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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1) My name is Garrett Christopher Hall. I hold the position of Principal Environmental Scientist at WSP 

Golder, an environmental and engineering consultancy firm. I am located in WSP Golder’s Melbourne 

office, Level 15, 28 Freshwater Place, Southbank, Victoria, and I have been employed by WSP Golder 

since December 2009. 

2) I have been asked by Norton Rose Fulbright (NRF), acting on behalf of Yarra Valley Water (YVW) to 

provide evidence in respect of the endorsed Work Plan for the proposed Conundrum Holdings Pty Ltd 

(Conundrum) Quarry; amended Work Plan included in the Permit Application for the proposed 

Conundrum Quarry; and, the acceptability of the proposed Conundrum Quarry as described in the Permit 

Application, having regard to the proposed Mitchell Planning Scheme as modified by the planning 

controls proposed by draft Amendment C158. The scope of my evidence and my instructions from NRF 

are further detailed in Item 7). 

3) My area of expertise for this hearing is my understanding of the overarching policy and statutory 

framework for the development and approval of extractive industries in Victoria under the Mineral 

Resources (Sustainable Development) Act 1990 (the MRSD Act) and associated Mineral Resources 

(Sustainable Development) (Extractive Industries) Regulations 2019 (the MRSD Regulations), and the 

application of the statutory framework for environmental protection under the Victorian Environment 

Protection Act 2017 (the EP Act), as it relates to the proposed environmental and amenity risks; 

separation distances; and the protection of the environment, inclusive of amenity, and the continued 

access to extractive industry resources through the development of the Beveridge North West Precinct 

Structure Plan (the PSP), as proposed through Amendment C158 to the Mitchell Planning Scheme 

(Amendment C158). 

1.1 Qualifications and Experience 

4) I hold the qualification of Bachelor of Science (Environmental) Honours and Masters of Environmental 

Science, both obtained from Monash University, Melbourne.  

5) Prior to joining WSP Golder I was employed by the Environment Protection Authority Victoria (EPA), 

other environmental consultancies and in academia and have 21 years’ experience in the environmental 

industry. During my employment with EPA, I worked extensively on policy development and 

implementation, encompassing industrial planning and assessment, environmental compliance, policy 

development and stakeholder engagement. I held senior management-level roles both in the policy 

development and operational areas. I have experience in assessing environmental performance and 

impact and associated strategies for effective management of statutory obligations in industrial 

operations, land development and infrastructure development.  

6) Whilst employed with WSP Golder I have undertaken assessments regarding development proposals 

where separation distances have been considered for a range of industrial operations, including 

extractive industry, waste management, general industrial areas, and food production. I have also led 

projects aimed at identifying and approving locations for new, or expanded extractive industry 

developments, including the preparation of Work Plans and Work Plan Variations for statutory 

endorsement by Earth Resources Regulation (ERR). 
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1.2 Scope of Evidence 

7) In my evidence I have been briefed by NRF to provide an expert witness report in relation to the 

following, as it relates to my area of expertise, namely extractive industry statutory approvals and 

environmental compliance: 

a) Permit application: 

i) Perform a peer review of the assessments and supporting material that accompany the Permit 

Application; and 

ii) My opinion on the acceptability of the quarry as proposed in the Permit Application, having 

regard to the proposed Mitchell Planning Scheme as modified by the planning controls 

proposed by draft Amendment C158 and relevant guidelines, standards, and legislation. Within 

this part of my scope, I was to also consider what permit conditions are appropriate, if a permit 

were to be issued. 

b) Planning Scheme Amendment 

iii) Provide my opinion concerning the suitability of the planning framework proposed through 

Amendment C158 and any changes to the draft documents that I may consider necessary, 

appropriate, and/or desirable. 

8) I was also briefed by NRF to also review and provide my opinions in relation to the Part A Submission, 

and accompanying revised supporting documents, from the Victorian Planning Authority (the VPA) to the 

Advisory Committee, as it relates to development of the Conundrum Quarry and the potential 

implications on the development opportunities for the YVW property in the context of the PSP and 

proposed Amendment C158. 

9) Further to the above, I was also briefed by NRF to review and provide my opinion, where relevant to my 

area of expertise, to the draft Permit conditions (the Draft Permit) proposed by the Mitchell Shire Council 

(Council) for the development and operation of the Conundrum Quarry, as issued on 22 April 2022. 

2.0 INFORMATION THAT HAS BEEN RELIED UPON 

10) In preparing evidence for this Advisory Committee, I have read background information and supporting 

documents associated with Amendment C158, as exhibited by the VPA.  

11) Specifically, I have also been provided with and relied upon background briefing information regarding 

the proposed Conundrum Quarry, including: 

a. Planning Report prepared by Tract Consultants, 2 October 2019 (Document B3.1.6); 

b. Quarry phase extraction boundaries and buffers prepared by BCA Consulting Earth 

Resources, Drawing NS-1879, 28 August 2019 (Document B3.1.7); 

c. Quarry rehabilitation plan prepared by BCA Consulting Earth Resources, Drawings NS-1877 

and NS 1878, 6 September 2019 (Document B3.1.8);  

d. Statutorily endorsed work plan for Work Authority No. 1473, 22 April 2015 (Document 

B3.1.10); 

e. Tracked work plan for Work Authority No. 1473 (Document B3.1.12); 

f. Environmental Noise Assessment prepared by SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd, 30 

September 2019 (Document B3.1.16); 
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g. Dust Impact Assessment prepared by Ektimo Pty Ltd, 25 September 2019 (Document 

B3.1.17);  

h. Beveridge North West Draft Precinct Structure Plan, November 2021 (Document E9); 

i. Beveridge North West PSP Changes Matrix, November 2021 (Document E10); 

j. Explanatory Report Consultation – Mitchell Planning Scheme C158, November 2021 

(Document F11);  

k. Beveridge North West - Extractive Industry & Buffer Area Incorporated Document – C158, 

November 2021 (Document F12);  

l. Hazelwynde – Yarra Valley Water’s Submission to the Victorian Planning Authority, 28 

January 2022 (Document H14);  

m. Beveridge North West – Part A Submission, and its incorporated appendices, prepared by the 

VPA, April 2022; and 

n. Draft Planning Permit No. PLP268/19, prepared by Mitchell Shire Council, as provided on 22 

April 2022. 

3.0 RESPONSE TO INSTRUCTIONS 

3.1 Peer review of the assessments and supporting material that 
accompany the Permit Application 

12) I have considered the Permit Application, as described in the Planning Report prepared by Tract 

Consultants, (Document B3.1.6) in so far as it relates to my Brief and area of expertise, namely the ERR 

endorsed Work Plan for WA1473, proposed draft amended Work Plan for WA1473 included in the Permit 

Application, and associated assessments of potential environmental and amenity impacts, as described 

in Section 2.0 and listed Items 11)a to 11)g. 

3.1.1 Endorsed Work Plan 

13) ERR endorsed the Work Plan for WA1473 on 28 April 2015 (the endorsed Work Plan).  

14) The initial proposal in the endorsed Work Plan was to extract 12 million tonnes of high-quality basalt and 

a further 8 million tonnes of lower grade, but saleable basalt resource over an anticipated operating life of 

40 years. The proposal provided for one extraction pit, encompassing an extraction area of 

approximately 32.1 hectares.  

15) The initial proposal included the construction and operation of a processing plant, established at grade 

and within the southwest corner of the Work Authority boundary, which would operate for an initial 10 to 

12 years. The long-term processing plant was then proposed to be below grade, at a new plant to be 

constructed on the western boundary of the Work Authority area. 

16) The endorsed Work Plan may not be considered a contemporary Work Plan, which accords with the 

requirements of the Mineral Resources (Sustainable Development) (Extractive Industries) Regulations 

2019 (the MRSD Regulations 2019), however, it is generally consistent with industry practice for Work 

Plans approved by ERR prior to the new Regulations coming into effect. Key aspects missing from what 

may be required by ERR in a contemporary Work Plan, as per the MRSD Regulations 2019 include: 

a. Identification of hazards and risks as required by Regulation 9 of the MRSD Regulations 

2019. 
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b. Risk Management Plan, which considers and assesses both the unmitigated and mitigated 

risks following application of appropriate design and management controls, through the 

implementation of Risk Treatment Plans. This is required by Regulation 10 of the MRSD 

Regulations 2019. 

c. Rehabilitation Plan that accords with Regulation 11 of the MRSD Regulations 2019, which 

establishes rehabilitation milestones, completion criteria and an assessment, and proposed 

management, of potential longer-term post-rehabilitation risks. 

17) Irrespective of the above, I reiterate that the endorsed Work Plan is generally consistent with industry 

practice for Work Plans as may have been endorsed by ERR at its time of statutory endorsement. 

3.1.2 Draft Amended Work Plan Included in Permit Application 

18) A draft amended tracked-changes Work Plan was prepared by Conundrum (Document B3.1.12) in 

support of its Permit Application (Document B3.1.6) and to address Amendment C158 (the draft 

amended Work Plan).  

19) Conundrum has proposed modifications to its endorsed Work Plan as described in its draft amended 

Work Plan, which amongst other things seeks to accommodate the PSP and support completion of the 

quarry in general alignment with the timed development of the PSP. Relative to the endorsed Work Plan, 

the Work Authority boundary has been contracted in its northwest to accommodate protection of areas 

identified as being an area of potential cultural heritage sensitivity, including the removal of trees 

previously proposed to be planted within the identified area.  

20) The draft amended Work Plan introduces revised quarry phases, or stages, which describe how the 

quarry would be progressively developed, but also progressively rehabilitated. Phase 1, which 

immediately abuts the boundary with the YVW property, is projected to take 10-years to complete 

extraction, with rehabilitation progressively completed on a phase-by-phase basis. This will be followed 

by Phase 2, to its immediate south, and completing resource extraction along the boundary adjacent to 

the YVW property within a proposed 17 years. The proposed phasing and timing of the quarry 

development, as described in the draft amended Work Plan, is as follows: 

a. Phase 1 (immediately adjacent to the YVW property). Years 1 to 10. Producing 170,000 to 

400,000 tonnes per annum (tpa). 

b. Phase 2: Years 11 to 17. Producing 400,000 to 700,000 tpa. 

c. Phases 3 and 4. Years 18 to 30. Producing up to 700,000 tpa. 

21) The draft amended Work Plan maintains that the quarry will continue to extract 12 million tonnes of 

high-quality basalt, but with a reduced extraction volume of 5 million tonnes of lower grade resource. This 

presents a 10-year reduction in the proposed operating life of the quarry relative to the timelines provided 

in the endorsed Work Plan. 

22) As presented in Document B3.1.7, the extraction limits to the north and south have been contracted to 

provide an internal buffer of 100m from the Work Authority boundary. This still provides that 150m of the 

blasting buffer and 400m of the sensitive use buffer is to be provided outside the Work Authority 

boundary. The buffers along the western side of the quarry are as proposed in the endorsed Work Plan, 

with the exception of the northwest corner, which has been contracted slightly to afford the required 

protection to cultural heritage values. 

23) A consequence of the above is a reduction in the quarry extraction area from 32.1 hectares to 

29.7 hectares.  
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24) The draft amended Work Plan indicates that the area available for vegetation and buffer at the 

commencement of Phase 1 of the quarry, that which immediately abuts the YVW property, has increased 

from 3.2 hectares to 5.9 hectares. It has also been proposed that vegetation planting in this area would 

increase from 5,600 plants to 10,350 plants. Depending on the timing of when this vegetation may be 

established and the maturity of the proposed plantings, it may be considered that this vegetation may 

afford improved visual amenity from the vantage of the YVW property, however I would defer to other 

experts to assess and comment on potential air quality and noise benefits that may be afforded. It is 

nonetheless my opinion that this reduction in the footprint of the extraction area and the increase in 

proposed vegetation planting be captured in the final Work Plan (noting my comment at Item 30)), or if 

necessary, the Permit for the use and development of the quarry. 

25) The terminal depth, which is the maximum depth of the extractive activities, has also been reduced from 

RL278m to RL293m. This is equivalent to a one bench reduction, with a terminal depth proposed at 

approximately 35m below ground surface. I believe this is consistent with the reduced volume of 

resource that is proposed to be extracted from the quarry. 

26) The draft amended Work Plan indicates that processing of resource will no longer occur near the south-

western or western site boundaries, which would have been immediately adjacent to the YVW property, 

but instead be centralised on the site. This proposal has the benefit of moving processing away from the 

boundary with the YVW property, but also maximising the available separation distance between the 

processing plant and off-site land uses. It is my opinion that this benefit should be captured in the final 

Work Plan (noting my comment at Item 30)), or if necessary, the Permit for the use and development of 

the quarry. 

27) It is understood that in the initial operation of the quarry, stated as approximately 5-years, resource 

extracted would be hauled off-site for secondary processing at the Northern Quarries facility, located at 

O’Herns Road, Epping. After this time, it is understood that the processing plant would be established in 

a centralised location on the site, approximately 24m below natural ground surface, potentially affording 

improved noise, air quality and visual amenity outcomes from the vantage of the YVW property, however 

I would defer to other experts to assess and comment on these potential benefits with greater 

confidence. It is my opinion that this will provide an improved outcome, not just to the interests of YVW, 

but also to Conundrum, by assisting it with operating the quarry in accordance with its General 

Environmental Duty (the GED) under the EP Act. This new location for the processing plant should 

therefore be captured in the final Work Plan (noting my comment at Item 30)), or if necessary, the Permit 

for the use and development of the quarry. 

28) Conundrum state that blasting activities will be concluded 10 years earlier, at 30 years (rather than the 

previous 40 years stated in the endorsed Work Plan) from the date that the Site access is completed and 

available for use. It is stated that this is to safeguard future residential amenity. This revised 30-year 

blasting completion timeline is nonetheless in contrast to the 20-years proposed by VPA in Amendment 

C158 and detailed in Condition 4.8 d) of the Incorporated Document (the ID). I provide further 

commentary in relation to these timelines in Section 3.3 of this statement. 

29) The draft amended Work Plan also commits to progressive rehabilitation, which is to be commenced 

immediately at the cessation of Phase 1 and continue concurrent with operations through subsequent 

extraction phases. At the conclusion of the quarry use, Conundrum indicate that the land will be 

rehabilitated in accordance with the Rehabilitation Plan (Document B3.1.8) included in the draft amended 

Work Plan. While not presented in the format, or including those additional details required of a 

Rehabilitation Plan under Regulation 11 of the MRSD Regulations 2019, the Rehabilitation Plan 

(Document B3.1.8) included in the draft amended Work Plan has been assessed by ERR as providing a 

safe, stable and sustainable landform, and at completion should be sufficient for the Work Authority to be 
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surrendered. Further discussion on the proposed Rehabilitation Plan is provided in Section 3.1.3 of my 

statement. 

30) In reference to Item 16), it is my opinion that the draft amended Work Plan also could not be considered 

a contemporary Work Plan, with those aspects required of a Work Plan by Regulations 9, 10 and 11 of 

the MRSD Regulations 2019 not being presented. It is unclear to me how the inconsistencies between 

the endorsed Work Plan, the draft amended Work Plan and the requirements of a Work Plan under the 

MRSD Regulations 2019 may be resolved by ERR, were a Permit to be an outcome of these 

proceedings, but it may be that Conundrum is required to formally seek a Work Plan Variation from ERR. 

It is my view that such a Work Plan Variation would be required to accord with the MRSD Regulations 

2019 and as such, address and include those aspects required of a Work Plan by Regulations 9, 10 and 

11 of the MRSD Regulations 2019, which are not presented in Conundrum’s draft amended Work Plan. It 

is my expectation that some effort would be required in preparing the Work Plan Variation and having 

this accepted by ERR. It would then need to be re-referred to the various referral Agencies before being 

endorsed by ERR. This would take some time, possibly a year or more, and this may have some 

implications on the quarry development and rehabilitation timelines included in the Specific Control 

Overlay (SCO) and the associated ID. I discuss the SCO and ID further in Item 48). 

3.1.3 Amended Rehabilitation Plan 

31) Conundrum commit that progressive rehabilitation is to be commenced immediately at the cessation of 

Phase 1 extraction and continue concurrent with operations through subsequent extraction phases. This 

is a good improvement through the amended Work Plan. Nonetheless, for reasons I will explain, I would 

recommend Condition 4.8 of the ID be amended to require a Rehabilitation Plan be prepared that 

accords with Regulation 11 of the MRSD Regulations 2019 and ERR’s recommended structure for a 

Rehabilitation Plan, as described in ERR Publication Preparation of Rehabilitation Plans – Guideline for 

Extractive Industry Projects (2021). This provides greater detail around the management of post-closure 

risks, as well as better defined rehabilitation milestones and completion criteria that align with the 

intended post-rehabilitation land use outcomes of the site. 

32) I make my statement in Item 29) and Item 31) as the final landform presented in the Rehabilitation Plan 

(Document B3.1.8), included in the draft amended Work Plan, is inconsistent with the final landform that 

may be required to achieve the land use outcomes described in the PSP. It is my opinion that to achieve 

the land use outcomes described in the PSP further filling, compaction and preparation of the site, post 

completion of the rehabilitation required by the Work Plan, will be necessary. In the absence of those 

additional details required of a Rehabilitation Plan, under Regulation 11 of the MRSD Regulations 2019, 

the Rehabilitation Plan does not detail how the land will be made capable of supporting the ultimate final 

land use (Regulation 11(2)(b)(ii) of the MRSD Regulations 2019), nor criteria for measuring whether the 

prescribed objectives have been met (Regulation 11(2)(d) of the MRSD Regulations 2019), amongst 

other matters not presented. I raise these two points from the MRSD Regulations 2019, as these relate 

to the quality and quantity of the required fill needed to achieve the land use outcomes described in the 

PSP, and the availability of sufficient volume of this required material over the projected rehabilitation 

timeframe. I have not identified any information where such an assessment of the quality, quantity and 

availability of the required fill has been made, and in the absence of this, hold some uncertainty 

regarding Conundrum’s ability to achieve the land use outcomes described in the PSP within the 

timeframes prescribed by Condition 4.8 of the ID. 

33) Achieving the rehabilitation outcomes will likely require the importation of substantial volumes of fill 

material. As stated above, I was not able to identify any information where such an assessment of the 

quality, quantity and availability of the required fill having been made by the proponent. It is my view that 

such an assessment should be undertaken, and where necessary, steps be taken by Conundrum to 
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secure the quality and quantity of fill required to achieve the land use outcomes described in the PSP 

within the timeframes for rehabilitation required by Condition 4.8 of the ID. Further, no contingencies, 

mitigations or plans have been described in the Rehabilitation Plan, or the draft amended Work Plan, as 

to how rehabilitation will be completed, and the land use outcomes described in the PSP achieved, if the 

required quality and quantity of fill cannot be secured by the proponent within the required timeframes. I 

will defer to others as to how this assessment, the securing of the fill, or the preparation of contingency 

measures may be required of the proponent. 

34) As a side observation, I note that it will be necessary for the Rehabilitation Bond, required under Section 

80 of the Mineral Resources (Sustainable Development) Act 1990, to appropriately account for the 

quality and quantity of fill required to complete rehabilitation and achieve the land use outcomes 

described in the PSP. This may therefore be captured in the final Work Plan (noting my comment at Item 

30)), or if necessary, the Permit for the use and development of the quarry. I would otherwise defer to 

others as to how the proponent may be required to provide for this in its Rehabilitation Bond. 

3.1.4 Environmental and Amenity Risk Management 

35) In regard to my peer review of the assessments and supporting material that accompany the Permit 

Application, I have limited my review to matters of air quality and noise, as presented and discussed in 

the draft amended Work Plan and associated impact assessments, presented Document B3.1.16 and 

B3.1.17 respectively. I have not assessed the technical accuracy of these assessments, at it is outside 

my areas of expertise, but have considered these matters as these most directly relate to amenity and 

the ability for land uses to be enjoyed on properties adjacent to the proposed quarry. 

3.1.4.1 Noise 

36) SLR Consultants was engaged by Conundrum to prepare an acoustic assessment of the draft amended 

quarry proposal, which is referenced as Document B3.1.16. A copy of this report has been included with 

this Permit Application. Importantly, SLR concluded that: 

‘Recommended maximum noise levels under the EPA’s NIRV guideline have been calculated for the 

residential dwelling to the north-east of the site, and noise limits calculated according to the EPA’s 

SEPP N-1 for the two dwellings to the south-east. The operational noise was modelled using 

SoundPlan software for ten operational scenarios under enhanced meteorological conditions. 

37) Noise emissions were predicted by SLR Consulting to comply with the respective day-time and 

night-time noise limits for the proposed site. In this regard the proposal was considered by the proponent 

to be appropriate from a noise perspective. It should be noted that this assessment is relative to existing 

sensitive land uses proximal to the site and has not considered impacts on sensitive uses that may be 

developed proximal to the site through the realisation of the PSP over time. 

38) SLR Consultants has assessed the potential noise emissions of the site based on the processing plant 

being centrally located within the site, as described in the draft amended Work Plan. It is noted by SLR 

Consultants that the processing plant is the dominant noise source on site. This assessment found the 

proposal to comply with the respective day-time and night-time noise limits. The assessment has 

considered the proposed implementation of earth berms around the limit of extraction, as well as other 

noise mitigations, such as the use of broadband reversing beepers on mobile plant.  

39) Section 8.6 of the draft amended Work Plan details that the following noise mitigation measures will be 

applied through the operation of the quarry: 

a. Construction and maintenance of land buffers; 

b. Embedding the final position of the crushing plant and access roads below the skyline; 
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c. Select processing plant and mobile plant considering its ability to limit noise exposure; 

d. Provision of training and access to resource materials to employees and managers; and 

e. Provision of a complaints and compliments facility for both internal and external parties. 

The SLR Consultants assessment indicates the application of these mitigations will be required to 

comply with the respective day-time and night-time noise limits, but with these applied, it may afford 

improved noise amenity from the vantage of the YVW property. I would defer to other experts to assess 

and comment on the effectiveness of the proposed mitigations, or whether further measures may be 

required, but as a minimum it is nonetheless my opinion that the proposed mitigations in the draft 

amended Work Plan, and particularly the proposed centralising of the processing plant, be captured in 

the final Work Plan (noting my comment at Item 30)), and if this cannot be accommodated, then captured 

in the Permit for the use and development of the quarry. 

40) Regarding the management of potential noise amenity impacts through the realisation of the PSP, and 

the management of potential land use conflicts between the quarry and future adjacent sensitive land 

uses, I provide my comments and opinions in relation to these matters later in Section 3.2. 

3.1.4.2 Air Quality 

41) Ektimo was engaged by Conundrum to prepare a Dust Impact Assessment for the proposal, which is 

referenced as Document B3.1.17. Ektimo concluded that the proposal complies with the (then) Protocol 

for Environmental Management – Mining and Extractive Industries (the PEM) criteria for both PM10 and 

PM2.5 for the two assessed representative stages of the quarry operation (proposed Phase 1 and Phase 

4). The PEM was an Incorporated Document to the then State Environment Protection Policy (Air Quality 

Management), which has since been superseded by the Environment Reference Standard 2021 (the 

ERS) under the EP Act.  

42) Ektimo assessed that the PEM criterion for Respirable Crystalline Silica (RCS) was met by default as the 

basalt resource at the site was reported to not contain crystalline silica. 

43) The conclusion regarding compliance with the PEM was reached by Ektimo on the proviso that the 

following dust control measures will be implemented by Conundrum in the operation of the quarry: 

▪ Construction and maintenance of land buffers and wind breaks in the form of bund walls, limiting 

stockpiling of overburden and topsoil, and permanent vegetation screens around the site; 

▪ Dust suppression and extraction during drilling, and suppression prior and following blasts during 

dry conditions; 

▪ Construction, operation, and maintenance of enclosed material transfer points throughout the 

processing plant, provision of dust curtaining, and high pressure and volume spray systems; 

▪ Water storage sufficient to support haul road dust suppression plant hard stand wash down 

areas, dust suppression throughout the plant, and crushed rock and dust wet mixing; 

▪ Embedding the final position of the processing plant and access roads below the skyline; 

▪ Operation and maintenance of water delivery systems, containment of transfer points, employee 

workstations, haulage routes, stockpile areas, processing plants and weighbridge/dispatch 

areas; 

▪ Minimisation of disturbed land including through phased extraction, progressive rehabilitation; 

revegetation of terminal faces and work out quarry floor; and traffic management controls; 
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▪ Sealed access road from the Northern Highway through the entrance of the site to beyond the 

weighbridge area for road vehicles. Progressive road constructed down to RL305 as a 

component of the development plan. Sealed surfaces to be periodically swept of accumulated 

surface silt as required; 

▪ The site is exposed to strong winds that have the potential to aggravate the wind erosion of any 

unconsolidated high silt surfaces. The works manager will have access to daily weather 

forecasts that contain warnings of the sudden onset of strong winds. In the event of these 

forecasts, steps will be taken where warranted to ensure that all exposed areas that may 

reasonably be subject to wind erosion are consolidated by the timely application of water sprays; 

Consider a system of real-time dust monitors to proactively manage dust generating activities 

on-site. 

▪ Weather monitoring and associated management of the site’s activities which could include 

suspension of blasting and haulage activities where warranted; 

▪ Provision of training and access to resource materials to employees and managers; and 

▪ Provision of a complaint and compliments facility for both internal and external parties.  

44) Of these mitigations considered by Ektimo as part of its assessment, it is noted that the endorsed Work 

Plan and draft amended Work Plan both excluded the two following mitigations, which were included as 

part of Ektimo’s assessment of dust impact risks: 

▪ Sealed access road from the Northern Highway through the entrance of the site to beyond the 

weighbridge area for road vehicles. Progressive road constructed down to RL305 as a 

component of the development plan. Sealed surfaces to be periodically swept of accumulated 

surface silt as required; 

▪ The site is exposed to strong winds that have the potential to aggravate the wind erosion of any 

unconsolidated high silt surfaces. The works manager will have access to daily weather 

forecasts that contain warnings of the sudden onset of strong winds. In the event of these 

forecasts, steps will be taken where warranted to ensure that all exposed areas that may 

reasonably be subject to wind erosion are consolidated by the timely application of water sprays; 

Consider a system of real-time dust monitors to proactively manage dust generating activities 

on-site. 

45) The Ektimo assessment indicates the application of these mitigations will be required to comply with the 

(then) PEM PM10 and PM2.5 air quality criteria. This may therefore be required to afford protection of air 

quality and associated amenity from the vantage of the YVW property. I would defer to other experts to 

assess and comment on the effectiveness of the proposed mitigations, or whether further measures may 

be required, but as a minimum it is nonetheless my opinion that the air quality risk mitigations included in 

the Ektimo assessment be captured in the final Work Plan (noting my comment at Item 30)), and if this 

cannot be accommodated, then captured in the Permit for the use and development of the quarry. 

46) In addition to the above, I note that the draft amended Work Plan does not include a proposal for how 

potential dust emissions from the quarry will be monitored, or how monitoring would be used to inform 

management of the quarry. Ektimo, in its Dust Impact Assessment, include a section on recommended 

monitoring to support the operation of the quarry, which in summary recommended four dust deposition 

gauges allowing monthly measurement and assessment of dust deposition at defined locations against 

the PEM criteria. While the approach recommended by Ektimo is consistent with industry practice for the 

monitoring of dust risks at the time the Work Plan was endorsed by ERR, dust deposition gauges are a 



28 April 2022 PS130986-001-R-Rev0 

 

 
  10 

 

retrospective compliance assessment tool that is now inconsistent with the proactive risk management 

obligations required of an operator meeting its GED under the EP Act. In this regard it is my opinion, and 

my experience, that EPA recommend real-time monitoring of meteorological conditions and dust 

emissions at and from a site, and for this to inform the proactive management of dust emission risks. For 

example, fixed real-time dust monitoring devices, in conjunction with CCTV cameras, can be used to 

identify incidences of raised dust within the site, and this be applied by the quarry operator to take 

effective action, such as deploy a dust cart, or modify site operations. I would defer to other experts to 

assess and comment on what an effective monitoring program may be, but it is my opinion that the use 

of dust deposition gauges is inconsistent with a quarry operator’s ability to proactively manage its dust 

emission risks and meet its GED. I would recommend that some form of real-time monitoring and 

management of dust emission risks be captured in the final Work Plan (noting my comment at Item 30)), 

and if this cannot be accommodated, then captured in the Permit for the use and development of the 

quarry. 

3.2 Acceptability of the quarry as proposed in the Permit Application, 
having regard to the planning controls proposed by draft 
Amendment C158 

3.2.1 Proposed Quarry Phasing 

47) The draft amended Work Plan described four phases to the development and rehabilitation of the quarry. 

If applied, Phase 1 would commence operations immediately adjacent to the site boundary with the YVW 

property, progressing through Phase 2, and then progressively extending away from the site boundary 

with the YVW property. With rehabilitation undertaken progressively through the same phasing 

sequence, operations adjacent to the site boundary with the YVW property will be complete while the 

balance of the quarry remains operational through the development and rehabilitation of Phases 3 and 4. 

It is my opinion that, were the quarry to be approved, this phasing of development and rehabilitation 

provides greater certainty regarding the progressive and timely rehabilitation of the quarry when 

compared to a single-phase open pit, which provides no certainty regarding the sequencing of operations 

and when potential amenity risks also associated with rehabilitation may cease. I would therefore 

recommend that the proposed quarry phasing, as described in the draft amended Work Plan be captured 

in the final Work Plan (noting my comment at Item 30)), and if this cannot be accommodated, then 

captured in the Permit for the use and development of the quarry. 

48) The draft amended Work Plan proposes that the proposed 250m blasting and 500m sensitive use buffers 

could be retracted in a phased manner, mirroring its proposed phases for the operation of the quarry. 

Conundrum propose that at the conclusion of each phase of extraction, the applicable buffers could be 

contracted in line with a contraction of the Extraction limits for that phase. I would agree that the phasing 

of the extraction and progressive retraction of the blasting and sensitive use buffers is sensible and 

consistent with a risk-based approach to quarry regulation, it is however my view that some form of 

amenity protection buffer be maintained during the rehabilitation of each quarry phase, however, not 

necessarily be the 500 m separation applied by the sensitive use buffer. This is due to the ongoing, albeit 

reduced noise, air quality and visual amenity risks that may remain during the progressive rehabilitation 

of the quarry. As separation distances are a site-specific consideration, and not mandated by Regulation, 

I would defer to other suitably qualified experts to comment on what may be an appropriate amenity 

protection buffer to be applied during rehabilitation of each quarry phase. I nonetheless recommend that 

the phased contraction of the blasting and sensitive use buffers be accommodated in the SCO and the 

associated ID, as well as an alternate amenity protection buffer to be applied during the rehabilitation of 

each quarry phase. I would further recommend that the timing of the contraction of an amenity protection 

buffer, which may be applied during the rehabilitation, is linked to the completion of the rehabilitation 
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works required in the respective quarry phases. It would be appropriate for the blasting and sensitive use 

buffers to be contracted upon completion of extraction in each respective quarry phase. 

49) In reference to Item 47), I note that the ability for the blasting and sensitive use buffers to be 

progressively contracted in alignment with the phased operation of the quarry is not reflected in the SCO 

and the associated ID, which apply static blasting and sensitive use buffers linked to the Work Authority 

boundary. It is my opinion, and recommendation to the Advisory Committee that the ID be amended to 

provide a series of four maps, which document the progressive contraction of the blasting and sensitive 

use buffers, as well as the amenity protection buffer applied during rehabilitation I have proposed in Item 

48), consistent with the four progressive phases of the quarry operation, as proposed in the draft 

amended Work Plan. The blasting and sensitive use buffers may be progressively contracted at the 

conclusion of extraction in each quarry phase, while the amenity protection buffer I have proposed may 

be progressively contracted at the completion of rehabilitation works in each quarry phase. This would 

have the benefit of progressively releasing areas within the PSP from the encumbrances of the SCO and 

ID sooner than may currently be achieved through Amendment C158. 

50) There are differing views provided on the rate and sequencing of residential development in the PSP 

area, however in general, were the quarry phasing to progress as described in the draft amended Work 

Plan, the Planning Report prepared by Tract Consultants (Document B3.1.6) suggests the 500m 

sensitive use buffer may only encroach on the potential settlement of a small area of third-party held land 

during Phase 4, relative the larger area quarantined from settlement when the static buffers are aligned 

to the Work Authority boundary, as provided through the SCO and ID. A ‘base case’ assessment of 

residential development projections made by YVW, and described in its submission to the VPA in relation 

to Amendment C158, projects residential development at a rate of 280 dwellings per annum reaching the 

quarry’s sensitive use buffer at year 16 or 17 of the quarry operation. A ‘stretch’ residential development 

rate of 400 dwellings per annum may have residential development reaching the quarry’s sensitive use 

buffer at year 9 or 10 of the quarry operation. The YVW residential development assessment assumed 

the application of the static blasting and sensitive use buffers, as described in the SCO and ID. To limit 

the imposition of residential development on third-party land, it is my opinion that the blasting and 

sensitive use buffers should be prescribed in the SCO and ID as directly linked to the various quarry 

phases (i.e., the activity boundary), rather than the quarry’s Work Authority boundary. In this regard the 

buffers may be progressively retracted through the operating life of the quarry, such that it may be 

possible to unlock a greater portion of land within the YVW property for settlement sooner, while 

Conundrum complete extraction and rehabilitation of Phase 4 of the quarry. 

3.2.2 Timing of Quarry Development and Rehabilitation 

51) There is inconsistency between the operating life of the quarry, as proposed in the draft amended Work 

Plan and that provided by the ID. Condition 4.8(d) of the ID requires that blasting, other than blasting 

directly associated with rehabilitation, must cease not more than 20 years from the commencement of 

the use, while Section 5.3 of the draft amended Work Plan describes extraction from Phase 4 of the 

quarry being completed at year 30. The timing of the quarry development proposed by Conundrum is 

based on a projected annual production of 170,000 to 400,000 tpa in years 1 to 10; 400,000 to 700,000 

tpa in years 11 to 17; and up to 700,000 tpa in years 18 to 30. Meanwhile, to recover the projected 12 

million tonnes of high-grade basalt and 5 million tonnes of lower-grade basalt within the 20 years 

prescribed by the ID would require an average annual production of 850,000 tpa. I am aware of at least 

two hard-rock quarries in Melbourne producing in excess of 1,000,000 tpa of resource, demonstrating 

that a production rate of 850,000 tpa is theoretically achievable, and therefore the 20-year extraction life 

prescribed by the ID may also be achievable. I do note however, that I have made no assessment of the 
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market’s capacity to absorb this supply over this time period, nor have I assessed the potential 

commercial implications to Conundrum. 

52) Condition 4.8(d) of the ID requires that blasting for extraction ceases at 20 years, and through Condition 

4.8(a)(i) provides a further 10 years to complete rehabilitation. It is my opinion that this presents a 

reasonable timeframe for completion of rehabilitation, noting the comments I have made in Item 32) and 

Item 33), regarding the availability of, and Conundrum’s ability to secure the required quality and quantity 

of fill material required to achieve the land use outcomes defined in the PSP.  

3.3 Opinion concerning the suitability of the planning framework 
proposed through Amendment C158 

53) Amendment C158 plans for stone extraction, recognising its location within an identified Extractive 

Industry Interest Area. Amendment C158 proposes to facilitate stone extraction at the Conundrum 

property via a SCO and associated ID. The SCO and associated ID allow for a permit to be issued for 

Stone Extraction, so that the resource can be extracted, while also providing certainty around the future 

development of the land and its surrounds for predominantly residential purposes.  

54) The SCO and associated ID propose controls that seek to limit the potential for future land use conflict in 

the buffer zones around the proposed quarry. I believe this is a useful and effective means of providing 

some statutory structure to the orderly transition in land use development around an extractive industry 

development. I will defer to others regarding the timing of the land use transition and the timely delivery 

of the PSP land use outcomes. 

55) Amendment C158, the SCO and the ID apply a 250m blasting buffer and 500m sensitive use buffer 

around the proposed Conundrum Work Authority boundary for the life of the quarry operation, which is 

time-limited by conditions in the ID. The SCO and the ID give effect to sterilise sensitive land uses from 

being developed within these buffers. Effectively only agricultural land uses can be undertaken within 

250m through until 2052, and within the 500m sensitive use buffer prohibits sensitive land uses until 

2027, and requires a permit thereafter until 2052. I refer back to my comments in Item 50) and reiterate 

that, if the blasting and sensitive use buffers can be prescribed in the SCO and ID as directly linked to 

the quarry phases (i.e., the activity boundary), rather than the quarry’s Work Authority boundary, it may 

be possible to unlock a greater portion of land within the YVW property for settlement sooner, while 

Conundrum complete extraction and rehabilitation of Phase 4 of the quarry. As I recommend in Item 48), 

the phased contraction of the blasting and sensitive use buffers be accommodated in the Specific Control 

Overlay (SCO) and the associated Incorporated Document (ID), as well as an alternate amenity 

protection buffer that may be applied during the rehabilitation of each quarry phase. I would further 

recommend that the timing of such contraction of the amenity protection buffer, to be applied during the 

rehabilitation, be linked to the completion of the rehabilitation works required in the respective quarry 

phases. It would be appropriate for the blasting and sensitive use buffers to be contracted upon 

completion of extraction in each respective quarry phase. This would help reduce the imposition on 

surrounding landowners, and their inability to realise the land use outcomes described in the PSP on 

their land in a timely manner. 

56) The SCO and the associated ID seek to reflect the proposed phasing of the quarry and placed limitations 

on its duration of operation (i.e., blasting to cease within 20 years of extraction commencing). As I 

discuss in Item 51), the timeframes provided by Conundrum in its draft amended Work Plan are 

inconsistent with those timelines prescribed by the ID, which would otherwise impede its ability to recover 

stone through blasting beyond 20 years of commencing operations. Further, there would ordinarily be no 

limitation on an extractive industry operator identifying additional resource adjacent to, but outside its 

Work Authority, and then seeking approval to vary its Work Plan and access this resource. In some 
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respect it may be advantageous to extend an existing quarry rather than develop a new ‘greenfield’ 

quarry, as the disturbance footprint for the given quantity of stone is generally less. Nonetheless I believe 

the approach proposed through Amendment C158 and the ID, to effectively prescribe a time limit on the 

use of the Conundrum property for extractive industry, to be appropriate in the context of achieving the 

broader land use outcomes and objectives of the PSP, and to provide certainty to surrounding 

landowners regarding the timing of the development.  

4.0 OPINIONS IN RELATION TO THE VPA PART A SUMISSION TO THE 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

57) In response to the submissions received through the public consultation period, the VPA agreed to make 

changes to the PSP and planning scheme ordinance. These were described in Appendices 2 and 3 of its 

Part A Submission. The VPA asserts that it remains its position that the SCO approach proposed by the 

VPA through Amendment C158 and the associated ID appropriately implements the findings of the C106 

Planning Panel Report. As I have outlined throughout my statement, I generally share this view, subject 

to some minor amendments to the application of buffers and revisions to the Rehabilitation Plan, which I 

summarise in Section 5.0 and discuss further in the Items below. 

58) In Section 7.1.1 of its Part A Submission the VPA further state that it is its view that a permit ought not be 

granted for the Conundrum quarry as described in the Permit Application and currently presented to the 

Advisory Committee. It notes the inconsistencies in the timing of the quarry operation and rehabilitation 

relative to those proposed by for the SCO by the ID. These are matters and inconsistencies I have 

presented my views on in Section 3.1.2, and I provide further discussion on in Item 61) below. 

59) Further to the above point, in Section 7.1.7 of its Part A Submission the VPA also raises concerns 

regarding the inconsistencies between the landform that would be provided by the proposed 

Rehabilitation Plan relative to the desired final land use outcomes defined for the property in the PSP. In 

general, the proposed Rehabilitation Plan included in the Permit Application allows for some backfilling of 

the quarry void to make it safe and stable, as per the operator’s obligations under the MRSD Act, but 

would result in a depression remaining in the landscape rather than achieve a landform that may support 

the mix of residential and open space land use outcomes described in the PSP. These are matters and 

inconsistencies I have presented my views on in Section 3.1.3 of my statement, so I share the VPA’s 

concerns and I provide my recommendations to the Advisory Committee regarding how these may be 

addressed in Section 5.0. 

60) In Section 7.1.8 of its Part A Submission the VPA provides its response to submissions in relation to the 

buffers to the quarry proposed by the SCO and associated ID. In this section the VPA reasserts its view 

of the appropriateness of the 250m blasting buffer and 500m sensitive use buffer, as proposed through 

the SCO and associated ID. The VPA acknowledge the submission made by YVW, and others, regarding 

the “legality and appropriateness of buffers located on land not currently owned or otherwise managed 

by the quarry operator”. The VPA state that it has sought to address these concerns by allowing some 

non-sensitive land uses and development to occur within the buffers, while also noting that the extractive 

industry land use would be time limited and therefore temporary. While I agree with these sentiments of 

the VPA, as I discuss in Items 48) and 49), it is my opinion that more can be done regarding the phased 

contraction of these buffers such that the potential burden on adjacent landowners is further minimised. 

In Section 5.0, and specifically Item 79), I provide my recommendations to the Advisory Committee 

regarding how the contraction of the buffers may be aligned with the phased development and 

rehabilitation of the quarry, as proposed in the draft amended Work Plan and presented in the Permit 

Application. 
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61) In response to the above (Item 58)), it is the VPA’s opinion that were a permit to be granted for the 

Conundrum quarry, that the conditions of that permit ought to reflect those requirements and conditions 

of the SCO and associated ID as these relate to:  

a. “The overall timeframe of the quarry operations  

b. The commencement of the quarry use and associated works  

c. Rehabilitation to a standard consistent with the end land use envisaged in the PSP  

d. Environmental requirements”.  

I share this opinion, subject to some minor amendments to the application of buffers and revisions to the 

Rehabilitation Plan, which I summarise in Section 5.0. 

5.0 OPINIONS IN RELATION TO THE DRAFT PERMIT  

62) The comments provided below relate to my review of the Draft Permit conditions as provided by Council 

on 22 April 2022. 

5.1 Comments Relating to Draft Permit Conditions 

63) Draft Condition 1 is a good inclusion, seeking to require Conundrum to rehabilitate the quarry such that 

the end uses desired by the PSP are achieved, rather than just making the quarry safe, stable and 

sustainable, as I have discussed in Item 32).  

64) Draft Condition 2 touches on matters I have raised in Item 30), where it discusses the approval of a 

revised Work Plan by the relevant Authorities (ERR). As I discuss at Item 30), Conundrum may be 

required to formally seek a Work Plan Variation from ERR. It is my view that such a Work Plan Variation 

would be required to accord with the MRSD Regulations 2019 and as such, address and include those 

aspects required of a Work Plan by Regulations 11 of the MRSD Regulations 2019, which specifically 

relate to the Rehabilitation Plan. An ERR endorsed Rehabilitation Plan that accords with Regulation 11 of 

the MRSD Regulations 2019 will achieve the objectives sought by Council through draft Condition 1(a) 

and Condition 2, such that these Conditions may be redundant. In the absence of a Work Plan that 

accords with the MRSD Regulations 2019, these Conditions should remain. 

65) Draft Condition 3 also touches on matters I have raised in Item 30), where it discusses the approval of a 

revised Work Plan by the relevant Authorities (ERR). As I discuss at Item 30), Conundrum may be 

required to formally seek a Work Plan Variation from ERR. It is my view that such a Work Plan Variation 

may take some time to be prepared, ultimately endorsed, then reflected in the Work Authority for the 

Conundrum quarry. This may have some implications on the quarry development and rehabilitation 

timelines included in the SCO and the associated ID. 

66) The purpose of Draft Condition 7 is unclear, as it is my understanding that the controls on the timing of 

the quarry development and rehabilitation are to be prescribed by the SCO and ID. It is my further view 

that a Permit holder may seek an amendment of a Permit condition, which theoretically may allow the 

timelines required by Draft Condition 7 to be changed. In this regard it may be beneficial for Condition 7 

to instead reference the development and rehabilitation obligations prescribed by the SCO and ID. 

67) Draft Condition 10 refers to the Protocol for Environmental Management: Mining and Extractive 

Industries, which was subordinate legislation established under the former Environment Protection Act 

1970. It no longer has a statutory utility and in function is replaced by the GED under the EP Act and the 

environmental performance objectives defined in the ERS. In this regard it may be beneficial for 

Condition 10 to instead make reference to Conundrum’s GED under the EP Act. 
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68) I support the requirement for permanent dust monitoring stations, as proposed by Draft Condition 13, 

however query the need for this to be provided to “the responsible authority each week”, as this may be 

administratively excessive. Regarding the form that the dust monitoring may take, I refer back to the 

commentary I have provided in Item 46) on the monitoring of air quality, and how this relates to the 

proponent managing its GED under the EP Act. 

69) I support the application of Draft Conditions 18, 19, 20 and 21 as these relate to the management of 

potential noise risks, noting nonetheless that the operator will also have a GED under the EP Act to 

manage its noise emission risks. 

70) Draft Condition 24 also relates to the approval of a revised Work Plan by the relevant Authorities (ERR), 

which I have discussed in Item 63) and Item 64). Further to the comments provided there, were a Work 

Plan Variation to be endorsed by ERR, which accords with Regulation 11 of the MRSD Regulations 

2019, Draft Condition 24 may be redundant. This is because proposed future variation to the 

Rehabilitation Plan may also trigger the need for a further Work Plan Variation, which would also require 

Council’s endorsement to proceed. 

71) The purpose of Draft Condition 28 is unclear, as it is my understanding that the controls on the timing of 

the quarry rehabilitation are to be prescribed by the SCO and ID. As I discuss in Item 66), it may be 

beneficial for Condition 28 to instead reference the rehabilitation obligations prescribed by the SCO and 

ID. 

72) In the absence of an endorsed Work Plan that accords with the MRSD Regulations 2019, I support the 

inclusion of Draft Condition 40. I note however that an endorsed Work Plan that accords with the MRSD 

Regulations 2019 would be required to include risk treatments that address those matters described in 

Draft Condition 40 such that this Draft Condition is redundant. I would further add that ERR would be the 

responsible Authority in regulating these matters within the Work Authority. 

73) In the absence of an endorsed Work Plan that accords with the MRSD Regulations 2019, I support the 

inclusion of Draft Conditions 53 and 54. I note however that an endorsed Work Plan that accords with the 

MRSD Regulations 2019 would be required to include risk treatments that address those construction 

related risks described in Draft Conditions 53 and 54 such that these Draft Conditions are redundant. I 

would further add that ERR would be the responsible Authority in regulating these matters within the 

Work Authority. 

5.2 Additional Comments Relating to Potential Additions to the Draft 
Permit 

74) I note that draft Condition 1 does not require that a revised version of the Rehabilitation Plan include all 

the elements required by Regulation 11 of the MRSD Regulations 2019. In the absence of an ERR 

endorsed Work Plan that accords with the MRSD Regulations 2019, I would recommend that wording be 

inserted in Condition 1 to the effect of requiring the revised version of the Rehabilitation Plan to accord 

with Regulation 11 of the MRSD Regulations 2019. 

75) In the absence of an ERR endorsed Work Plan that indicates that processing of resource will be 

centralised on the site, a requirement to this effect should be included as a Condition of the Permit, as 

discussed in Item 26). 

6.0 RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE AMENDMENT 

76) It is my opinion that the management of potential air quality risks may be advanced through the 

application of some form of real-time monitoring and management of dust emission risks. I would defer to 

others as to the nature and extent of this monitoring, but I recognise that there is need to proactively 
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monitor and manage dust emission risks, consistent with the quarry operator’s GED under the EP Act, 

which is not currently accounted for in the endorsed Work Plan, draft amended Work Plan, or the Permit 

Application. These proactive monitoring measures should be captured in the final Work Plan (noting my 

comment at Item 30)), and if this cannot be accommodated, then captured in the Permit for the use and 

development of the quarry. 

77) Clause 4.8 of the ID should require a Rehabilitation Plan be prepared that accords with Regulation 11 of 

the MRSD Regulations 2019 and ERR’s recommended structure for a Rehabilitation Plan, as described 

in ERR Publication Preparation of Rehabilitation Plans – Guideline for Extractive Industry Projects 

(2021). This provides greater detail around the management of post-closure risks, as well as better 

defined rehabilitation milestones and completion criteria that align with the intended post-rehabilitation 

land use outcomes of the site. 

78) It is my opinion that, were the quarry to be approved, the phasing of development and rehabilitation of 

the quarry, as proposed by Conundrum in the draft amended Work Plan, provides greater certainty 

regarding the progressive and timely rehabilitation of the quarry when compared to a single-phase open 

pit. This is because an open pit quarry provides no certainty regarding the sequencing of operations and 

when potential amenity risks that may also be associated with rehabilitation may cease. I would therefore 

recommend that the proposed quarry phasing, as described in the draft amended Work Plan be captured 

in the final Work Plan (noting my comment at Item 30)), and if this cannot be accommodated, then 

captured in the Permit for the use and development of the quarry. 

79) Further to the above, I recommend that the phased contraction of the blasting and sensitive use buffers 

be accommodated in the SCO and the associated ID. It is my opinion, and recommendation to the 

Advisory Committee that the ID be amended to provide a series of four maps, which document the 

progressive contraction of the blasting and sensitive use buffers, and a further amenity protection buffer 

applied during rehabilitation, consistent with the four progressive phases of the quarry operation 

proposed in the draft amended Work Plan. I would further recommend that the timing of such contraction 

of an amenity protection buffer that may be applied during the rehabilitation be linked to the completion of 

the rehabilitation works required in the respective quarry phases. It would be appropriate for the blasting 

and sensitive use buffers to be contracted upon completion of extraction in each respective quarry 

phase. 

7.0 CLOSING STATEMENT 

80) In summary, while the draft amended Work Plan included in the Permit Application does not meet the 

modern requirements prescribed by the MRSD Regulations 2019, it is generally consistent with industry 

practice for Work Plans approved prior to this time.  

81) Conundrum has proposed modifications to its Work Plan that seek to accommodate the PSP and allow 

completion of the quarry in general alignment with the timed development of the PSP. The proposed 

phasing of the quarry is such that the duration to which the YVW land is quarantined from sensitive land 

use development may be reduced if the proposed quarry phasing, and the retraction of the associated 

blasting and amenity buffers, can be enshrined in the SCO and ID. 

82) I have made all the inquiries that I believe are desirable and appropriate and no matters of significance 

which I regard as relevant have to my knowledge been withheld from the Advisory Committee. 
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