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Date:ﬁ’/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EiS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly haif the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be “"commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amert mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.
st [ ol

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

1 have not made a reportable political donation. E,‘
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Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project E!S. SSD 7172

I object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form,

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD iSSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years, This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

L.

S~

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. B/
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Date: | }/6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and f urge the Government to reject this project.

NG
N

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: Q

I have not made a reportable political donation. E’
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Date: / 7 /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previcusly put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

(i /(/
L

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. E/
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Date:/ 7 /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic,

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Goveyr ent to reject this project.
Signed, /I/Z),J/

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Date: / 7/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
cperation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposa pe the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. Q{
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Date: ’7/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS resuits in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. B
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Date: /7/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the E!S results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EiS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Coliiery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.
Signed, A
/ il

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

v
I have not made a reportable political donation. }A’
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Date:t | /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

/S

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. Ej
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Date:/ 7 /672017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form,

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptabie and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

(8B

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. [2




Name T/"UC{-( S’ﬂﬁzf\f}'\f

Address ZS;Q/\_/\;#Q z/-

Date: / 7 /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix reveaied in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EiS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

T

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department's website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly haif the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amentmining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

NP/ Son
\/

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. ﬁ
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Date:/ ]/6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

I object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
ogeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.
Signed,

CSEL}_- g . I\on,-/éz

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date:| 7/ 6/ 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly tc operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

?

:

(

- )

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date:/™]/6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices wouid need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (E!S Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
Oﬁeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: m

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. Eﬂ/
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Date:/7 /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fali for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence"”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

Z

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. [2!]




Nameﬁj,é«é//@«w

Address {7 éecw < IL

Date:/‘_?_/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

t object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the datain the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

/a; Hon \'JW

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: m

I have not made a reportable political donation. [3/
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Name \/J'U\L\é Owl U(ﬁ@

Address__ 22 RO®\ 0018 @&
YOusae S

Date:;‘] /672017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

¢ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EiS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

e The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

e They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aument mining areas.

* The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ |n contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Gt ——

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. ﬁ
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Nir_ri___\du*ﬂ"/é ﬁr‘z%
Address E.C ) EQ{ZZSQ
NSLD 2516

Date:/ 7 /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentaticn overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact compaosition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

o The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptabie safety and
other concerns.

e In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the departinent’s website please tick this box: D

Signe

I have not made a reportable political donation. E’j




Name_ JUH~ _ PERRC

address 1% CQuire ST
oA 25Tk
NS W .

Date: / )/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPQ Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

} object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
oEeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

™4z Ree

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: U

I have not made a reportable political donation,




Name() WIC(&)W\CW
Address%% M@j\l L.é,,b(lJ Q{)
Do Ang

Date: /7/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS, SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be “commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from acurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Date:/”) /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the datain the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form,

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curentmining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

A artl

-

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. d
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Name Lléa Eb@fm,q
Address 6 LS}!?/{ ’ .«S\#

M Haqov\ﬂ
VAN
Date:/”) /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EiS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This

ogeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were

well away from curentmining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ n contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and ! urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

o?’vmf

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the departinent’s website please tick this box: E

I have not made a reportable political donation. E




Name j;;fﬂ( %Mﬂé’&
Address P§ BI’)O /5?/
Bowstae 2 574

Date: /]/6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fail for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS,

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume E!$ assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic. j

£

V)
This is a very risky pffﬁfé/sal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, ¥
e
F, / j""

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. E
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Name [_I_ /A/()i’wm' (‘I !
Address 3 W.'.II,‘.L: AL
A

-

e
C ropitla

Date:(5 /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
OEeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, -

: # " / ¥
= ' ( reziz 70t

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: E

I have not made a reportable political donation. D
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NameDA. G- IKonominss
Address 3 M/«SA.H“C, M

CRONYce A 2250

Date:/j/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amentmining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating envirohment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

/

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation, D
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Name___ A\ e (A ¢/
Address_ (MR A172ovA 4 A"
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Date: ﬁ/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPQO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and betlieve it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REIECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation avera number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from arrentmining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is 2 risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the departiment’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. d
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Date: / g/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery empiaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from arrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

probiematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

.-,]I .
| |
2 o4 /Q.JLIX»F/L

A

{ Cot

Signed, T

f M’&Z ’ Céx'fj_'

It you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: U

I have not made a reportable political donation. &/
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Datez/zs /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form,

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact compaosition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, f ut (%

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. &
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Date: [/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EiS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EiS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly haif the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project,

Signed,

£ W

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. B/
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Date: /5// 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EiS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

¢ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

e The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

e They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

» The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

e in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. ﬂ
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Date: / gfs /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in iower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date: { )// 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly haif the production low value thermal coal.

The anly way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EiS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

=z

[

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. d
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Date: /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPQO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EiS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal a"l% urge the Government to reject this project.
f

Signed, //_{Tf
\ | &Y
/Y

/.
.
F

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website pleasa tick this box: D

o

I have not made a reportable political donatlon, M/
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Date: 1X/6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS, SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

o This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in iower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

¢ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

¢ BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

* The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

e In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

/2y

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. EZ/
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Date: /&/6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS resuits in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low vatlue thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amentmining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, _1_/?,/4”/*’ 4 ?:__’

If you wish to maintaln your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box;: D

I have not made a reportable political donation, m"
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Date: /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

¢ This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

* The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
he "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

e The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

+ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk free process. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

ﬂ-(_“' -_FF ™ .. '\.?J

|

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: m

I have not made a reportable political donation. [Z]
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Date: /%', 6/ 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

o The product mix revealed in the EIS resuits in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

* The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EfS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

s The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aumert mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

. "I r
This is a very riskﬂproposal and ! urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, [ ]\

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submisslon from the department’s website please tick this box: U

1 have not made a reportable political donation. g
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Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS,

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amentmining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

tn contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

D CE ":Eui\,S =

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

L~
I have not made a reportable political donation. IS/
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Date: |8 /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fali for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

QG Eim e
v

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. ”i
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Date:¥® /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EiS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

—4{7,(-@::2_.

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. ﬁ




|.uZ

Name PAvi¢ W HETT O W

Address 49 WOGL8/vg 5T
LOwrLaL
NS w 2576

Date: /€ /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe E1S invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be “"commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact compaosition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from arrert mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

@L%’@cﬁéw

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Date: \5?/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001 ey

\
This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT. '
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

o

e

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable potitical donation. F:l
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Date: |%/6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coatl Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

\’\_ne@fvwﬁ

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Date:/ 7 /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from arent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind butkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating envircnment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

C—=R

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. M
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Date: | %76/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EiS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
ogeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, //w

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date: /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EiS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

VAR

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. B/
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Date: /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

T have not made a reportable political donation. ﬁ
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Date:/§ /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

¢ This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

+ BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EiS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

* The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

e They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ |n contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

S TE ~—

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation.
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Date: 1§76 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

T —

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Dated 3 /62017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form,

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Coliiery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

Vo —

¥ you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m




1.52

Name @m aﬁi%&n Qaz:t
icress PYess ol
Colery

ey
NEsW

Date: /776 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 38
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

—>

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. d
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Date:/ 7 /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

¢ This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

s BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

* In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

/1 Gl ssir—

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. E
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Date:/ ] /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EiS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

¢ This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

¢ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

+ BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

o They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
weil away from curent mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

s In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

>

/

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date: /7/6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPQO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

* The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

¢ BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

e The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

e They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amrent mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

e in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

9/!\90 ((‘Q(/\/\,a

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. g
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Date: /7/6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.
Signed,

O@%%w

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: m

1 have not made a reportable political donation. B/




I-§7

Name__ ! aw Mook

Address_ - :/"0\\0 St

W vt aoho©
9 <1

Date: { /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in fower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposai but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

N, AR €

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the departiment’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. Eﬁ
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Date:/ 7/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project E!S. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the datain the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability wouid be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact compaosition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.
%;’ Dot 7

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. ['Zi
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Date:/ 7/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the datain the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly haif the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years,

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

If you wish to malnﬁn!l your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

|
I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date:/ 6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. 8D 7172

i object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a2 small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form,

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years, This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

@

|

Signed,

I you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: U

I have not made a reportable political donation. E
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Date:| 7/6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EiS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

/ﬁwv\c'iﬁ@»‘

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: E

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. B/
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Name gﬁdﬂ’ WQ*Q\JL
Address_1& 20%@. N

2)\) GO Ad GOl

Datef }—/ 6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

* This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be “commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

s They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amentmining areas.

* The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

ARV,

~

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. B/
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Date:/,-/ 6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

¢ This is a small mine and costly to operate.

» The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

* The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

¢ BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

* The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

U%” |

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation, ﬁ
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Date: E\ﬂf’ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (E!S Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from arent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptabie safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the buikheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very ris

Wnd I urge the Government to reject this project.
Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Name S7TH 727 M ge) 570

Address 7 M&ET50n L
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Date: {('/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS resuits in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind buikheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. [Z
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Address (Q% MR" I\) STT/
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Date: /7/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

I object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

¢ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

¢ BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

e The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

e They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aumert mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

e In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, W ; ) '
v O )

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

e
I have not made a reportable political donation. M/
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Date: / 7/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPC Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EiS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. E
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Date:/7 /672017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from caumrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, Q/m &%/Z;w .
4

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

|
I have not made a reportable political donation. W
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Date: / 7/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EiS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from asent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. E'
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Date: {)—r 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from cument mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

] /

If you wish to maintain your p{vacy in this submlss(on from the department’s website please tick this box: m

.
I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date:a// 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT,

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.
They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.
The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptabie safety and
other concerns.
In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

/

i5°ls a very risky proposaNand | urge the Government to reject this project.

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: E]

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/




(R &)
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Date: /Y76 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the praduction low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

= BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REIECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact compaosition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aument mining areas.

o The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and

other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

Z i

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: EI

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

%uw\

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the deparbment’s website please tick this box: U

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. d
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Date/R /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Departiment of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {(EIS Appendix Q page 42}. This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an £1S.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurert mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

%

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. D
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pate: {§/ 672017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

I object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

¢ BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

e They had the advantage of knowing the exact compaosition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curert mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

e In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess, The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Lot [fslie

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date: A5 / 6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the £IS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
he "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptabie safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. M




|97

Name l/ /}Né*ZEiff O

Address /£ FARMEN 7oz R <oVET
Bow R A

Eoraga—

Date: /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix reveaied in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production tow value thermal coal.

s The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

« BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

s The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

+ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

» [n contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk free process. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating envircnment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

v g et

-

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable politicat donation. d




Name 0!&&/1th Mo {C
Address. b 6 Moy i QJ
Bowp b AL~

Date: 1 § 76 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPQO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

! object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermai coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. [j




Name "i_) /4//!26—1/"&"

Address_ 2. A/ /7D cheé— Ny,

B()u AT -

Date: /¥ /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.
|

(/A

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tid this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. B
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Date: |X /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

o This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

¢ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ |n contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

CJUWLQM

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date: ﬂ /672017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 38
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

* BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amentmining areas.

o The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge }#e"Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation, IZJI
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Name :j’7{ 24 {anrneor.

Address_{lo /éélla/mj Ave
Camder

25770

Date: (/6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from cument mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk free process. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Name Scor(et R0se (Wake ~Fonas

Address 3 QQM
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Date: {Q/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk free process. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintaln your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: m

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date\% /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bultkheads is a risk freeprocess, The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

S

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: U

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Date: /8/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the E!S it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

S el

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made 2 reportable political donation. D
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Name ;//\uc ru\ M 20N
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Date:/g /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EiS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EiS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

< A\G@,ﬂ/

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: I:]

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. E/
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Name SM ﬁ) M A
Address 6/ 5 J -‘\ c (0(\ <

Date: ['1}5/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermai coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

* The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic,

This is a very risky proposal and ! urge the Government to reject this project.

WY

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: B

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Address 22- O3S s}
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Date:} $/6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EiS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EiS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low vaiue thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be “commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns,

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge-the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. D
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pate: {876/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS,

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

S

'Dgp&eu

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. E
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Date: [{ /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

¢ This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

* The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

» They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

* In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: m

I have not made a reportable political donation. E
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Date:/S /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

I object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in iower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. Ej
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Date:‘(g?/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT,
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix reveaied in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EiS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from cument mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

v

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: G

QQW\/ B
.

I have not made a reportable political donation. d
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Date: /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

1 object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermalcoal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

gm_

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tidk this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation.
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Date:l/ <67/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

¢ This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form,

e BAEconcmics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EiS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

e The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

» They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amentmining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk free process. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating envircnment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.
Signed,
| /

IA L ((Uf Q[L,p | &4»9_

i

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. D
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Date: /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

o The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EiS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fail for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q. page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EiS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD 1SSUES

* The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This

Oﬁeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were

well away from curent mining areas.

» The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

* |n contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk free process. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. E_
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Date: /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability wouid be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fali for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

AN 21

I A]

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

¢ This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

¢ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

¢ BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fail for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

+ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were

well away from curent mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and

other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The

design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. E/
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Date:/{ /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at ieast some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

sord L]

{ {

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. EE/
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Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EiS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

+ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

* BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This

Oﬁeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were

well away from asrent mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is compiex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

N

1If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Date: |[8/6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the datain the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence"”. (E!S Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EiS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

\ Sl
NI/,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

1 have not made a reportable pelitical donation. [j
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Date: /76 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

¢ This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

* The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

e The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

e They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. [Z[
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Date: [D /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT,

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD {1SSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years,

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

P'%p\//

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/

Signed,
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Date: / Q/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

* This is a small mine and costly to operate.

o The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

¢ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

e They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and { urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, [

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. g
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Date: | ¥76 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

e The Metropolitan Celliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact compaosition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

* The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m




1108

Name J PQ('\(\
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Date: % /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and i urge the Government to reject this project.

R

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

a
I have not made a reportable political donation.
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Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from asent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

/ﬁﬂf 04' -
/

b i} &on wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Date:( 7 /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

* BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an E!S.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

e The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

» They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

» The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, \

]\H

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Date: | § /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 20601

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS, SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
oEeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal

Signed, /,,

d | urge the Government to reject this project.

If you wish tg maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. E/
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Date:/5 /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS resuits in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
octher concerns.

In contrast the Hume E!S assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

MC-L ém—./ %/4 //(cn-&JCL"‘-\_)

if you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this hox: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation.
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Date: /§/ 6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPC Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
oEeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportabie political donation. E
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Dateze_;s /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in iower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form. _

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity anaf\fsis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aument mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

[ Lar wvdw At -

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. D
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Date:/j§ /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS, SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

* The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zerc NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This

ogeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were

well away from ament mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

* In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

SR

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: E]

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. D
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Date: \3/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

<63l

e

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: E

I have not made a reportable political donation. E/
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Date:\ & /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be “commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from amentmining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. Eﬁ
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Date:{ 7/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EiS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
ogeration required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, /

Ay E—

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. [Z]
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Date:! &/6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk free process. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

/%,W

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. g
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Date:| £/ 6/ 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Envircnment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zerc NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aument mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

;rf‘._ lf-l {'h:,'— f_.LA,_,'.:'J-

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportabie political donation. ﬁ
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Date: /ﬂ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Envirenment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,
it
Y o

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: u

1 have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Date:ﬁ 16/ 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

» The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

* BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

s The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

e In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

g‘ Pl Sz,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the departmment’s wabsite please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. B/
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Date: /&' /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

ol
U

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

1 have not made a reportable political donation. [j




bz

Name_Linden Tohngemn

Address 3o Berne Cies
MAEareao s
AT DS

Date:1& /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and t urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

%QQ ° O

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. g
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Date: 3 /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Pianning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EiS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the E!S results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe E!S invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In cantrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

ot 40

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

T have not made a reportable political donation. m




Name_ /ot id /R AHAM

Address l EL\J!I 5/;Q££T
RowRrAL.

Date!® /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it shouid be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery empiaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

[t TS am
= [ N 7
!

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: g

I have not made a reportable political donation. m




Name K obirk  Nimmac

Address 2/‘\ Daima, <4

C(b‘7 Ao~ 2i32

Date: '$/6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPQO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years,

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

P

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: m

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation, E/
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Name /N0 FAad Zosunvry

Address. Y [Pavies nE
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Date: i4 /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EiS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from arrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess, The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

P/

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. B/




Name AVIL  CHETTY

Address%’ CKO(.‘ON] 51
QURRY ilLy M

Date: | K/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it shouid be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much cutput
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.
= (e

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. E/
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Date: /¢ /672017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

o The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production iow value thermal coal.

¢ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

¢ BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Name >\ v V&

Address @.\\

Date: \33/6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe E!S invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from cument mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
ather concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

probiematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed, .
1410

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box; D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. D
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Date: (a7 /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS, SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly haif the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

¢ The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

ey 3
=

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. B/
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Name Shemsbhaa y4 )5 Q’\S)‘Ao

Address) ¥ S 1, e 1A e

D e oo 27 (8

Date: /< /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from asrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

V'\./

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. B/
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Name (gﬁ ém.»u—«vcj‘& '
Address,p//—;- gm No1g
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Date: /576 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EiS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

Ef you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. D
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Name \/1?.&‘ of OU 2

Address__ 3S G‘Wtf-\\- f\Vq.
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Date: | /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EiS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invatid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the builkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

AN\

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable pelitical donation. ﬂ
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Namew\e Qo h/(( &)
Address?ﬁ %’61/?/7’“0 A\/‘J‘
At 2019

Date:\ %/ 6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

I object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

¢ This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previcusly put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

» BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

o The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

e They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aument mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

e In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and ! urge the Government to reject this project.
Signed,
4’)

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’'s website please tick this box: D

k
I have not made a reportable political donation. g/
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Name ra—):mf}l- Gzlll"b{

Address_ 755 60{4«\3 Rozd
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Date: \@ /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIiS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

e The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearty half the production low value thermal coal.

e The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

e BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

¢ The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

o

~/

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Name_ v Simovigghic!

Address_ 44 H«16sR YT 14

AShte 2460 5N

Date: 7.5/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the buikheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. B
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Date=257 6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT,
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

(g

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Date: /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy In this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: B

I have not made a reportable political donation. B/
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pated] /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production tow value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fail for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurert mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

ZESN

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation.
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RIALLS. SOREST

Date: /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind butkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

\\Q%?M

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. ﬂ
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Date: % ‘]’/ 6/ 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

» This is a small mine and costly to operate.

¢ The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

s The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase

production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output

prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to

be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an

apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

in contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk free process. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

Qs

L

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: m

1 have not made a reportable political donation. E
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Date: .25/ 6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years,

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

O//W Aoy (/ic// fféﬁ/‘é&;

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. B/
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Date: 24/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices woulid need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

oy pulallt ~1

Epwe

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. [Ef
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Date: 74 /6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning
and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

e This is a small mine and costly to operate.

o The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

« The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form,

s BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

e The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recentyears. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

e In contrast the Hume EiS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: m

I have not made a reportable political donation. B
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Date:.2lf / 6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fail for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {(EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from asrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

n—

Y

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

ot
I have not made a reportable political donation.
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Date: 1+4/ 6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

o This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

o The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

+ BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

s The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

e They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from cument mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

/’J' /M- 00\.{&70«/

iIf you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. Er
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Date: {8 /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EiS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low vaiue thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

R Shedz,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. E
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Date: \‘) /672017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

s This is a small mine and costly to operate.

s The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

¢ The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

* BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

* The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

¢ They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from acurent mining areas.

e The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

¢ |n contrast the Hume E!IS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is
problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

A[m . Mézom\

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: [:]

Signed,

I have not made a reportable political donation. IE
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Date/’(? /672017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

g

e

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/
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Date: | §/6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form,

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". {EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact compaosition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from curent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and 1 urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

Aufn/V

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. M
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Date:|€ /6/2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EiS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

—

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this hox: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. E’
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Date:2D /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

I object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns,

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from asrent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,
| ot
/ [

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. Ef
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Date: 7¢/6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation reguired extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from ament mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. m/




Name/?) —7/7/“ C o
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Date: 747 6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Envircnment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence”. (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aument mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

/

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

1 have not made a reportable political donation. m
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Name /SEFP L-dkf\/\/
Address_ 30 Ly Aty CLA7S ﬂ{)
QP‘M%QN(L{'L*

Date-Lle /6 / 2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| object to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROIJECT.

From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly half the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EiS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be "commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropolitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years. This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from aurent mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

Q)

b

If you wish to maintain your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: [:l

I have not made a reportable political donation. d




Name Cc\‘\’\f\eY'\V\CT_CTQ,u)QOfO«
Address Z/33. Char\es

Date',l?’ /6 /2017

Attn: Executive Director, Resource Assessments Department of Planning

and Environment
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

This is a submission to the Hume Coal Project EIS. SSD 7172

| cbject to this project and believe it should be rejected due to
THE POOR ECONOMICS OF THE HUME COAL PROJECT.
From the data in the EIS it is apparent that the projectis unprofitable, with negative investment returns.

This is a small mine and costly to operate.

The product mix revealed in the EIS results in lower revenue than previously put forward, with
nearly haif the production low value thermal coal.

The only way that the mine can improve its profitability would be to significantly increase
production, makingthe EIS invalid in its present form.

BAEconomics have not been asked to undertake the sensitivity analysis of how much output
prices would need to fall for the project to have a zero NPV because Hume Coal considers it to
be “commercial in confidence". (EIS Appendix Q page 42). This is unacceptable and an
apparent inability to meet the 2015 guidelines for an EIS.

THE REJECT EMPLACEMENT AND BULKHEAD ISSUES

The Metropalitan Colliery emplaced at least some of their rejects in mined voids in recent years, This
operation required extensive experimentation overa number of years.

They had the advantage of knowing the exact composition of their reject material and voids that were
well away from anment mining areas.

The Airly Colliery considered this method of reject disposal but decided it posed unacceptable safety and
other concerns.

In contrast the Hume EIS assumes that reject emplacement behind bulkheads is a risk freeprocess. The
design of the bulkheads is complex and their construction in an operating environment is

problematic.

This is a very risky proposal and | urge the Government to reject this project.

Signed,

If you wish to maintaln your privacy in this submission from the department’s website please tick this box: D

I have not made a reportable political donation. E/
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