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1 THE CHAIRMAN: Iam Michael Keating, Chairman of IPART,
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and the other Tribunal members present are Jim Cox on the
left, who is also the Chief Executive of IPART, Cristina
Cifuentes and David Brett. The secretariat members at the
table are Steve Lyndon on my right, next to him Alex Dobes,
and Mandy Tu Man Phan sitting behind.

The purpose of today's meeting is to focus discussion
on some of the key issues that have arisen in IPART's

Perisher review and, as always, we are guided by our terms
of reference. I think today should assist us in focusing

the discussion. Probably the key points in those terms of
reference are the Government's desire for full cost
recovery, which was the purpose of setting up this inquiry,
I believe, and we are also instructed in our terms of
reference that IPART should not review the National Parks

Wildlife Service policy on gate entry fees, I have a
specific instruction on that, and we are attempting to find
the least cost infrastructure program which will meet
current standards.

The Tribunal has noted that most submissions suggest

that someone else should pay, or pay more, for
infrastructure services. Perhaps that does not come as a
surprise. I think we all recognise that full cost recovery
of those services will not be painless, although it may be
painless to some people, at least. At the same time, the
Tribunal is aware that Perisher operates in a competitive
environment, particularly perhaps with Thredbo, and the

Tribunal will be aiming to recommend an approach which is

as close as possible to competitive neutrality.

The specific topics for discussion are those set out

in the agenda and the discussion paper and they are the
cost of roads, solid waste and water headworks, being the
first set; the second are the revenue and pricing options;
and the third is the expected future demand at Perisher.

Alex Dobes from the secretariat will introduce each

topic and the secretariat will engage in general
discussion, especially qualifying points of view. Each
organisation represented at the table will be asked to
limit comments on each of the three topics to three
minutes. You don't have to speak if you feel you have
nothing in particular to say on a specific issue.

47 Naturally you are aware that the Tribunal has read the
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stakeholders' submissions, so we are aware of the points of
view in general, and really the aim of this round table is

to clarify opinions on specific issues, especially those
issues which were explored in the recently published
consultant's reports where, for want of a better phrase,

the facts might be in dispute. We need to know that.

As you can see, we are making a transcript of this

round table and we will post that on our web site as soon
as possible. For the benefit of transcription, and indeed
for the rest of us, each speaker should introduce himself
or herself. If time permits, and I am pretty determined
that it will, when the participants at the table have
stated their positions, we will have time for some
discussion or comment on each other's positions at the end
of each topic.

MR DOBES: Thank you everyone for attending. The
Chairman has indicated how we hope to proceed, so I will
go straight into it.

You will notice the discussion paper is divided into

three main subject areas, although some have sub areas.
Some are related and we have changed them a little bit in
the order in which we hope to approach things, just for I
guess smooth progress, and we have combined some items
which are closely related, for example, parking fees and
gate entry charges.

First up we would like to discuss roads. We are not

able to discuss cleared roads, that is part of the DIPNR
process, so what are we are hoping to discuss is the cost
differences between cleared and uncleared roads. The cost
differences break down into three broad areas, which is
roads capex, roads opex and solid waste removal. First up
I would like to do roads capex and opex, then move on to
solid waste removal.

The questions to do with roads capex I guess are if

roads are uncleared, is it possible to seal them with
bitumen rather than concrete. That is a proposal in the
Earthtech report. If so, what is the difference in capital
cost and what is the life of an uncleared bitumen road as
opposed to an uncleared concrete road.

46 The second topic is what is the difference in

47

operating cost between cleared and uncleared roads, and
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1  there are other costs which may be higher or lower, so to
2 begin on that topic I would like Earthtech to introduce
3 those two questions, the difference in cost, both capex and
4 opex, of cleared and uncleared roads, and then move around
5  the table and get opinions on that.
6
7 MRRYAN: Iguess we have established that concrete roads
8  are clearly the most appropriate pavement for a cleared
9  environment, but they come at a significant cost over and
10  above asphalt roads. The subsequent impact on operating
11 costs of asphalt compared to concrete are also fairly
12 obvious. As far as the longevity of asphalt, we believe
13 asphalt road surfaces perform appropriately as evidenced by
14  all the roads that currently exist in the road that are
15  bituminous based or asphalt, including the car parks, and
16  the same experience worldwide is that asphalt is quite
17 serviceable as long as it is maintained appropriately.
18
19 Maintenance is an issue because maintenance has to be
20  not just timely but appropriate, particularly with cracked
21  sealing keeping water out of the pavement. Water, once it
22 isin the pavement, causes freezing and cracking of the
23 pavement, causing exacerbation of the condition of the
24 road.
25
26 Concrete requires substantial service infrastructure
27  realisation and rationalisation because once it is down it
28  is pretty much permanent and very costly to open up again,
29  whereas asphalt is more readily opened up. Clearing
30 activities of removing snow from an asphalt surface do more
31  readily show signs of wear and tear on the surface of the
32 pavement, there is no doubt about that, particularly
33  abrasion from chains and other steel blades and so on.
34  They certainly do impact on the asphalt. The fact is there
35 are many asphalt pavements, and I use the actual Kosciuszko
36 Road as an example, even though it is a spray-sealed road,
37  but it has had multiple applications over the years which
38  gives it the equivalent surface of an asphalt pavement
39  anyway. Itis self-evident as a pavement that it stands up
40  toregular clearing activity in that environment.
41
42 As far as maintenance costs goes, anything up to
43 $1,000 a lane kilometre for concrete surfaces would be a
44  reasonable budget figure, and for asphalt surfaces possibly
45 $3,000 to $5,000 for lane kilometre depending on the level
46  of snow clearing. Insome years there is much more snow
47  clearing activities than others, of course.
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2 With development costs, however, asphalt is a good 25

3 per cent cheaper to develop compared to concrete pavement.

4 These figures vary from application to application. They

5 vary with road widths, they vary with grades and they vary

6 with geotechnical conditions, so it is a little bit

7 difficult to be absolute about the comparative costs. The

8  long-term effect of holding out for a concrete road in our

9  view is detrimental to the environment if it means we have

10  to sustain continued use of gravel roads and thus have poor

11 stormwater outcomes, so I hopefully have addressed that.

12

13 MR DOBES: We will start with National Parks.

14

15 MR HENCHMAN: Our only comment on the concrete

16  roads or roads sealing is that the advice we have is that

17 asphalt won't have as long a life as Earthtech has proposed. I

18  think it was 15 years. Our advice is telling us more like

19 eight, but certainly we agree with Earthtech that it is

20  desirable to seal the roads as soon as possible and that

21  the cleared or uncleared scenario does impact on the life

22 of that surface. Certainly it is our desire to see those

23 roads sealed for the environmental benefit in any case.

24 That is all we want to say.

25

26 MS SHORE: The Chamber has always supported the concrete

27  road proposal and has not really considered the bitumen

28  options, so we would be prepared to do that.

29

30 THE CHAIRMAN: Can you just say that again?

31

32 MSSHORE: We have always supported and proposed

33 concrete, not bitumen, but we would certainly consider that.

34

35 MR BLONDEL: We have been on the record since 1997 as

36  saying that all the roads should be sealed. We support

37  Earthtech's position that dead-end roads are not desirable

38 in this circumstance of resorts, certainly Perisher, so the

39  loop roads are also supported. On balance we also support

40  the recommendation for concreting the immediate facilities

41  and asphalting the remaining areas.

42

43 On the clearing issues, quite clearly the evidence is

44  internationally, as Earthtech observes, and even on the

45  Dbetter completely sealed sections of Kosciuszko Road, that

46  asphalting can hold up, particularly if the verges and

47  shoulders are sealed out. The problem more particularly
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1  with blowers as distinct from blades is to do with the non

2 sealing of the verges and shoulders. If that happens, you

3 get far less of the asphalt being deteriorated and pushed

4 out into the verge areas.

5

6 By and large the overall program in summary that has

7  been suggested by Earthtech is broadly supported by us, and

8  those elements are a mixture of concreting and asphalt and

9  loop roads; and the clearing mechanisms are also broadly

10  supported.

11

12 MR DOBES: Do you have a view on the cost differences, the

13 capex and opex.

14

15 MR BLONDEL: It is self-evident that obviously the capital

16  costs of concreting is far greater than asphalting in the

17 shorter term. However, as has been touched upon in the

18 reports going to greater detail, there are trade-offs.

19  Earthtech has said the overall construction cost is about

20 25 per cent greater for concrete but in the longevity of

21  the 30-year program there is about a 15 per cent capex

22 saving over the total period. Offset against that straight

23 away is the consequential impacts of sealing roads and also

24 having them cleared, so the two go hand in glove. There is

25  a40 per cent reduction in the operating cost for waste,

26 let alone other elements, so there are pluses and minuses

27  in those sorts of aspects, and when one looks at the costs

28 of these things we have had some concern now, and have

29 expressed it for sometime, that for want of a better term

30  economic rationalisation about how much this will cost and

31  in what period of time and who will pay for it is not the

32  prime motivator for resort operators anywhere in the world,

33  they are long-term longhaul businesses that require

34  detailed operational and circulation patterns.

35

36 In environments like alpine environments sometimes the

37  additional capital load at the front end is more important

38 than the overall payback with lower maintenance costs going

39  forward. So long as it is staged and structured

40  appropriately, that is a far better way to go.

41

42 MRPRINEAS: The Nature Conservation Council does not

43 support clearing of roads because for a range of reasons it

44 would lead to increased environmental impacts, more vehicle

45  movement and a general urbanising of the resort

46  environment. The issue of the comparative performance of

47 the different surfaces from the point of view of clearing
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1  from our point of view is not an issue. We don't support

2 clearing. We hope it won't occur.

3

4 We would therefore tend to support the general view

5  put by Earthtech that, based on the performance of bitumen

6 roads in the Snowy area, there does not seem to be any

7 compelling reason to go to another surface, a concrete

8  surface, and there appears to be a capex saving in the view

9  there will not be clearing, we hope, so no compensating

10  operating costs saving really as long as the bitumen

11  surface is well maintained. That is our position.

12

13 We see no reason why the roads should not be sealed

14  with asphalt. We accept that the roads need to be sealed

15  for water quality reasons because there is a lot of erosion

16  coming off those unsealed surfaces going into the

17 surrounding streams and it has long been recognised that

18  sealing is a necessary step to improve water quality and

19  ensure the continued habitat quality for a number of

20  species that exist within and around the resort developed

21  areas, including several threatened species. Thank you.

22

23 MR ANDERSON: My name is Graeme Anderson. I am from

24  SLOPES. For those members in the room who don't know

25 what that means, SLOPES is the organisation that has as its

26 membership the 88 clubs that exist in the Perisher region.

27 100 per cent of these clubs belong to SLOPES. We've got a

28 capital invested there insured for over $100m, so we are a

29  substantial player. We believe we talk for 25,000 people

30  who are directly associated with us and including guests,

31  etcetera, about 55,000 people. Therefore, we believe that

32  we are a substantial stakeholder.

33

34 Starting off with asphalt roads versus concrete, my

35  experience on Ku-Ring-Gai Council is such that I'm not that

36  impressed with the discussion of the ease of repairing an

37  asphaltroad. Itain't like that. A road is a seal over a

38  surface that has to be properly prepared and when you

39  repair a pothole you know there's going to be another

40  pothole. To repair it properly is quite a difficult job,

41  sodon't get carried away with it. You scratch the

42 surface. We can easily repair that. Life's not like that.

43

44 With respect to our opinions towards the concrete road

45  issue, there will be a few small spur roads and they could

46  be asphalt or perhaps, as I suggested in the paper that we

47  submitted, we have to investigate stabilising because if
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you're looking for something to harden the surface up now
so as to minimise the run-off, stabilising would have a

life, in my opinion, not that darned far different to
asphalting and it is a lot cheaper, of course.

I'would suggest that that be looked at. The thought

of putting in asphalt and then coming back later with

concrete - of course we know what that means. It won't be

done. What it means is we're going to get a series of
degrading asphalt roads and if you have the benefit of
living in Ku-Ring-Gai, you'll know what that means.

Therefore, balancing it all up, we would suggest that

concrete roading must be the only way on any road which
could be classified in any way as being "main". In the
paper put forward by Earthtech there are a couple of roads

which, in my humble opinion, are mainish and they're being
asphalted. Regarding the loop roads, this has to be
properly looked at and the people that look at it will be
DIPNR. In other words, it has to be analysed in the same
way the current problem is being analysed.

I don't think that the flippant statement that loop

roads beat McDonald's, et cetera, really covers the
situation. I think that that really has to be looked at,

where the road is to be. We would say - in 10 seconds -
taking out a valley floor road, making everybody go up the
hill, run right along the hill and then come down again is
absolutely crackers. This has to be looked at by technical
people such as DIPNR.

I do make the point that if we're looking at a global

costing thing of $150m to be found over the next 30 years,
these details don't really affect things much overall. In
other words, when the millions go up and down this part

the strategy won't really affect the fact that you're

trying to find $100m. Sure, it might be $145m. Maybe it
will be $155m in 30 years time. I won't be around. I
couldn't care less if it's out by $5m. It won't affect the
global situation.

42 Just on the roads, because it comes in at this bit,

43 there is mention in the roads that "Goody, goody, I did it"

44  means we can do some car parking up at the lodges. Forget

45  it: not practicable; not possible. Can you imagine the

46  first time that some idiot driver in a vehicle with no

47  speed limitation drives up to his lodge and kills someone?
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1 We'll have a Thredbo Inquiry all over again. You cannot

2 have Australian citizens who cannot control vehicles in the

3 snow driving over amongst lodges: so this connotes into

4  theroad picture. The Smiggin Holes trial has reinforced

5  our opinion. I was the hero who started the Smiggin Holes

6  trial and I followed it very closely.

7

8 The Smiggins trial has not been all beer. There have

9  been many skittles. That has confirmed to me that you

10 cannot trust Joe Blow who charges in at 11 in the morning,

11 breaks every rule known to mankind, parks in the wrong

12 spot, drives off the next morning and drive off the edge of

13 theroad. This has happened. The Smiggin Holes trial has

14  emphasised the fact that you can't let cars wander around.

15

16 I won't discuss clearing because, as I said, that's

17 being done at a different place. I am pleased to note that

18  they've confirmed my thoughts that it's going to be done.

19 The one thing - also on roads - we must be careful to

20 maintain, to my mind, is that we don't want salting. That

21  should underlay a lot of what we're doing. When you're

22 playing with roads the cheapest way to play with them is to

23 salt them. We don't want salting. If you've been in

24 salted places overseas and you walk along, the salt scuffs

25  up around the skirts of your trousers. You don't like it.

26 I won't even talk of Peter's problems with salt running

27  down into the creeks. I think he would express that

28  himself.

29

30 The situation on roads, therefore, is that we would

31  tend to go towards concrete, bite the bullet, and only on a

32 few little spurs, and if we've got an urgent situation to

33  dolittle spurs, please have a look at stabilising.

34 Thank you, Mr Chairman.

35

36 MR DOBES: Thank you. Do Treasury have any comments?

37

38 MR ROBERTS: No comments.

39

40 MRDOBES: CIE?

41

42 MR DAVIS: No comments.

43

44 MR DOBES: We can move on to solid waste. We're making

45  fairly good time. Once we have finished with roads plus

46  solid waste, we may be able to open it up to general

47 discussion. Once again, on solid waste, to summarise,
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1  National Parks has been considering a solid waste solution
2 which would involve a transfer station at Perisher.

3  Earthtech's report sets out an alternative which relies on

4  acompactor truck and doesn't have a transfer station. It

5  relies on cleared roads.
6
7
8
9

If we go to uncleared roads, we need to find an
alternative solution and Earthtech has done some thinking
about that. We need to know how much the solution might
10  cost, whether it involves a transfer station and what sort
11  of transfer station, because in the discussion about
12 transfer stations we're not sure whether a transfer station
13 compacts waste or whether it stores it until it is carted
14  away. I am interested in opinions on solid waste options
15  with uncleared roads mainly, the cost of the options and of
16 a transfer station. I would ask Earthtech to comment
17  first.

19 MRRYAN: Our review of the solid waste operations in the
20 resorts, like the rest of our report, was based on

21  reviewing historical information and technical reports

22 prepared by others and so on, matched up to our own

23 in-the-field observations.

25 We made a couple of trips to the resort during the

26 season and at the end of the season and I must commend the
27  URSreport on solid waste. It was a particularly important
28  reference document. What we had difficulty with was the
29  conclusions in the URS report. Within the body of the

30 report we found material that supported our recommendation,
31  which was "Don't worry about a transfer station. Transfer
32  stations seem totally inappropriate for that site, for an

33  alpine environment." Full stop.

34

35 At-source separation of recyclables from waste is

36  state-of-the-art thinking right now right across the

37  planet, not just at Perisher, and it seemed strange to us

38 why would you put something in that nobody wants next to
39 their place, a transfer station, in the middle of a

40 pristine environment, and why would you do anything that
41 would compromise transparency in the management of your
42 solid waste by having all your skips placed in the absolute
43 front door of your premises and have a dependence on

44  possibly the most inefficient and unenvironmentally

45 friendly transport system we've ever seen, being oversnow
46  vehicles? I mean that's certainly not a friend of the

47  environment.
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2 What we saw was if the snow was good here and there

3 was a skip, that's where the rubbish went. It didn't

4  matter whether the skip was labelled "bottles and cans". It
5  didn't matter whether the skip was labelled whatever.

6

7 Summing up, we cannot justify a transfer station for a

8  whole range of reasons. At-source separation is the way to
9  go. It doesn't matter where you are - Perisher or Sydney.
10  Oversnow vehicles to transport garbage is gold-plated

11  transport if ever I've seen it. It is not environmentally

12 friendly. Whatever you do, you've got to get rid of those
13 skips, and lastly, accountability: back to where the waste
14  is generated. A 17-year-old on a skiddoo throwing garbage
15  bags six or eight metres from his skiddoo into a half-open
16  skip is not the future of solid waste management at

17 Perisher.

18

19 I mentioned Thredbo before. It is a perfect example

20  of accountability - lockers out the front of the lodges,

21  with good systems there to demonstrate separation of waste
22 from recyclables, and that's basically where we're at.

23 As far as costs go, our report goes over it but it's

24 pretty simple: oversnow vehicles are limited in their

25  capacity. There isn't one with a compactor on the back.

26 You're paying twice the operating costs per tonne on an
27  oversnow vehicle. The models just don't stack up. Why
28  would you sort rubbish in the middle of a resort? That is
29  how I would summarise it off the top of my head, without
30  reading those.

31

32 MR DOBES: You're saying with uncleared roads solid waste
33 removal becomes difficult?

34

35 MRRYAN: We talk about a 40 per cent cost impost. It
36  could be much higher than that. It would be higher again
37  with a transfer station. If the stuff is picked up out the

38  front of your lodge, compacted into the vehicle and taken
39 away, that's the best outcome you can think of. Why would
40  you store it at the resort and sort it loose? Why would

41  you cart it around the resort loose? It is just not on.

42

43 I know we said we weren't going to talk about cleared

44 roads but it is so fundamental to the cost analysis. I

45  will just read a small passage from a report, prepared in
46 1998, which is related to oversnow transport. I will

47 attribute the report. It is by Jackson Teece Chesterman
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1 Willis. Itsays:

2

3 Tracked vehicles go off-road at the end of

4 the season, when gravelled roads are

5 part-clear and part-snow, as such

6  conditions damage vehicles. The sealing of

7 village roads should reduce this problem.

8 It only requires a few traverses by

9 oversnow vehicles and compaction of snow to

10  seriously damage native shrub vegetation.

11  This also destroys wildlife movement

12 corridors.

13

14 It goes on about skiddoos and so on. This isn't new

15  information that I'm putting on the table, that's what I'm
16  tryingtosay. It has been around a long time. We just

17 haven't dealt with it.

18

19 MR DOBES: Thank you. I guess what Earthtech is saying is
20  that without cleared roads solid waste is very difficult.

21 Maybe one of the things we need to focus on is solutions
22 for solid waste with uncleared roads. People may have some
23 thoughts on this.

24

25 MR HENCHMAN: From National Parks' point of view, we
26  do have that advice that Earthtech mentioned which is from
27  URS. It does recommend to us that a waste transfer station
28 would be required under any scenario and it is not so much,
29 as I understand it, for the processing of waste, but

30  particularly we feel that there's a contradiction in the

31  recommendations that have been given to the Tribunal on
32 this matter because we'd have a recommendation to go down
33  cleared roads, and yet we're saying there should be a

34  continuance, presumably, of the current unacceptable

35 situation where waste is actually transferred from oversnow
36  to wheeled vehicles out in the open and we don't support
37  thatin any way.

38

39 We think that particularly with uncleared roads you

40  must have locations where you can transfer that waste.

41  You're never going to be able to coordinate totally the

42 pick-up of waste by oversnow vehicles and the transfer to
43 road vehicles in a way that guarantees that there's no

44  holding of waste between times.

45

46 We recognise that a transfer station or a series of
47 transfer stations would be a capital cost, but in
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environmental and operational terms in an uncleared road
scenario certainly we don't see that you could operate in
any other way acceptably.

recycling and we would envisage that those separate waste
streams would be managed through a transfer process as
separate streams, so they would be collected at sources
separately and not sorted within the national park, but

10  those waste streams would be separately taken to the

11 regional tip.

12

13 Basically, given that there seems to be a

14 recommendation towards uncleared roads, we think that the

15  capital costs of a waste transfer station should be

16  incorporated into the costing.

17

18  MSSHORE: We would agree with the National Parks'

19 position on this. The Chamber has always supported a

20  transfer station as opposed to individual collection

21  points. Once again, given that the scenario is a

22 recommendation for uncleared roads, then the necessity for

23 the transfer station is quite urgent. Skips are totally

24 unacceptable and our members have been making complaints

25  about these skips for many years.

26

27 Even if the roads were to be cleared it would be a

28  long-term process, so we would support the transfer

29  station.

30

31 MR BLONDEL: Contrary to the Service and the Chamber's

32 view, we have always opposed a waste transfer station on

33 several bases, but we also find that they're undesirable

34  for the broad reasons that have been touched upon by

35  Earthtech. The locations for a waste transfer station are

36  incredibly problematic. The URS report first preference

37 is, in fact, for what is known as the Old Comfort Station

38  on the north-east side of Kosciuszko Road alongside the

39  existing Smiggin Holes workshop.

40

41 You can't possibly get oversnow vehicles going to

42 Charlottes Pass which is serviced well as to waste issues.

43  Following existing oversnow routes and driving oversnow

44  vehicles across Main Road 286 is just not going to happen,

45  with the RTA or anybody else. The second and most

46  preferable location is one which the Service and

47  Perisher Blue has been considering for some time - the

1
2
3
4
5 We agree that separation at source is an ideal way of
6
7
8
9
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1  co-location of the workshop facility, having the waste

2 transfer station in the same location in an area known as

3 Pipers Saddle, which is halfway between Perisher and

4  Smiggin Holes and behind the Perisher Blue Lodge site

5  effectively.

6

7 However, the problem with that site, particularly in

8  the uncleared road scenario, is that you don't always have

9  reliable snow from the beginning of the season to the end

10  of the season. We get bare patches here, there and

11 everywhere in the lower spots now. That means several

12 things, but fundamentally it would mean the maintaining of

13 two vehicle fleets, two systems, with all the capital and

14  operating costs associated with that and exacerbating

15  occupational health and safety issues too with the people

16  who have to handle all of this waste.

17

18 Charlottes Pass and its impacts on Perisher Valley is

19  noted in various reports. In so far as a waste transfer

20  station at either of those two preferred locations by URS

21  is concerned, we find it completely unacceptable to suggest

22 that there be an oversnow vehicle pulling trailers of

23 rubbish from Charlottes Pass to Perisher Valley on an

24 oversnow route, if there is snow on it, all the way from

25  Pipers Gap to a waste transfer station and separate it all

26 there. The same thing would apply, of course, with

27  Smiggin's rubbish, Guthega's rubbish and Perisher Valley's

28  rubbish.

29

30 The capital cost I think has been referred to in some

31  of the reports, but from memory - and I stand to be

32 corrected - it is circa $1m as a minimum for the waste

33  transfer station. One of the reasons we also don't like

34  thatas an upfront scenario is, as with many capital works

35  programs conducted in the Perisher Range to date and

36  perhaps those foreshadowed, they are a sunk cost up front.

37  You've got to fund that and meet it and then it sits there

38  forever.

39

40 One thing that isn't discussed a lot - but it comes up

41  in some of the reports - as a possible impact for future

42 and strategic planning, which these 30-year infrastructure

43 programs go toward, is climate change. The worst case

44  scenarios and predictions for climate change would indicate

45 that you're going to have less snow less often and,

46 therefore, the roads are going to clear themselves, even if

47  you don't start putting blades on them, sooner rather than
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1  later. With separation and selection at source, which goes

2 with the cleared road scenario, you automatically come back

3 to duplication of fleets under any circumstance.

4

5 Rather than having a fixed cost of capital with a

6 waste transfer station, with variability in a snow season,

7 which therefore affects skier visitation, you can control

8  those operating expenses. It goes with the tide, it goes

9 with the level of visitation and, therefore, that governs

10 the amount of rubbish that is determined in any one year.

11 It is much more efficient economically, in our view.

12

13 Contrary also to perhaps what I have heard the Service

14 understands from URS recommendations for a waste transfer

15 station under any circumstance, any scenario, that is not

16 our understanding from our discussions with URS. For some

17 of the reasons I have touched on already about location for

18  awaste transfer station and all the problems associated

19 with it, and in any circumstance these predicated on

20  staying with uncleared roads, you will have to have two

21 fleets of vehicles, two sets of registrations, two sets of

22 maintenance, two sets of licensing and all the rest of it

23 that goes with that, hugely uneconomic, and the cost goes

24 through the roof on that basis alone.

25

26 The other issue, which is a considerable issue for a

27  waste transfer station in areas such as the Perisher Valley

28 resort, as it is currently planned and been talked about at

29  least, is the adequacy of volume to make that transfer

30  station actually function properly. There is probably

31  enough, as URS has indicated, waste currently, and

32 certainly projected in the case of possible development of

33 Perisher Range, that there would be enough volume produced

34  to make the waste transfer station efficient for eight to

35  ten weeks of the year, but for the remainder of the year

36  thereis not likely to be anywhere near the amount of

37  volume of waste produced to justify a waste station, yet

38  you have funded the capital cost up front and two fleets to

39  service it up front. We don't support it.

40

41 MR PRINEAS: The Nature Conservation Council is concerned

42 about the level of waste management and quality of waste

43  management at the resorts. Because it is badly managed, it

44  attracts and has sustained a population of ferals, foxes,

45 cats and the like, which are predating on native fauna and

46  are a considerable impact, and over a long period of time

47  waste management, or bad waste management, is one of the
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1  factors that is degrading the natural environment around

2 the Perisher resort. So there has to be an improvement in

3 waste management.

4

5 The other point we make, and we take Earthtech's

6  comment about the aesthetics, it is unacceptable that

7 current management, at least the last time I saw it, to

8  have a scattering of skips at the entry point to the resort

9  onone edge of the car park, uncovered and surrounded by

10  litter and debris, and people arriving and apparently

11 trying to do the right thing by allocating different waste

12 streams at different receptacles, and then I understand, as

13 we are informed, the whole lot being then loaded into a

14  simple truck and the whole process of collection being

15  negated, or at least the whole process of sorting being

16  negated.

17

18 The whole thing needs improvement. However, we don't

19  accept Earthtech's point that the cost of managing waste in

20  asnow environment ought to be a significant issue. This

21  isaresort. Thisis aresortin the snow. People go

22 there to see snow. They don't go there to get low cost

23 waste management. If they did, we would have our holidays

24  at Tempe tip or somewhere convenient like that, so let's

25 not worry too much about the cost of waste management in a

26 snow environment. People go to wilderness areas, they have

27  to carry all their waste out in their packs, walking for

28  several days, they go to tropical islands where waste is

29  difficult to manage, so it is not really an important

30  primary issue as to how much it costs to manage the waste.

31

32 Looking at improvement, the first thing that needs to

33  be done is for the resorts to take seriously their

34  responsibilities under the new environmental management

35  system so that all of the resort lodges and operators

36  manage waste at source at the lodges in an appropriate

37 manner, sort it and keep it covered and make sure that it

38  is delivered to the disposal point, which would have to be

39  acovered transfer station in the resort area or in the

40  vicinity of the resort area. There would be no other

41  practical solution.

42

43 There needs to be a conscientious application of the

44 rules and procedures under the EMS. There has to be a set

45  of procedures relating to the handling of waste in

46  transport by skidoo operators so that you don't have this

47  cowboy element racing past the skips and seeing how
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efficiently they can toss a bag from a long distance, that
kind of thing.

1
2
3
4 Obviously the waste transfer station has to be covered
5 and has to be managed in a way that ensures that waste is

6  notleft around to attract animals and does not provide a

7 source of sustenance for ferals.

8

9 If all of those things are done then we do not see why

10 you can't have a good waste management system locally using
11 the current methodologies, which includes over-snow

12 vehicles, and we would prefer that. We would also point
13 out that if you don't have snow clearing of roads and

14 people use the traditional method of getting to their

15  lodges that does place a limit on consumption and therefore
16 it places some limit on the generation of waste at the

17 lodges, so we don't want to go to the major urban model, or
18  suburban model, that has been proposed where you have a
19  municipal garbage truck turning up and taking any amount
20  of waste that you want to generate.

21

22 We prefer no snow clearing of roads, improved waste

23 management based on over-snow vehicles, and a proper EMS
24 with proper education and enforcement of practices in

25  transportation and handling and a covered transfer station
26 adequately managed.

27

28 MR ANDERSON: Picking up on the points that Peter has just
29  made, I belong to a lodge which has just 22 beds. Let's

30  look at how we handle our waste management. It is

31  expensive to get our bags taken away but we pay the price.
32 We do four bags of putrescible and a couple of bags of

33  recyclable, and it costs us $7 or $8 a bag. "Oh, my god".

34  In other words, it is a negligible expense. But because it

35  costs us money to get rid of it, what do we do? First of

36 all, as Peter mentioned, you watch what you take in,

37  because the board gets a bit pinged off if it has to pay

38  for your waste, so we stack under our lodge the recyclables
39  and at Christmas time a working bee goes down, we get a
40  four-wheel drive, we stack it up and we take it down and
41  putitin the waste bins.

42

43 In other words, we are handling our recyclable waste

44 now extremely cheaply and we are not on our own. We are
45 talking of the lodges, our club lodges, out in the snow

46  area. There currently is an excellent system whereby Hans
47  Oversnow Service comes up, picks up blue bags, or green
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1  bag, recyclable bags - and he forgot to charge for the last 1

2 lot, that was his mistake - but picks the bags up and takes 2 We talked of efficiency in waste transfer. You know,

3 them away, picked up between 8 and 9 in the morning, and it | 3  National Parks running those things has a lot of

4 vanishes. 4  experience. You have a vehicle, not a particularly heavy

5 5  construction vehicle, it has a pick-up at the front which

6 There is one thing that I object to strongly in the 6  tipsin, and it works. It is neat, it works. In my

7 Earthtech report, that it did not talk to the man Ralph 7  opinion it is quite cost effective. I would like to see a

8  Zollinger who runs the current Oversnow transportand who | 8  colleague's compactor garbage truck running from the snow

9  collects this waste, and your report is so one-eyed on 9 down to Jindabyne or Cooma - talk of Cooma - running down

10  having compacts running around, I checked with him 10 there, backwards and forwards and doing 28 trips up the

11  yesterday and you did not talk to the man who is currently | 11  valley, then down again.

12 running it, so I think that your report is very faulty in 12

13 thatregard. You have omitted the ground knowledge. 13 Let's work that out. You have to have somewhere where

14 14 the waste can be brought to and put into whatever it is it

15 We heard a bit of ground knowledge talked about 15  is going to go. There must be a waste centre. You won't

16  yesterday. National Parks mentioned they are there. 16  get away without it. If you talk to the right man, he will

17 Because of that, you did not realise that currently, when 17 tell you about how you can get what he does with marginal

18  he takes a load down, he meets up with the truck. We 18  cost. So there is one thing that we will agree to, there

19 currently have a truck, it is not a compactor, heaven 19 must be a central waste contractor. In other words, the

20  forbid, it is a bloody big truck with a skip on the front 20  days of 15 skidoos coming up, throwing their bags, that is

21  that goes dump into it, relatively lightweight, not heavy 21  finished, and I am quite sure - look, it is an evolving

22 compaction gear, and he meets that truck and dumps it in. 22 scenario you have there. I am quite sure, without having

23 The waste comes down from mid-station. How does the 23 asked the question of National Parks, they are on the verge

24  waste from mid-station get anywhere? I am told 24 of stopping this anyway. There has to be a central

25  sometimes it meets up with the truck. 25  contractor.

26 26

27 In other words, what we want, yes, we are talking of a 27 I was talking with Ralph Zollinger - Hans Oversnow was

28 transfer station, and those of us who have been out to Ryde 28 his father - he has been there not for five or six years,

29 or Artarmon see these huge things with big arms pushingand | 29  but 20 or 30 years. They know what they are doing and he

30  dumping into trucks and all that. That is not what we are 30  says that as a central contractor he could see how it could

31  talking about. We are talking of a building with a roof 31  work. Who does he talk to, a fellow from Jindabyne, who

32 which is not available to public view and is not rained on 32 wants to put in a tender for taking the waste away, and he

33 and could even have a door on it to keep out the animals. 33 said, "I can handle the waste from there, you handle the

34  Regarding compactors, beauty, we are going to have a 34  over-snow waste, all we will do is work in and coordinate

35  compactor going around and it will come along theroad at | 35 it and we can be handle it." Iagree, that is the way I

36 9 o'clock and pick up your waste, at 10 o'clock and pick up 36  believe evolution should take place.

37  the glass, at 11 o'clock and pick up the tin cans. Spare 37

38  my thoughts, we want to get away from suburbia. We 38 We have a distinct abhorrence to these little waste

39  don't want to have our roads with compactor trucks 39  enclosures scattered along the roadside. It is suburbia at

40  running around. And you can't do it with one truck. 40  its finest. Itis to me the six-foot paling fence which we

41 41  all object to, particularly if the neighbour puts it up,

42 Thirdly, if you talk to the fellows on the ground you 42 and to have these bins around, look, as Peter said, we are

43 would realise that the glass waste and the cardboard waste | 43  trying to get away from suburbia, we are trying to get to

44  are actually combined purposely before they are taken down | 44  where we can have a holiday and look out at the snow. In

45  to the recycling at Jindabyne because the recycling people 45  America, snow is hated. Every home has its snow blower

46  prefer them combined. They say they transport better. It 46  doing all these bloody things. For us it is fun to walk

47  is easier to handle bottles than broken glass. 47 over the snow. You buy ugh boots, $25 a shot, just to walk
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1  through the snow. That is what it is all about. To have

2 these waste bins gives us the heebie-jeebies. Thredbo has

3 it. T had a choice of buying into a Thredbo lodge or

4  Perisher. I went Perisher. I didn't want suburbia.

5

6 So when it comes to waste, yes, a contractor is

7 required. I think this whole process, one thing it has

8 forced us all to realise, is the need for one contractor.

9  The transfer station, regrettably I think it is the only

10  way we can handle it. Whichever way you are going, it is

11 the only way. But the Oversnow version, that handles it

12 well, so thank you.

13

14 MR ROBERTS: No comment.

15

16 MRDAVIS: No comment.

17

18 MR DOBES: The next item is augmentation of water supply.

19  Once we wrap that up there might be a bit of time to come

20  back to roads and solid waste.

21

22 Augmentation of water supply is one of these items

23 which has come up in the process of the review. Itisa

24  fairly major expense item potentially. What I am

25  interested in today is an overview of the options because

26 the Earthtech report has limited information on that. AsI

27  understand it, there are currently three options under

28  consideration, which is supply from the aqueduct, supply

29 direct from the Guthega dam or pumped from Guthega along

30  existing roads. Those I understand are the current

31  options. I wonder if National Parks could give us a

32  rundown on those options?

33

34 MR HENCHMAN: Basically what we have got now is some

35 advice which we just received this week from the Department

36  of Commerce on a feasibility level estimate of the cost of

37  those options, and those costs range between $6.7m and

38  $9.6m, and these figures include a contingency of 25 per

39  cent, so a high contingency given the very feasibility

40  level nature of them. There has been no design work done,

41 no assessment work done, it is just simply looking at the

42 options.

43

44 The high-level option is the option of taking water

45 from Guthega dam and in part, because we would need to

46  treat that water coming out of Guthega dam, it is now the

47  village of Guthega itself, so that is basically our updated
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1  information. We had estimates previously but they were
2 more like guesstimates, they were not actually based on
3 breaking down a particular option at all, just an
4  allowance.
5
6 MR DOBES: I guess the immediate question for the Tribunal
7 is, will this happen in the next five years and does it
8  need to be included in a potential five-year price path?
9
10 MR HENCHMAN: Yes, it does.
11
12 MRLYNDON: With the Earthtech report, can you just
13 clarify, they were working off the guesstimate of $5m,
14 because this issue was not addressed three years ago, it is
15 something that has arisen since, so something from zero in
16  the 30-year plan then to your figures you have given now.
17 Based on the fact we were talking about a two-year period,
18  what is the current view of the current estimates, what
19  time period will that expenditure occur? Is it similar?
20
21 MR HENCHMAN: Same time, 07, 08.
22
23 MR ANDERSON: I did not understand what the options
24 were.The high level and the low level options, what are they?
25
26 MR STAPLES: Rob Staples, National Parks. There were three
27  options that were mentioned. Where those options are at at
28  the moment is that it has gone through quite a lengthy
29  process over the last several years in getting to that
30  point. We have explored a range of options but what has
31  triggered all this is the environmental flows requirement
32 under the licensing that was issued by DIPNR
33  post-production of the Prriss report, that is why there was
34  that discrepancy.
35
36 The three options that we feel are the most feasible
37  at this stage, and from which those recent figures have
38  been presented, are extraction from Guthega dam and
39 pumping basically over the hill across through Guthega itself
40 to the Blue Cow resort and then down to Perisher. That is the
41  mid range option of about $8.6m. The high-cost option is
42 from Guthega via the road network, the $9.6m, the upper
43 limit figure. And then the lower figure, $6.7m, is using
44  water extracted from the Perisher aqueduct and utilising
45  the snow-making pump station facilities that Perisher Blue
46  is currently developing.
47
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1 MRDOBES: You can see that this being between $6.7m and
2 $9.6m adds a certain percentage to the overall program over
3  30years. This is all new information for many people ,but
4  Iwonder if we can go quickly around the table and see if
5  there are any initial opinions or if people wish to
6  reserve.
7
8 MR RYAN: We acknowledge the good work National Parks
9  has done with the introduction of water meters at Perisher.
10  That is really good stuff. It is something that is often
11 avoided in alpine environments because of the old wive's
12 tales about freezing problems with meters and so on, which
13 they have demonstrated are pure fallacies. The use of
14  water meters and user pays billing principles for water
15  consumption and the application of volumetric balance
16  sheets to quantify system losses and so on and overuse by
17  some sites is really viable to getting the best value out
18  of what water is available up there.
19
20 The development of alpine resorts by their very nature
21  means that they are usually at the top of the hill. Most
22 of the water is available usually at the bottom of the
23 hill, so the challenge is to get the water back up the top
24 when you need it without impacting on the environment.
25  Unfortunately the way the resorts have evolved is they are
26 continuing to draw the water locally where flows are at
27  their lowest and of course the availability of water varies
28 with temperature and weather conditions, so the further
29  away you go to get the water the less impact you have on
30  the environment but the more you pay for it, so these
31 options that are being thrown around now, the quantum does
32  not surprise me, the quantum is of the order you would
33  expect and it decreases with distance and elevation for the
34  transfer of water.
35
36 Ijust wanted to say that the National Parks water
37  conservation approach, coupled with supplementary water
38  supplies from taking it from a lower location and
39  transferring it back up to the reservoir, is the way to go.
40  The sizing of the infrastructure is something to be
41 determined because the maintenance of environmental flows
42 at the top does not mean the water is no longer available,
43 itjust means that the drawdown rates have to be reduced
to
44 preserve environmental flows. As Alistair said, this is
45  still at a very early stage in feasibility but as that
46  feasibility strengthens to get detailed design solutions
47 and so on, the costs will turn up.
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2 Tjust notice from the early figures that we have seen

3 that generic rates for pipes in ground of $270 a linear

4  meter are suggested and that same rate has been applied I

5  think to the road alignment as well as the alignment over

6 the hill. That is fair enough at a feasibility stage, but

7 there will be other cost considerations to take into

8  account to reinstate the road. For example, if you follow

9  theroad, if you go along the road you will have more air

10  valves, scour points, whereas going over the hill you would

11  appreciate that there is a clear high point where the air

12 valves should be and a clear point where the drainage

13 should be and so it is a different scenario, but you have

14  much more severe environmental impacts because you are

15  probably going through steep country that needs all sorts

16  of prevention measures for trenches.

17

18 It is still early days and frankly I just want to

19  reinforce the fact that this huge apparent variance of $6m

20  to $9m in the options is well justified given the variance

21  in the scenarios we are talking about.

22

23 MR DOBES: I guess we can just move around the table.

24

25 MR ANDERSON: Water metering obviously will have quite

26 an effect on people's usage. We still have some galahs using

27  what is known as the freeze tap, where you leave a tap

28  running all year round because it stops your water pipe

29  freezing up. There are a still a couple of those galahs

30  around, but once we charge so much per 100 litres that sort

31  of person will disappear. I believe that we can anticipate

32  asaving of something like 20 per cent in our water usage

33  when we start charging a price for water. I am in favour

34  of charging a price for water. That is the only way to get

35 it under control.

36

37 We have been through the heartbreak and work, it has

38  been a three-year program of putting in water meters by

39 National Parks, that has been a good job, and I commend

40  them, and obviously this will be taken into account I

41  presume in your calculations of water demands. However,

I

42 am a bit put off by the talk of environmental flows, and

43 before Peter jumps down my neck, the point is this: we are

44  talking of a distance of 400 metres between where the weir

45 is, whatever the creek is called, and where it joins onto

46  the Perisher Creek. For 400 metres, why couldn't we put in

47  a2-inch pump and just pump up from Perisher Creek 400
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metres and re-establish water flow? The costs would be
peanuts, a couple of hundred, running costs 10,000 a year,
so nothing.

I believe that has been knocked back by the

environmental people but it could be that, through the
strength of IPART and the power that you people have, that
you could maybe ask - well, I think you were pretty
powerful when I was on the Medical Health Board as I know
what you did to me - I feel that this could be looked at
not just as a fly-by-night idea but a very sensible
practical notion. We are talking of 400 metres, once
around a football field, that is all. We are talking of
making sure we have water flowing down there that is good
healthy water. We have Perisher Creek flowing past with
the water, no shortage. If we pump it up, it comes back to
Perisher Creek 400 metres later. I ask that that be
considered as a very serious suggestion before we go
through the other environmental degradation of putting in
the trenches and putting it right over the hill.

Also, I think when it comes to the firming up that we

talked about, let's not firm up anything too darned quickly
until we've seen the effects of the water metering. I had
hoped that we'd have water metering in as a charge by this
season. It would have been nice. We could have started to
cut teeth. Itis getting a bit late to pull that now.

Maybe we can, maybe we can't, but the sooner we get on to
that then we're really going to know what our water flows
are and let's see if we can have a look at that
environmental area. Thank you.

MR DOBES: I assume that Treasury and CIE have no
comments. We'll go around in the other direction this time
and move on to the Nature Conservation Council.

MR PRINEAS: The NCC would argue that we don't have all
the information on the table about water. We need a
comprehensive assessment of the resource and we need a
total water cycle approach which takes into account what
has been taken from the streams for snow making, which is
considerable, and project it. I didn't see anything in the
papers about the draw on the available resource for snow
making, but perhaps I missed it.

46 Also, we need environmental flows as part of the

47

picture. Graeme just said draw the water from
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Perisher Creek. Unfortunately, from the little I know

about the available resource, Perisher Creek is at a

critically low level in July each year, which corresponds
with the period of peak demand. I don't know whether that
creek has the resources, and I very much doubt that it

does, at the appropriate time to be a significant source of
supply and I would understand that the catchment of
Perisher Creek is already supplying pretty much all the

water that is being consumed there now, so I don't know how

much you can draw and still maintain acceptable
environmental flows. I think that needs to be looked at.

With regard to the new proposals that have just been put on

the table,  wasn't aware of those and it is too early to

make any comment about the proposal to extract from

Guthega Dam or from the Perisher Aqueduct. They would

have to be subjected to some environmental assessment
before the NCC would be in a position to comment on those.

I will make one comment and that is that the cheaper

option which was mentioned which involves bringing the
water over Blue Cow, compared with the more expensive
option of bringing it along the road network, is probably

going to have more environmental and aesthetic impacts.

Blue Cow is a very prominent mountain visible from the main

range. If you're going to be running a pipe over that it's
going to have implications apart from the physical
environmental effects.

I would just summarise by saying that there's not

sufficient information before the Tribunal on the water
supply issue. We need to have a total water cycle

approach. We need to look at the demand not only from the
resorts for consumption in their buildings, but also the
demand for snow making. Thank you.

MR DOBES: Perisher Blue.

MR BLONDEL: Because these options and some of the
estimated costs are so fresh, being as of yesterday, I

think it is difficult, obviously, for anybody to have
considered views on them. It may be that people need the
opportunity, Mr Chairman, to make further submissions on
this particular point, at least if they so desire, if that
opportunity is afforded.

47 Just from my notes as I've heard the discussion going
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1  on-and I might follow them in order - environmental flows

2 are said to be the trigger. What is disappointing about

3 that from our viewpoint, I think, is that environmental

4 flows is not a new issue, it has been around since the

5  early 1990s, and it is disappointing that an infrastructure

6  strategy plan, parts of which have only been released

7 recently but which was written by the Service in 2002,

8 didn't run with the issue of environmental flows,

9 certainly, when we've been required to develop master plans

10  for the ski area, including snow making, and we've had to

11 have regard to environmental flows, and so for the Service

12 not to do this and then lay upon us adjustments and options

13 at this stages is disappointing.

14

15 The options - firstly, the middle option of extraction

16 from Guthega Pondage and pumping across to Perisher

17 Valley, the filtration that the Service refers to, of course, is

18  going to be quite significant because Guthega Pondage was

19  infact ruled out for snow making services, let alone potable

20  water supply requirements. When we were developing

21  the master plan because it receives effluent from the

22 Charlottes Pass sewage treatment plant, so it is going to

23 require a very high level of treatment to get it from

24  effluent receiving bodies to potable water standard.

25

26 In fact, the Department of Health and indeed the

27  Service in the late 1990s ruled it out for snow making

28  because although a snow-making system will destroy

29  bacterium by literally destroying the walls of cells of

30 bacterium, snow making will not kill pathogens and the only

31  way you can kill those pathogens - they'll lie dormant in

32 the snow pack - is if you use sewage treatment. There are

33  very major issues with treatment to get to a potable water

34  standard.

35

36 The $400,000 differential that is estimated between

37  that option and taking it from the same source, Guthega,

38 but pushing it around the road, from $8.6m to $9m, will

39  diminish rapidly and probably overtake it. One of the

40  other reasons, apart from treatment, that it will

41  overtake - and I agree with what the Nature Conservation

42 Council says - is that presumably the Service would want to

43 lay the piping in disturbed area corridors; that is, either

44  along ski lift trails or access roads, over the mountain

45  from Guthega into Perisher Valley. That might sound fairly

46  good as a first stop base for environmental planning, but

47  whilst those surface areas may have been cleared for
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40

ski trails, or whatever, you don't have to go far below the
surface before you meet metres and metres of solid granite
which needs to be blasted away in order to lay the pipes in
the ground.

The pressures under which this pipe would have to

supply water - it will have enormous thruster blocks on it

to stop the pipes moving in the ground as well: major

concrete constructions. The environmental impacts, in
other words, are going to be very significant for that
option to go from Guthega to Perisher Valley absent
anything dealing with converting it from an effluent source
to a potable water source.

With respect to the least-cost option of extracting
water from the Perisher Range Aqueduct, as I would
understand it to be, and then using pumping stations that
Perisher Blue is developing, we have been developing and
augmenting some of our pumping stations consistent with the
snow-making master plan, but that doesn't mean we're going
to build out on the snow-making master plan. If we don't
go to conclusion and build out with the snow-making master
plan, the Service won't be relying on our pumping stations
or footprints for those either and there are considerable
issues associated with that.

I also have concerns, I must say, for that option that
says it is going to plug into, effectively, the Perisher
Range Aqueduct. The Perisher Range feeds in at different

points and the aqueduct dumps into Guthega Pondage. One

is a contaminated source, which is the Perisher Aqueduct,
because it picks up the effluent out of the Perisher sewage
treatment plant before it hits the aqueduct and dumps into
Guthega, so not only does Guthega receive Charlottes Pass
effluent, it receives effluent from the Perisher sewerage
treatment plant as well.

The other aqueduct is known as the Pipers Creek Aqueduct
and as some eight years of study and many millions of
dollars and, in fact, recent approval from DIPNR and the

41 water licensing bodies for snow making have shown, we draw

42
43
44
45
46
47

water from the Pipers Creek Aqueduct which is a clean water
source for snow making, not for potable water, and in
developing that requirement and having received a licence
for that as well we had to have account, of course, for

environmental flows. In other words, enough water coming
out of the Pipers Creek Aqueduct would have to serve
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1  proposed build out for snow making purposes as well as
2 environmental flows into the lower area of the
3  Perisher Creek.
4
5 I wonder, in other words, therefore, Mr Chairman, how
6 much water is left over to make it out the Perisher Range
7 Aqueduct after all those things have been happening anyway?
8 I'would have thought perhaps, with my limited knowledge of
9  aqueducts and water cycles and everything else in the
10  Perisher Range area, that that option may in fact not be an
11  option and certainly the cost is vastly underestimated.
12
13 Again, I'm sorry, following my notes as the
14 conversation has evolved so far, the metering that has been
15  referred to in the supporting reports that the Service is
16  doing now to see if water demand management could
17 ameliorate the need for augmentation works, we support
18  that. Obviously, it is a sensible and pragmatic solution.
19 However, I also heard the Service say today that they would
20  think that is important for [IPART's deliberations and
21  certainly for us, for commercial certainty moving forward,
22 these projected costs as they exist now, even though we
23 think - me personally - they're somewhat light,
24  unfortunately, must be included in the five-year path.
25 They don't at the moment, or at least Earthtech included
26 the five million, but we know it is 6.7m to 9m and I think
27  that's light.
28
29 The Nature Conservation Council is also correct that
30  SLOPES's view that there is no shortage of water in
31 Perisher Creek is simply wrong. The environmental flows in
32 Perisher Creek are very low at critical points of the year,
33  when the ski season is just commencing, which is exactly
34  why we have a reservoir to take water off and hold it from
35  the season before for snow making purposes because it
36  simply cannot get the water for snow making after
37  environmental flows and after potable water supplies.
38 However, having made that observation, the Nature
39  Conservation Council is not correct in saying that
40  Perisher Creek is pretty much the source of water supply in
41 this area. The potable water supply comes from Rock Creek,
42 not Perisher Creek.
43
44  MRPRINEAS: Itis a tributary of Perisher Creek.
45
46 ~ MSSHORE: Ihave nocomment.
47
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1  THE CHAIRMAN: We have time I think for some general
2 discussion. I have some questions but I'm happy to let you
3 gofirst.
4
5 MRLYNDON: Iaddress this question to the Parks and
6  Wildlife Service. The Service indicated that the current
7 estimates for the water augmentation works were $6.7m to
8  around $9.6m and that they were feasible estimates. 1
9  would ask the Service when they would envisage that these
10  would be made more firm, given the works are likely to
11 start within two years?
12
13~ MRSTAPLES: The time frames that we're looking at are to
14  certainly firm up on a couple of the more feasible options
15  and to start to do detailed investigation into them. At
16  this point in time, we have looked at some preliminary
17  environmental assessments of a whole range of options, not
18  just the ones that we have outlined. The time frame that
19  we're looking at is by the end of this current year -
20  that's by December this year - to actually have determined
21  which of the options we wish to investigate in greater
22 detail and we have in fact commenced that detailed
23 investigation to try and get a firm design cost.
24
25 You will appreciate that in going through the phases
26 with the feasible level of estimates, that's why the plus
27 or the 25 per cent contingency figure was there, because of
28 the nature of that estimate, but we need to get to a stage
29  of determining the desired or the most appropriate solution
30  that we see and then do the detailed design. It is not
31  until we get to that stage that we're going to actually
32 come up with a quantity surveyor's estimate of the costs
33  and then you go through the tender process and that could
34  evenchange again. This is why we have great difficulty in
35 picking a figure, a firm figure, right from this early
36  stage to actually feed into the report.
37
38  MRLYNDON: ]Just to clarify that, you would have a
39  preferred option by the end of this year and then a firm
40  figure on that preferred option some time next year?
41
42 MR STAPLES: Yes, that is the general drift of it. We are
43 looking at having over the next couple of months a firm up
44  ona particular option that we will explore in greater
45  detail to try and come up with a much tighter estimate on
46  the overall costs.
47
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1 MRLYNDON: Thank you.

2

3  MRDOBES: Iwould like to go back to "solid waste"

4 because it seems to be so closely tied in with the question

5  of cleared and uncleared roads. If I've understood

6  everyone's positions correctly, Earthtech and Perisher Blue

7  say solid waste collection without cleared roads is either

8  alogistical nightmare or expensive or both. At the same

9  time there seems to be general agreement that the current

10  solution is not acceptable for environmental reasons, feral

11 animals being one of them.

12

13 SLOPES holds the position that there is a way to avoid

14  the feral animal problem with a very low profile transfer

15  station, but SLOPES doesn't like the idea of having sealed

16 huts near the lodges themselves. AsIunderstand it,

17 though, it is also possible to have low profile sealed huts

18  which are disguised as something else. We don't know

19 whether cleared or uncleared roads will be the solution,

20  but is there some sort of compromise possible, some sort of

21  solution? If they're uncleared roads is there a solution

22 which will be acceptable in terms of cost and in terms of

23 Perisher Blue's logistical problems, and if there are

24 cleared road is there some solution which is acceptable to

25  SLOPES in terms of not setting up suburbia at Perisher?

26 Are there some sort of in-between solutions we can come to

27  in either case or is that question too complex to address

28  here?

29

30 THE CHAIRMAN: Could I just add to that, because I was

31  going to ask a similar question, I am particularly

32  interested in hearing Earthtech's response to the SLOPES

33  proposal.

34

35 MR RYAN: The cleared road scenario, even though we

36  weren't going to focus so much on it as a topic for the

37  discussion today - we were trying to concentrate on roads

38  per se, solid waste and water - I guess what our report

39  really says is that the inner central part of the village

40 where all the activity is centred, where the majority of

41 the traffic movements are, where the majority of the

42 services are centred, that's the area where we see cleared

43 roads as being a real, viable option. The sparse and

44  widespread nature of the Perisher Village in particular

45  isn't conducive to wholesale clearing of all the roads: it

46  justisn't. The lodges are so far and wide and scattered

47  and there's open spaces between them that it's just not
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1  something that I think we really seriously contemplated
2 wholesale clearing of all the roads.
3
4 The benefits of a cleared road for collecting and
5  managing waste are absolutely obvious. They jump out at
6  you every time you look at the URS report. Oversnow
7  transportation of anything is ridiculously expensive. I
8  accept what everybody says about amenities and how they
9  prefer oversnow and all that, but in your wildest dreams
10  oversnow is not good for the environment. NPWS do
11  transport compacted waste. I'm sorry, you were wrong
12 there. The oversnow vehicles are big costly things.
13 They're enormously inefficient. They've burn huge
14 volumes of fuel for very little outcomes.
15
16 The spin-offs of cleared roads go beyond solid waste
17 to visitor movement around the village, to freight, to
18  every basic function of a business. Every business or
19  lodge in that village will benefit from cleared roads.
20  There's just absolutely no economic argument in support of
21  asnow-covered road: there justisn't. I know we're
22 trying to focus on solid waste and the roads water issue,
23 but universal access for people - no-one's mentioned
24 disabled people. No-one's mentioned newcomers to the
25  resort. Itis all right hearing from the old timers who
26 know the place, love it and know how to get around it, but
27  what about that huge proportion of the population of New
28  South Wales that will never see the resorts simply because
29  itis so damned difficult to get into it and move around
30 it?
31
32 All these things, I think, need to be looked at and
33  you will see there are enormous benefits not in universally
34  cleared road but the inner centre of the village having a
35 more organised movement network and a less cumbersome
36  service system. Emergency services are another thing. We
37  haven't touched on that --
38
39 MR DOBES: I understand that, Glen, but this is a general
40  discussion.
41
42 MRRYAN: All those things to me go to support cleared
43 roads.
44
45  THE CHAIRMAN: Could Ijust take you back a step? We
46 understand that you like cleared roads, but let's take a
47  scenario --
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1

2 MRRYAN: Not universally cleared roads.

3

4  THE CHAIRMAN: Let's take a scenario where roads are

5  cleared in the village, particularly major redevelopment in

6  the centre of the village and so on. Let's take that as a

7 given, just a scenario, but in the rest of the wider area

8  where most of the present lodges are they were not cleared.

9  What is your response to the proposals for development of

10  the present system SLOPES have put forward for the rest of

11 thevillage?

12

13  MRRYAN: Yes. I am trying to zero in on what exactly

14 SLOPES put forward. All I can recall are counter arguments

15  to the cleared-road scenario. Can you give me a hint?

16

17 THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. AsIunderstood it - and SLOPES

18  will correct me immediately if I'm wrong - they were

19  essentially saying that someone comes around now and

20  provides bags, so that you store the recyclables until your

21  summer working bee, but for your non recyclable waste or

22 perishable waste someone comes around with a bag, you

23 putitin the bag and it's taken away.

24

25 MRRYAN: Yes.

26

27 THE CHAIRMAN: The argument is that presumably you'd

28  take it away via an oversnow vehicle when the road is not

29  cleared and have an arrangement, because of this problem

30  that some parts of the resort have snow and some parts

31 don't, whereby they meet up with an ordinary truck and they

32  rationalise it. Itis fairly clear that there would be one

33 central point, there would be one central contractor, but

34  with a small out-of-site transfer station so that you could

35  coordinate the transfer from the oversnow vehicle to the

36  on-road vehicle.

37

38 MRRYAN: Iam sorry, I forgot that point about a

39  centralised contractor and one-point service. That was

40  commendable, but again we're talking about a fairly

41  uncompetitive outcome here. It sounds to me like there's

42 this bloke who might be interested in pairing up with

43 Hans Oversnow so as to provide a service. That doesn't

44 sound to me like a market-tested outcome.

45

46 THE CHAIRMAN: Whether it is the person who was

47  suggested, the essential point is it can be put out to tender.
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1  Garbage collection in most areas of Australia is regarded

2 asanactual monopoly. It may be retendered from time to

3 time, but you don't have two different firms competing

4  down your street to collect your garbage.

5

6  MRRYAN: Whilst there's a dependence on oversnow

7  transport you've got a fairly limited competitive outcome

8 and I would argue that a reduced dependence on oversnow is

9  agood environmental outcome and a more open-market

10  testing outcome.

11

12 MR CUTLER: Would we be able to have a better definition

13 of what you call the core village and outlying areas?

14  That's a really important step here.

15

16 MR RYAN: We sketched up several options in our reports.

17 You'll find there's a series of loops proposed. That

18  initial report I was reading from before back in 1998 by

19  SMEC and Jackson Teece Chesterman Willis has a series of

20  loops in it as well. Our preference for loops is simply

21  because you can have one-way traffic and avoid conflicting

22 vehicle movements, you can accommodate pedestrians

23 within the road and all that sort of thing. It is a much

24 clearer scenario. Unfortunately, the current layout

25  prevents looping all the roads. We've prepared a series of

26 scenarios, what we call the "inner scenario cleared", about

27 1500 metres of road and the "outer scenario" I think was

28  just over three kilometres in road in the Perisher Valley

29  itself.

30

31 MR CUTLER: Can you be more specific as to where that

32  starts and ends?

33

34 MRRYAN: We saw the inner loop as extending basically to

35 and enclosing the Ski Centre and back to Kosciuszko Road up

36  to the Man From Snowy River Hotel and concluding in that

37  area where the concrete road goes to right now. There

38  needs to be something done up the top to facilitate the

39  turning around of vehicles because there's no loop there,

40  obviously.

41

42 There are two dead ends, one up the back of - I can't

43 remember the lodge names now, but out towards Rock Creek

44  and so on. That is our inner loop area: that's the 1500 metre

45  scenario. The outer loop scenario takes us out to along

46 Perisher Creek Road from the car park, comes back

47 in to the north of the Ski Centre, adds a loop on that side
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1 and extends a couple of dead ends out towards the south, up

2 behind the helipad and so on. I'm sorry, I haven't got

3  road names on this map to look at.

4

5 MRDOBES: Can you refer to a map number?

6

7  MRRYAN: Itis map number 21 in the documents, if you

8  want to have a look at it.

9

10 THE CHAIRMAN: Iam not sure this would take us a long

11 way in terms of what we're concerned with as the Tribunal. I

12 would like to ask Jim Cox to comment.

13

14 MR COX: Could I make a comment on the question?

15  We've heard a lot about the infrastructure strategy from

16  Earthtech and National Parks and I'm left with the

17  observation that there's a lot of uncertainty about the

18  strategy. I doubt very much that we're going to resolve

19  those uncertainties between now and the time of the report,

20  which is June-July. We're left with a lot of uncertainty.

21  Ithink we'll deal with that and accept that.

22

23 The capital works program has to be worked out by

24  someone. We recognise that estimate is pretty uncertain.

25  What I've heard this morning suggests that what has been

26  presented by Earthtech is more likely to have been an

27  underestimate than an overestimate, particularly because of

28  the huge water cost and the cost of the transfer station.

29  I'would like to know if that's a correct observation and

30  whether anyone disagrees and if so, why.

31

32 MR ANDERSON: I would suggest, Mr Chairman, that you've

33  gottwo scenarios. One is the National Parks scenario

34  which is - they were both in the same ballpark, give or

35  take $15m which, frankly, over a 30-year period is not a

36  huge amount of money. It seemed to me that there's

37  sufficient pluses and minuses floating around in there that

38  if you're out it's not by a huge amount, maybe $5m, but,

39  after all, that again is not a huge amount. Ishould think

40  that the figures you've got are probably as close as you're

41  going to get because after that we're really stepping out a

42 long way.

43

44  THE CHAIRMAN: Yes, I broadly agree with you. Itis not

45  quite as simple as that because it makes a difference

46  whether it is capital or operating expenditure, because in

47  the end we are looking at how much it costs per annum and
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obviously the capital expenditure is depreciated over a
period of time, whereas operating expenses entirely occur
in the year.

between the two scenarios are more significant than the
total expenditure. Nevertheless, I broadly agree with you
and perhaps it's worth saying, despite your earlier views
about the significance of IPART, at the end of the day

10  we're not in the business of deciding which is the best way

11 to develop a water supply or, indeed, roads or whatever.

12 What we have to give expression to is what is the most

13 efficient cost of what is determined and then work out the

14  pricing and revenue recovery consistent with that.

15

16 In many of our inquiries the actual capital

1
2
3
4
5 When you look at the two components the differences
6
7
8
9

17 expenditure, in particular, can vary over the course of the
18 five years from what was projected where there's changes in
19 plans, so some works are substituted for other works, and
20 soon. We don't have to get into that level of detail.

21

22 At the end of the day we'll do our best in terms of

23 projecting the cost of the Perisher matter, but we don't

24 have to get down to the precise way in which the money is
25  spent.

26

27 MR RYAN: Ihave just one thing that occurred to me that I
28  don't believe we've given quite enough time to and that is
29  with the development of roads comes increased operating
30 costs. The current road system, informal as it is with

31  gravel and so on, costs very little to maintain, but once

32 theroads are developed there'll be an expectation that the
33 roads be swept, that line markings are maintained, that

34 drains are kept clean, that things remain functional,

35  whether it is asphalt or concrete.

36

37 There needs to be an awareness that with the

38  development of the infrastructure comes an operating cost
39  and itis important, otherwise you might as well not

40  develop it. Don't let anyone go away from here thinking
41  that by developing the infrastructure you're going to save
42 money. Once you've developed that infrastructure you've
43 got to maintain it. It doesn't matter whether it is

44  asphalt or concrete. Ifelt I needed to say that.

45

46 MR BLONDEL: Could I make a couple of observations? It is
47  my suspicion that the underestimation rather than the
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1  overestimation that Mr Cox spoke about is probably correct,

2 but we don't really know, and I'm troubled by the isolation

3 of perhaps IPART's role in doing nothing more than finding

4 the most efficient way to carry these forward rather than

5  actual cost, particularly over such a timeframe as

6 30 years.

7

8 It seems inherently incredible to us that reliable

9 2000 costings of these options and proposals can't in fact

10  be carried out. We say that they are very important for

11 commercial certainty going forward with your leasing

12 arrangements, master plan developments, all the things

13 that sit underneath that IPART have been asked to consider:

14 it matters; they're important. The capital and operating

15  expenditure differentials are important in a business

16  setting, as everybody would appreciate.

17

18 The problem for IPART, I suspect, in trying to find

19  the most efficient way of providing infrastructure services

20  is something, firstly, that we certainly agree with, the

21  most efficient way obviously has to be found, but the great

22 difficulty is, as has been remarked upon by Earthtech - and

23 Ican't think of any consultant for any organisation that

24 has had anything to do with the Perisher Range Resort in

25  thelast 10 years that I've been heavily involved with who

26 hasn't said this is complex and it is unique. Itis,

27  therefore, likely, with great respect, to be quite unique

28  to IPART to be considering what is the most efficient way

29  and what are the costs associated with this and the

30  ramifications in the commercial setting for operators, be

31  they direct commercial operators such as Perisher Blue or,

32 indeed, not-for-profit organisations but which have to be

33 able to make financial ends meet, such as club lodges.

34

35 We are troubled by the fact that estimates and costs

36  seem to be being suggested here today. If that's the case

37 why should we worry about asking National Parks to confirm

38  the difference between $6.7m and $9m for water? Close

39  enough is good enough. Let's figure out the best way of

40  doingit. Does it come down to getting environmentally

41  aesthetic value or do we take the cheapest way? We're

42 troubled by that.

43

44  THE CHAIRMAN: Let's be clear. All of us would like

45 greater certainty, particularly IPART. Normally, when

46  we're confronted with a lot of uncertainty in assessing

47  prices and charges our practice is to make a one-year
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1  determination and do it again the next year. Isuspect you
2 wouldn't like that. You would rather have a five-year
3  determination.
4
5 MRBLONDEL: We're used to turning up at inquiries every
6  second month. Perhaps one-yearly would be of benefit.
7
8 THE CHAIRMAN: In terms of planning your own operations,
9  itis better to know your charges for five years out. That
10  is what we're presently minded to do, to determine the
11 charges for five years out, with the real possibility that
12 they could turn out to be wrong in terms of getting full
13 cost recovery over that five years. That is the sort of
14  compromise we're forced into.
15
16 MR BLONDEL: Ihave one final point, if I might, in
17 response to that, Mr Chairman. I place a lot of cognisance
18  on the position that IPART is forced into and it goes to
19  many soft terms of reference that have nothing to do with
20  IPART. Isuspect as we get into some other sections of the
21  discussion paper today those elements might come out
22 further.
23
24 What troubles me about the five-year price path in
25 some ways is this: that is, there has been a backlog,
26 there has been a stalling of works that have already been
27  planned several years ago because there hasn't been
28  long-term commitments to funds as well and it may well be
29  thatall of a sudden a lot of capex will be thrown into
30 thatfive years and we'll be paying for those right now
31  whether or not in the longer term they were needed.
32
33 Off the back of IPART's recommendation of a five-year
34  price path framework there'll be a tendency by the
35  appropriate agencies responsible for the area to slam it in
36  the front end.
37
38 THE CHAIRMAN: That is why, of course, we're looking at
39  whatis needed and what is most efficient.
40
41 MR BLONDEL: Iam comforted.
42
43  THE CHAIRMAN: Inote it is morning tea time. Did you
44 have anything further?
45
46 MR DOBES: Ihave nothing further. What I was thinking of
47  won't be resolved here.
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1

2 MR BLONDEL: Could I ask for the record what it is you're

3  contemplating?

4

5 THE CHAIRMAN: Did you have anything Ms Cifuentes.

6

7 MSCIFUENTES: No.

8

9  THE CHAIRMAN: David?

10

11 MR BRETT: No, Mr Chairman.

12

13  THE CHAIRMAN: We will break for morning tea.

14

15 SHORT ADJOURNMENT

16

17 THE CHAIRMAN: I ask Alex to introduce the next set of

18  topics, pricing principles and options for raising revenue.

19

20 MRDOBES: The next session focuses on revenue options

21  and then wraps up with the demand study.

22

23 With the revenue options, the question we have been

24  given throughout the course of the review is an equitable

25  division of charges between over overnight stays and day

26  trippers. There has been quite a bit of debate about the

27  ratio, the cost base, and we are working on that by looking

28  at the individual components trying to set out the

29  components for roads and solid waste, all individually.

30 Once we have that ratio we will know how much needs to be

31 recovered from each group roughly and we can start setting

32  out specific charges for those groups.

33

34 What we are interested today to find out is your view

35  of the basis of those charges. We think that charges for

36 water and sewerage are the least controversial, so will

37  address those first, then move to gate entry and car

38  parking fees. As]Isaid, most stakeholders accept that

39  water and sewerage charges are an equitable way of

40  recovering costs.

41

42 One anomaly is that many commercial lessees provide

43 facilities, publicly shared facilities, so if we charge for

44  water they will be paying for providing public facilities.

45  We don't intend to penalise them for that and will look to

46  avoiding this. There will probably be a fixed volume and

47  fixed char