appropriate, to the noise levels measured by
the noise monitoring equipment.

Reporting Conditions
Noise Monitoring Report

10. A noise compliance assessment report must be submitted to the EPA within 30 days of the completion
of the yearly monitoring. The assessment must be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced
acoustical consuitant and include:

a) an assessment of compliance with noise limits presented in Condition 3; and
b) an outline of any management actions taken within the monitoring period to address any
exceedences of the limits contained in Condition 3.

Monitoring Conditions
Reguirement to Monitor Noise

Note: This condition can be varied and must be negotiated with the proponent before being finalised in any
Project Approval.

11. To assess compliance with Condition 3, attended noise monitoring must be undertaken in accordance
with Conditions 7 and:

a) at each one of the locations listed in Condition 3;
b} occur annually in a reporting period;
¢) occur during each day, evening and night period as defined in the NSW Industrial Noise Policy for a
minimum of:
« 1.5 hours during the day;
¢ 30 minutes during the evening; and
¢ 1 hour during the night.

d) occur for three consecutive operating days.
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Blast Fume

12. Offensive biast fume must not be emitted from the premises

Definition:

Offensive blast fume means post-blast gases (whether visible or invisible, odorous or odourless) from
the detonation of explosives at the premises that by reason of their nature, duration, character or
guality, or the time at which they are emitted, or any other circumstances:

(i) are harmful to {(or is likely to be harmful to) a person that is outside the premises from which it is
emitted, or

(ii) interferes unreasonably with {or is likely to interfere unreasonably with) the comfort or repose of
a person who is outside the premises from which it is emitted.

Air

The EPA requires further information is provided by the proponent, this is detailed further in Attachment 2.
The EPA is unable to issue recommended conditions of approval in relation to air quality until such time as
the additional information is received.

Environment Protection Authority
August 2014
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Attachment 2

EPA’S DETAILED AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENT REVIEW

1. Modelled Scenarios

The future years included in the air dispersion modelling were year 3, 9 and 14. The assessment does not
provide justification for the selection of future scenarios for modelling. Factors that are generally taken into
account for selection of modelling scenarios representative of potential worst-case impacts include
overburden movement, coal movement, mine layout, proximity of active mining to receptors and capacity of
overburden and coal handled.

EPA recommends that the proponent provides details of selection process for the future vears modelled
including justification for how the selected modelling scenarios represent potential worst-case.

2. 24-hour PMy, Cumulative Assessment

Accounting for 2012 Impacts

The 24-hour PM,, cumulative assessment was completed by adding predicted increments from the MTO
Project to measured background data from 2012 at the nearby monitors. Impacts from Warkworth mining
operations were also included due to the interactions between the two mines and the proximity of the
Warkworth mine. The 2012 monitoring data would include impacts from MTW operations during 2012.

Therefore, MTW operations in 2012 were modelled and the results were applied to the cumulative
assessment to avoid double counting of impacts from the two mines. The 2012 emissions inventory, source
locations and methodology for applying 2012 MTW operations have not been provided in the AQIA.

It is unclear from the tables in Appendix F of the Warkworth AQIA how 2012 impacts have been accounted
for in the cumulative assessment. There appears to be inconsistencies in the methodology to account for
predicted 2012 MTW results. For example, active mining moves towards the west closer to the Bulga
monitor in the future mining years and therefore impacts are expected to increase. In the table below from
Appendix F, the predicted increment decreases in the future mining years at the Bulga monitor on 7
October 2012 (one of days where the top ten highest measured data was recorded). However, a review of
the top ten highest predicted increment on 14 June 2012 increases in the future years.

 Date Predicted (ug/m’) | Total (ug/m’)
7{10/2012 36.8
7/10/2012 34.9
7M0/2012 30.1

(ug/n

52
14.8
18.9

14/6/2012
Year9 | 14/6/2012 ND
Year 14 14/6/2012 ND

On certain days where the model may have predicted higher impacts for the future mining years compared
to 2012 (or vice versa if 2012 results were subtracted from future predicted resulis), the predicted
increment was a negative value. As a result of the negative predicted increments, there are days where the
cumulative assessment resulted in lower concentrations than the original measured data. For example, at
the Mt Thorley Industrial Estate TEOM in Year 9 on 6 September 2012, the measured PM,, concentration
was 59 ug/m® and the incremental impact was -13.6 yg/m®. The resulting cumulative total PM;,
concentration was 45.4 ug/m®.

It appears reasonable to account the mine contribution from 2012 to avoid double counting of MTW
impacts, It is also noted that as mining operations move and change, the potential impacts at a particular
TEOM is likely to change compared to the base year 2012. However, the 24-hour average PM,, cumulative
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assessment should include a level of conservativeness to account for operational fluctuations, modelling
sensitivities and future changes to operations at other mines. The propenent has not provided enough
information and justification in the 24-hour average PMj, cumulative assessment to determine if the
potential worst-case impacts have been assessed.

EPA recommends that the proponent provides details of the 2012 emissions inventory and the
methodology to account for 2012 impacts in the cumulative assessment. The cumulative assessment
should be conservative enough to take into consideration worst case conditions that are likely to arise in the
future mining vears. Therefore, the proponent should provide justification for the methodoloay used in the
cumulative assessment and reasoning that the poiential worst-case impacts on nearby sensitive receptors
have been assessed.

Location of Predicted Impacts

Predicted results have been extracted at the nearby tapered element oscillating microbalances (TEOMs) to
represent clusters of sensitive receptors rather than directly at the sensitive receptors. The reasoning
provided was that the TEOMs are typically located closer to mining activities and therefore are likely to
experience greater impacts,

Whilst the majority of the residences are located further from the MTW mining operations compared to the
TEOMSs, there are a few residences located closer to mining operations than the TEOMs assessed. An
example of private receptors located close to mining operations includes receptors 81, 102, 118, 126, 259,
262 and 264. Hence, the potential impacts at these residences would be higher than those of the nearby
TEOMs.

In_accordance with the approved methods, the 24-hour average PM,, cumulative assessment should be
undertaken at the nearest existing or likely future off-site sensitive receptor. EPA recommends that
additional 24-hour average PM,, cumulative analysis should be completed at the sensitive receptors close
fo mining operations.

Predicted Cumulative Impacts

In accordance with Section 5.1.1 of the Approved Methods, measured background concentration should be
added to each individual dispersion model prediction at each receptor for the entire modelled year. it is also
noted that only 20 days of background data and predicted increment has been presented in Appendix F
and it is unclear if a full year of data has been assessed in the 24-hour PM,; cumulative assessment.

The data shown in Table 9-8 summarising the predicted maximum number of additional days above 24-
hour average criterion does not match with the tables shown in Appendix F. The number of additional days
above the 24-hour average criterion based on Appendix F is shown below.

Bulga 0 0 0
Wallaby Scrub Road 0 0 0
Warkworth 1 7 2
Knodlers Lane 0 3 2
MTIE 0 2 1

EPA recommends that a full year of assessment should be provided for the cumulative analysis and Table
9-8 of the AQIA should be revised accordingly.

Diesel Assessment

NO, emissions from diesel powered equipment items were modelled using emissions data from
manufacturer's equipment performance specifications. The equipment items modelled included excavators,
loaders, dozers, drills, graders, watercarts and haul trucks and were assumed to be operating at full power
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20% of the time. The assessment does not specify for the remaining 80% of the time whether the
equipment items were assumed to be operating at a reduced rate or were not operational. EPA has
conducted studies which have demonstrated that haul trucks generally operate at approximately 40% load
capacity. A 20% operating capacity spread over a full year would result in underestimation of potential 1-
hour average NO, impacts from operation of diesel equipment.

It is noted that the cumulative assessments for dust in the AQIA has been completed using the predicted
concentrations from MTW due to the interactions between the two mines. However, the NO; assessment
appears to be have only used data from MTO alone. Due to the integrated operations between MTO and
Warkworth and for consistency with the cumulative approach for dust in the AQIA, the NO, cumulative
assessment should include emissions from diesel from mining operations at Warkworth.

Background NO, data was obtained from the Singleton monitor and the levels used for the cumulative
assessment were 41.4 ug/m® for 1-hour average and 16.9 pg/m® for annual average. Table 10-2 of the
assessment shows NO, impacts from diesel emissions from the Project and background. A review of the
isopleths in Appendix G for the predicted 1-hour and annual average NO, concentrations from the Project
alone are the same as Table 10-2. The proponent should check that background levels have been included
in the predicted results in Table 10-2.

The proponent should clarify the operating capacity of 20% used in the diesel assessment and provide
justification for the capacity assessed. EPA recommends that Warkworth should be included in the NO,
assessment, consistent with the cumulative approach for dust in the AQIA. The proponent should also
check that the results presented in Table 10-2 and Appendix G are correct.

Blast Assessment

The blast assessment was completed for all the future mining years by placing a blast source in the centre
of the active pit. The AQIA states the model was set up to generate a blast during each hour of the day
when blasting is permitted and takes into account weather conditions and existing blast permissions, in
accordance with the existing MTW Blast Management Plan. The exact conditions where the emissions
were halted in the modelling were not provided in the AQIA.

A review of Appendix H of the air quality assessment indicates that the hours between 9 am and 5 pm were
modelled. However, the permitted hours for blasting in the blast management plan is from 7 am and 5 pm.
The time of day where NO, impacts from blasting was predicted to result in adverse impacts were in the

early evening at 4 pm and 5 pm.

The proponent should provide detaiis of the weather conditions that lead to a halt in blasting. In addition,
the hours of blasting in the modelling should be crossed checked to ensure that all permitied hours

between 7 am and 5 pm have been assessed.
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Attachment 3
EPA’S DETAILED NOISE AND VIBRATION STUDY REVIEW

The EPA reviewed the assessment titled ‘Warkworth Continuation 2014 — Noise and Vibration Study’
(NVS), prepared by EMGA Mitchell McLennan, dated 12 June 2014, and provides the following comments:

DECCW Letter of December 2010

DECCW'’s letter to the Department of Planning and Environment (Planning) of December 2010 is
mentioned in relation to the Ombudsman’s letter quoted in the NVS. In the letter to Planning, DECCW
stated that it agreed with Planning that the INP Low Frequency Noise (LFN) modification factor would be
applied except where it is shown that it results in perverse outcomes. For example, where the INP method
results in a noise sensitive receiver further from a noise source being eligible for acquisition when another
receiver closer to the source and receiving higher dBA noise levels is not.

Since the letter EPA has done further analysis and considers that situations could arise where the C — A
differential is 15dB or more but the assessment criteria proposed by the UK Department of Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) indicates that no LFN impact occurs. Section 10.9.2 of the NVS presents
the results of some noise measurements outside and inside a dwelling that show that the DEFRA criteria
are not exceeded. However the C — A differential during the measurements was not 15 or more, therefore
the example in the NVS does not demonstrate that the DEFRA criteria are not exceeded when the INP
criterion is exceeded. EPA therefore proposes to apply the methodology for LFN in Table 4.1 of the INP
unless further information is provided.

Urban / Industrial Interface classification

Locations categorised as “Urban / Industrial Interface” might be more appropriately categorised “Rural /
Industrial Interface”, as per the INP Application Note “When to apply the urban/industrial interface amenity
category” (at http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/noise/applicnotesindustnoise.htm). The NVS does not appear to
discuss that this category applies to a region where the noise level of the existing industry (measured at its
boundary) has fallen by 5 decibels.

. Amenity criteria

The NVS references 2.2.4 of the INP in relation to amenity criteria and seems to be suggesting that
Warkworth’s noise contribution should be included when deriving the amenity criteria. Appendix A of the
INP appears to indicate that noise from an existing premises should not be included when deriving amenity
criteria. However, EPA notes that use of the intrusive criteria is appropriate as the PSNL would not change
if this was corrected.

Modelling algorithm used

The prediction algorithm (eg CONCAWE, 1S09613) that was utilised for the noise modelling within the
Bruel and Kjaer Predictor software is not stated. Most current algorithms base their predictions for
atmospheric inversion conditions in terms of Stability Categories. The predictions in the NVS describe
atmospheric inversions in terms of degrees C per 100m and it's not clear what, if any, conversion was
undertaken. However, EPA considers that the prediction method and results appear reasonable and
proposes to set the predicted values as noise limits, which it will be the responsibility of the proponent to
meet.

Frequency occurrence of F and G stability categories

The relatively low (8%) frequency of occurrence of F and G stability categories for winter nights seems low.
The weather station location is referred to as Charlton Ridge which suggests it may have greater exposure
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to wind conditions compared to more low-lying areas. The proponent has, however, assessed impacts for
inversion conditions.

Conclusion

Notwithstanding the above comments, the EPA can support the project based on predicted noise levels in
the NVS and the recommended conditions of approval in Attachment 1.

The proponent states that:

» the predicted noise levels are those that resuit after the implementation of all feasible and reasonable
ncise mitigation measures; and,

« the noise mitigation measures incorporated in the proposal are all that are feasible and reasonable for it
to implement.

The EPA’s view of the proposed noise mitigation measures is that they reasonably represent current best
practices at similar mines. The EPA considers it unlikely that there are further feasible and reasonable
measures that would provide significant additional noise mitigation.

if the project is approved the EPA can vary Warkworth's existing Environment Protection Licence (EPL) to
include noise limits for noise sensitive receiver locations, in the following manner:

Where predicted noise levels at noise sensitive receiver locations do not exceed the Project Specific Noise
Levels {(PSNLs), the EPA would set noise limits in the licence at the predicted level. Where the predicted
noise level is less than 35dBA Lequsminues) EPA would set the limit at 36dBA Ledusminutes).

Where noise levels are predicted to be above the PSNLs (“residual impacts”) Planning is best positioned to
weigh the benefits of the proposal against potential adverse noise impacts according to Chapter 8.2.1 of
the INP, and to determine if a noise limit above the PSNL is justified. Planning may choose to negotiate
lower levels with the proponent or to adopt the predicted levels as consent conditions.

Where noise limits in Planning’'s Project Approval, if issued, are above the PSNLs, the EPA will include
them as limits in the licence, provided they do not exceed the PSNLs by more than 5dB and suitable
arrangements are made to mitigate the impact. The EPA understands that Planning may assign Acoustic
Treatment rights for noise between 3 and 5dB above the PSNL, and Acquisition rights where noise is more
than 5dB above the PSNL.

The EPA will not specify noise limits in the licence for a receiver that has negotiated an agreement with the
proponent in relation to noise levels, in accordance with the Negotiated Agreement provisions of the INP,
which are available to the proponent at any time.

The EPA’s process for assigning recommended noise limits is broadly as follows:
a. The EPA consults the predicted noise levels for the premises (e.g. Table D.1 of the NVS);
b. A minimum noise limit level of 35dBA is adopted,;
c. For receivers with predicted impacts up to the PSNL,
i. EPA sets the noise limit for the night-time period to the predicted level in the
assessment, down to a minimum of 35 dBA,
ii. EPA sets the noise limit for the evening period to the predicted level in the assessment,
down to a minimum of the night-time period limit or 35 dBA, whichever is higher;
iii. EPA sets the noise limit for the daytime period to the predicted level in the assessment,
down to a minimum of the evening period limit or 35 dBA, whichever is higher.
Steps ii and iii above ensure that noise limits for the less sensitive evening period are not lower than
those for the night-time period, and similarly so limits for the least sensitive daytime period are not
lower than those for the evening and night-time periods.

These limits are included as recommended limit conditions (eg. as a Table of limits in Attachment 1).
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d. Forreceivers with predicted impacts up to 5 dB above the PSNL,
i. EPA sets the noise limit for the night-time period as the predicted level in the
assessment, down to a minimum of 35 dBA;
ii. EPA sets the noise limit for the evening period as the predicted level in the assessment,
down to a minimum of the night-time period limit or 35 dBA, whichever is higher;
iii. EPA sets the noise limit for the daytime period as the predicted level in the assessment,
down to a minimum of the evening period limit or 35 dBA, whichever is higher.
Steps i and iii above ensure that noise limits for the less sensitive evening period are not lower than
those for the night-time period, and similarly so limits for the least sensitive daytime period are not
lower than those for the evening and night-time periods.

These limits are included as suggested limit conditions for Planning to consider.

Receivers with predicted noise levels more than 5 dB above the PSNLs would not be included in EPA’s
Licence. Owners whose properties are currently subject {o acquisition by a mining company would be
included in the recommended limit tables as acquisition may not have been completed at the time of writing
these recommendations. These would be excluded once acquisition has been completed.



