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1. I N T RO D U C TI ON  

This document provides a response to submissions received by the Department of Planning and 

Environment (DPE) following the public exhibition of an Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS) supporting an application made by Hy-Tec Industries Pty Limited (“the Applicant”) to 

extend the extraction area and overburden emplacement within the existing Austen Quarry. The 

development application has been made under Part 4, Division 4.1 of the Environmental 

Planning & Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) and in accordance with Section 79C(1d) of the 

EP&A Act the consent authority must take into consideration any submissions made in a 

accordance with the EP&A Act and the Environmental Planning & Assessment Regulations 

2000 (EP&A Regs) in determining the application.  

In accordance with Section 85A of the EP&A Regs all submissions received by the DPE have 

been provided to the Applicant. Submissions were received from 10 government agencies or 

public authorities and two members of the general public (see Appendices 1a to 1k). The 

following sections identify and respond to the issues raised in each submission with 

submissions addressed in no particular order.  

2. G OV E R NM EN T S UBM I SSI O NS 

2.1 DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT 

On Friday 28 November 2014, Mr Mark Jenkins, EPBC Assessment Officer of the 

Commonwealth Department of the Environment (DoE), sent an email querying the application 

and output of the EPBC Offsets Calculator for assessing the adequacy of the proposed offset on 

the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) listed Silver-

leafed Mountain Gum (Eucalyptus pulverulenta) (see Appendix 1a). 

Summary of Submission 

The email query of Mr Jenkins stated: 

“I ran the figures you provided through the EPBC offsets calculator (using the number of 
individuals line at the bottom of the impact calculator table) and came up with a raw gain 
of 0% and 0% of the impact offset.  As far as I can work out the project will result in a net 
loss of 721 individuals and no net gain in individuals (because the trees in the proposed 
offset area already exist).  You will need to propose revegetation strategies to increase 
the Eucalyptus pulverulenta population in order to achieve the offset target.” 

Response 

The application of the EPBC Offsets Calculator was reviewed by Niche Environment & 

Heritage and an error in the entry of data acknowledged.   

Accounting for the commitment of Hy-Tec to plant at least 1,000 Eucalyptus pulverulenta 

individuals as part of Quarry rehabilitation, an offset equivalent to 173.44% of the impact 

would be achieved.  The following provides a summary of the updated cells of EPBC Offsets 

Calculator, which has been supplied to the Department of the Environment. 

 Time horizon (cell W36). 20 years, i.e. the maximum time allowed. It is noted the 

offset will extend beyond this time. 
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 Start value (cell Y36). 1,850 currently existing Eucalyptus pulverulenta 

individuals. 

 Future value without offset (cell AA36).  1,665 Eucalyptus pulverulenta 

individuals.  This assumes a 10% decrease in the number of individuals over 20 

years if the proposed offset is not established (and managed), based on increased 

weed invasion, feral animal grazing, inappropriate fire regimes, etc. 

 Future value with offset (cell AC36).  3,055 Eucalyptus pulverulenta individuals.  

This assumes a 10% increase over 20 years (as a result of management for 

conservation), plus the replanting of 1,000 individuals.  This converts to a raw 

gain of 1,370 individuals (cell AE). 

 Confidence in result (cell AF). 95%.  

Confirmation of adequacy is awaited from the DoE, however, we do not anticipate the revised 

calculations to be rejected. 

2.2 NSW OFFICE OF WATER 

2.2.1 Introduction 

The submission provided by the NSW Office of Water (NOW) provided comments and 

recommendations for assessment as well as recommended conditions of approval (see 

Appendix 1b). The concerns raised by the NOW are summarised in the following subsections 

and a response provided to address each issue.  

2.2.2 Assessment of High Rainfall Events 

Summary of Submission 

The submission notes that no data or assessment is provided relating to short high intensity 

rainfall events and the potential impacts where sediment dams may overflow into nearby 

tributaries.  The submission indicates that the advice of the Environment Protection Authority 

and the Sydney Catchment Authority (WaterNSW) should be sought to ensure that sediment 

and pollution control measures and monitoring is appropriate. 

Response 

It is noted that the Surface Water Assessment Report (SCSC Part 2) prepared by Groundwork 

Plus (the Surface Water Assessment) has used a water balance model utilising actual rainfall 

statistics for both a dry year (15
th

 percentile rainfall – 2002) and wet year (90
th

 percentile – 

2010) (refer to Section 2.1.1 of the Surface Water Assessment, p. 2-18).  Both years would 

include short high intensity events and the analysis of discharges therefore includes these. 

Section 10 of the Surface Water Assessment Report (p. 2-80) describes the approach to 

assessment of water quality for controlled and uncontrolled discharges of water based on the 

dry and wet years.  This assessment acknowledges that available data is limited to distinguish 

water quality characteristics for water captured in the various Sediment Basins or Storage Dams 

and that which would be discharged in the event of an uncontrolled discharge (which might 
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follow a short-term high intensity rainfall event).  It is noted, however, that these uncontrolled 

discharges would only occur if the volume of rainfall exceeds the 5-day 95
th

 percentile rainfall 

depth for the locality.  Under such conditions, compliance with Environment Protection Licence 

nominated criteria is not required. 

For the purpose of the assessment is was assumed that water quality of controlled discharges 

would comply with the Interim Locally Derived Water Quality Objectives (ILDWQO – see 

Table 47 of the Surface Water Assessment, p. 2-79) or alternative release water quality 

conditions prescribed by Environmental Protection Licence (EPL) 12323. 

It is further noted that the EPA and WaterNSW have both commented on surface water 

management at the Quarry confirming satisfaction with the proposed management of 

referencing conditions to be imposed through a variation to EPL 12323 (refer to Sections 2.3 

and 2.4). 

2.2.3 Water Quality Monitoring Program 

Summary of Submission 

The submission notes the limited availability of monitored data for the Yorkeys Creek and Coxs 

River environments. NOW requests that the Applicant prepare and submit a water quality 

monitoring program, in consultation with the EPA and WaterNSW, which establishes 

measurable parameters at a range of representative and clearly defined sites.  

Response 

The proposed monitoring programs have been described in Section 4.5.7 of the EIS (pp. 4-110 – 

4-112) and described in detail in Section 12 of the Surface Water Assessment (pp. 2-88 – 2-91). 

The monitoring program would be implemented to enable ongoing assessment of affected site 

water releases and their potential risk/impact to the receiving aquatic environment. The water 

monitoring program would be included within an updated Water Management Plan and 

prepared in consultation with the EPA and WaterNSW, within 12 months of receipt of 

development approval.  

2.2.4 Surface Water Take 

Summary of Submission 

The submission notes that one of the sources of surface water for operations would be the Coxs 

River. The NOW requests that the Applicant provide an assessment of the impact of this take 

from the Coxs River or nearby tributaries with respect to reductions in base flows, the 

surrounding aquatic environment and riparian ecosystems.  

Response 

The Applicant holds Water Access Licence (WAL) 25616 that allows for 20 units to be 

extracted from the Upper Nepean and Upstream Warragamba Water Source (Coxs River) of 

the Water Sharing Plan for the Greater Metropolitan Region Unregulated River Water Sources 

annually.  As stated in Section 2.10.4 of the EIS (p.2-28), the Applicant intends to only access 

this water should the quarry exhaust other water sources, and in accordance with the water use 

approval associated with WAL.  As such the quantum of water extracted from the Coxs River is 
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likely to be negligible, extracted under licence in accordance with the rules of the Water 

Sharing Plan and insignificant when considered against the total flows within the Coxs River 

annually.  

The above notwithstanding, the EIS provides an assessment of catchment hydrology identifying 

that the total change in annual flow to the Coxs River catchment would be very minor (7.5ML) 

(refer to Section 4.5.6.2 of the EIS, p. 4-107).  Any water that may be extracted from the Coxs 

River on each occasion would represent only a very small proportion of the total volume of 

water flowing past the Austen Quarry each day.  Consequently, extraction would almost 

certainly have no effect on the geomorphology or hydrology of the watercourses which are 

subject to significant variations in flow due to seasonal variation and storm surges. 

Niche (2014) provides site validated mapping of the occurrence and distribution of riparian 

vegetation along the Coxs River adjacent to the Site. Only the River Oak riparian forest could 

be affected by a change in local flows influenced by water levels and groundwater base flows. 

However, in such a steep landscape, seasonal flows and storm surges during high rainfall events 

are far more deterministic of the condition of this vegetation than minor changes to the water 

level. The River Oak riparian forest that is dependent on the intermittent flows of the Coxs 

River, is tolerant of a regular cycle of wetting and drying and does not constitute forested 

wetland or swamp in semi-permanent standing or sub-surface water. It is therefore considered 

that a small reduction to flow, either as a result of extraction under licence or reduction in 

catchment, would not result in significant impacts to the River Oak riparian forest along Coxs 

River. 

2.2.5 Licensing 

Summary of Submission 

NOW notes its satisfaction with the Applicant’s plans and commitments surrounding licensing 

of water access. The submission notes that any increased extraction of surface water from the 

Coxs River above the current level of extraction must be licenced appropriately.  The NOW 

request that the Applicant demonstrate that the required groundwater entitlement is held prior to 

Stage 2 operations commencing.  

Response 

The Applicant has obtained a zero allocation Water Access License (WAL) for the Coxs River 

Fractured Rock Aquifer Groundwater Source of the Water Sharing Plan for the Greater 

Metropolitan Region Groundwater Sources (10AL119058) and has received approval for a 

controlled allocation of 20MLpa from this groundwater source. 

As a State Significant Development, the receipt of development consent would provide the 

necessary approvals (in lieu of water use and water management work approvals under 

Sections 89 and 90 of the Water Management Act 2000) against which the allocation provided 

by the WAL would be drawn. 
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2.2.6 Groundwater Resources 

Summary of Submission 

The submission noted that, following an assessment of impacts against the Aquifer Interference 

Policy minimal impact guidelines (DPI, 2012), NOW anticipated no significant issues with the 

Proposal proceeding. NOW supports the establishment of a network of piezometers to monitor 

groundwater levels and requests that regardless of whether the Proposal is approved that a 

groundwater monitoring program be developed in consultation with NOW. The submission also 

notes that the appropriate licensing is being sought by the Applicant.  

Response 

The Applicant notes the feedback from NOW. A groundwater monitoring program would be 

included within the Water Management Plan that would be updated within 12 months of receipt 

of development approval. This update would be undertaken in consultation with the NOW.  

2.2.7 Management Plans 

Summary of Submission 

The NOW recommended preparation of the following plans and requested that additional 

baseline assessment be completed prior to development of appropriate trigger levels included in 

the various plans.  

 A Groundwater Management Plan developed with consideration of the Aquifer 

Interference Policy (DPI, 2012).  

 A Soil and Water Management Plan developed in consultation with the NOW.  

 A Water Monitoring Program developed in consultation with the NOW. 

Response 

All management plans would be updated or prepared within 12 months of receipt of approval 

(or as specified in conditions of development consent). It is proposed that an updated Water 

Management Plan would incorporate groundwater and surface water management, as well as 

describe the Groundwater Monitoring Plan and Surface Water Monitoring Program. The Water 

Management Plan would include appropriate trigger levels established in consultation with the 

NOW and other relevant statutory stakeholders.  

2.3 ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY 

2.3.1 Introduction 

The Environment Protection Authority (EPA) submission generally supports the Stage 2 

Extension with exception of the proposed hours of operation (see Appendix 1c). The following 

subsections summarise the general comments included in the EPA submission and provides a 

response and further justification as required.  
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2.3.2 EPL Licence 

Summary of Submission 

The EPA has requested a generic condition requiring that the Applicant hold and comply with 

the conditions, or conditions in line with, EPL 12323. 

Response 

The Applicant retains a copy of EPL 12323 at the quarry at all times and is committed to 

compliance with current and future conditions of EPL 12323.   

2.3.3 Hours of Operation 

Summary of Submission 

The submission seeks further justification for the proposed changes to the hours of operation for 

‘Extraction/Processing’ and ‘Maintenance’. Without further justification the EPA does not 

support the proposed changes to the Hours of Operation.  

Response 

The extension to approved operating hours for maintenance operations is considered reasonable 

given that these operations would be limited to the workshop areas, where practical, and would 

produce minimal noise emissions. The Applicant’s preference for maintenance work to be 

approved to occur 24 hours each day does not infer that these operations would occur 

continuously but would provide flexibility for any maintenance work to be undertaken as 

required, limiting potential interruptions to the ongoing production schedule.  

The rationale for increasing the approved operating hours for extraction and processing 

operations was presented in Section 2.11.1 of the EIS (pp. 2-32 – 2-33). This rationale was 

presented by discussing the potential benefits of the increased hours of operations as follows.  

 Improvements to operational flexibility, such that maintenance work, shut-downs 

and other enforced stoppages can be accommodated without compromising the 

production rate of the quarry. Under the existing approved operating hours 

(6:00am to 6:00pm), when production levels were to reach 1.1Mtpa extraction and 

processing operations would be required at a relatively constant level. The 

Applicant’s preference is for greater flexibility during these times without 

compromising the production schedule. 

 To allow for efficient production of all potential products of the quarry. The 

viability of undertaking the reprocessing of crusher scalps, either those produced 

each day or stockpiled within the Yorkeys Creek Stockpile Area, is limited within 

the existing hours of operation as the plant requires operation close to full time 

producing aggregates and related products. The Applicant’s proposed 

reprocessing and sale of the material contained within the Yorkeys Creek 

Stockpile Area, which would reduce the visual impact of the Site when viewed 

from McKane’s Falls Road, is therefore largely dependent on the increased hours 

of operation. 
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Furthermore, in order to achieve the maximum production level of aggregates and related 

products approved for the quarry, an increase in hours of operation is critical.  The following 

review demonstrates this. 

 Under currently approved hours of operation, the maximum number of operating 

days is 302 and maximum number of operating hours approximately 3 400.  In 

reality to maintain operational efficiency, operations on Saturdays are restricted to 

major maintenance on the processing plant reducing the number of operating days 

to 250 and available hours to a maximum of 3 000 (250 x 12).  

 During 2014, 834 000t was produced by the processing plant over 2 578 operating 

hours (including 659 hours of plant down-time – 25%).  Discounting the down 

time, this equates to an average throughput of 435t per hour (which is the 

approximate specification of the plant).  However, accounting for all of the 

following factors;  25% down time on the plant, start-up and shut down each day, 

periods of unscheduled maintenance or other unforeseen circumstances, the 

production rate achieved reduces to 325t per hour averaged over the year. 

 Therefore, to produce 1.1Mt per year, utilising the existing plant as described in 

the EIS, approximately 3 380 operating hours at the average of 325tph would be 

required. 

 The extension to the hours of operation would provide for an additional 4 hours 

per day, 5 days per week, i.e. approximately 1 000 additional hours, increasing 

total hours available (allowing for a continuation of major maintenance only on 

Saturdays) to 4 000. This buffer will ensure that operations will be positioned to 

meet the continued demand. 

 The additional 4 hours per day would also allow the quarry to have the flexibility 

of 2 eight hour work shifts. This additional flexibility in staffing arrangements 

will allow the quarry to explore options to further process scalps / overburden 

material, with the aim of reducing wastage material and stockpiled material. 

On the basis of the above, the additional hours of operation would ensure that 1.1Mt of products 

can be produced annually.   

Given the isolated location of the Austen Quarry, it is not considered that the extended 

operating hours would result in significant noise or other disturbance to nearby residents. In 

fact, the results of noise modelling which predict noise levels generally less than 30dB(A) at 

surrounding receivers during the proposed extended hours of operation (6:00pm to 10:00pm) 

(refer to Table 4.38 and Section 4.9.6.1 of the EIS, pp. 4-186 – 4-188). 

The EIS has described management measures to avoid and mitigate the potential impacts from 

lighting at the Quarry including the  selection and placement of lights to minimise the overall 

‘lume’ and ensure the direction of lighting is away from those visual zones with direct views of 

the extraction area and overburden emplacement. 

Based on the information provided above and in Section 2.11.1 of the EIS, and the assessment 

of impacts completed for the extended hours of operation, the Applicant contends that the 

requested amendment to existing hours of operation is necessary, reasonable and justifiable.   
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2.3.4 Operational Noise and Vibration 

Summary of Submission 

The EPA submission notes the following regarding operational noise and blasting limits.  

 The in-force operational noise and blast and vibration limits currently applicable 

to EPL 12323 would remain for the amended EPL under the Proposal.  

 That ongoing noise monitoring is undertaken on an annual basis rather than over 

the initial 12 month period as stated in the Noise Impact Assessment. This would 

involve one day of attended noise monitoring and five days of unattended noise 

monitoring annually and included with the Annual Return. Noise monitoring 

would also be undertaken as a result of a substantiated noise-related complaint 

and if required by the EPA. The results of this monitoring would be provided to 

the EPA within 21 days of completion.  

 That a Noise Management Plan be prepared/expanded from the existing Blast 

Management Plan 2006.  

Response 

The Applicant notes and accepts the EPA comments regarding application of existing noise, 

blast and vibration limits to the Stage 2 operations (and amended EPL) and would update the 

existing Noise Management Plan to incorporate the Stage 2 operations and incorporating 

blasting and vibration management, in consultation with the EPA, within 12 months of receipt 

of development approval. The inclusion of blasting and vibration management in the Noise 

Management Plan will be reflected in the revised Statement of Commitments that will be 

submitted to the DPE prior to the issue of development consent.  

While the recommendations of the Noise Impact Assessment for a program of attended noise 

validation monitoring within the first 12 months following the issue of development consent is 

reasonable, the Applicant is willing to accept a condition for annual noise monitoring. It is 

requested, however, that a note be included with such a condition providing for the requirement 

to undertaken annual monitoring to be subject to review and revision in consultation with the 

EPA.  This would ensure that should, as expected, noise levels remain well below noise criteria, 

the continuation of redundant monitoring can be ceased without the requirement to modify the 

development consent.   

2.3.5 Air Quality and Odour 

Summary of Submission 

The EPA submission notes the following regarding air quality and odour.  

 The in-force operational dust conditions currently applicable to EPL 12323 would 

remain for the amended EPL under the Proposal.  

 That the following items be included regarding dust conditions. 

– That activities occurring in or on the premises must be carried out in a 

manner that will minimise the generation, or emission from the premises, of 

wind blown or traffic generated dust.  
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– Trucks transporting material to and from the premises must be covered 

immediately prior to unloading and immediately after loading to prevent wind 

blown emissions and spillage.  

 That an Air Quality Management Plan be prepared/expanded from the existing Air 

Quality Management Plan 2006.  

Response 

The Applicant notes and accepts the EPA comments regarding application of existing dust 

limits to the Stage 2 operations (and amended EPL), the recommended conditions and would 

update the existing Air Quality Management Plan, in consultation with the EPA, within 

12 months of receipt of development approval.  

2.3.6 Land Management 

Summary of Submission 

The EPA submission requests that a Rehabilitation and Environmental Management Plan be 

prepared based on rehabilitation best practice. 

Response 

The Applicant notes and accepts the EPA comments regarding preparation of the Rehabilitation 

and Environmental Management Plan. This plan would be developed in consultation with the 

EPA.  

2.3.7 Water Management 

Summary of Submission 

The EPA submission notes the following regarding water management.  

(1) That the EPA is satisfied that terminology and referencing is suitable in the EIS 

and that identification of a diversion for clean water from Storage Dam 5 around 

Storage Dam 6 allows greater capacity to store and treat dirty water 

(2) The EPA no longer supports the concept of pumping water from Storage Basin 1 

to another storage in order to compensate for inadequate design storage capacity 

based on the proximity to Coxs River, the broader catchment area and historical 

regulatory issues.  

(3) There is a limited data set available to assess potential pollution impacts from total 

suspended solids and some metals within Sediment Basin 2. More monitoring is 

required for this water management structure.  

(4) That the EPA requires sediment basin capacities to be reviewed and where 

necessary upgraded in accordance with relevant NSW Guidelines. This will be 

required through a Pollution Reduction Program (PRP) attached to EPL 12323 

when updated in 2015. 
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(5) The in-force water and pollution conditions currently applicable to EPL 12323 

would remain for the amended EPL under the Proposal. Some flexibility is 

requested for additional concentration limits inclusions if required. It is also noted 

that likely variations will be result from review of Sediment Basin capacity in 

2015.    

(6) That a Soil and Water Management Plan be revised in consultation with relevant 

agencies and in accordance with relevant guidelines.  

Response 

The response to the EPA comments on water management are addressed in the order presented 

above.  

(1) The Applicant notes and accepts the EPA comments regarding the clean water 

diversions.  

(2) The Applicant accepts the EPA’s requirement for the design storage capacity of 

Sediment Basin 1 to meet the 5-day 95th percentile capacity requirement for the 

catchment.  The Applicant considers the EPA’s proposal to vary EPL 12323 to 

include a Pollution Reduction Program (PRP) for this purpose to be appropriate. 

At this stage, the Applicant considers a reduction in the capacity of the catchment 

reporting to Sediment Basin 1 to be the most feasible approach to achieving the 

objectives of the PRP and will consult with the EPA and WaterNSW in designing 

water diversion structures.  

(3) The lack of available data relating to Sediment Basin 2 is acknowledged, however 

the Surface Water Assessment has utilised available water quality data to identify 

the potential risk of pollution impacts.  In addition, a monitoring program would 

be implemented to enable ongoing assessment of affected site water releases and 

their potential risk/impact to the receiving aquatic environment. The monitoring 

program is described in Section 4.5.7 of the EIS (pp. 4-110 – 4-112) and 

Section 12 of the Surface Water Assessment and would provide the additional 

information required to establish the baseline water quality at Sediment Basin 2.  

(4) The sediment basin and storage dam capacities would be addressed in consultation 

with the EPA and WaterNSW in accordance with a PRP to be conditioned as a 

variation to EPL 12323.  

(5) The Applicant notes the EPA comments regarding the application of in-force 

water and pollution conditions to Stage 2 operations. The Applicant is agreeable 

to further negotiation regarding additional concentration limits.  

(6) The Applicant would update the existing Water Management Plan, in consultation 

with the EPA, within 12 months of receipt of development consent. 
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2.3.8 Draft Statement of Commitments 

Summary of Submission 

The submission requests that the Draft Statement of Commitments be updated to incorporate 

the Applicant’s response to the previously raised concerns.  

Response 

The Applicant would abide by the commitments made in the EIS, this Response to Submissions 

Document and any relevant documentation as stated in the final conditions of approval. It is 

expected that a final Statement of Commitments will be included as an appendix to the 

development consent.  

2.4 WATERNSW (FORMERLY SYDNEY CATCHMENT AUTHORITY) 

2.4.1 Introduction 

The submission provided by the Sydney Catchment Authority (SCA), now rebranded as 

WaterNSW following a merger with Sydney Water, asserted that the information contained in 

the EIS was not sufficiently comprehensive or scientifically robust and did not address 

cumulative impacts (see Appendix 1d(i)). The SCA expressed concern that the development 

would not have a neutral or beneficial effect on water quality.  A preliminary response to the 

issues raised was provided to Water NSW on 7 January 2015 and a teleconference held on 8 

January 2015 to discuss the issues and the Applicant’s approach to the assessment of water 

resources. Participants in the teleconference included the following representatives.  

 Water NSW – Ms Frances Kelly (Manager, Planning and Assessments), 

Dr Marlène van der Sterren (Acting Senior Assessment Officer) and Ms Nicole 

Wallwood (Senior Assessment Officer).  

 Hy-Tec Limited – Mr Darryl Thiedeke (National Development Officer). 

 R.W. Corkery & Co. – Mr Alex Irwin (Senior Environmental Consultant) and 

Mr Nicholas Warren (Environmental Consultant)  

 Groundwork Plus – Mr Shane Stuart (Senior Environmental Consultant) 

Following the meeting, correspondence was provided by Dr Marlene van der Sterren that 

confirmed the information sought by WaterNSW and noted their position on several items 

following the teleconference. This correspondence is provided as Appendix 1d(ii).  

2.4.2 Uncontrolled discharge 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raised concerns regarding the potential for uncontrolled discharge of untreated 

sediment laden water to the Coxs River from Sediment Basin 1 (SB1) and Storage Dam 6 

(SD6).  
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Response 

In the preliminary response to WaterNSW, it was noted that uncontrolled discharges of 

untreated sediment laden waters from SB1 to the Coxs River will still occur regardless of 

whether this basin is constructed to provide the 5-day 95
th

 percentile design rainfall event 

capacity requirements and managed in accordance with Managing Urban Stormwater, Soils and 

Construction – volume 2E Mines and Quarries, NSW (DECC, 2008) (“the Blue Book”). The 

Applicant asserted that by continuing to implement the proposed water management strategy 

(involving the transfer of water from SB1 to SD6) the frequency and volume of uncontrolled 

discharges, predicted through modelling, would be significantly reduced, i.e. a beneficial 

impact is provided. This is addressed in detail in Section 6.7 and Tables 33 and 34 of the 

Surface Water Assessment Report.  

The frequency and volume of uncontrolled discharges would be further reduced by the 

proposed water management controls that relate to SD6, namely: 

 diverting overland flows from SD5 around SD6; and  

 undertaking controlled discharges of treated waters within SD6 to maintain free 

board.  

In fact, the water modelling indicates that the proposed water management strategy would 

provide for fewer uncontrolled discharges of less volume than would be achieved by increasing 

the capacity of SB1 to achieve the 5-aday 95
th

 percentile rainfall even capacity. 

WaterNSW has not formerly responded to the demonstration of a beneficial impact on the 

receiving waters of the proposed water management strategy, however, since providing the 

submission WaterNSW have consulted with the EPA (see Appendix 1d(ii)). WaterNSW has 

confirmed that it is satisfied with the EPA approach to addressing this issue through a variation 

to EPL 12323 conditioning the development and implementation of a PRP to achieve 

compliance with the Blue Book sediment basins capacity requirements. The Applicant has 

committed to consulting with WaterNSW during the development of the PRP so that it would 

be acceptable to both EPA and WaterNSW.  

2.4.3 Capacity of water management structures  

Summary of Submission 

WaterNSW considers that the storage capacity of Sediment Basin 1 (SB1) is not sufficient to 

manage polluted water generated by the Stage 2 operations.  

Response 

As described in Section 5.2 above, WaterNSW has confirmed that the development and 

implementation of a PRP, in consultation with WaterNSW, is an acceptable outcome.  
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2.4.4 Groundwater Impacts on Surrounding Watercourses 

Summary of Submission 

The submission expresses concern that the proposed extraction depth of 685m AHD would be 

lower than the water level in Yorkeys Creek (700m AHD) and would therefore result in water 

being drawn from Yorkeys Creek that would normally flow to Coxs River.  WaterNSW suggest 

no groundwater investigations have been undertaken. 

A preliminary response was provided to WaterNSW on 7 January 2015 and discussed on 8 

January 2015 with representatives of WaterNSW.  Following this discussion, WaterNSW 

clarified the request for additional information as follows. 

“… … the following information could be included in the response to submissions report to 
enable Water NSW to better understand the potential groundwater / surface water impacts:  

 Frequency graphing of the current flows and discharges and the proposed flows and 
discharges in the Cox’s river and Yorkey’s Creek (either by flow, volume or both) 

 Frequency graphing of the groundwater drawn-down effects on the river and creek 
(either by flow, volume or both) 

 Impact and assessment on the different flow regimes (e.g. impact during low flows and 
impact during high flows)” 

Response 

As noted in the preliminary response to Water NSW, a Groundwater Assessment was 

completed for the Stage 2 Extension by Ground Doctor Pty Ltd (Part 3 of the Specialist 

Consultant Studies Compendium) and this assessment considered the potential impacts of the 

Proposal on Yorkeys Creek.  Notably, the Groundwater Assessment (Section 6.2, p. 3-21) 

confirms that “groundwater would continue to flow toward Yorkeys Creek as a result of 

groundwater recharge occurring in the undisturbed area between the excavation and the 

Creek.” 

Ground Doctor Pty Ltd has considered the request for additional analysis of potential impact 

and further assessment, however, considers this additional analysis and assessment to be 

unnecessary in the consideration of the potential impact of the Proposal on the flow regimes of 

the Coxs River and Yorkeys Creek.  The following provides the detailed justification and 

additional clarification of Ground Doctor Pty Ltd to support this conclusion.  

The Groundwater Assessment prepared for the Austen Quarry Stage 2 Extension 

Project (“the Groundwater Assessment”) clearly illustrates that the reduction in 

groundwater availability to the Coxs River and Yorkeys Creek would be minimal 

and therefore the potential for impact on base flows to these drainage features 

insignificant.  The potential for impact (negligible) does not warrant the requested 

additional analysis and assessment requested by WaterNSW. The following 

reviews, further discusses and clarifies the information presented in Groundwater 

Assessment with respect to potential losses of groundwater to the Coxs River and 

Yorkeys Creek.   

Coxs River 

The base of the proposed extraction area (685m AHD) remains well above the 

elevation of the Coxs River in the vicinity of the site (660m AHD).  Therefore 

dewatering of the excavation cannot physically drain water from the Coxs River.   
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The Applicant holds Water Access Licence (10AL119058) and has been approved 

for the allocation of 20MLpa of groundwater from the Coxs River Fractured Rock 

Groundwater Source of the Water Sharing Plan for the Greater Metropolitan 

Region Groundwater Sources.  The predicted take of groundwater associated with 

the proposed quarry from drawdown and seepage (<10ML/yr) has therefore been 

appropriately licensed.  Licensing is only permitted where extraction falls within 

sustainable limits established in the relevant Water Sharing Plan.   

Yorkeys Creek 

The right of The Applicant to take up to 20ML of groundwater annually from the 

Coxs River Fractured Rock Groundwater Source notwithstanding, the 

Groundwater Assessment concludes that there will be no impacts on the 

groundwater level at Yorkeys Creek.  Relevant sections of the Groundwater 

Assessment are presented below with some further discussion and clarification.   

Section 4.3 of the Groundwater Assessment (p. 3-13) states: 

Yorkeys Creek is the only substantial drainage close to the Site.  Yorkeys Creek 
stretches over a distance of approximately 4km which is significant when 
compared to most gullies adjacent to the Site, which typically discharge surface 
water to the Coxs River within 1km of their headwaters.  Yorkeys Creek runs in a 
southwest to northeast direction from Jenolan Caves Road to the Coxs River.  
Yorkeys Creek discharges into the Coxs River to the west of the administration 
area and product sorting and stockpiling area.  Yorkeys Creek drains the elevated 
ridges along Jenolan Caves Road (in excess of 900m), however, in the vicinity of 
the Site, has an elevation less than 700m AHD.  The Yorkeys Creek valley is a 
physical boundary which keeps surface water from the elevated western portion 
of the HPC property from the area immediately adjacent to the Quarry.   

Yorkeys Creek has a relatively small catchment which extends approximately 4 to 

5km to the southwest of the Coxs River.  The catchment is steep, falling from in 

excess of 900m AHD to approximately 660m AHD over a horizontal distance of 

approximately 4km with an average gradient of approximately 5 to 6%.  The 

lower portion of Yorkeys Creek where it drains into the Coxs River (adjacent to 

the Secondary Processing Area of the Quarry) was observed to be dry during 

several site visits.  Site personnel confirm that flow within Yorkeys Creek is 

ephemeral (intermittent) and dependent on rainfall.  The absence of permanent 

water confirms that groundwater discharge is not a significant contributor to flow 

in Yorkeys Creek.   

The lack of permanent water within Yorkeys Creek, and the low permeability of 

the surrounding geology, indicates there is little or no potential for groundwater to 

drain from Yorkeys Creek to the proposed extraction area.  Whilst there is little 

groundwater data available, the low permeability of the geology is demonstrated 

by the steep hydraulic gradients identified.  As discussed in Section 5.3 of the 

Groundwater Assessment (p. 3-13): 

There appears to be mounding beneath ridgelines with steep gradient to 
discharge points in the adjacent valleys.  At the Site the observed standing water 
level (730m AHD) is approximately 70m to 100m above the Coxs River, which is 
less than 500m from the Quarry at its closest point.  Similarly groundwater 
elevations along Jenolan Caves Road (approximately 4km west of the Site are as 
much as 190m above the standing water level within the Quarry.  These 
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observations demonstrate that the fractured rock supports relatively steep 
hydraulic gradients.  For example, groundwater seepage was observed at an 
elevation of approximately 720m AHD adjacent to the primary crusher.  The Coxs 
River is located approximately 400m to the north of the primary crusher at an 
elevation of approximately 660m AHD.  This equates to an average hydraulic 
gradient of at least 15%.  Similarly, the Coxs River is located approximately 500m 
to the east of the extraction area at an elevation of approximately 630m AHD.  
This equates to an average hydraulic gradient of approximately 20%. 

Steep hydraulic gradients can only be supported in material with low average 

permeability. 

On the basis of the low permeability of the geology between the extraction area 

and local drainage features, such as Yorkeys Creek (650m to the west), 

Section 6.3.5 of the Groundwater Assessment (p. 3-24) states the following with 

respect to potential drawdown impacts: 

The lateral spread of any drawdown impacts adjacent to the excavation would be 
limited by the low average permeability of the aquifer, which has been observed 
to support hydraulic gradients of at least 20% (refer to Section 5.4).   

Based on this observation drawdown impacts would be expected to be negligible 
at a distance of approximately 225m from all sides of the extraction area.  This is 
based on establishment of a hydraulic gradient of 20% adjacent to the extraction 
area and assuming pre-development standing water level of 730m AHD.   

Groundwater recharge would continue to occur in the undisturbed areas 
surrounding the extraction area, resulting in mounding of groundwater between 
the extraction area and surrounding gullies, which are inferred to be potential 
groundwater discharge points (see Figure 7).   

Based on observations from the Site standing water levels between the extraction 
area and surrounding gullies (which include Yorkeys Creek), the standing water 
level would remain more elevated than the gullies.  A hydraulic gradient would 
therefore be maintained toward gullies, with potential for groundwater to continue 
to discharge, or to maintain pre-development conditions.   

The Groundwater Assessment clearly demonstrates that the groundwater does not 

provide a significant (if any) base flow to Yorkeys Creek.  Further, the Proposal is 

not expected to affect the occurrence of groundwater directly adjacent to or 

beneath Yorkeys Creek.  Hence, any further analysis of flows or discharges is not 

warranted. 

Confirmation of the minimal potential for impact on groundwater discharge to the 

Coxs River or Yorkeys Creek notwithstanding, Hy-Tec has committed to 

monitoring the affects of the extension of the extraction area to confirm the 

predictions and assessments made.  Section 8 of the Groundwater Assessment 

(p. 3-33) states:  

Ground Doctor recommends establishment of piezometer network that would 
allow monitoring of water levels around the extraction area, re-evaluation of 
drawdown risks and re-evaluation of ongoing groundwater losses associated with 
the Stage 2 Extension.

1
   

                                                 

 
1
 This recommendation has been accepted and is included as Commitments of 10.8 to 10.11 of the EIS. 
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Further, it is noted that excavation to greater depths will be a slow process (refer 

to Figure 2.6 of the EIS).  There would therefore be significant time to react to 

unforeseen issues in the highly unlikely event that unexpected drawdown impacts 

occurred.   

2.4.5 History of non-Compliance 

Summary of Submission 

The submission noted that the Austen Quarry had a record of non-compliance and cited two 

instances from the 2012-2013 period as examples. WaterNSW expressed concern that the 

extent of the development was much greater and required more complex water management.  

Response 

The Applicant argues that previous performance is not relevant to the assessment of the current 

proposal. The non-compliances noted by the WaterNSW have been acknowledged in the 

relevant reports to Lithgow City Council, the EPA and Water NSW and addressed 

appropriately.   

The exceedances of criteria noted during the 2012-2013 occurred during a period of high 

rainfall when the sediment load of the river was almost certainly also elevated. The fact that 

monitoring at the control site upstream of Austen Quarry was not undertaken due to the 

elevated river level and difficulty in accessing this point is evidence of this.   

It is further noted that during the most recent reporting period (12 months to June 2014), all 

water samples were compliant with the nominated criteria. 

Finally, it is important to recognise that the Stage 2 Extension does not add significantly to the 

complexity of water management at the Austen Quarry.  All runoff generated by the extension 

of the open cut would be managed internally within the void and management of the 

overburden emplacement has required calculations concerning the appropriate size of the 

sediment basin to collect runoff from this structure. 

WaterNSW has accepted this response and requires no further information (see 

Appendix 1d(ii)). 

2.4.6 Clean Water Diversions 

Summary of Submission 

The submission seeks further information regarding the location of proposed clean water 

diversions so that it can assess these adequately.  

Response 

Natural topography has been utilised to separate catchment areas where practicable, including 

clean water and disturbed catchments. Where this is not suitable, perimeter or diversion bunds 

would be installed. Figures 4.31(a to c) and 4.32 of the EIS have been updated to more clearly 

display the location and direction of proposed clean water diversions.  
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Figure 4.31(a) Modified Catchments of the Stage 2 Site 

A4/Colour 

Dated 15/1/15 inserted 15/1/15 
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Figure 4.31(b) SD5 Diversion Weir 

A4/Colour 

Dated 15/1/15 inserted 15/1/15 

 



RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS HY-TEC INDUSTRIES PTY LIMITED 

Report No. 652/29 Austen Quarry – Stage 2 Extension Project 

 

19 
 

 

Figure 4.31(c) SD1 & SD2 Diversion Drain 

A4/Colour 

Dated 15/1/15 inserted 15/1/15 
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Figure 4.32 (v2) Modified Surface Water Management 

A4/Colour 

Dated 15/1/15 inserted 15/1/15 
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2.4.7 Water Quality at Discharge 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raised concerns that the quality of water discharged would not be known prior 

to discharge.  

Response 

Efforts to obtain alternative data sets for the catchment (within the past two years) were sought 

and data obtained was reviewed for consideration in preparation of the Surface Water 

Assessment.  The available information was found to be of little added benefit (focused mostly 

on base flow conditions rather than event flows when uncontrolled discharges from the Site is 

likely to occur and/or were limited in the anolytes of interest being monitored).  This is 

generally the case for equivalent systems water quality data as well. 

A monitoring program would be implemented to enable ongoing assessment of affected site 

water releases and their potential risk/impact to the receiving aquatic environment. The 

monitoring program is described in detail in Section 4.5.7 of the EIS and Section 12 of the 

Surface Water Assessment. 

2.4.8 Clarification of Assessment Results 

Summary of Submission 

The response requested clarification of the following elements of the surface water assessment.  

 Uncontrolled discharges from Storage Dam 6 are higher under dry conditions than 

under wet conditions (page 2-70, Table 39 and Table 40). 

 Uncontrolled discharges from Storage Dam 2 during wet conditions are predicted 

to be 10.4ML (Table 22 and Table 23), however it is reported to be 104.8ML on 

page 2-56.  

 Controlled and uncontrolled discharges are less for Sediment Basin 1 at its current 

capacity than when its capacity is increased from 6 to 11ML.  

Response 

The Applicant notes that administrative errors occur from time to time and responds as follows.  

 Tables 39 and 40 of the Surface Water Assessment have been amended to correct 

errors with calculations for dry and wet conditions (these tables on p. 30).  

Given the proposed water management strategy considered in these tables is not 

been supported by the EPA or WaterNSW, with revisions to SB1 to be 

conditioned through a Pollution Reduction Program on EPL 12323, the results 

presented in these table have little relevance to the assessment of water 

management at the quarry. 

 Text within the Surface Water Assessment (p. 2-56) has been amended to be 

consistent with the Tables 22 and 23 (i.e. 10.4 ML). 

 



HY-TEC INDUSTRIES PTY LIMITED RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 

Austen Quarry – Stage 2 Extension Project Report No. 652/29 

22 
 

 

Table 39 (Modified) 
  

Revised Water Balance Assessment for SD6 Receiving Flows from SB1 for Prolonged 

Dry Climatic Conditions 

Water 
Storage 

Stage of 
Quarry 

Development 

Predicted 
Uncontrolled 

Discharge 
Frequency 

Predicted 
Uncontrolled 

Discharge Volume 
(ML) 

SD6 Current 26 2.83 

End of Stage 1 26 8.73 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

 
Table 40 (Modified) 

  

Revised Water Balance Assessment for SD6 receiving Flows from SB1 for Prolonged 

Wet Climatic Conditions 

Water 
Storage 

Stage of 
Quarry 

Development 

Predicted 
Uncontrolled 

Discharge 
Frequency 

Predicted 
Uncontrolled 

Discharge Volume 
(ML) 

SD6 Current 30 9.5 

End of Stage 1 33 17.2 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

 

 The final point is an error in Water NSW’s interpretation of the information 

provided in Section 4.5.5.4 of the EIS and in Section 6.7 of the Surface Water 

Assessment. The Surface Water Assessment does not provide a direct comparison 

of controlled and uncontrolled discharges for Sediment Basin 1 between its 

current size (i.e. 6 ML) and the calculated regulatory required size of 11 ML. 

Table 33 and 34 of the Surface Water Assessment provide a comparison of 

predicted uncontrolled discharges per annum (frequency and estimated volume of 

discharge) between the current water management regime (Sediment Basin 1 

holding capacity of 6ML with current on-site pumping water management 

protocol) and should the holding capacity of SB1 be increased to meet regulatory 

requirements (i.e. SB1 to 11 ML, without use of current on-site water 

management/pumping protocol).  

WaterNSW has accepted this response and requires no further information (see 

Appendix 1d(ii)). 
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2.4.9 Rehabilitation Bond 

Summary of Submission 

The submission notes that WaterNSW does not currently hold a rehabilitation bond for the 

Austen Quarry.  

Response 

A review of the relevant paperwork currently held by the Applicant confirms that the existing 

rehabilitation bonds for the Austen Quarry were issued to Lithgow City Council and the then 

Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Natural Resources. This department has since been 

renamed the Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) with several functions under the 

remit of other departments such as the OEH and NOW. This resulted in confusion at the time of 

drafting of the EIS as to which department currently held the bond.  

WaterNSW has accepted this response and requires no further information (see 

Appendix 1d(ii)). 

2.4.10 Errors in the EIS 

Summary of Submission 

The submission noted errors in use of the names of some of the storage dams and sediment 

basins in the EIS.  

Response 

The Applicant acknowledges that errors occur from time to time and has made every effort to 

edit and amend errors as they have been discovered. This notwithstanding, these minor errors 

are not considered consequential to the assessment of neutral or beneficial impact. 

WaterNSW has accepted this response and requires no further information (see 

Appendix 1d(ii)). 

2.5 OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENT AND HERITAGE 

2.5.1 Introduction 

The submission provided by the NSW Office of Environment & Heritage (OEH) requested 

further clarification as to the management of the existing Conservation Area, and the intended 

offset mechanism (see Appendix 1e). The concerns raised by OEH are summarised in the 

following subsections and a response provided to address each issue. 
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2.5.2 Conservation Area H 

Summary of Submission 

The OEH submission recommends that specific information be provided regarding conservation 

and management of Conservation Area H including: 

 the agreements and conditions that apply to the area; and  

 how the area is currently managed.  

The OEH also recommends that Conservation Area H be managed as part of the proposed 

Biodiversity Offset and be included in the Biodiversity Offset Plan of Management.  

Response 

Conservation Area H consists of 2.2 hectares designated for the protection of E. pulverulenta. It 

is maintained as required by Condition 7b of DA 103/94 and lies approximately 150 metres to 

the northeast of the Stage 2 Extension. Condition 7b states: 

The developer is to pursue the attainment and fund implementation of a Conservation 
Agreement or flora preservation conditions over suitable E. pulverulenta habitat 
identified by the National Parks and Wildlife Service of NSW within the Hartley area.  

The management of Conservation Area H is the result of this agreement. There are currently 

286 individual E. pulverulenta trees established in Conservation Area H. 

In accordance with Principle 4 of the ‘New Offset Principles’ referenced in Section 2.14.2.1 of 

the EIS (p. 2-59), namely, “Offsets must be additional to other legal requirements”, 

Conservation Area H has been excluded from consideration as a part of the proposed offset 

area. Conservation Area H would remain unaffected by the Stage 2 Extension and, subject to 

consultation with the OEH regarding the establishment of a conservation of the proposed BOA, 

would either continue to be monitored to record the extent of growth and natural regeneration 

of E. pulverulenta or be included in management plans for the BOA.  

2.5.3 Offset Mechanisms 

Summary of Submission 

The OEH have noted that it is satisfied that the proposed Biodiversity Offset Area (BOA) 

adequately offsets the impacts that have been identified. The OEH recommends that the 

Applicant secure the BOA through a BioBanking Agreement as this is Department’s preferred 

mechanism for securing offsets.  
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Response 

It is proposed that agreements relating to the BOA would be finalised within 12 months of 

receipt of development consent. The Applicant will consult with the OEH regarding the most 

suitable mechanism for securing a conservation agreement for the BOA ‘in perpetuity’.    While 

the preference of the OEH for as BioBanking Agreement is noted, in accordance with the 

“Interim Options for Securing an Offset Site” identified by OEH for the transitional 

implementation period of the Biodiversity Offset Policy for Major Projects, several other 

options are available for the securing the offset, including: 

 Biobanking agreement (preferred); 

 dedication of land under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974; 

 Trust Agreements under the Nature Conservation Trust Act 2001; or  

 Property Vegetation Plan registered in title under the Native Vegetation Act 2003. 

2.6 TRADE & INVESTMENT – GEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF NSW 

2.6.1 Introduction 

The submission provided by NSW Trade & Investment – Geological Survey of NSW 

(GSNSW) recognised the significance of the Austen Quarry as an important source of a range 

of hard rock aggregate and road base products for the local and Sydney markets (see 

Appendix 1f). The submission indicated that GSNSW was satisfied that the resource has been 

significantly assessed. A single comment included in the submission has been addressed in the 

following subsection.  

2.6.2 Annual Production Statistics 

Summary of Submission 

The submission requests that a condition of development consent include that the Applicant 

provide annual production data to the Division of Resources and Energy (DRE).   

Response 

The provision of these statistics was included in the Draft Statement of Commitments of the 

EIS (Commitment 19.10). The Applicant would abide by this commitment and submit relevant 

production statistics to the DRE.  

2.7 ROADS AND MARITIME SERVICES 

2.7.1 Introduction 

Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) did not object to the Proposal and provided a series of 

comments and recommended conditions for approval (see Appendix 1g). These conditions 

have been summarised below and a response or comment included as necessary.  
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2.7.2 Road and Traffic Management Plan 

Summary of Submission 

The submission asserts that the Quarry should operate in accordance with the existing Austen 

Quarry – Road and Traffic Management Plan, dated 24 June 2011.  

Response 

It is proposed that operations would continue to be guided by the Applicant’s Road Truck 

Traffic Management Plan which would be updated to incorporate details of the proposed 

Stage 2 operations. Furthermore, the Applicant proposes to maintain the following measures. 

 Maintain the existing complaints management system. 

 Continue to implement the Hy-Tec Chain of Responsibility – Driver Check 

System. 

 Logistically plan transport operations, where feasible, to minimise impacts to the 

transport environment. 

2.7.3 Intersection Monitoring 

Summary of Submission 

The submission supports the recommendation for the Applicant to monitor the performance of 

the intersection of Jenolan Caves Road and the Great Western Highway.  

Response 

The Applicant notes and accepts the RMS comments regarding monitoring of the intersection 

of Jenolan Caves Road and Great Western Highway beyond 2020. The Applicant would consult 

with RMS in preparation of a monitoring plan for the intersection 6 months prior to 

commencement of the monitoring.  

2.7.4 Code of Conduct for Transportation Activities 

Summary of Submission 

The submission requests that the Applicant prepare and implement a code of conduct relating to 

transport of materials on public roads.  

Response 

The Applicant considers that the existing Hy-Tec “Chain of Responsibility:  Driver – Vehicle 

Checks”, that is implemented company-wide to direct transport activities, provides for the 

requirements of a code of conduct.  
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2.8 NSW RURAL FIRE SERVICE 

Summary of Submission 

The NSW Rural Fire Service (RFS) have indicated that it has no comments on exhibition of the 

EIS and referred the DPE to the original submission dated 28 August 2013.  

Response 

The Applicant is satisfied that it has met the assessment requirements provided in the RFS letter 

dated 28 August 2013.  

2.9 LITHGOW CITY COUNCIL 

2.9.1 Introduction 

The submission provided by the Lithgow City Council (LCC) notes the LCC’s satisfaction that 

the EIS adequately addresses the relevant issues and states that LCC has ‘no objection’ to the 

development subject to inclusion of several conditions (see Appendix 1h). These conditions are 

summarised in the following subsections and comments and/or a response provided for each.  

2.9.2 Compliance with Previous Approvals, EIS and Development 
Application 

Summary of Submission 

LCC have requested that the development comply with the conditions of existing Development 

Consent No. 103/94 (DA 103/94) and is carried out in accordance with the development 

application, EIS and all modifications to development consent issued by LCC.  

Response 

Upon receipt of suitable approval to cover the entire Stage 2 Site, the Applicant would 

relinquish DA 103/94. However, it is assumed that all relevant conditions of DA 103/94 would 

be included within the new approval, updated to reflect the current conditions at the Austen 

Quarry or changed to comply with legislation since DA 103/94 was granted.  

The Applicant would also abide by the statements and commitments made in the development 

application, EIS and any modifications granted by the LCC that relate to the Austen Quarry. 

This would be irrespective of whether these statements and commitments are included as 

specific conditions in the new approval. The EIS and associated documents would supersede 

previously prepared documentation in relation to the Austen Quarry in all situations excepting 

where information is not included in this documentation. In this instance the next most recent 

documents would apply for these issues.  
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2.9.3 Notifications 

Summary of Submission 

LCC have requested that it be notified of any modifications and determinations regarding the 

Austen Quarry. 

Response 

The Applicant would consult with the LCC on all future modifications to the Austen Quarry 

and would provide information regarding future determinations should this not be provided by 

the DPE. 

2.9.4 Hours of Operation and Project Life 

Summary of Submission 

The LCC have requested that operations not occur on Sundays and Public Holidays and that 

consent lapse after a period of 30 years.  

Response 

Section 2.11.1 of the EIS describes that proposed operations would not occur on Sundays and 

Public Holidays. Furthermore, Section 2.11.2 of the EIS describes that proposed operations 

would extend from the expiry date of the existing approval in 2020 for a further 30 years 

i.e. until 2050.   

2.9.5 Annual Reviews 

Summary of Submission 

The submission requests that an Annual Review document be provided to LCC for review 

which incorporates the following. 

 A description of development carried out over the year 

 A review of monitoring results and complaints recorded during the year and 

compares these to: 

– the relevant statutory requirements, limits of performance measures and criteria; 

– monitoring results of previous years; and  

– relevant predictions made in the EIS.  

 A description of any non-compliance recorded over the year and described what 

remedial actions have been or are being taken to ensure compliance.  

Response 

The Applicant currently provides an Annual Environmental Performance Report for the 

existing operations at the Austen Quarry to LCC for the period ending 30 June each year. The 

information requested by LCC is included in those reports and would continue to be provided 

each year under the proposed Stage 2 operations.   
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2.9.6 Voluntary Planning Agreement 

Summary of Submission 

The submission notes the LCC preference to enter into a Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA) 

with the Applicant and notes the progress of negotiations regarding this agreement.  

Response 

The Applicant is currently in negotiations with the LCC regarding a VPA and would have these 

completed prior to commencement of Stage 2 operations. 

2.9.7 Inaccurate Figures in the EIS 

Summary of Submission 

The submission notes that LCC believe that Figures 4.9 and 4.10 of the EIS include errors and 

are possibly out of date while Figure 4.12 of the EIS includes traffic upgrades that are not 

committed to.  

Response 

Figures 4.9 and 4.10 display the speed and related zones along the Great Western Highway, 

through the Blue Mountains.  Assessment of these speed zones involved a considered review of 

indicated speed zones in both directions along these routes and was completed by Mr Rob 

Corkery, Principal Environmental Consultant with R.W. Corkery and Co. in April 2014. The 

information was gathered to provide a representation of the changing speed zones, schools and 

other public buildings along this route. R.W. Corkery & Co. maintain that the data was accurate 

at the time it was gathered, however, given the nature of construction and road work along this 

route it is not surprising that the information may be considered out of date. Nonetheless, this 

does not affect the validity of the assessment. 

Figure 4.12 provides concept designs for the completion of highway upgrades proposed by 

RMS in their document Mount Victoria to Lithgow – Great Western Highway Upgrade Concept 

Design – Completion Report April 2013. That document describes the general concept design of 

future upgrades to the Great Western Highway as follows.  

the concept design generally comprises the realignment and future upgrade of about 
20.4 kilometres of the existing Great Western Highway between Soldiers Pinch, about 
400 metres east of Browntown Oval, Mount Victoria and Magpie Hollow Road, South 
Bowenfels. 

The document provides the images used in Figure 4.12 of the EIS (as Figure 1-1).  

The document was current as of April 2013 and represented the most the most up-to-date 

information publicly available at the time of drafting the EIS. It is acknowledged that the final 

plans for these upgrades may have changed since April 2013. Nonetheless, this does not affect 

the validity of the assessment. 
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2.10 BLUE MOUNTAINS CITY COUNCIL 

2.10.1 Traffic Volumes 

Summary of Submission 

The Blue Mountains City Council (BMCC) has reiterated previous concerns regarding the 

volume of traffic using the Great Western Highway to cross the Blue Mountains towards 

Sydney (see Appendix 1i). The submission highlighted several specific concerns that are 

summarised as follows. 

 Safety, amenity and functioning of the Great Western Highway as a highway, 

regional route and in some cases the ‘main street’ of some towns/villages.  

 Use of rail as an alternative to the Great Western Highway for product delivery to 

the Sydney Metropolitan Region.  

 Impacts to tourist traffic using the Great Western Highway.  

Response 

It is anticipated that over the remaining life of the quarry, sales production will steadily increase 

to the existing limit of production and therefore the volume of product transported from the 

Austen Quarry will increase to this limit (1.1mtpa). Section 4.3.4 of the EIS specifies the 

expected ratio of product delivery across the Blue Mountains using the Great Western 

Highway. The EIS includes an assessment of existing and predicted future traffic volumes 

concluding that potential impacts related to traffic and transportation of quarry related materials 

would be suitably mitigated by the operational controls, safeguards and management measures 

proposed in the EIS. The specific issues raised by the BMCC are addressed as follows.  

 The Applicant appreciates the significance of BMCC’s concern with regards to 

safety, amenity and the functioning of the Great Western Highway in the Blue 

Mountains region. However, the Great Western Highway remains the most 

appropriate arterial route for heavy vehicles travelling to Sydney. The planned 

upgrades to the Great Western Highway in these areas are being designed to take 

into account heavy vehicles on this highway and improve the safety and amenity 

related to the use of the highway. In addition the Hy-Tec Road Truck Traffic 

Management Plan will continue to be implemented with the aim of maximising 

road safety and reducing the risk of incidents associated with the quarry-related 

transport.  

 The use of rail transport and alternate routes for road based traffic were 

considered in the planning of the Stage 2 Extension and addressed in 

Section 2.15.6 of the EIS. The use of road transport through the Blue Mountains 

using the Great Western Highway remains the most appropriate route based on 

considerations of feasibility, cost, safety and general amenity. The high cost of rail 

transport and associated infrastructure development requirements make this option 

prohibitive.  

 The Applicant also appreciates the various traffic types (commuter, tourist, 

haulage) that occur in the Blue Mountain region, especially on the Great Western 

Highway. Significant care has been taken to address all potential impacts relating 
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to the transportation of products, especially in areas where the Great Western 

Highway passes through towns and built up areas. It is noted that the Austen 

Quarry has been operating alongside and with little impact to either regional 

amenity or tourism since 2005.  

2.10.2 Visual Amenity 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raises concerns regarding potential impacts to the visual landscape resulting 

from the Stage 2 Extension at vantage points on the Blue Mountains Escarpment and from 

within the Blue Mountains Local Government Area. The Bardens Lookout at Mount York is 

specifically mentioned in reference to the proposed development of camping grounds and 

interpretive education elements at this location.  

Response 

Significant attention has been paid to identifying all vantage points towards the quarry, 

assessing the progressive exposure of the quarry to these vantage points and proposing 

measures to minimise or mitigate any impacts on the visual amenity from these points. In 

general, the measures proposed involved either: 

 specific quarry design and sequence planning to minimise the areas exposed at 

any one time; and/or 

 the implementation of measures in particular component areas of the quarry to 

manage or mitigate the exposure of areas from vantage points in the visual 

landscape.  

Bardens Lookout is considered within Zone C (as described in Section 4.4 and identified on 

Figure 4.13 of the EIS). The EIS acknowledges that the Stage 2 Extension would potentially 

increase the area of the extraction area exposed to views from this lookout.  The upper lifts of 

the proposed overburden emplacement would also become visible. Management measures to 

avoid and mitigate visual impacts at this lookout include: 

 the sequencing of operations to minimise the area of exposed disturbance at any 

given time;   

 maximising the effective screening provided by natural topography, e.g. the 

Northern, Central and Southern Ridges; 

 progressive rehabilitation; and  

 application of a bituminous film to completed or inactive extraction faces. 

The Applicant considers that the potential impacts to the visual landscape from the proposed 

Stage 2 Extension have been suitably addressed in the EIS.  



HY-TEC INDUSTRIES PTY LIMITED RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 

Austen Quarry – Stage 2 Extension Project Report No. 652/29 

32 
 

 

2.10.3 Cyclists on the Great Western Highway 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raises concern over potential impacts to cyclists along the proposed 

transportation route.  

Response 

The total volume permitted to be despatched from the quarry would not increase over what is 

currently approved and therefore would not result in any increase in exposure between cyclists 

and vehicles on Great Western Highway and the surrounding road network. The Proposal 

would therefore not warrant any additional cyclist facilities noting that the completed and 

planned upgrade works on Great Western Highway are likely to result in improved conditions 

for cyclists, irrespective of the Austen Quarry operations. Therefore any additional analysis of 

trends or predicted growth in cyclist usage of the Great Western Highway is not considered 

warranted.  

2.10.4 Convoying 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raised concerns regarding the potential for convoying to occur along the 

transport route and the potential impacts of this occurring.  

Response 

The time required for truck loading and processing via the weighbridge provides for a natural 

staggering of vehicle exits.  Once on the public road network, in particular the Great Western 

Highway, the natural flow of traffic will dictate the separation distance between trucks.  It is 

worthy of note that even at maximum production, trucks from the Austen Quarry would 

represents less than 0.9% of all vehicle movements across the Blue Mountains.  This combined 

with the numerous dual lane sections of the Great Western Highway will provide for the natural 

management of truck spacing. 

3. P U B LI C  S U BM I SSI ON S  

3.1 SUBMISSION 1 

3.1.1 Introduction 

A confidential submission provided to the Applicant by DPE objected to the extension of the 

Austen Quarry and raised several issues with the Proposal (see Appendix 1j). These issues are 

summarised in the following subsections and a response provided for each issue.  

3.1.2 Proximity of Operations to Coxs River 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raised concern that the operations at the Austen Quarry would come in close 

proximity to the Coxs River and damage this source of drinking water for Sydney.  
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Response 

The proximity of Stage 2 operations to the Coxs River has been addressed in the EIS and 

Surface Water Assessment.  The Applicant has previously received a Part 3A Permit under (the 

now repealed) Rivers and Foreshores Act 1948 (No. PAR9012617) approving operations, and 

rehabilitation of these, within 40m of the Coxs River.  No modification to the approved works 

is proposed.  Noting the relevant Act has since been repealed, and expiry of the Permit, the 

Applicant made application for a Controlled Activity Approval under the Water Management 

Act 2000 for the ongoing activities within 40m of the Coxs River in 2014.  At this date no 

response has been received from NOW as to the status of this application. 

The above notwithstanding, the Applicant has operated the Austen Quarry for over 10 years and 

undertaken monitoring of water quality, aquatic ecology and terrestrial ecology annually or 

more frequently during this time.  The results of this monitoring, which are reporting in Annual 

Reports to Lithgow City Council, the EPA (and provided to WaterNSW), have consistently 

illustrated quarry operation has had no adverse affect on river hydrology, chemistry or ecology. 

The Applicant is committed to ensuring the continued operation of the Quarry without adverse 

impact on the Coxs River.  Notably, the surface water management regime will be upgraded to 

ensure that all sediment basins provide water settlement and sediment storage that satisfy the 5-

day 95
th

 percentile design rainfall event capacity requirements in accordance with the relevant 

guideline used by the EPA and WaterNSW.  Water quality and ecological monitoring will 

continue and the Applicant will continue to consult with the NOW, WaterNSW and the EPA in 

relation to water management and monitoring.  

Given these measures the Applicant is satisfied that the regulatory requirements have been 

satisfied and that potential impacts to the Coxs River have been suitably avoided, mitigated or 

would be managed to reduce the risk of pollution to the waterway as much as is practically 

possible.  

3.1.3 Aquifer Impacts 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raised concern that the depth of the extraction areas will be below the water 

table and therefore impact water quality and the availability of groundwater to other users.  

Response 

A Groundwater Assessment has been completed for the Stage 2 Extension by Ground Doctor 

Pty Ltd and is provided as Part 3 of the Specialist Consultant Studies Compendium.  

Section 5.4 of this document also reviews the potential affects of groundwater drawdown 

associated with the proposed quarry extension on the surrounding watercourses (Coxs River 

and Yorkeys Creek) in light of a submission of WaterNSW (formerly Sydney Catchment 

Authority).  

As noted in the Groundwater Assessment, the affected aquifer is isolated topographically from 

surrounding groundwater sources, and has low permeability (illustrated by the significant 

hydraulic gradients), the extent of drawdown would be limited to less than 250m from the 

extraction area.  No groundwater bores would therefore be impacted by the proposed quarry 

extension.  Furthermore, the restricted extent of drawdown is such that there would be no 
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impact on flows within local watercourses (see also Section 5.4) or Groundwater Dependent 

Ecosystems (refer to Section 4.8.5.2 of the EIS). 

Section 5.4 provides further clarification and discussion to confirm that the potential for the 

drawdown induced by the proposed quarry extension to affect flows within the Coxs River or 

Yorkeys Creek is negligible. 

3.1.4 Visual amenity 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raised concerns regarding the visual impact of operations at the Austen Quarry 

and the residual impacts post-Quarry life.  

Response 

Proposed environmental controls, design feature and management of potential visual impacts 

are described in Section 4.4.4 of the EIS.  In order to manage the visual impacts of the Stage 2 

Extension the Applicant aims to reduce the areas visible from various vantage points at any one 

time and mitigate the effects of exposure of those areas that are exposed. Measures to achieve 

these objectives incorporate specific planning of the design and sequence of the extraction area 

and overburden emplacement to reduce the areas exposed as much as possible and the 

implementation of measures in particular component areas of the quarry to manage or mitigate 

the exposure of areas from vantage points in the visual landscape.  

Management measures to avoid and mitigate visual impacts include: 

 the sequencing of operations to minimise the area of exposed disturbance at any 

given time;   

 maximising the effective screening provided by natural topography, e.g. the 

Northern, Central and Southern Ridges; 

 progressive rehabilitation; and  

 application of a bituminous film to completed or inactive extraction faces. 

The Applicant considers that the potential impacts to the visual landscape from the proposed 

Stage 2 Extension have been suitably addressed in the EIS. 

3.1.5 Rehabilitation 

Summary of Submission 

The Submission raised concerns that not all areas of the Proposal would be rehabilitated at the 

end of the Quarry life.  

Response 

Section 2.13 of the EIS describes in detail the proposed strategy and activities that would be 

undertaken to rehabilitate the Site following cessation of extraction and processing operations. 

The Site would be rehabilitated to provide for the final land uses which have been identified as 

passive biodiversity conservation and low intensity agriculture. The only area that would 



RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS HY-TEC INDUSTRIES PTY LIMITED 

Report No. 652/29 Austen Quarry – Stage 2 Extension Project 

 

35 
 

involve minimal rehabilitation would be the final void. It is expected that water would 

accumulate within the void, primarily in response to local rainfall conditions with some minor 

contribution (<4MLpa) from groundwater. Therefore it is likely that this area would be 

integrated into the final landform as a water body and potentially provide habitat for native 

fauna and flora. 

3.1.6 Trucks along the Great Western Highway 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raised concerns that the traffic levels on the Great Western Highway would 

increase by 25%. 

Response 

While the existing approved maximum traffic levels for the Austen Quarry would not be 

exceeded the Applicant acknowledges that this maximum level is expected to be reached more 

frequently under the Stage 2 operations. Section 2.8.3 of the EIS describes the proposed product 

distribution and traffic levels for the Stage 2 operations and Section 4.3.6.2 of the EIS provides 

an assessment of the potential road traffic impacts relating to traffic volumes.  

Given the results of the assessment, the Applicant considers that product trucks travelling to 

and from the Austen Quarry can be suitably accommodated on both Jenolan Caves Road and 

the Great Western Highway. Nonetheless, the Applicant proposes to maintain the following 

measures. 

 Maintain the existing complaints management system. 

 Continue to implement the Hy-Tec Chain of Responsibility – Driver Check 

System. 

 Logistically plan transport operations, where feasible, to minimise impacts to the 

transport environment. 

It is reiterated that even at maximum production, trucks from the Austen Quarry would 

represents less than 0.9% of all vehicle movements across the Blue Mountains.  

3.1.7 Project Life and Projected Need for the Products of the Austen 
Quarry 

Summary of Submission 

The submission questioned the projected need for the products of the Austen Quarry over the 

proposed 30 year quarry life. The respondent felt that the project term was too long given the 

unreliable nature of the construction industry.  

Response 

Section 2.2 of the EIS addresses the need for the Proposal. In summary, the need for the 

Proposal is demonstrated both by the ongoing demand for the high quality products produced 

within the Austen Quarry and in proximity to the Sydney Metropolitan Area, and the 

opportunity to source the quarry’s products in an environmentally responsible manner from an 

existing operation rather than develop an additional source to supply the construction industry. 
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3.1.8 Climate Data Used in Assessment of Surface Water and Groundwater 
Impacts 

Summary of Submission 

The submission questioned the climate data used as inputs to the surface water and groundwater 

assessment reports. The respondent felt that the assessment had not considered what the 

respondent described as ‘reliable knowledge that the climate in Western Sydney will get hotter 

and drier and water supply will reduce…’. 

Response 

Without a reliable and scientifically recognised source for this information it is difficult to 

address the concerns raised. The surface water and groundwater assessment reports prepared for 

the EIS have sourced publically available data provided by the Bureau of Meteorology. The 

Applicant remains satisfied that these inputs have provided a reliable representation of climate 

that the Austen Quarry and in the surrounding area.  

3.2 SUBMISSION 2 

3.2.1 Introduction 

A second public submission provided to the Applicant by DPE objected to the extension of the 

Austen Quarry and raised several issues with the Proposal (see Appendix 1k). These issues are 

summarised in the following subsections and a response provided for each issue.  

3.2.2 Traffic Impacts 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raised concerns regarding the various impacts that may result from heavy 

vehicles crossing the Blue Mountains including road degradation, accidents and noise from air 

brakes. The respondent requested that road use be monitored by the consent authority.  

Response 

Road traffic impacts on the Great Western Highway within the Blue Mountains have been 

addressed in Section 2.10.1 in response to concerns raised by the Blue Mountains City Council.  

The Applicant is not ultimately responsible for the condition of state-managed arterial roads. 

Table 4.2 in the EIS provides an estimate of daily traffic volume on the Great Western Highway 

and estimates that 2 159 heavy vehicles would pass Blackheath each day. These represent 

approximately 12% of total vehicles passing Blackheath with Austen Quarry traffic 

representing 0.88% of total vehicles and 7.32% of heavy vehicles on an average day. This data 

indicates that Austen Quarry traffic would contribute minimally to potential impacts such as 

road degradation, accidents and road noise. Nonetheless, the Applicant proposes to maintain the 

following measures. 

 Maintain the existing complaints management system. 

 Continue to implement the Hy-Tec Chain of Responsibility – Driver Check 

System. 

 Logistically plan transport operations, where feasible, to minimise impacts to the 

transport environment. 
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3.2.3 Vibration Impacts  

Summary of Submission 

This submission raises concerns regarding the potential vibration impacts resulting from 

blasting at the Austen Quarry. The respondent questioned the use of vibration measurements 

from 1994 which would not represent the existing impacts of operations. The respondent 

requested that the consent authority include requirements to regularly monitor vibration and 

other relevant conditions such as hours of operation.  

Response 

Potential blasting impacts are addressed in Section 4.9.6.4 of the EIS.  The results of blast 

monitoring since April 2014, as well as correspondence from the blast contractor (Orica) are 

presented in Appendix 2 and confirm that air blast overpressure and ground vibration remain 

less than 100dBl and 0.51mm/s (as measured at the Little Hartley village), both well below the 

respective criteria of EPL 12323 (115dBl and 5mm/s). On the basis that compliance against the 

criteria set by EPL 12323 continues to be easily achieved, and that blasting will remain 

consistent with current size and practice, operations associated with Stage 2 Extension would 

continue to meet these criteria.   

3.2.4 Project Life  

Summary of Submission 

The submission questioned the length of the proposed 30 year quarry life. The respondent felt 

that the project term was too long and should be broken down to smaller periods of five years.  

Response 

Section 2.2 of the EIS addresses the need for the Proposal. In summary, the need for the 

Proposal is demonstrated both by the ongoing demand for the high quality products produced 

within the Austen Quarry and in proximity to the Sydney Metropolitan Area, and the 

opportunity to source the quarry’s products in an environmentally responsible manner from an 

existing operation rather than develop an additional source to supply the construction industry.  

In addition, drilling associated with the Stage 2 Extension has identified approximately 44Mt of 

available recoverable rhyolite resources. The proposed quarry life is based on extracting this 

resource at the maximum sales rate of 1.1Mtpa. The overall resource within the Site is 

estimated to approach 100Mt making it conceivable that prior to 2050, an application for a third 

stage of development would be lodged for the ongoing operation of the quarry to recover 

further rhyolite hard rock resource. 

Reducing the quarry life to 5 year periods, as suggested in the submission, does not recognise 

the critical nature of aggregate supply to the Sydney construction industry and the significance 

of the resource at the Austen Quarry to supply these aggregates (refer to Section 2.2 of the EIS).   

This notwithstanding, conditions of development consent would require operations to be of a 

high standard and regularly monitored, audited and assessed.  Inability to adhere to imposed 

conditions of development consent could lead to penalties being imposed on the Applicant, 

including cessation of operations.  
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As long as operations at the Austen Quarry continue to operate in accordance with the 

development consent and any other regulatory approvals, the Applicant considers it appropriate 

that these operations are permitted to continue for the life of the identified resource.  

3.2.5 Monitoring of Development Approval Conditions 

Summary of Submission 

The submission requested that the consent authority monitor issues such as traffic volume, 

hours of operation and production volumes on a regular basis.  

Response 

This request is a matter for DPE, however, the Applicant would retain records of the following 

which would be made available to a relevant regulatory body upon request.  

 Traffic volumes are recorded through existing and ongoing records taken at the 

quarry’s weighbridge. These include the weight and time that trucks depart the 

quarry and were used in the Road Transport Assessment to provide a guide to 

traffic volumes exiting the quarry.  

 Hours of operations are strictly monitored to determine production and 

operational efficiency.  

 Annual production volumes would continue to be provided to DRE.  

3.2.6  Mining of Other Products 

Summary of Submission 

The submission raised concerns that quarrying operations would uncover other rock and coal 

deposits within the proposed extraction area. The respondent requested that the consent 

authority regularly determine whether un-approved mining for coal or other minerals is 

occurring.  

Response 

The resources extracted from the Austen Quarry are strictly monitored and enforced by the 

Department of Trade and Investment – Division of Resources and Energy. The Applicant would 

not risk the fines, loss of its approval and the already significant investment in the operations at 

the Austen Quarry to extract resources that it is not approved to extract and which it is not 

aware exist. The extensive exploration drilling involved in quantifying the rhyolite resources 

has not identified any other resources that could be efficiently extracted suggesting that it is 

highly unlikely that these resources are present.   
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Blast results Table – April 2012 to current. 
 

Blasting Frequency Date 
Blast 
Number Limits 

Units of 
measure Results 

Monitor 
Location - 
Hartley 
Village 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 20.04.12 29 
5 - trigger 
point <2.00 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 20.04.12 29 
115 - Trigger 
point 101 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 17.05.12 30 
5 - trigger 
point <0.5 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 17.05.12 30 
115 - Trigger 
point 101 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 06.06.12 31 
5 - trigger 
point <1.5 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 06.06.12 31 
115 - Trigger 
point 101 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 07.06.12 32 
5 - trigger 
point <0.27 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 07.06.12 32 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 18.07.12 33 
5 - trigger 
point <0.5 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 18.07.12 33 
115 - Trigger 
point 110.6 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 30.07.12 34 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 30.07.12 34 
115 - Trigger 
point 90 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 16.08.12 35 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 16.08.12 35 
115 - Trigger 
point 90 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 18.09.12 36 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 18.09.12 36 
115 - Trigger 
point 98 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 17.10.12 37 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 17.10.12 37 
115 - Trigger 
point 105 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 25.10.12 38 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 25.10.12 38 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 05.11.12 39 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 05.11.12 39 
115 - Trigger 
point 105 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 06.12.12 40 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 06.12.12 40 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 19.12.12 41 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 19.12.12 41 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 13.02.13 42 
5 - trigger 
point <0.27 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 13.02.13 42 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 21.02.13 42A 
5 - trigger 
point <0.27 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 



HY-TEC INDUSTRIES PTY LIMITED RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 

Austen Quarry – Stage 2 Extension Project Report No. 652/29 

78 
 

 

Blasting Frequency Date 
Blast 
Number Limits 

Units of 
measure Results 

Monitor 
Location - 
Hartley 
Village 

Overpressure Per Blast 21.02.13 42A 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 25.03.13 43 
5 - trigger 
point <0.27 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 25.03.13 43 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 16.04.13 44 
5 - trigger 
point <0.27 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 16.04.13 44 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 23.05.13 45 
5 - trigger 
point <0.27 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 23.05.13 45 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 03.06.13 46 
5 - trigger 
point <0.27 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 03.16.13 46 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 09.07.13 47 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 09.07.13 47 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 01.08.13 48 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 01.08.13 48 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 01.08.13 49 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 01.08.13 49 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 23.08.13 50 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 23.08.13 50 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 22.08.13 51 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 22.08.13 51 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 22.08.13 52 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 22.08.13 52 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 02.09.13 53 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 02.09.13 53 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 14.10.13 54 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 14.10.13 54 
115 - Trigger 
point 105 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 07.11.13 55 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 07.11.13 55 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 25.11.13 56 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 25.11.13 56 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 07.11.13 57 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 
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Blasting Frequency Date 
Blast 
Number Limits 

Units of 
measure Results 

Monitor 
Location - 
Hartley 
Village 

Overpressure Per Blast 07.11.13 57 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 25.11.13 58 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 25.11.13 58 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 05.12.13 59 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 05.12.13 59 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 13.02.14 60 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 13.02.14 60 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 25.03.14 61 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 25.03.14 61 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 03.02.14 62 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 30.02.14 62 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 09.03.14 63 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 09.03.14 63 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 04.03.14 64 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 04.03.14 64 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 14.04.14 65 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 14.04.14 65 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 14.04.14 66 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 14.04.14 66 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 04.05.14 67 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 04.05.14 67 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 04.05.14 68 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 04.05.14 68 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 20.05.14 69 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 20.05.14 69 
115 - Trigger 
point 110 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 20.05.14 70 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 20.05.14 70 
115 - Trigger 
point 110 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 29.05.14 71 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 29.05.14 71 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 06.06.14 72 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 
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Blasting Frequency Date 
Blast 
Number Limits 

Units of 
measure Results 

Monitor 
Location - 
Hartley 
Village 

Overpressure Per Blast 06.06.14 72 
115 - Trigger 
point 100 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 08.07.14 73 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s 1.66 √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 08.07.14 73 
115 - Trigger 
point <88 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 23.07.14 74 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s 0.186 √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 23.07.14 74 
115 - Trigger 
point <88 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 14.08.14 75 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s Nil Trigger √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 14.08.14 75 
115 - Trigger 
point <88 

dB Nil Trigger √ 

Ground 
Vibration 

Per Blast 02.09.14 76 
5 - trigger 
point <0.51 

mm/s 0.312 √ 

Overpressure Per Blast 02.09.14 76 
115 - Trigger 
point <88 

dB 97.5 √ 
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