Roscoe Park,
90 Carters Lane, Sutton Forest NSW 2 577
22/6/2017

Submission on Hume Coal’s Mining Plan:

We strong(y oﬁject to Hume Coal’s y(ans to mine under Sutton Forest. Q—(aving unfortunate(y been yersonaf(y
involved with Hume Coa[/‘Posco for the last 5 years, we're p[easec( that we can put to the government how we
fee( about the ﬂne-featﬁer mine that is Jorcyoosecf By Hume. The process so far has been an emotional, mental
}Jﬁysica[ and financiaf train wreck for us.

Two of our sons, their wives and eight gmnc[cﬁifc{ren, are (iving in the Southern ‘}-[igﬁ(am(s. T ﬁey are the

very }Jersona( reasons for figﬁting this mine. We think that 1f we give up on this ﬁ’gﬁt their future qua(ity of
flfe, financia[ prospects and health would be comyromisecf

The community reasons for ﬁ’gﬁting Hume’s mine are equa(fy impoﬁant. We have a mﬁ' of oﬁjections
incfucﬁ’ng water po(fution, noise, joﬁ [osses and the admitted destruction of the aquer.

n that regard, Hume in their E1S have stated that some 90 odd water bores will be affected or destroyed
inc(ucﬁ’ng ours. These bores service vineyarc(s, olive groves, dairies, horse and cattle breeders and gog( courses
amongst other tﬁings. We’re worried that the im})acts will be even worse than Hume says and there’s no way

we can see tﬁat Q—(ume canfix tﬁe cfamage or compensatefor tﬁe water [055. Tﬁe costs to a[fofus wz((ﬁe

immense.

Just for us, Hume would have to truck in 10,000 litres a cfay for our cattle herd alone let alone what we need
for our gan{ens and so on. We also have ayjoroximatefy 20 hectares of ﬂ-[igﬁfy Emfangerecf Southern
ﬂ-(igﬁ(am{s Shale Woodland which would be com}womisec( 1f the mining ﬁapyens. A serious water drawdown

unc(er tﬁese trees wouf&f 66 a 6&5@51’61’.

Wells Creek is on the Western ﬁounafary of our property. Ttisa Eey feecfer stream for the ’Meafway reservoir.
Hume is p(anning to mine rigﬁt under the creck. This is a disaster waiting to ﬁaypen.

We haven'’t erg’oyecf cfea[ing with Hume yeqp(e at all and that’s putting it mi[a(fy. We were involved in an
altercation with Hume over the use @C our private road (Carters Lane) so tﬁey could drill on a neigﬁﬁour’s
property. That led to a seven-month blockade and an eventual LEC court case which Hume won on dubious
grouna(s and we couldn’t oyjfonf to a]ojoea[.

We've also been involved in over s years of arbitration and court action over access to our land for cfn’ffing
which tﬁey started while the other case was in progress. Hume constant(y moved the goa@msts from
Lfemanafing 1 exy[omtion hole on our property to 7 foles and then increased this in the middle of the



arbitration ﬁearl’ng to 22 and then back to 6. Our (awyer told us that to meet the criteria in the REF, Hume
were on[_y allowed 4 holes.

Hume have been very }Jersistent and very aggressive. Tortunate(y, our arbitrator Peter Neil SC was
extreme(y even-handed cfuring the entire Joerio&[ and put the arbitration on hold awaiting the outcome of the
$31 court ﬁecm’ng and @yeaf at our request. F ortunate[y, we won on the basis of ‘Sigmficant ﬂmyrovements’

WﬁiCFL ‘J—[ume never concec(ec(wﬁatever we saiaf or 6(16{

In arbitration, we requestecf that Hume would tell us who was coming onto our property cfuring any cfri([ing.
The forma[ written response we got to our request said it all. Mr Kim @[ Hume wrote “Hume oﬁjects to
}vaipfing third party persona( information to the landholders. It breaches privacy and Hume has fears that
the yersona( information would be used to harass those yeoy(e and the fami(ies of those coming to work for
Hume”! We couldn’t believe the insult and egjcrontery, it’s almost (ibellous. That’s tyyica( of this company’s
approach to the locals who object.

In summary, we've been in court 4 times ﬁ’gﬁting Hume over land access and cfm’((ing. We've spent fundreds
of thousands (f dollars cﬁfencfing our (ega( rigﬁts, finaffy winning an ayyea( in the LEC. izlfter all of that,
Hume yuffecf their s142 notices and said tﬁey didn’t want to drill on our property anymore but then tﬁey

won’t guarantee it!

We don’t know how anyone can trust Hume Coal or Posco to honour any agreement. We had to engage the
compﬁance cﬁ(ice in the Department of Resources and Energy to force them to rehabilitate our road (Carters
Lcme) after tﬁey used it for access to the Koltai property next door. It took a})}oroximate(y 15 months and a
lot of aggravation for them to admit the L{amage and [ift a finger to fix it even tﬁougﬁ the Act and the court
required them to do it.

We understand that Posco’s overseas track record is a shocker and Hume Coal seems to be fo[fowing the same
ayproacﬁ @[ abuse and destruction here as well. In our qpinion, any mining in the district will have a serious

impact on what we leave future genemtions, all for a few pieces (f silver for the government.

We will never let Hume Coal onto our property whatever it takes. We've spent millions on our property and

won’t have it cfestroyec{ Ey a South Korean company who doesn’t care about us or our land.
We've attached the ?lﬁ[icfavits we submitted in two court ﬁearings refating to Hume’s land access demands:
the firsf relates to the Review cf Environmental Factors and the second s31 ‘Sigmﬁcant ‘Jm})rovements’. These

contain far more information on our property and the ﬁ’gﬁt against Hume Coal.

Yours Sincerefy,

/%4 M . @5@ M

Margaret and Ross Alexander

Attachments






