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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

WorkSafe conducts detailed audits annually on major prescribed mines which are called
“Verifications”. It is an attempt to assess compliance across all such mines covering a variety of
control measures to manage risk and related SMS elements.

in addition to the objectives of this Verification, WorkSafe sought also fo understand the impact
of external influences on the mine operator to effectively manage SMS and to provide
satisfactory level of Safety Management.

The Verification at Hazelwood Mine (the Mine) focused on the maintenance of ‘mining plant’
{specifically ‘Jacking of Plant’} as the Major Mining Hazard. Relevant documents were reviewed
prior to producing a series of focused issues for the verification by the field visits. These
included activities, processes and procedures identified in the Mine Maintenance System,
including the Independent Structural Inspection (1S1) of Dredger 11 (D11) and Jacking of the
D11 during the major outage that was carried out during February 2011. The verification took
place over a number of days due to delays caused by rain and cracks in the D11 structure.

The Verification findings are summarised in Part 4 of this report against the ‘Objectives of the
Verification’ with details provided in the relevant Attachments. Feedback was also given to the
Mine staff after the various visits or meetings.

SMS elements and Control Measures that were subject of this Verification, except one Control
Measure were found implemented and ‘In Part’ functional. Although a great deal of work and
care was taken to plan and carry out this task safely, a number of shortfalls were revealed,
particularly with the site’s Safety Management System being used in parallel to that effort, rather
than supporting the implementation and maintenance of the risk control measures selected.

2. OBJECTIVES OF THE VERIFICATION
The objectives of the Verification process are to:
« |dentify areas where strategic intervention is required

» Ensure regulatory breaches or non-conformances detected during the inspection are
appropriately dealt with

o Assess whether or not a mine operator is providing a satisfactory level of Safety
Management

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Justification of Verification Focus

The purpose of the verification was to conduct a number of visits in relation to D11 outage that
was carried out in February 2011, and to verify a sample of control measures and elements of
the Safety Management System relating to the maintenance and Jacking of D11 as a Major
Mining Hazard.

The plant {dredgers and stackers) were originally designed in Germany and were commissioned
about 40 years ago. Numerous mechanical and plant related incidents have occutred in the last
ten years at coal mines in Latrobe Valley. WorkSafe's record of incidents that occurred at
Hazelwood Mine supports WorkSafe’s focus on the maintenance system and associated
activities. An analysis of incidents related to plant and maintenance at Hazelwood Mine was
carried out and a summary is presented in Attachment C1.

A desk-top review of documents obtained provided the basis for the development and
application of the verification tool that was used during the field visits. The verification summary
of selected control measures is presented in the Control Measures Findings and the summary
of findings in relation to the selected elements of IPRH SMS is presented in the Safety
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The Verification shows that a lot work has been done by (PRH at the corporate level and quite
often by an individual effort and commitment. Difficulty in achieving some of the regulatory
requirements [reg 5.3.21 and 5.3.23] was found in several areas. For example SA of MMH re
Jacking of Machine was not completed correctly nor contained within the SMS. The
maintenance system of the plant appears to stand alone rather than being integrated into the
SMS. Safety roles and responsibilities for the employees have been developed at the
management level only.

It appears that IPRH management has not provided enough input into the SA process to ensure
that SAs are completed correctly.

A number of recommendations on other issues of less impact were made in the findings of this
verification. These are only listed in abbreviated form here. The reader should refer to the
Detailed Findings in Attachment A for the full recommendations, and why they were
made.
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procedure (see A38), requires confirmation RE: other maintenance pad specifications
(control measures}) including provision of adequate machine capacity to prevent subsidence -
where jacking loads are reacted by the ground, should not exceed 400kPa, maintenance pad
1 to be graded to a level to 1:300 in both axes, across the entire footprint of the machine and
provision of adequate drainage. This will assist IPRH in ensuring compliance with
Occupational Health and Safety Regulation 5.3.24 - Testing risk control measures for major
mining hazards.

Comments from the Operator on the Findings and Required Actions

The formal ITP was not.completed in this aspect, although the required inspection and checks
were completed. This non-conformance will be entered into our system for review and possible
changes to procedure, documentation or both,
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Structural Inspection”, dated January 2009 contains defects including {but not limited to) -
broken knee rail, loose and corroded bolts on stairways and landings and corroded grid
mesh that appear to impact or have a potential to impact on OHS. If IS] inspections are to be
utilised to identify/quantify safety related hazards and defects then:

- The overall risk ranking “Category of Non Conformance” requires clarification to reflect what
risk the external IS| expert is trying to identify e.g. risk to Health and Safety, risk to plant
reliability and production or risk to environment.

The ISI report appears to have only addressed corrosion issues relating to plant and
reliability risk.

Status (Yes/In Part/No - include explanation)

Implemented: YES
Functional: NO (3)
The SMS does not contain a description of the maintenance system to ensure that the

legislative requirements of the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 21(1) and 21(2)(a)
(Employer duties to provide or maintain plant) is being monitored for effectiveness.

The Safety Management System does not provide a comprehensive and integrated
management system for all aspects of this SMS element/control measures adopted because:

e The SMS element and key components are all present, but are not being used to
manage the control measure, i.e. use of other system not included within the Mine SMS.

Furthermore, auditing activities surrounding the [S| system have not been developed.

Opportunities for Improvement -

Recommendations:

1. IPRH must consider implementing a description of the maintenance system or a system
element within the SMS to monitor the effectiveness of the maintenance system, ensuring
compliance with the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 S21(1) and $21(2)(a)
(Employer duties to maintain plant) i.e. how is this being achieved and monitored? E.g. QA
Manual for Large Open Cut Machines.

2. Itwould enhance the effectiveness of the IS| process if IPRH implements a system to
formally track completed and uncompleted actions arising from defects identified through the
ISI process.

3. Ifthe ISI process is to be utilized for identifying defects that relate to OHS (as stated by
IPRH) then the defects must be risk ranked and categorised accordingly.

4. IPRH should consider categorizing the risk associated with identified defects (OHS, Plant
Reliability, and Environment) as this will reduce the confusion as to what risk the
Independent Inspector is trying to identify.

5. Defects identified through the ISI process must be risk ranked in accordance with a risk
ranking methodology that is utilized by IPRH, to eliminate confusion and any inconsistencies.

6. Defects identified through the ISI process must then be addressed in a timely manner. If
the defect is not/or will not be repaired within the recommended time frames, IPRH must
justify and document the reasons and other alternative courses of action to address the
defect e.g. limiting operation of machine/speed/movement, limiting access through the use of
barricading etc as per the QA Manual.

7. Defects that have been identified as an OHS risk must have work orders developed and
be given the highest pricrity (as per IPRH) policy. These defects can then be tracked
through the ‘H&S WO History’ as provided to WorkSafe (see A31). Furthermore these
‘outstanding’ OHS defects could then be reported at the Mine Health and Safety Committee
meeting. This would assist IPRH in complying with $35 of the Occupational Health and
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or ICAM are utilized. At present, the OHS Manager decides the technique that is to be
utilized.

Mine Senior Management also confirmed that it is unlikely that a line supervisor would form
and lead an investigation team.

WorkSafe was also infarmed that the Mine has recently set up a new management group
titled “Projects, Compliance, Investigation and Outage (PCIO) group”. A key responsibility of
this group is to form, lead and conduct investigations into incidents at the Mine.

3. Divisional Managers/Directors:
(a) Review incidents and ensure the appropriate level of investigation has occurred and
(b) Verify that corrective actions are implemented in timely manner.

WorkSafe was informed that presently the OHS Manager decides the technique that is to be
utilized (IMS or ICAM) and to ensure that the appropriate level of investigation has occurred -
also see comments re: PCIO group in point 2 (above). IPRH also informed WorkSafe that
Senior Line Managers review incidents and verify that corrective actions are implemented in
a timely manner. A number of process are involved and include:

. Reporting and updating of incident progress at weekly staff meetings;

. Reporting and reviewing of incidents, and resultant actions at monthly
OHS Committee meetings; and

. Reviewing and tracking of actions through the monthly Senior
Management meetings (reporting on RAG report status).

Furthermore, the three sample incident investigations obtained indicate the Senior Line
Management have either reviewed or approved the investigations. This was also confirmed
through enquiries with Senior Line Management.

Other Observations:

1. Incident Investigation titled “TS2 Collision with Dozer”, Dec 2011 (see A4) details a
number of ‘potential causes’ and ‘recommendations’ including cameras not working, and
reporting of faults yet the ‘conclusion’ states “The operator of TS2 made a mistake by not
remaining aware of the other plant item on the overburden dump”.

Visibility was also poor, the incident occurred at approx 0230hrs and it was reported that it
was raining quite heavily.

If the cameras were fully functional, and monitors were available for viewing all operational
cameras, the operator would have had a greater chance of seeing the parked dozer.

The statement, “The operator of TS2 made a mistake by not remaining aware of the other
plant item on the overburden dump” directly contradicts a statement found in the incident
Investigation and Reporting procedure, page 3, “It is not the purpose of any investigation to
apportion blame to individuals®. The investigation should be an impartial, objective, non-
judgemental exercise in establishing and analysing the facts of the incident”.

2. Incident/near miss process on page 8 of the Incident Investigation and Reporting
procedure details a step by step description requiring steps that the supervisor must follow.
Enquiries with site personnel revealed that these steps may be followed by Senior Line
Managers, not supervisors as they are unaware of the exact nature of the process. Most

notable:
. Compile relevant information, evidence, witness, photos efc...
. Identifying the primary category of business impact;
. Identifying the severity of the incident; and
. Determining the level of incident.
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ATTACHMENT C — ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
C1 Plant Related Incidents at International Power Hazelwood - Mine, MIN5004, Apr 2008 -

Dec 2010
DATE

1) 11/12/2008
2) 02/03/2009

3) 20/04/2009
4) 26/04/2009
5) 26/06/2009
6) 28/07/2009
7) 24/08/2009
8) 25/08/2009
9) 03/09/2009

INCIDENT
Bucket Wheel Excavator slowly rotated when liners were being replaced -utilizing a
crane. The crane rope entangled with BW.

Hopper H1802 ‘runaway’ - hopper traveled uncontrolied 960m - employee jumped out just
prior to collision.

Stacker TS2 RHS conveyor 5t drive fallen off mounts onto walkway.*

LV collision with conveyor counterweight tower-access road, lighting maintenance issues.
D11 BWB collision driver's cabin with batter.

Contractor injury (laceration to hand) whilst belt splicing.

Hopper H1828 collision with siew conveyor S94.

Hopper H1815 collision with slew conveyor S96.

Dozer/LV collision during recovery.

10) 08/10/2009 Maintenance works in jungle area when conveyor chute adjacent to work party became

blocked spilling coal near work party.

11) 20/10/2009 D11 LHS Bucket Wheel Excavator (Blind side) slewed into batter damaging walkway and

gear box oil pump.

12) 12/11/2009 D24 Collision with S96 slew conveyor.
13) 11/04/2010 Employee severed finger on D9 cat1.1 whilst fault finding faulty u/s device.

14) 08/12/2010 Stacker 'slewed' and collided with dozer - dozer driver not in cabin at time of collision.

C2 Entry Reports and Improvement Notice issued

V01017400156L 28/02/2011
V01017400156L/111-01 (Improvement Notice)
V01017400153L 21/02/2011
V01017400150L 04/02/2011
V01017400149L 03/02/2011
V01017400147L 14/01/2011
V01017400136L 09/12/2010
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