
RE: OBJECTION to Proposed Karuah East Hard Rock Quarry - MP 09_0175  
 
I hereby OBJECT to the proposed above Hard Rock Quarry and request the NSW Planning & Infrastructure 

Department and Minister Tony Bourke reject the entire proposal for the following reasons:  
 
1.Karuah East Hard Rock Quarry P/L is already operating (under the name of Hunter Quarries) an existing Quarry on 
Lot 21 and 11 with a license to extract 500 000 tons of rock per annum.  

2.There is no need for a new quarry while the land where the existing quarry is presently operated by Hunter 
Quarries still has a proven resource of at least 26 million tonnes of rock in stage 2 and while Stage 1 has never been 
exploited which is also in direct breach of the Development Consent dated 3.6.2005.  
3.No mining of Lot 12 should occur unless Karuah East Quarry (KEQ) demonstrates that they have exhausted 

resources on their existing Quarry including the leasehold.  
4.If that occurs sometime in the future, new mining into lot 12 should only be done from lot 11 where the existing 
Quarry is located minimising the destruction of environmentally valuable land including the destruction of plant 
species listed as threatened as well as numerous other wildlife.  

5.Currently, the Lot 11 is leased by KEQ with royalties for extraction paid to the owner. The current proposal is to 
duplicate the existing infrastructure at the expense of the environment.  
6.The owner of lot 11 gave assurance that he is willing to let KEQ extract extra rock beyond the present yearly 
quota of 500 000 tonnes at the going commercial rate of royalty and that he also will consider any reasonable 
approach from KEQ to mine for access into lot 12 via his Lot 11.  

7.We feel very strongly that it is the Department of Planning's duty to minimise the impact on the environment, to 
keep Big Business under control not to maximise their profits on the expense of the Environment and in general the 
people of NSW.  
8.The people living in the neighbourhood of the new proposed development would be impacted to great degree by 

visual, noise dust pollution and devalued properties, should a DA be approved.  
9.The existing Quarry is a testimony of what should not happen, what was once a unique natural environment is 
now a Moonscape, an eyesore travelling from Sydney to the North, we do not need more of this.  



Sophie Butcher - Proposed Karuah East Hard Rock Quarry MP 09_0175 

  

Date: 18.4.20013                                            

  

NSW Department of Planning and Infrastructure 

Email: Sophie.butcher@planning.nsw.gov.au  

Email: information@planning.nsw.gov.au  

Dear Sir/Madam  

Proposed Karuah East Hard Rock Quarry MP 09_0175 

We are writing to object to the quarry development proposed at Karuah East by Hunter Quarries Pty Ltd. We 

believe that the project analyses submitted by Hunter Quarries in support of this development have not 
adequately addressed the social, economic and particularly, environmental factors. Please find attached a List 
of Issues and Considerations dealing with the details of our concerns. The key points are: 

-    The proposed quarry is to be located in a pristine and unique environmental area which, 

according to expert reports, would severely impact threatened flora. This impact is unacceptable 
given the fragility of the area into which the proposed quarry will intrude. The area will be further 
fragmented, devaluing it as fauna and flora habitat. 

- The loss of Mt Karuah to quarrying would represent a change in the nature of the area, greatly 
increasing the visual impact of the existing quarry. 

-    The quarry operations would generate serious levels of noise and dust which would have a 
significant and unacceptable impact on plants and animals including endangered species.  

-    The sense of place and community of the neighbouring residents of Hunterview and Halloran 
roads has already been compromised by the existing quarry operation and this would be exacerbated 
by the adverse impact of the proposed mining operation in respect of noise, dust and visual pollution.  

-    Residents who chose the area for its peaceful and pristine rural environment will see a 

significant and unacceptable devaluation of their properties if the proposed project proceeds. It is 
unlikely that these residents would have purchased in the area had they been aware of the Hunter 
Quarries' plan and its modus operandi. 

From:    "Suzanne Collins" <suecoll4@dodo.com.au>
To:    <information@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date:    4/19/2013 11:10 AM
Subject:    Proposed Karuah East Hard Rock Quarry MP 09_0175
Attachments:

   

Attachment 8 - topographical map of subject area.pdf; Attachment 7 - Redacted 
email from Michael Kiely, owner of Lot 11.pdf; Attachment 6 - email from Shane 
Emanuel resident close to existing quarr....pdf; Attachment 5 - 3M Company 
Material Data Sheet.pdf; Attachment 4 - email from Keystone Lawyers re 
prosecution of Hunter Quar....pdf; Attachment 3 - Potential Resource Estimate, Lot 
11.pdf; Attachment 2 - Distribution of Threatened flora within subject area.pdf; 
Attachment 1 - Dept Environment data on T. juncea.pdf
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- Since it would appear that the existing quarry has ample reserves to meet future output requirements 
the logic to develop Karuah East is questionable.  

-    Hunter Quarries has failed to meet a number of environmental approval conditions relating to 
the existing quarry.  As such, Hunter Quarries cannot be relied upon as a good corporate citizen. 
From our investigations it would appear that their motive in proposing the new quarry has much to do 
with their inability to effectively communicate with the owner of the mined property and far less so with 
their approach to sensible business development. 

We trust that the information in our detailed submission (attached) will enable you to fully consider our 
concerns about the proposed development. We wish to claim submitter’s rights to supply further information. 
Also, should you require any further information we would be happy to oblige or meet with you if you so 

wish.  

Yours sincerely,  

Suzanne Collins, 309 Halloran Road, North Arm Cove 2324 

For the Hunterview and Halloran Road Neighbourhood Community against the Karuah East Quarry 
Expansion 

PLEASE NOTE I CLAIM SUBMITTERS RIGHT FOR OBJECTION UNTIL FINAL DECISION IS MADE IN 
REGARD TO MP 09_0175 

Damage to the local environment 

1. A total of Four Threatened fauna species and three Threatened flora species were 
recorded within the study area according to the report by RPS produced for the 
proponent (Appendix I, page 36). There were 52 fauna species recorded at the site by 
RPS – 34 birds, nine mammals, three reptiles and 5 frogs and toads. Of these there 
were two vulnerable bird species – the Powerful Own and the Varied Sittella; Two 
vulnerable bat species – The Eastern Freetail-bat and the Eastern Falsistrella; One 
vulnerable snake species- Stephens’ Banded Snake. There were three vulnerable 
flora species recorded – Tetratheca juncea; Grevillea parviflora (subs parviflora) and 
Asperula asthenes. 

2. The development will significantly impact the Threatened floral species Tetratheca 
juncea (Black-eyed Susan) and Grevillea parviflora subs. parviflora (the northern-most 
recorded instance of this species) and Asperula asthenes (Trailing Woodruff). The 
report by RPS produced for the proponent (Appendix I, page 1) states: 

A total of three (3) Threatened flora species listed under the NSW Threatened 

Species Conservation Act 1995 (TSC Act) and Commonwealth Environmental Protection 
and Biodiversity Assessment Act 1999 (EPBC Act) were recorded within the study area 
during the flora surveys, these being: 

i. Tetratheca juncea (Black-eyed Susan) – 6567 plant clumps were recorded in the study area (of which 
2742 clumps occur within the proposed quarry development footprint);  

ii. Grevillea parviflora subsp. parviflora (Small-flower Grevillea) – 100 suckering stems were recorded 
from 9 patches (32 stems were recorded in the proposed quarry development footprint); and  

iii. Asperula asthenes (Trailing Woodruff) – 2 patches recorded along Yalimbah Creek outside the 
proposed quarry development footprint within the existing conservation offset lands on Lot 12. 

An assessment of impacts using the framework prescribed under Section 5A of the NSW 
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) (commonly referred to as 
‘7 Part Test of Significance’) was carried out for these 3 Threatened flora species and 
concluded that the Proposal had the potential to have a significant impact on two of these 
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species, these being Tetratheca juncea and Grevillea parviflora subsp.parviflora. 

1. Tetratheca juncea is listed as a vulnerable species under both the TSC Act and EPBC 
Act. At 4.6 of the RPS report, the ecologists state that "the proposal will result in the 
direct removal of 2742 clumps of the Threatened sub-shrub Tetratheca juncea" and 
that a further 839 clumps close to the site would be adversely impacted (see also 
Figure 6 of the RPS report).  
 
Information at this link indicates that the concentration of this species at the 
development site is of major significance: 
 

2.  
(part of this report is at Attachment 1 to this submission) 
 
The section 5A assessments at Appendix 6 of the RPS report states that the proposal 
will result in the loss of 41% of the total population identified at the study area and a 
further 13% that will be vulnerable to edge effects, i.e., "54% of the total site 
population will be impacted". The author goes on to say "DSEWPAC (2011) states 
that the species will likely have a very high risk of significant impact if a proposed 
action will directly or indirectly affect an ‘important population’ of Black-eyed Susan 
resulting in a loss of greater than 25% or 1000 clumps (whichever is the lesser)". The 
affected population meets this definition. The Section 5A report also states that 
"habitat fragmentation has potentially adverse consequences for pollen and seed 
distribution of T. juncea", will likely lead to the loss of genetic variation, increased 
divergence and reduced abundance and effectiveness of pollinators. The author 
points to such fragmentation arising from the proposed development affecting other 
populations of the species. The author concluded that "the proposed activity on the 
subject site has the potential to have a significant effect on T. juncea. 

3. The RPS report identified 100 suckering stems of the species grevillea parviflora subs 
parviflora at the study site (see Attachment 2 to this submission from the RPS report). 
The report states that the species on the subject site represents an "important 
population" under the SEWPAC Significant Impact Guidelines as it would represent 
the northern limit of the species range. Of the 100 plants, 32 would be directly 
destroyed by the proposal and the remainder will be impacted by edge effects from 
related quarry activity and the reduction of known habitat. The Section 5A assessment 
(Appendix 6) that the proposal "may have a significant impact on the life cycle" of the 
species such that "a viable local population of the species is likely to be placed at risk 
of extinction". See information on the current population of this species at: 
 

4.  
 
and at: 
 

5.  
6. In addition to this, four threatened fauna species listed under the TSC Act were 

recorded within the study area during the project field surveys, namely the Powerful 
Owl, Varied Sittella, the Eastern Freetail Bat and the Eastern False Pipistrelle. The 
ecologists added "potential habitat exists on the subject site for a further 14 
Threatened fauna species previously recorded in the locality" (RPS Assessment 
Report, page 1). The RPS report also states (page 39 – 3.3.6.3) that "the subject site 
provides extensive foraging and roosting habitat for a suite of threatened 
microchiropteran bat species" and "abundant blossom resources" for Grey-headed 
Flying-foxes as well as "extensive breeding, sheltering and foraging opportunities for 
a diversity of reptile species" (3.3.6.5). The site also provides potential habitat for 
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Stephen’s Banded Snake which has been previously recorded on adjacent Lot 12 
offset lands (which will be devalued by being cut off by the development proposal).  

7. The presence of these species indicates the high conservation values of the area 
designated by the proponent for the quarry and crusher site. Supporting this view is 
the finding by RPS that a total of 52 fauna species were recorded within the subject 
site (RPS report, page 36). The ecologists also note at 3.3.6.6 that: 
 
The subject site is represented by an undulating topography, encompassing ridges, which are 
colonised by dry forest communities, with intervening gullies that provide moist and sheltered 
conditions for wet sclerophyll plant communities. This diversity of forest habitat provides an extensive 
mosaic of habitat for a wide range of common forest avifauna. The subject site has an abundance of 
Allocasuarina tree species,which are the favoured food source of Calyptorhynchus lathami (Glossy 
Black-Cockatoo). 

8. The subject site is part of a bushland remnant comprising almost 300 hectares, the 
connectivity of which has already been affected by the intrusion of the existing quarry 
but which will be much more seriously fragmented by extension of the quarry into the 
centre of this fragment under the proposed plan. The RPS report points to the 
adverse effects of further fragmentation (RPS 3.3.6.7 and 4.3 and Figure 9) and that 
"the removal of 30.68 hectares of forested habitat on the subject site as part of the 
proposal will further fragment the 300 hectare remnant and may isolate the south-
west portion of it (bushland on Lot 11, existing offset areas of Lot 12) for less mobile 
arboreal, terrestrial mammals, Koala, reptiles and amphibians" and that "the size of 
this isolated fragment may be too small to support resident fauna species, particularly 
territorial mammals". The author adds that "this potentially isolated remnant and 
proximate remnants will be tenuous at best given the absence of connective forest 
cover" with a consequent affect on the glider population. To that we would add that 
the narrowing of the corridor to the east of the proposal on the remainder of Lot 13 
and Lot 14 would significantly reduce that area’s value as part of the larger remainder 
of the remnant bushland and the ability of gliders to traverse the nearby Pacific 
Highway. We note that the most suitable glide path for such animals from the south of 
the Highway is directly opposite the proposed site and the remnant that would 
become isolated (see topological diagram Appendix K, sub-appendix A to the 
proponent’s EIS, reproduced at Attachment 8 to our submission). 

9. The proposal will generate effects that "will increase the edge/area ratio within the 
retained bushland habitats on Lots 12 and 13 and will render these areas more 
vulnerable to weed invasion including Lantana camara, rubbish dumping, predation 
from exotic fauna (dogs) and changes in light/wind regimes" which may ultimately 
adversely affect native species including the Threatened species identified. (See RPS 
report 4.5 and Figure 9). The entry of quarry machinery into the site is likely to result 
in the infection of native plants introduction of the water mould, Phytopthora 
cinnamomi, which attacks the roots of plants and can reach epidemic proportions 
"causing death of large numbers of plants". P. cinnamomi can also be transmitted via 
water courses and stormwater runoff to other adjacent areas. (See RPS report 
4.10.3). 

10. The consultant concluded that because of the adverse effects on the State and 
Federally listed Threatened flora species T. juncea and G. parviflora subs. parviflora, 
the proposal should be referred to the Commonwealth department of Sustainability, 
Environment, water, Population and Communities (SEWPAC). 

 
A. Proposed Offset 

1. The proponent’s submission claims that the offset proposed achieves a ratio of 3.7:1 
(see Eco Logical Australia report in Appendix I). While this may be true of the total 
area of land offset it has not been established that the Threatened species Tetratheca 
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juncea and Grevillea parviflora exist in one of the offset areas (Tahlee). 
2. It has also not been established that the habitat for these species (Smooth barked 

Apple-Red Bloodwood-Stringybark Dry Sclerophyll Forest) exist in a sufficient area of 
the offset sites to compensate even in a 1:1 ratio. The area of this type of forest to be 
lost from the development is 9.74 ha (Eco Logical report, Table 1). The area 
containing this type of forest at Tahlee is "about" 5.6 ha (Eco Logical, Table 2). It 
should be noted that the 9.7 ha lost figure does not include losses due to edge effects 
in the proposed offset at Lots 13 and 14. The distribution of T. juncea in figure 9 of the 
RPS report indicates a small area of this habitat (possibly no greater than one half of 
the area to be lost) in Lots 13 and 14, i.e., about 5 ha. With edge effects accounting 
for about another 30% of the area directly affected (based on 800 clumps lost out of 
nearly 2700), the total area lost to T. juncea would be approximately 13 ha. The offset 
at lots 13 and 14 (as calculated above, roughly 5 ha based on the estimated 
distribution of T. juncea in non-edge affected areas – RPS, Figure 6) and at Tahlee 
(5.7 ha upon which the existence of T. juncea is yet to be established) gives a total of 
no more than 12 ha. It appears that the offset of this type of habitat is no more than 
1:1 without the establishment of the existence of either T. juncea or G. parviflora at 
half of the offset. 

3. The proponent investigated the purchase of Biobank credits for T. juncea but the 
Biobank Credit register did not contain any such credits for sale (Eco Logical report 
3.1), an indication of the low occurrence of this species. 

4. There appears to be no investigation of the management of the existing offset on land 
owned by the proponent (the southern portion of Lot 12). The competence of the 
existing operator, Hunter Quarries Pty Ltd and the related entity Karuah East Quarry 
Pty Ltd has not been established and may be questionable (See evidence of 
breaches to current consent at Attachment 4 to this submission). This is particularly 
important given the proximity of the offset to the existing quarry and the likelihood of 
edge effects including quarry related activity. They should present baseline data on 
the state of the offset at the time of the consent for the existing quarry on Lot 11 and 
this should be compared with the current state of this offset. It is noted that this offset 
is likely to be severely affected by becoming isolated as part of the new development. 

5. The offset proposal does not investigate or take into account the high probability that 
the isolated fragment of land (including the Lot 12 offset) referred to in the RPS report, 
(RPS 3.3.6.7 and 4.3 and Figure 9) will lose biodiversity and its value as habitat for 
affected fauna and flora. Any offset should also account for the likely adverse effects 
of this isolation. 

A. Health and Wellbeing 

1. Residents and landowners are also concerned at the health implications of a 
processing plant so close to homes as well as the volume of dust that arises 
directly from the mining activity at the quarry. Andesite is classified as a human 
carcinogen because of its quartz content (see attachment, 3M Materials Safety 
Data Sheet, Page 2 at Attachment 5 to this submission). Observers of the 
existing quarry report seeing clouds of dust rising from the quarry, particularly 
when blasting occurs. Nearby residents report nose bleeds they believe are 
related to excessive dust from the quarry (see email from the Emanuel Family, 
at Attachment 6 to this submission). Residents also report concerns about dust 
in their tank water. Despite this, the proponent’s report from SLR states that they 
"are not aware of any air quality complaints". It appears that the consultant’s did 
not talk to the Emanuel family who are only one kilometre from the existing 
quarry. The issue also raises questions for the safety of workers at the proposed 
and the existing site. 

2. The proponent’s Noise and Blasting Impact Statement (page 29) concludes that 
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"No increase in road traffic noise levels due to quarry contributed traffic would 
be discernible at any residential location adjacent to the Highway". We note that 
this is a very vague statement. What constitutes "adjacent"? It seems that the 
careful wording implies that residents not adjacent will hear quarry related traffic. 
The further implication given the proposed location of the crusher and other 
plant and related truck movements is that noise, including very high levels of low 
frequency noise identified by the SLR report, will indeed be heard by nearby 
residents. Low frequency noise has the capacity to produce documented ill 
effects over a much greater distances than the monitoring units set up for the 
proponent’s noise study as detailed from the following abstract: 
 
Low‐frequency noise is common as background noise in urban environments, and as an emission from many artificial sources: 
road vehicles, aircraft, industrial machinery, artillery and mining explosions, and air movement machinery including wind 
turbines, compressors, and ventilation or air‐conditioning units. The effects of low‐frequency noise are of particular concern 
because of its pervasiveness due to numerous sources, efficient propagation, and reduced efficacy of many structures 
(dwellings, walls, and hearing protection) in attenuating low‐frequency noise compared with other noise. Intense low‐frequency 
noise appears to produce clear symptoms including respiratory impairment and aural pain. Although the effects of lower 
intensities of low‐frequency noise are difficult to establish for methodological reasons, evidence suggests that a number of 

adverse effects of noise in general arise from exposure to low‐frequency noise: Loudness judgments and annoyance reactions 

are sometimes reported to be greater for low‐frequency noise than other noises for equal sound‐pressure level; annoyance is 

exacerbated by rattle or vibration induced by low‐frequency noise; speech intelligibility may be reduced more by low‐frequency 
noise than other noises except those in the frequency range of speech itself, because of the upward spread of masking. 
© 1996 Acoustical Society of America. From a report by Birgitta Berglund1, Peter Hassmén1, and R. F. Soames Job2 . 
1Institute of Environmental Medicine, Karolinska; Institute and Department of Psychology, Stockholm University, Stockholm, 
Sweden; 2Department of Psychology, University of Sydney, Sydney, Australia 
 
We have reports from residents almost four kilometres east of the existing 
quarry hearing noise from the crusher plant despite the intervening cliff face of 
the present quarry. How much worse will this noise be for residents if the plant 
moves to the proposed site? 

3. It must also be noted that the noise levels calculated by SLR are average levels 
of noise over 15 minute intervals and do not account for the impact on residents 
of very loud noise at shorter intervals. 

4. From the watershed of the area that drains into Bulga Creek, Mt Karuah is the 
most significant feature and shields this valley which includes properties in 
Hunterview and Halloran Roads, from strong westerly winds. The removal of the 
top of Mt Karuah will severely detract from the appearance of that feature both 
from the valley and surrounding hilltops and from the Pacific Highway to the 
south-west. It will also open the valley to the strong westerly winds with 
consequential environmental and aesthetic effects.  

5. The community that bought into this area after the division of the land by the 
AMP Society around 2002 and 2003 did so in the expectation of being able to 
quietly enjoy their surroundings. The area now includes people running small-
scale cattle and horse grazing and breeding businesses as well as those in the 
middle of their working life who work locally as well as retirees. Most of these 
people have the majority of their wealth tied up in these properties which will be 
severely affected by the proposed development. 
 

A. The Development in its current form is entirely unnecessary 

1. The preference of our group is that there should be no expansion of the existing 
quarry. We have information from Michael Kiely, the landowner of Lot 11, which is the 
site of the current quarry operations by Hunter Quarries, a company associated with 
the proponent, that there are ample resources that remain available to Hunter 
Quarries on Lot 11. An estimate by consultant geologist, Larry Cook & Associates 
estimated in March 2010, that there remained 16.7 million tonnes of minable hardrock 
resources available on Lot 11 directly adjacent to the southern side of the existing 
quarry. (See Attachment 3 to this submission). That would be sufficient for another 30 
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years of quarrying. There are further large unknown reserves in the existing stage 1 
and 2 of the existing Quarry. We are in possession of an email from the landowner of 
Lot 11 that states that he is willing to let the proponent quarry this resource additional 
resource "at a going commercial rate of royalty per ton (sic)". Paragraph 2.13.1 of the 
environmental Assessment report reads as follows: 

The proponent has been investigating ways to extract the available resource on Lots 
12 and 13 for a number of years. As part of these investigations the key available 
alternate option was to extend the existing Karuah Quarry currently operating on 
adjoining land to the west (on Lot 11) into Lots 12 and 13. It is noted however that 
Karuah East Quarry Pty Ltd are not the owner of Lot 11 and only has rights conferred 
under existing lease terms. These terms do no confer rights to require the owner of 
Lot 11 to provide a legal right of way over Lot 11. 
 
Significant effort has been undertaken by Karuah East Quarry Pty Ltd to secure 
access over Lot 11 however this has not been able to be achieved. As a 
consequence, Karuah East Quarry Pty Ltd has no other option than to pursue a new 
stand alone quarry operation on Lots 12 and 13. 
 
It should be noted however, that the final design of the proposed Karuah East Quarry 
does not prevent extending the existing Karuah quarry into Lot 12 in the future should 
an agreement be reached with the owner of Lot 11. 

2. This paragraph 2.13.1 and also correspondence we have indicates that the proponent 
would prefer to access the proposed site through Lot 11. That would obviate the need 
for placing the plant at the site of the endangered species of flora and the destruction 
of a large swathe of habitat for other flora and fauna. As stated, our preference is that 
there be no expansion and we question the need for any expansion given available 
resources. 

3. While not resiling from our objections to the proposal, it would be a tragedy for this 
fragile and environmentally important site if this development goes ahead in its current 
form with the consequent destruction of vulnerable species and their habitat on Lots 
12 and 13, as well as severe loss of amenity to nearby residents simply because a 
mutually satisfactory agreement cannot be reached between two landowners – those 
associated with the quarry who own Lots 12 and 13 and the owner of Lot 11, Mr 
Michael Kiely. 

4. We understand that an offer of sale was made to Mr Kiely but he refused, which is his 
right. However, his statement that he is willing to allow access at a commercially 
reasonable rate should be taken up if the decision maker does not agree with our 
proposition that no expansion should occur. (See attached email from Mr Kiely). 
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