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1 Introduction	
This supplement has been prepared in response to a request for additional information 
from the EPA, via email on 25v May 2020. This follows the advertising for public 
comment and preparation of a draft and final Western Junction Quarry Extension – 
Development Proposal and Environmental Management Plan, prepared by John 
Miedecke & Partners Pty Ltd and dated March 2019. 

The summary table (prepared by the EPA) is attached as Appendix A. 

A conference organised by the Northern Midlands Council was held in October 2020 
and resolved most, if not all of the issue raised by the representors.  

2 Public	Submissions	
One representation was received from the public, which was from neighbouring 
landowner – Mr Rodney Summers. Table 1 contains the nature of the representation 
(based on the EPA Comment Table- Appendix A) . As noted in Table 1, Bis have 
carried out a dust audit and identified some remedial actions (Commitment  12 – 
completed).  

These were: 

o Audit of dust suppression system
o Repair/replace dust covers over screens
o Repair/replace transfer point skirting
o All spray nozzles checked for functionality
o Sprinklers installed to supress dust on the ground around the crushing plant from
becoming airborne. 

12 Plant dust 
control 

Audit plant dust control equipment and take 
remedial action where required. 

Complete 
Ongoing 
(12mthly) 

Mr Summers attended the meeting held by the NMC in September 2019 and 
suggested that a suitable solution could be that his land be purchased and the quarry 
developing to the south.  

This has progressed with a sale agreement signed subject to condition precedents, 
with Mr Hughes purchasing the land  

It is now the intent that Mr Hughes will progress another Quarry proposal with the 
original plan being revised with quarry being developed to the south long term. This 
will require another DA as it is on another title.  

However, this will not be pursued until the current proposal is approved. 

If this does not occur, Bis (together with the mitigations already carried out) will 
install a live dust monitor close to the boundary that reports back to the operational 
crew. This is Commitment 13. 

13 Dust Monitor Install at property boundary , with live feed 
to plant crew 

If adjoining 
property not 
purchased 



Table 1 Response to EPA Comments 

Representation 
No./ Agency 

EPA Comments and issues Additional information 
required 

Response 

Mr Summers 
(adjoining land 
owner 

Dust emissions from the crusher do not comply with the current 
permit conditions. 
Dust emissions from the crusher are covering pasture areas, 
making it unpalatable to their stud sheep until reasonable rainfalls 
occur. 
Contravenes the ‘right to farm’ Act (Primary Industry Activities 
Protection Act 1995 and Protection of Agricultural Lands Policy). 
The dust also prohibits the successful growing of cereal and 
specialised seed crops. 
A suitable solution to dust emissions needs to be addressed before 
expansion is approved. 

Section 4.5 of the DPEMP 
does not adequately consider 
the potential impact of dust 
emissions on agricultural land. 
The DPEMP must consider the 
potential impacts of dust 
emissions from the activity on 
nearby agricultural land, and 
detail any additional mitigation 
measures proposed to 
minimise any nuisance dust 
emissions from the activity. 

See Section 2.0 

Remedial action identified and 
carried out  
Additional Commitments  
Sales agreement signed with 
Proponent  
As requested by Mr Summers 

Launceston 
Airport 

The proposed use and development of land within the Launceston 
Airport’s (the Airport) prescribed airspace is a significant safety 
issue to aviation operations. Object to the proposal until the below 
is appropriately addressed and approved. 
• Refer to the Airports Act 1996 (the Act) and Airports (Protection

of Airspace) Regulations 1996 (the Regulations) in relation to
intrusions into prescribed airspace around the Airport.

• Refer to the National Airports Safeguarding Framework (NASF)
which provides guidelines to ensure the safety of aviation
operations.

The following have been identified as potentially having an impact 
on the prescribed airspace: 

o Dust emissions;
o Fly-rock emissions;
o Air blast overpressure causing air turbulence;

Reference to the Act and 
Regulations must be made 
along with a brief discussion 
on how the requirements will 
be met. 
Including a commitment 
regarding seeking appropriate 
approvals under the Act and 
Regulations would be 
beneficial. 
Further consideration of the 
potential impacts from dust 
emissions and blasting on the 
Airport must be included in the 
DPEMP.  The DPEMP should 
provide details on the 
proposed procedural 
processes for engaging with 

Meetings and external reports 
supplied to all parties involved- 
Launceston Airportt, Airservices 
Australia, the Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority (CASA) and the 
Department of Infrastructure, 
Transport, Cities and Regional 
Development (DITCRD). 
Letter received by NMC accepting 
the report (s) and requesting 
notification of blasting. 

Refer Section 3.1 for detailed 
discussion, 



Table 1 Response to EPA Comments 

o Soil / overburden stockpiles causing air turbulence;
o Light emissions; and
o Creation of additional sediment ponds attracting wildlife.

• Dust management is not adequately addressed in relation to
the risk to aviation activities. Dust generation is a ‘controlled
activity’ under the Act and requires approval under the Act and
Regulations.

• Blast fly-rock may penetrate the prescribed airspace by a
significant margin and is a ‘controlled activity’ under the Act.
Approval must be sought under the Act and Regulations.

• Air blast overpressure and soil / overburden stockpiles may
result in air turbulence, which is a ‘controlled activity’ under the
Act. Further information is required to assess the potential
impact and may require approval under the Act and
Regulations.

• NASF Guidelines must be taken into account pursuant to the
Standing Council on Transport and Infrastructure agreement of
18 May 2012, in particular Guidelines B, C and F are relevant to
the proposal.

• An Aviation Safety Impact Assessment and a Wildlife Hazard
Management Assessment is required to be developed by a
suitably qualified and experienced aviation consultant in relation
to the proposal’s potential impact on the Launceston Airport’s
prescribed airspace and aircraft safety.

• The above assessments must demonstrate that there will be no
impact on Launceston Airport’s prescribed airspace or the
safety of aviation operations.

• Recommended to engage with Airservices Australia, the Civil
Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) and the Department of
Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development
(DITCRD) regarding the proposal.

the Airport in regards to 
aviation safety matters and 
any monitoring that will be 
undertaken. 
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MRT MRT made the following comments on the DPEMP: 
• There is limited discussion around the impacts of the operation

with respect to the Launceston Airport and potential impacts to
air and ground operations at the airport. How will the two
operations interact? MRT is of the view that greater discussion
around this is required.

• It would be useful to see a discussion around CASA’s feedback
regarding the DPEMP. The DPEMP states CASA were
consulted during the Notice of Intent period. However, there is
no meaningful discussion of their position or concerns beyond
this.

• Section 2.3.2 Basalt Resource – the comments raise
questions over the confidence associated with the amount of
resource claimed to be available for extraction. The statement
that there is approximately 9 million tonnes of basalt available
for extraction appears to be speculative. Further modelling,
drilling and knowledge of factors such as basement geometry,
architecture, geological structures, and alteration facies within
the deposit would also need to be further investigated to
improve the resource confidence level. The applicant has
previously encountered issues with resource dilution due to
contamination by weathering.

• The SRADs appear to have been measured from the centre of
the mining lease. SRADs must be measured from the boundary
of the mining lease to ensure future sensitive receptors do not
fetter access to resources.  This significantly changes the
potential for interaction with current sensitive receptors and
requires further assessment.

• Page 22 part 2.8 Operating hours it states “There are no
residences in close proximity to the quarry or transport route”.
The suggested recommended attenuation distances prescribed
for such an activity is 1000m where regular blasting takes
place. An SRAD distance of 750 metres is recommended

Provide additional discussion 
on the basalt resource around 
the confidence in the resource. 
The distance to the nearest 
sensitive receptor must be 
measured from the Boundary 
of the Land. The DPEMP must 
be revised. Discussions on the 
potential impacts and 
proposed mitigation measures 
need to be revised, including 
relevant maps, to reflect the 
additional sensitive premises 
that may potentially be 
impacted within 1,000m from 
the boundary of the Land. 
Similarly, justification for the 
operating hours must be 
revised to take into account 
the additional sensitive 
premises within 1,000m of the 
boundary of the Land. 
Please confirm the distance 
from the south western 
boundary that extraction will 
cease. 

See discussion on the Launceston 
Airport in Section 3.1. 

Section 2.3.2 Basalt Resource 
Refer Section 3.2 

SRADS or Standard 
Recommended Attenuation 
Distances   
Refer Section 3.2 
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where crushing occurs, 500m SRAD where vibrating and 
trommel screens alone are used, and where no blasting, 
crushing or screening occurs an SRAD distance of 300 metres 
applies. There are a number of sensitive receptors within the 
suggested recommended attenuation distances that have not 
been addressed in the DPEMP. 

• The DPEMP appears to be silent on stating to what distance
final extraction will cease to progress beyond with respect to
the western boundary of the mining lease. The DPEMP
currently suggests the far western area will be used for
soil/overburden stockpile storage purposes. It would be useful
to have a distance written into the document to ensure clarity
around this issue.

Distance from Western boundary 
Refer Section 3.2 

Taswater TasWater have stated that pursuant to the Water and Sewerage 
Industry Act 2008 (TAS) Section 56P(1) TasWater imposes the 
following conditions on the permit for this application: 

Protection of TasWater infrastructure 

1. Prior to submitting the Development Proposal and
Environmental Management Plan (DPEMP) to the regulating
authority for approval, the developer must develop a site
management / operation plan for inclusion in the DPEMP to
TasWater satisfaction to protect TasWater assets and staff from
damage, dilapidation, injury and harm as the case may be for
the life of the quarry.

Development assessment fees 

2. The applicant of landowner as the case may be, must pay a
development assessment fee of $1,139.79 to TasWater, as
approved by the Economic Regulator and the fee will b 74e
indexed, until the date it is paid to TasWater.  The payment is
required within 30 days of the issue of an invoice by TasWater.

TasWater have advised their 
requirements to protect 
TasWater assets and staff 
from damage, dilapidation, 
injury and harm include but are 
not limited to: 
a. Establishment of on-going

liaison protocols with
TasWater;

b. Management of impacts of
dust, noise and vibration
emissions on TasWater
staff;

c. Undertaking dilapidation
survey(s) and agreed
condition assessments;

d. Movement of heavy
vehicles over shared
accesses;

e. Monitoring and 

Refer Section 2.3 
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management of high 
ground velocities, ground 
movement and vibrations 
arising from blasting; 

f. Management of fly rock
hazards; and

g. Rectification of assets
deemed to have been
damaged by quarrying
works as and when
required.

Provide additional information 
in the DPEMP to satisfy 
TasWaters’ requirements in 
relation to the proposal. 
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3	 Referral	Agency	Comments	

3.1 Launceston Airport and Department of Transport 
Following receipt of the comments from both Launceston Airport and Department of 
Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional Development (DITCRD) (Appendix A 
and Table 1), a site meeting was organised with representatives of both organisations 
in August 2019. At this meeting, it was requested by both that additional information 
be provided (blast details, topographic levels etc) and an independent consultant be 
engaged to complete an Aviation Safety Impact Assessment. A further meeting was 
organised by NMC in October 2019, which included all representors (including Mr 
Summers). 

A suitable consultant (Mott Macdonald) was selected from a list provided by 
Launceston Airport and DITCRD and appointed in January 2020. After the site visit, 
a draft report was completed by Mott McDonald and the draft forwarded to 
Launceston Airport in March 2020. After a review by all parties, a final Report was 
provided to Launceston Airport in late March (Mott Macdonald March 2020, Safety 
Review Report for Proposed Quarry Extension Launceston Airport 2 March 2020 - 
Confidential ) 

A letter was provided to NMC by DITCRD on 11 May 2020. This letter (Appendix 
B) states the following;

“The Department notes that the Report assesses and considers all of the risks to aircraft 
safety and operations in accordance with the National Airports Safeguarding Framework 
guidelines and the Airports (Protection of Airspace) Regulations. I further note the 
conclusions of the Report are that none of the issues raised require a controlled activity 
application as they have been modified to remain below prescribed airspace. The Report 
recommendations (such as having the quarry management consult the airport about blast 
timing, avoiding water ponding etc) appear sensible to mitigate any residual risk and 
should be encouraged.  

I note that the original proposal forecast that the fly-rock could radiate to a height up to 
95 metres which would have penetrated the current prescribed airspace (obstacle 
limitation surface - OLS) at that location. The Report provides technical information from 
blast specialists (Terrock) which revises the vertical blast throw to not exceeding a 28 
metre height radius. I advise that this height is below the current prescribed OLS height 
at that location and therefore would not require a controlled activity application for the 
purposes of the Airports (Protection of Airspace) Regulations 1996. Advice from 
Launceston airport should be sought to confirm this “. 

And: 

“Page 14 of the Report states that "generation of dust plume and vibrations due to 
blasting seems to be the most critical aspect of the quarry operations”. The Department 
advises that these environmental effects of quarrying activities are a matter for EPA 
Tasmania and should therefore be referred for its consideration accordingly” 

Both dust and vibration from blasting are addressed in the DPEMP and past history show 
that these have not been an issue and are manageable in the future. .  
The report also notes: 
“Any approvals provided on this proposal should be conditional on the proponent 
contacting the Launceston Air Traffic Control (ATC) Line Manager Chris Wallace on 
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0419 289 041 prior to any blasting operation commencing. A detailed annual schedule of 
blasting operations should be provided to Launceston Airport and the proponent is to 
ensure full disclosure to the Air Navigation, Airspace and Aerodromes Branch of the 
Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA)”.  
This is Commitment 14 and it is expected that this would be a Permit condition. 

14 Launceston 
Airport 

Bis contact the Launceston Air Traffic 
Control (ATC) Line Manager Chris 
Wallace on 0419 289 041 prior to any 
blasting operation commencing.  

Provide a detailed annual schedule of 
blasting operations to Launceston Airport. 
 and to CASA. 

Prior to every 
blast 

Annual report 

In discussions with Launceston Airport, concern was raised regarding surface water 
ponds and bird strikes on aircraft. There is therefore a commitment regarding surface 
water ponds in the airport proximity. 

15 Launceston 
Airport 

Minimise surface water ponding in quarry 
development 

Ongoing 

3.2 Mineral Resources Tasmania 
MRT made a submission after the public advertisement. It not known why MRT did 
not comment on the Draft or contact the proponent for discussion, prior to their 
representation. 

3.2.1	 Basalt	Resource	
This is largely based on the MRT report referenced in the DPEMP. Inadvertently, 
Figure 2.9 which is the MRT Geology Map was missing in the DPEMP (and also not 
noticed by MRT !) and as stated, was used in the resource assessment. This Figure is 
attached in Appendix B. 

It is not usual for quarries to be extensively drilled and “resource” to be upgraded to 
“reserve” status. The resource (which would be classified as inferred of 
approximately 9 million tonnes (or over 18 years of production) was more than 
sufficient to justify the proposal and the Quarry plans would be revised in regular 
EMP updates (every 5 years). As stated on page 14 of the DPEMP, Bis had 
undertaken some drilling and this had confirmed the resource available for the quarry 
extension. This information is enclosed in Appendix B. 

3.2.2	 SRADS	
SRADS or Standard Recommended Attenuation Distances are included in the 
planning scheme as Table E11.1. These are used by the Council to replace the 
previous schemes “buffer zone” mapping. They are used by Councils as a guide to 
review approvals for “sensitive uses”, e.g houses, in proximity to an existing activity, 
or proposed new activity as stated.  It is correct to say that the SRAD of 1000m 
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should be drawn around the ML boundary. However, Figure 3.2 showed Zoning and 
did not represent SRADs around the ML area. 

Page 28 (Section 3.2.2.6 Attenuation Areas) discusses this Code. As noted 

“Level 2 activities as defined by the Environmental Management and Pollution 
Control Act 1994 (ie this proposal) are exempt from the Code as they are approved 
and controlled by the Act (and the EPA)” 
And: 

“The development should therefore be protected by a 1000 metre zone”. 
A revised plan showing the 1000m area is included in Appendix B ( Figure A). Only 
one additional house (“Raeburn”) would have been included. However, this house is 
much closer to the Stornaway quarry and was included in the assessment of impacts 
in Sections 4.3 and 4.4. There are no other sensitive uses within 1km of the ML 
boundaries. 

3.2.2	 Distance	from	Western	boundary	
It is likely that final extraction would be greater than 18 years away and therefore it is 
not possible to sensibly show much more than the indicated positions. As the Quarry 
will go through multiple EMP reviews this will be monitored at these reviews. An 
indicative section is shown (Fig 3) in Appendix B . 

3.3 Taswater 
This submission by Taswater should have been received during the NOI process and 
was only received after the drafts and final DPEMP were submitted and the latter 
advertised.  

After discussion with Taswater, an email has been received indicating that TasWater 
does not expect nor want to review anything prior to the issue of the Planning Permit ( 
Appendix C.. 

Terrock have investigated possible blast vibration effects and flyrock from the 
proposal and conclude that these will not cause damage or issues ( Terrock Report in 
Appendix C. 

Access to the lagoons is via the main access road which is now on the mining lease. 
So in future Taswater personnel visiting the site will have to comply with access and 
Bis OH&S requirements (including sign in and out). As these did not previously 
apply, this will improve OH&S  

Bis (as operator) will liaise with Taswater regarding their requirements and establish a 
management plan. Commitment 16. 

16 Taswater Assets Bis (as operator) will liaise with Taswater 
regarding their requirements and establish a 
management plan. 

3months of permit 
granting 

3.3 DPIPWE 
Any settling ponds exceeding 1 ML will be approved by DIPWE. Given the 
commitment to minimise surface water ponding, these are unlikely  
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Appendix	A	 	EPA	Comments	Table	
Revised Table of Commitments 



DN Hughes – Western Junction Quarry Issues & Requirements Summary 13 September 2019 Page 1 of 1 

DN Hughes – Western Junction Quarry extension, Western Junction 

In the following tables, DPEMP means the document entitled Western Junction Quarry Extension – Development Proposal and Environmental 
Management Plan, prepared by John Miedecke & Partners Pty Ltd and dated March 2019. 

TABLE 1: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED BY THE EPA BOARD 

Representation No./ 
Agency 

DPEMP 
section 
no. 

DPEMP 
Page 
no. 

Comments and issues Additional information required 

1 4.5 53 & 54 Dust emissions from the crusher do not comply 
with the current permit conditions. 
Dust emissions from the crusher are covering 
pasture areas, making it unpalatable to their 
stud sheep until reasonable rainfalls occur. 
Contravenes the ‘right to farm’ Act (Primary 
Industry Activities Protection Act 1995 and 
Protection of Agricultural Lands Policy). 
The dust also prohibits the successful growing of 
cereal and specialised seed crops. 
A suitable solution to dust emissions needs to 
be addressed before expansion is approved. 

Section 4.5 of the DPEMP does not adequately consider the 
potential impact of dust emissions on agricultural land. 
The DPEMP must consider the potential impacts of dust 
emissions from the activity on nearby agricultural land, and 
detail any additional mitigation measures proposed to minimise 
any nuisance dust emissions from the activity. 

2 4.4, 4.5, 
4.6 

NA The proposed use and development of land 
within the Launceston Airport’s (the Airport) 
prescribed airspace is a significant safety issue 
to aviation operations. Object to the proposal 
until the below is appropriately addressed and 
approved. 
• Refer to the Airports Act 1996 (the Act) and

Airports (Protection of Airspace) Regulations
1996 (the Regulations) in relation to
intrusions into prescribed airspace around
the Airport.

• Refer to the National Airports Safeguarding
Framework (NASF) which provides
guidelines to ensure the safety of aviation

Reference to the Act and Regulations must be made along with 
a brief discussion on how the requirements will be met. 
Including a commitment regarding seeking appropriate 
approvals under the Act and Regulations would be beneficial. 
Further consideration of the potential impacts from dust 
emissions and blasting on the Airport must be included in the 
DPEMP.  The DPEMP should provide details on the proposed 
procedural processes for engaging with the Airport in regards to 
aviation safety matters and any monitoring that will be 
undertaken. 
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operations. 
The following have been identified as potentially 
having an impact on the prescribed airspace: 

o Dust emissions;
o Fly-rock emissions;
o Air blast overpressure causing air

turbulence;
o Soil / overburden stockpiles causing air

turbulence;
o Light emissions; and
o Creation of additional sediment ponds

attracting wildlife.
• Dust management is not adequately

addressed in relation to the risk to aviation
activities. Dust generation is a ‘controlled
activity’ under the Act and requires approval
under the Act and Regulations.

• Blast fly-rock may penetrate the prescribed
airspace by a significant margin and is a
‘controlled activity’ under the Act. Approval
must be sought under the Act and
Regulations.

• Air blast overpressure and soil / overburden
stockpiles may result in air turbulence, which
is a ‘controlled activity’ under the Act. Further
information is required to assess the
potential impact and may require approval
under the Act and Regulations.

• NASF Guidelines must be taken into account
pursuant to the Standing Council on
Transport and Infrastructure agreement of 18
May 2012, in particular Guidelines B, C and
F are relevant to the proposal.

• An Aviation Safety Impact Assessment and a
Wildlife Hazard Management Assessment is
required to be developed by a suitably
qualified and experienced aviation consultant
in relation to the proposal’s potential impact
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on the Launceston Airport’s prescribed 
airspace and aircraft safety. 

• The above assessments must demonstrate
that there will be no impact on Launceston
Airport’s prescribed airspace or the safety of
aviation operations.

• Recommended to engage with Airservices
Australia, the Civil Aviation Safety Authority
(CASA) and the Department of
Infrastructure, Transport, Cities and Regional
Development (DITCRD) regarding the
proposal.

Department of 
Infrastructure, 
Transport, Cities and 
Regional 
Development 
(DITCRD) 

4.4, 4.5, 
4.6 

NA In addition to sharing and reiterating the 
concerns raised by Representor 2, the 
Department also raised light distraction to 
aircraft as a potential risk from the proposal that 
should be considered in the DPEMP. 
The Department chairs the National 
Safeguarding Advisory Group (NASAG) which 
advises Governments on the protection of 
airports from inconsistent or inappropriate 
development. 
The Department is concerned about the 
expansion of the quarry closer to the airport 
boundary which may have significant long-term 
operational impacts for the Launceston Airport. 
The Department also states that the proposal 
may be contrary to the National Airports 
Safeguarding Framework (NASF) developed by 
the NASAG and agreed to by the State and 
Territory Ministers (including Tasmania) in May 
2012. 

See comments above. 

MRT NA NA MRT made the following comments on the 
DPEMP: 
• There is limited discussion around the

impacts of the operation with respect to the
Launceston Airport and potential impacts to
air and ground operations at the airport. How
will the two operations interact? MRT is of

Provide additional discussion on the basalt resource around the 
confidence in the resource. 
The distance to the nearest sensitive receptor must be 
measured from the Boundary of the Land. The DPEMP must be 
revised. Discussions on the potential impacts and proposed 
mitigation measures need to be revised, including relevant 
maps, to reflect the additional sensitive premises that may 
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the view that greater discussion around this 
is required. 

• It would be useful to see a discussion around
CASA’s feedback regarding the DPEMP.
The DPEMP states CASA were consulted
during the Notice of Intent period. However,
there is no meaningful discussion of their
position or concerns beyond this.

• Section 2.3.2 Basalt Resource – the
comments raise questions over the
confidence associated with the amount of
resource claimed to be available for
extraction. The statement that there is
approximately 9 million tonnes of basalt
available for extraction appears to be
speculative. Further modelling, drilling and
knowledge of factors such as basement
geometry, architecture, geological structures,
and alteration facies within the deposit would
also need to be further investigated to
improve the resource confidence level. The
applicant has previously encountered issues
with resource dilution due to contamination
by weathering.

• The SRADs appear to have been measured
from the centre of the mining lease. SRADs
must be measured from the boundary of the
mining lease to ensure future sensitive
receptors do not fetter access to resources.
This significantly changes the potential for
interaction with current sensitive receptors
and requires further assessment.

• Page 22 part 2.8 Operating hours it states
“There are no residences in close proximity
to the quarry or transport route”. The
suggested recommended attenuation
distances prescribed for such an activity is
1000m where regular blasting takes place.
An SRAD distance of 750 metres is
recommended where crushing occurs, 500m
SRAD where vibrating and trommel screens

potentially be impacted within 1,000m from the boundary of the 
Land. 
Similarly, justification for the operating hours must be revised to 
take into account the additional sensitive premises within 
1,000m of the boundary of the Land. 
Please confirm the distance from the south western boundary 
that extraction will cease. 
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alone are used, and where no blasting, 
crushing or screening occurs an SRAD 
distance of 300 metres applies. There are a 
number of sensitive receptors within the 
suggested recommended attenuation 
distances that have not been addressed in 
the DPEMP. 

• The DPEMP appears to be silent on stating
to what distance final extraction will cease to
progress beyond with respect to the western
boundary of the mining lease. The DPEMP
currently suggests the far western area will
be used for soil/overburden stockpile storage
purposes. It would be useful to have a
distance written into the document to ensure
clarity around this issue.

TasWater TasWater have stated that pursuant to the 
Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 (TAS) 
Section 56P(1) TasWater imposes the following 
conditions on the permit for this application: 

Protection of TasWater infrastructure 

1. Prior to submitting the Development
Proposal and Environmental Management
Plan (DPEMP) to the regulating authority for
approval, the developer must develop a site
management / operation plan for inclusion in
the DPEMP to TasWater satisfaction to
protect TasWater assets and staff from
damage, dilapidation, injury and harm as the
case may be for the life of the quarry.

Development assessment fees 

2. The applicant of landowner as the case may
be, must pay a development assessment fee
of $1,139.79 to TasWater, as approved by
the Economic Regulator and the fee will be
indexed, until the date it is paid to TasWater.
The payment is required within 30 days of
the issue of an invoice by TasWater.

TasWater have advised their requirements to protect TasWater 
assets and staff from damage, dilapidation, injury and harm 
include but are not limited to: 
a. Establishment of on-going liaison protocols with TasWater;
b. Management of impacts of dust, noise and vibration

emissions on TasWater staff;
c. Undertaking dilapidation survey(s) and agreed condition

assessments;
d. Movement of heavy vehicles over shared accesses;
e. Monitoring and management of high ground velocities,

ground movement and vibrations arising from blasting;
f. Management of fly rock hazards; and
g. Rectification of assets deemed to have been damaged by

quarrying works as and when required.
Provide additional information in the DPEMP to satisfy 
TasWaters’ requirements in relation to the proposal. 
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TasWater have stated that pursuant to the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 (TAS) Section 56P(1), TasWater imposes the following 
conditions on the permit for this application: 

Protection of TasWater infrastructure 
1. Prior to submitting the Development Proposal and Environmental Management Plan (DPEMP) to the regulating authority for approval, the

developer must develop a site management / operation plan for inclusion in the DPEMP to TasWater satisfaction to protect TasWater assets and
staff from damage, dilapidation, injury and harm as the case may be for the life of the quarry.

Development assessment fees 
2. The applicant of landowner as the case may be, must pay a development assessment fee of $1,139.79 to TasWater, as approved by the

Economic Regulator and the fee will be indexed, until the date it is paid to TasWater.  The payment is required within 30 days of the issue of an
invoice by TasWater.

TasWater have advised their requirements including but are not limited to: 
a. Establishment of on-going liaison protocols with TasWater;
b. Management of impacts of dust, noise and vibration emissions on TasWater staff;
c. Undertaking dilapidation survey(s) and agreed condition assessments;
d. Movement of heavy vehicles over shared accesses;
e. Monitoring and management of high ground velocities, ground movement and vibrations arising from blasting;
f. Management of fly rock hazards; and
g. Rectification of assets deemed to have been damaged by quarrying works as and when required.

TABLE 2: OTHER MATTERS RAISED DURING THE PUBLIC CONSULTATION PERIOD 

Representation 
No./ Agency 

DPEMP 
section 
no. 

DPEMP 
Page 
no. 

Comments and issues Further 
Info 
requested 
[yes/no] 

EPA Comments 

EPA The DPEMP indicates that two of the proposed 
additional sediment settlement ponds are larger 
than 1 ML and may require approval under the 
Water Management Act 1999. 

No Advice should be sought from DPIPWE’s Water 
Management and Assessment Branch in regards 
to any approvals required under the Water 
Management Act 1999. 
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Table 6.1:  SUMMARY OF COMMITMENTS REVISED

Potential 
Impacts 

Management measure commitments Timeframe 

 1 Residential 
amenity 

Maintain a complaints register to record all 
complaints from the public. 

As received. 

2 Blasting Noise 
and Vibration 

Advise  Airport and residents within a 1km 
radius, (or as agreed) 24 hours in advance 
Monitor blasting to ensure compliance with 
standards. 

Every blast 
(1mths 
approx). 

3 Noise Emissions 
– onsite

Maintain attenuation distances to neighbours. 
Monitor noise emissions after operations 
commence. 
Noise attenuation on drill rig if needed. 

Ongoing. 
 Ongoing. 

Ongoing.. 

4 Noise Emissions 
– offsite

Hours of operations to permit conditions 
No transportation on Sundays or gazetted 
public holidays.  
Transport road trucks maintained in good 
condition. 

Continuous. 

5 Water 
Management 

Monitor and maintain settling basins and 
improve as necessary. Direct all runoff to 
Briarly Creek storage pond. 
Monitor groundwater inflows and well for 
PFAS 

Continuous. 

3yearly 

6 Air Emissions 
onsite 

Operate water sprays on crushing equipment 
Minimise surface disturbance. 
Progressive rehabilitation of disturbed areas 
Watering of internal roads. 
Maintain Quarry roads routinely. 

As needed 

Ongoing. 
Ongoing. 
As needed. 

7 Air Emissions 
offsite 

Transport trucks will be tarpaulin covered if 
required.  

As needed. 
Ongoing. 

8 Attenuation 
zone 

Cooperate with Council to monitor a suitable 
attenuation zone. 

As required. 

9 Visual 
Management 

Revegetate overburden and topsoil 
stockpiles. 

Ongoing. 

10 Weeds Yearly weed surveys and appropriate control. 
Washdown of equipment if from weed 
infected areas. 

Ongoing. 

11 Revegetation Strip and stockpile topsoil and overburden as 
per the guidelines. Revegetate quarry walls 
progressively.  

Ongoing. 

12 Plant dust 
control 

Audit plant dust control equipment and take 
remedial action where required. 

Complete 
Ongoing 
(12mthly) 



13 Dust Monitor Install at property boundary , with live feed 
to plant crew 

If adjoining 
property not 
purchased 

14 Launceston 
Airport 

Bis contact the Launceston Air Traffic 
Control (ATC) Line Manager Chris 
Wallace on 0419 289 041 prior to any 
blasting operation commencing.  

Provide a detailed annual schedule of 
blasting operations to Launceston Airport. 
 and to CASA. 

Prior to every 
blast 

Annual report 

15 Launceston 
Airport 

Minimise surface water ponding in quarry 
development 

Ongoing 

16 Taswater Assets Bis (as operator) will liaise with Taswater 
regarding their requirements and establish a 
management plan. 

3months of permit 
granting 



GPO Box 594  Canberra  ACT  2601 Australia • Telephone: 02 6274 7111 • Facsimile: 02 6257 2505 
Website: www.infrastructure.gov.au  ABN  86 267 354  017 

File Reference:  F 

General Manager 
Northern Midlands Council  
PO Box 156 
LONGFORD TAS 7301 

via email to planning(,nmc.tas.gov.au 
cc arun.kendall@stategrowth.tas.gov.au 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Planning Application PLN-19-0071 - expansion of existing quarry (Level 2 activity under 
EMPCA) - 81 Evandale Road, Western Junction TAS 7212 

Further to my letter of 6 June 2019, and the subsequent mediation teleconference of  
8 October 2019 between Council, Launceston Airport, the Proponent and the Department, I am 
writing to provide comments on the Safety Review Report (the Report) prepared by aviation 
consultants Mott MacDonald. 

Launceston Airport has previously expressed concerns regarding the proposal to expand the existing 
quarry at the above location. The Department notes that the current and future operational safety of 
an airport can potentially be compromised by inappropriate development activity in surrounding areas 
including tall permanent/temporary structures, construction cranes, or activities that attract birds and 
wildlife.  

The associated risks previously identified with this proposal were: 

• blast flyrock and other activities penetrating prescribed airspace;

• dust plumes; increased bird and wildlife activity associated with any ponding and retention
basins; windshear/turbulence risk associated with any mounds and changes to terrain; and

• lighting distracting pilots.

The Department notes that the Report assesses and considers all of the risks to aircraft safety and 
operations in accordance with the National Airports Safeguarding Framework guidelines and the 
Airports (Protection of Airspace) Regulations.  I further note the conclusions of the Report are that 
none of the issues raised require a controlled activity application as they have been modified to remain 
below prescribed airspace. The Report recommendations (such as having the quarry management 
consult the airport about blast timing, avoiding water ponding etc) appear sensible to mitigate any 
residual risk and should be encouraged.  

http://nmc.tas.gov.au/
mailto:arun.kendall@stategrowth.tas.gov.au


2 

I note that the original proposal forecast that the fly-rock could radiate to a height up to 95 metres 
which would have penetrated the current prescribed airspace (obstacle limitation surface - OLS) at 
that location. The Report provides technical information from blast specialists (Terrock) which 
revises the vertical blast throw to not exceeding a 28 metre height radius.  I advise that this height is 
below the current prescribed OLS height at that location and therefore would not require a controlled 
activity application for the purposes of the Airports (Protection of Airspace) Regulations 1996. 
Advice from Launceston airport should be sought to confirm this. 

Whilst the Report confirms that OLS will not be penetrated, there is no mention of the Procedures 
for Air Navigation Services – Aircraft Operations (PANS-OPS) surfaces.  The Department 
recommends the Report be amended to make it clear that the OLS is the lowest aviation safety 
surface at this location. 

Page 14 of the Report states that "generation of dust plume and vibrations due to blasting seems to be 
the most critical aspect of the quarry operations”. The Department advises that these environmental 
effects of quarrying activities are a matter for EPA Tasmania and should therefore be referred for its 
consideration accordingly. 

The Department notes the 26 July 2019 advice received from Airservices Australia regarding the 
potential impacts of blasting on management of air traffic in the vicinity of Launceston Airport.  Any 
approvals provided on this proposal should be conditional on the proponent contacting the Launceston 
Air Traffic Control (ATC) Line Manager Chris Wallace on 0419 289 041 prior to any blasting 
operation commencing. A detailed annual schedule of blasting operations should be provided to 
Launceston Airport and the proponent is to ensure full disclosure to the Air Navigation, Airspace and 
Aerodromes Branch of the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA). 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide airport safeguarding advice on the proposal. I encourage 
Council to continue to consider the aviation-related issues raised in the National Airports 
Safeguarding Framework (NASF) in its consideration of planning and development proposals in the 
vicinity of local airports. 

I have again copied this letter to Mr Arun Kendall, Department of State Growth and Tasmanian 
representative on the National Airports Safeguarding Advisory Group (NASAG). 

If you have queries or wish to discuss the matter further, please contact myself on 02 6274 6125 or 
via email <safeguarding@infrastructure.gov.au>. 

Yours sincerely 

Sharyn Owen 
Director 
Airspace Protection & Safeguarding 

11 May 2020 

cc.     Launceston Airport 
Arun Kendall 
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Appendix	B	 	Miscellaneous	(MRT	Comments).	

Figure 2.9 –Geology  Missing from DPEMP 
Resource  Drilling  
Figure A  1km radius from ML  
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GEOLOGY
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Source Rock Verification Proposed ML 2045P/M 

Drill Log 2045P/M Driller – Maxfield Drilling 

Western Side of Crusher/Stock pile area Date 20th & 21st May 2016 

Hole # Depth 
Metres 

Log Comments 

1 27.5 0 -1.3 Overburden, 1.3-4.8 Medium hard,4.8- 27.5 Hard  

2 27.5 0-2.4 Overburden, 2.4-5.2 Medium Hard, 5.2-27.5 Hard 

3 27.5 0-3 Overburden, 3-5.8 Soft Rock, 5.8-10.5 Medium Hard 10.5 27.5 Hard 

4 27.5 0-4.6 Overburden/Rubble 4.6 – 27.5 Soft Rock 

5 27.5 0-3 Overburden, 3-6 Soft Rock 6- 27.5 Medium Hard 

6 27.5 0- 2.2 Overburden, 2.2-5.4 Medium Hard, 5.4 -27.5 Hard 

7 27.5 0-2.4 Overburden, 2.4-5.2 Medium Hard, 5.2-27.5 Hard 

8 27.5 0 -1.3 Overburden, 1.3-4.8 Medium hard,4.8- 27.5 Hard  

9 27.5 0 -2.2 Overburden, 2.2 – 8.9 Medium hard,8.9- 27.5 Hard  

10 27.5 0-3.6 Overburden, 3.6-5.6 Medium Hard, 5.6-27.5 Hard 

11 27.5 0-2.8 Overburden, 2.8-6 Medium Hard, 6-27.5 Hard 

12 27.5 0-3.5 Overburden, 3.5-7 Soft rock,7-27.5 Medium Hard 

13 13 0-13 Clay 

14 19.5 0-7.6 Overburden/Rubble, 7.6- 9.8 Soft Rock 9.8-19.5 Medium Hard 

15 15.5 0-3 Overburden, 3-5 Medium Rock, 5-7 Clay,7-10.5 Rock, 10.5-15.5 Clay 

16 15.5 0-4 Overburden, 4-8 Medium Rock, 8-15.5 Clay 

17 15.5 0-7.5 Overburden, 7.5-15.5 Medium Rock 

18 15.5 0-1.5 Overburden, 1.5-5 Soft Rock, 5-8.5 M Rock, 8.5-15.5 Hard Rock 

19 15.5 0-2 Overburden. 2-5 Soft Rock, 5-15.5 Hard Rock 
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Appendix	C	 	Taswater	.	

 Email from Taswater 
Terrock Letter  



From: Clausen, Greg Greg.Clausen@taswater.com.au
Subject: TasWater does not expect nor want to review anything prior to the issue of the Planning Permit; TWDA 2019/00642-

NMC; 81 EVANDALE RD, WESTERN JUNCTION ; Expansion of quarry
Date: 1 June 2020 at 9:44 am

To: john miedecke john@johnmiedecke.com

Hi	John
As	discussed,	the	advice	in	the	TasWater	condi5ons	is	advice	only.		TasWater	condi5on	1	is
pre;y	straight	forward	and	TasWater	does	not	expect	nor	want	to	review	anything	prior	to
the	issue	of	the	Planning	Permit.

Regards
Greg	Clausen
My	current	office	hours	are	8am	to	12noon	Monday	to	Friday.
Assessment	Engineer,	Development	Services
Due	to	Coronavirus,	TasWater	has	enacted	a	work	from	home	policy.		However,	I	am
working	from	home	and	I	am	available	by	phone	6237	8242
greg.clausen@taswater.com.au

From:	john	miedecke	<john@johnmiedecke.com>	
Sent:	Monday,	1	June	2020	9:03	AM
To:	Clausen,	Greg	<Greg.Clausen@taswater.com.au>
Subject:	Fwd:	81	Evandale	Road	Western	Junc5on	-	quarry

Greg	a;ached		is	a	message	sent	late	week	

Can	you	call	me	please	

Regards
john miedecke 0418130672
john@johnmiedecke.com

Begin	forwarded	message:

From:	john	miedecke	<john@johnmiedecke.com>
Subject:	81	Evandale	Road	Western	Junc;on	-	quarry
Date:	28	May	2020	at	9:28:02	am	AEST
To:	greg.clausen@taswater.com.au
Cc:	"Shegog,	Tim"	<Tim.Shegog@bisindustries.com>

Greg	I	m	ac5ng	for	Bis	and	Mr	David	Hughes	

I	would	like	to	discuss	the	Taswater	submission
to	the	DA	applica5on	and	organise	a	site	mee5ng	to	discuss	please.

mailto:GregGreg.Clausen@taswater.com.au
mailto:GregGreg.Clausen@taswater.com.au
mailto:miedeckejohn@johnmiedecke.com
mailto:miedeckejohn@johnmiedecke.com
mailto:greg.clausen@taswater.com.au
mailto:john@johnmiedecke.com
mailto:john@johnmiedecke.com
mailto:greg.clausen@taswater.com.au
mailto:Tim.Shegog@bisindustries.com
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P O Box 829 

Eltham   Vic   3095 

Phone:     (03) 9431 0033 

URL:  http://terrock.com.au 

Email: terrock@terrock.com.au 

ABN:       99 005 784 841

Alan B. Richards 
Ph.D, F.I.E. Aust., F. Aus I.M.M., F.I.Q. 

Adrian J. Moore 

Dip.C.E., B.E.(Min.), M.Eng.Sc., M.I.E. Aust. 

Andrew Brodbeck 
B.E(Min.), MBA, M. Aus I.M.M., F. IQA. 

WESTERN JUNCTION QUARRY 

TASWATER LETTER OF INFORMATION FOR GROUND VIBRATION & FLYROCK 

TasWater have expressed concerns to the Western Junction Quarry about the effects of 

blasting in the outer extents of the proposed extension once it reaches its closest points to their 

catchment and infrastructure.  

TasWater’s main concerns are about the potential ground vibration levels and any potential 

flyrock issues that may arise. Airblast overpressure will not be an issue regarding any of 

TasWater’s infrastructure. 

From the Terrock report “Quarry Extension – Effects of Blasting” that was written for the 

planned extension in 2018, the following Tables 1 & 2 show the distance and level values for 

the predicted ground vibration and flyrock results. 

Table 1 – Estimated ground vibration levels 

PPV 

(mm/s) 
Distance(m) 

15 235 

10 303 

5 467 

2 828 

1 1277 

Table 2 - Distances of Flyrock and Clearance Zones 

Distance in 

front (m) 

Distance at 

behind (m) 

Maximum Throw 65 42 

Plant & Equipment 130 84 

Personnel & Public 260 168 

As shown in Figure 1, the predicted level of ground vibrations that will be generated by the 

blasting at the catchment ponds will be approximately 15mm/s. This is the “worst-case” 

predicted level and it is likely that the real levels once blasting begins will be lower. 

Due to the nature of the clay catchment ponds and the surrounding soil mound walls for the 

ponds a level of 15-20mm/s is not going to cause any damage or issues. The same applies for any 

of the pipes that are in and around the catchment ponds.  

Clay lined catchment ponds and soil embankments are capable of withstanding levels well in 

excess of 50mm/s. As the German, DIN4150, Standards recommends 80mm/s for concrete 

pipelines, this would be a more applicable level of limits. The potential levels of 15mm/s 

generated by the nearby blasting is well off these limits and thus will not be any concern of 

damage. 
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Figure 1 – Ground vibration overlay based on blasting work authority limit 
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Figures 2 & 3 shown below are the flyrock overlays for blast in the north west corner of the pit 

extension. The Figure 2 overlay is based on a blast that is facing back towards the quarry on the 

final edge of the pit. Figure 3 is a more conservative overlay using a front of face maximum 

throw, whilst this will not occur as no blasts will be facing the catchment, it can be used as a 

conservative measure for the exclusion zones for personnel & public and plant & equipment. 

Figure 2 – Flyrock model for closet potential blasting to the TasWater catchment 
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Figure 3 – Conservative flyrock model based on “worst-case” predictions 

It is emphasized that during any blasting that occurs in the pit extension, no TasWater 

personnel should be present or working around the catchment. This is for the health and safety 

of the TasWater staff and all the quarry blasting procedures should be adhered as well. 

Dominic Hooton 

Civil Engineer 

16th June, 2020 




