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<THE MEETING COMMENCED
[Audio gap until 00:00:22]

MR TERRY BAILEY: Good afternoon, everybody, and welcome. And before we
begin, I’d like to acknowledge that I’'m speaking with you today from Yuin country,
and I acknowledge the traditional owners of the lands of all the lands on which we’re
virtually meeting today and pay my respects to Elders past and present.

Welcome to the meeting today to discuss the Liverpool Range Quarry (SSD-
68063715) state significant development application currently before the Commission
for determination. The Applicant, ARDG Deans Quarry Pty Ltd proposes to develop a
hard-rock quarry and clay pit in the Upper Hunter Shire local government area,
approximately 10 kilometres northwest of Cassilis.

The project seeks approval to extract, process and transport up to 700,000 tonnes per
annum of hard rock and clay material over five years, for the sole purpose of supplying
construction materials to the approved Liverpool Range Wind Farm Project (SSD-
6696).

My name is Terry Bailey and I’'m the Chair of the Commission Panel. I am joined by
my fellow commissioner, Sarah Dinning.

MS SARAH DINNING: Morning.

MR BAILEY: We’re also joined by Kendall Clydsdale and Isaac Clayton from the
Office of the Independent Planning Commission.

And in the interests of openness and transparency and ensure the full capture of
information, today’s meeting is being recorded, and a complete transcript will be
produced and made available on the Commission’s website.

This meeting is one part of the Commission’s consideration of the matter and will form
one of several sources of information upon which the Commission will base its
determination.

It’s important for the commissioners to ask questions of attendees and to clarify issues
whenever it’s considered appropriate. If you are asked a question and are not in a
position to answer, please feel free to take the question on notice and provide any
additional information in writing, which we’ll then put on our website.

I do request that all members here today introduce themselves before speaking for the
first time, and for all members to ensure that they don’t speak over the top of each
other, to ensure accuracy of the transcript.

We’ll now give an opportunity for the Department to make an opening statement and
run through its presentation. So, I might hand across to you, Jessie.
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MS JESSIE EVANS: Thank you, Chair. So, I think we did send through a
presentation. Is someone okay to share that? If not, I can get it up.

MR BAILEY: Have you got it up, Kendall? I have got it up.

MR KENDALL CLYDSDALE: Yes, look, I don’t have it at the moment, but
standby, I can grab it, won’t be a moment.

MS EVANS: Okay. I might kick off anyway and then when it pops up, it pops up. Just
in the interest of time. So, just good afternoon, for the record, my name is Jessie Evans
and I am the Director of Energy and Resource Assessments at the Department of
Planning, Housing and Infrastructure.

I would like to start by thanking the Commission for giving us the opportunity to brief
you on this development application for Liverpool Range Quarry. And I am here today
with my colleagues, Carl Dumpleton who’s a Team Leader, and Ethan Brice who’s a
Planning Officer, both within my team.

So, just on the next slide I’'m going to start by providing a little bit of context for this
application. I’ll go through it fairly quickly as some of it’s already been touched on.
But the proposed development that we’re here to discuss today is a small, hard rock
and clay quarry that would extract, process and transport up to 700,000 tonnes of
material per annum for up to five years. The quarry would supply materials exclusively
to support the construction of the approved Liverpool Range Wind Farm.

The proposed development is located within the Upper Hunter Shire local government
area and as mentioned, is approximately 10 kilometres northwest of Cassilis and about
200 kilometres northwest of Newcastle.

So, the development layout itself occupies a small part of a larger, privately owned
agricultural property that is zoned RU1 Primary Production. The project area is
currently used for grazing, it’s on an elevated rocky outcrop and it consists of cleared
land with sparse tree cover.

It is also within the southern portion of what is known as the Liverpool Range Wind
Farm Project boundary and it is well-located to readily supply materials for the
construction of the wind farm.

So, just the next slide please. So, the development would include clearing and
earthworks for site preparation, construction of an access road, installation of a mobile
processing plant and associated equipment, and then the extraction and processing of
the material, and then the rehabilitation following quarry closure.

Construction and operation would occur between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. on weekdays and 8
to 1 on Saturdays. So, surrounding the development is primarily agricultural land,
which is used for grazing, and there is a little bit of cropping that occurs on the valley
and floors.
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There are five dwellings within 5 kilometres of the development, but of these, four are
associated with the project, and one which is about 3.1 kilometres from the proposed
development is not associated with the project.

The Department did exhibit the development application for 28 days from the 22nd of
October till the 18th of November 2024. Surrounding landowners were also notified,
and the exhibition was advertised in The Australian and the Coolah District Diary.

So, during the assessment the Department did visit the site and sought advice from key
government agencies as well as the Upper Hunter and Warrumbungle shire councils.
No amendments were made to this project during the assessment process.

The project is estimated to provide the following benefits, which being the contribution
of $17 million annually in direct and $31 million annually in indirect economic outputs
during its five-year operation period. There would be employment of six full-time
equivalent workers and also there would be a payment of a contribution of $50,000 to
Upper Hunter Shire Council to provide for improvements to the nearby town.

The Department deemed the key assessment issues for this application to be traffic and
biodiversity, and it is noted that key community concerns also included water and
waste.

So, just on the next slide I’'m going to just quickly run through some traffic and
haulage route information. So, just traffic and transport were the most frequently raised
concerns in public submissions, with many objectors — including the Warrumbungle
Shire Council — expressing concerns about increased heavy vehicle movements and
potential impacts on local roads.

It’s important to note here that the impacts of haulage from the proposed development
wind farm were assessed under Modification 1 of the wind farm consent. The
Department’s assessment of traffic impacts therefore focused on three key areas, which
has been the origin of the heavy vehicle movements, the additional traffic associated
with mobilisation and decommissioning, and also vehicle movements related to
maintenance.

So, the quarry would shift the origin of the heavy vehicle movements for quarry
products from more further afield locations, such as the existing quarries in the Dubbo
region, to the proposed quarry site here off Rotherwood Road, which is within, as |
mentioned previously, within the wind farm project area.

So, it is noted that this shift would not reduce the total number of heavy vehicle
movements required for construction of the wind farm, however, it would decrease the
travel distance of each movement. The Applicant estimates that this would result in a
net reduction of 17 million kilometres of heavy vehicle travel over the life of the

quarry.

So, the Applicant did submit a traffic impact assessment as part of the development
application, which refined previous traffic modelling that was undertaken for the wind

LIVERPOOL RANGE QUARRY (SSD-68063715) [14/10/2025] P-4



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

farm. The assessment predicted that 118 one-way laden heavy vehicle movements per
day would be required during peak construction of the wind farm. And then with an
average of 80 movements required per day during other periods. These figures are the
maximum daily heavy vehicle movement rate of 181 movements that was approved
under Modification 1 of the wind farm consent.

So, to ensure that the quarry can support construction of the wind farm while keeping
traffic impacts to a minimum, the Department has recommended conditions of consent
limiting heavy vehicle movements to a maximum of 118 per day during peak and 80
per day during other periods, but no more than 20 per hour.

The Department did also consider the impacts of additional traffic generated by the
project, including light and heavy vehicle movements during mobilisation and
demobilisation, which is the establishment and decommissioning of the quarry, as well
as the daily staff movements required. Overall, these movements are expected to be
relatively low in volume and are not anticipated to result in significant impacts.

Access to the quarry would be via a new intersection on Rotherwood Road. The
Department has recommended a consent condition requiring that this intersection be
upgraded in consultation with the Upper Hunter Shire Council and also in accordance
with the Austroads standards prior to the commencement of quarry operations.

Speaking broadly, the Department’s assessment found that the existing road upgrades
required under the wind farm consent are adequate to accommodate the redistribution
of heavy vehicle movements resulting from the proposed change in the origin of the
quarry materials. These upgrades include improvement to the local roads and
intersections, such as the Rotherwood Road and the Vinegaroy Road intersection.

It’s also noted that the wind farm consent requires road maintenance contributions
totalling approximately $12.5 million. These contributions are to be shared between
the Upper Hunter Shire Council and the Warrumbungle Shire Council on a per-turbine
basis, and they are in addition to requirements for road dilapidation surveys and the
timely repair of any damage caused by construction traffic.

Transport for NSW raised concerns initially about the timing of mobilisation for the
quarry in relation to road upgrades. In response, the Applicant committed to a range of
mitigation measures, including to restrict vehicle movements during peak hours, limit
mobilisation to daylight hours, implement a code of conduct, and to escort over-
size/over-mass vehicles. These measures have been accepted by Transport for NSW
and are reflected in the recommended conditions.

So, in summary, the Department considers that the traffic impacts of the project are
manageable and acceptable, subject to the recommended conditions of consent and the
existing requirements of the wind farm consent as well. It’s also noted that by sourcing
materials from — sorry?

MR BAILEY: No, Jessie, just before we move on, I just want to reiterate in absolute
clarity, particularly around Rotherwood Road and the intensification in the use of
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Rotherwood that will occur as distinct from the wind farm approval, given the location
of the quarry. So, the intensification on that road and how that’s treated. I know you’ve
touched on it, but do you just want to take the Panel through in a bit more detail on
that, please.

MS EVANS: Yes, I can do. So, there is requirements within the development consent
it is probably better if I put them in writing and pull them from the consent directly so
that there’s a clear record of it. But there are some requirements for upgrades along
those roads, which need to be done prior to the wind farm operating. And those
upgrades have been deemed appropriate to be able to take the shift in distribution that
is proposed under this application.

MR BAILEY: Yes, so that’s an area of interest to the —
MS EVANS: Carl, I don’t know if you wanted to add anything further?

MR BAILEY: Yes, that’s a particular area of interest to the Panel, so it would be
helpful if you could just —

MS EVANS: So, the Rotherwood Road and the exact conditions and how they would
be applied, yes.

MR BAILEY: And how it’s been treated, given the intensification that will now
occur. Because it was quite a distributed track network for haulage, and it’s now
become quite intensified, and so it was just to check on that and particularly that query
and how that’s been treated. Thank you.

MS EVANS: Okay, no problem. We can certainly reply to that in writing and pull out
the relevant conditions and the requirements of the wind farm consent as well. I’'m also
done on traffic, if there’s any other — do you want to pause and take any other traffic
questions now?

MS DINNING: Jessie, if [ may ...

MS EVANS: Yes.

MS DINNING: Just, and you referred to this, I think, when talking about, you
mentioned the site entrance, I think, and access to the quarry via a new intersection.

MS EVANS: Yes.

MS DINNING: And is that the reference you’ve got in condition B30?

MS EVANS: Let me just pull up the conditions. Site entrance, yes, that’s the one.
MS DINNING: That’s the one?

MS EVANS: Yes.
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MS DINNING: Because I think you did say, in consultation with Council Upper
Hunter Shire Council.

MS EVANS: Yes, so it’s — the condition B30 says, “in consultation with Council”. I’1l
just double check the development consent that Council is defined as Upper Hunter
Council, Upper Hunter Shire Council.

MS DINNING: All right, so that’s not in — and I don’t know the area well, we’re
going next week for a site visit, but that’s not in Warrumbungle Shire Council?

MS EVANS: No, the site entrance is in Upper Hunter Shire Council.
MS DINNING: Upper Hunter, okay, thank you. Thanks, Chair.

MS EVANS: Any other traffic questions?

MR BAILEY: We’ll keep going.

MS EVANS: Keep going?

MR BAILEY: Yes.

MS EVANS: Okay, no problem. That was me done with traffic, and I just wanted to
move onto biodiversity, which is the next slide, so if we could move to the next slide,
please. Sorry, I've flicked around screens, just bear with me two seconds and I’ll get
my screen back on ... Okay, here we go.

So, biodiversity impacts were another key issue that was considered during the
Department’s assessment of this quarry. And particularly we were interested in the
clearing of native vegetation and the potential impacts to threatened ecological
communities and species. We do understand that this Applicant took a site selection
process that considered alternative locations within the wind farm boundary. The
alternatives were dismissed due to being more heavily vegetated.

So, the EIS was accompanied by a Biodiversity Development Assessment Report and a
Biodiversity Offset Strategy. And then there was an addendum Biodiversity
Development Assessment Report provided later in the response to comments from
CPHR and Warrumbungle Shire Council. So, I'm going to, from here on, I’'m just
going to refer to the Biodiversity Development Assessment Report as the BDAR.

The BDAR found the proposed development would disturb a total of approximately
9.5 hectares of vegetation, which does include 3.2 hectares of Box Gum Woodland in
poor condition. And it is noted that that Box Gum Woodland though is listed as
endangered ecological community. The remaining 15.8 hectares of disturbance area is
classified as derived native grassland, and it does not meet the threatened ecological
community threshold due to its low condition and limited ecological value.
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So, when the Department visited the site, it was observed that the proposed quarry area
is on an exposed hill site, it’s largely bare of vegetation and there’s rock protruding
from the ground. This observation is supported by the EIS which stated that, “The site
has been subject to extensive grazing and is largely cleared of treed vegetation with
primarily grassland remaining.”

There are a total of 42 mature trees, which were identified within the development
area. Of these, the Applicant would remove 17, including 13 for the haul road and 4 in
the borrow pit area. Six trees would be retained and avoided entirely, while the
remaining 19 have been identified for potential removal, depending on the final site
layout. So, to strengthen biodiversity outcomes, the Department has recommended a
condition requiring the Applicant to provide 50% of the 19 trees marked for potential
removal.

And then adjusting slide, sorry ... Thank you.

The Department has carefully considered whether the project would contribute to what
is known as serious and irreversible impacts, particularly on the Box Gum Woodland
ecological community, and it has taken into account the cumulative impact of the
quarry, the wind farm and its associated transmission line. So, together these projects
would disturb approximately 303.7] hectares of the Box Gum Woodland, of which the
quarry accounts for just 3.2 hectares. The remaining area is associated with the wind
farm and transmission line, both of which are approved and will proceed regardless of
the outcome of this application.

The cumulative impact of these projects would be between 0.017% and 0.13% of the
remaining Box Gum Woodland in New South Wales. These figures are based on
highly conservative estimations of the current Box Gum Woodland extent in New
South Wales.

The Department considers that such a minor impact from the quarry would not
significantly contribute to the risk of extinction of the Box Gum Woodland and is
therefore not a serious and irreversible impact. This conclusion is also consistent with
the assessment of the wind farm. Nevertheless, to mitigate the — yes, yes?

MR BAILEY: Sorry, just as you were saying that. When you’ve come up with those
percentages, whose base number are you relying on there — the work of the threatened
species listing process or the Driscoll research?

MS EVANS: The Driscoll research is the most current — and Carl, correct me if I'm
wrong — but I think we’ve looked at the other as well, and that therefore there’s a
range ...

MR BAILEY: They’re both in there, but I just want to be clear which one you’re
relying on when you’re saying that. But I'm hearing the Driscoll research. So, just on
the Driscoll piece, does DCCEEW have a view on the Driscoll piece, recognising it’s
more recent? But does DCCEEW have a view where it accepts that research is, or
those Driscoll estimates?
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MS EVANS: I'm not ... Yes, it’s a good question, I am not aware of the ...
MR BAILEY: Jessie, I wouldn’t mind that being taken on notice ...

MS EVANS: Yes, we will take that on notice, because I don’t want to put words in the
mouth of them as well. So, I think it would be appropriate for them to comment, but
yes, I’ll take that on notice.

MR BAILEY: Yes, I don’t have a problem with that, but I’d just like to understand
their view on that Driscoll research.

MS EVANS: Yes. Yes. That’s fine. Okay, that’s — yes, not a problem. Okay. Any
other questions or I’1l just keep going for a little bit?

MR BAILEY: I've got more on biodiversity, so just let know when you’re finished
the biodiversity section, Jessie.

MS EVANS: Okay, yes, yes, absolutely. So, I was going to say, yes, the Department
considers that such a minor impact would not significantly contribute to the risk of
extinction of the Box Gum Woodland and that it’s not a serious and irreversible
impact, and that was consistent with the wind farm.

But nevertheless, to mitigate the residual impacts, the Applicant has committed to a
range of avoidance and management measures, such as retaining all hollow-bearing
trees, undertaking pre-clearance fauna surveys, and implementing weed and pest
control.

Regarding the threatened species, the site was confirmed a foraging habitat for one
threatened species, the Barking Owl. Two hollow-bearing trees were identified within
the project area, but no evidence of use by the Barking Owl was observed, and also
nevertheless the trees would be retained and protected from impact.

The Applicant would also be required to retire 413 ecosystems credits and 79 species
credits to offset the biodiversity impacts of the development, in accordance with the
Biodiversity Offset Scheme. These offset requirements have been calculated
conservatively and are based on the assumption that the entire 19.5

hectare disturbance area would be cleared. Generally, in practice when preparing a
quarry, the final design will avoid areas of vegetation through targeted micro-siting.

The Department did consult with the Commonwealth Department of Climate Change,
Energy, the Environment and Water throughout the assessment process, including
providing the draft Assessment Report and recommended conditions of consent. In
response, the Commonwealth Department raised no concerns regarding the project’s
impact on matters of national environmental significance.

But in summary for biodiversity — yes?
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MR BAILEY: Just on that Commonwealth response, “raised no concerns”, Jessie. I
wouldn’t mind understanding what the actual response was as distinct from a comment
of “raised no concerns”. I would like clarity on what the Commonwealth response was.

MS EVANS: We can provide the email, but I’m fairly confident it just said, “We have
no further comments.” Yes.

MR BAILEY: Thank you.

MS EVANS: So, we can provide that email though, yes. So, just, yes, in summary on
biodiversity, the Department considered that the biodiversity impacts of the project
have been minimised to the greatest extent that they’re practical, through site selection
and noting that the resource

MR BAILEY: I’ve lost your sound, Jessie.

MS EVANS: And also mitigated and offset through the recommended condition of
consent. Questions?

MR BAILEY: Sorry, we lost sound, we lost ...
MS EVANS: Oh. Is that clearer?
MR BAILEY: Sorry, Jessie, we lost sound there for a minute. Yes.

MS EVANS: Yes. All right. I’ve finished on biodiversity, so I was happy to take some
questions.

MS DINNING: We lost the last part of what you were saying.

MS EVANS: Oh, okay. No, that’s okay. I was just saying that the Department
considered that the biodiversity impacts of the project had been minimised to the
greatest extent that they could be, through site selection, noting that the resource is
where the resource is. Also, the project design. And then the residual impacts could be
appropriate managed and offset through the recommended conditions of consent. And
then I paused for questions, if there was any on biodiversity.

MR BAILEY: Thanks, Jessie. I’ll just check with Sarah — the questions and queries
that [ had I’ve followed up on already. Sorry, Sarah?

MS DINNING: Look, I’ve followed up on my question as well, thanks Chair.
MS EVANS: Okay. I’ll keep going. So, the other issue that I just wanted to touch
quickly was water impacts, because it was one of the most frequently raised concerns

in public submissions.

It is important to note that the development would not discharge water off site and all
water captured during the operations would be re-used on site. There would also be
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erosion and sediment controls that would be implemented throughout construction and
operation, to ensure impacts to water quality are limited.

The quarry is not expected to intercept groundwater, as the proposed maximum
extraction depth is approximately 24 metres above the estimated groundwater level.
The development would reduce the catchment area of six farm dams, but only two
would experience reductions greater than 1%. So, both of those are located in where
the quarry is proposed, and the landowner has agreed to the impact.

The Department has recommended conditions to ensure that the development has
sufficient water supply, that any affected landowners are compensated, and that a
water management system is implemented and monitored.

The other one I was just going to quickly talk about was waste, because it came up on
the agenda and it did come up in quite a few submissions. So, waste generated by the

project would be limited to the construction and operational activities and is expected
to be minimal.

The Department has recommended conditions requiring appropriate handling and
disposal of waste in accordance with relevant regulatory requirements. The quarry site
would not be used for the disposal of waste of any kind, including from the wind farm.
It’s not permitted under the wind farm consent and it’s not within the scope of the
quarry development application either.

So, upon closure of the quarry, the site would be rehabilitated and returned — the aim is
to return the land to a safe, stable condition suitable for ongoing rural use.

So, I might just pause if there were any questions on water or waste.

MR BAILEY: I might just for a moment stop sharing the screen, just so I can see
some notes, Jessie.

MS EVANS: Yes, no worries. I probably don’t need the screen anymore, so that’s
okay.

MR BAILEY: I might just check, Sarah, on water?

MS DINNING: Yes, do you mind, and thank you, Jessie, for the information and
overview. I have a question on the Applicant’s Submission Report and their response
to Water and then going to the Assessment Report from the Department, and there just
seems to be a missing information. So, the DCCEEW Water wanted to have some
more information on consultation, to ensure that there were viable options for water to
meet the project’s demands. They had assessed that there wasn’t enough or insufficient
information.

And there was another matter. The Applicant responded to one of the issues but not the
second, which was about more information required. We don’t have that gap, and then
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the Department’s Assessment Report says it was adequate. Is there a step that we don’t
see?

MS EVANS: Let me look into it for you.

MS DINNING: Thank you. So, it was section 4.7 of the Submissions Report.

MS EVANS: Yes.

MS DINNING: And then the water section in your Assessment Report on page 39.
MS EVANS: Okay. We’ll get, we’ll figure that out and get you the information.
MS DINNING: Thank you. Thanks, Jessie. Thanks, Chair.

MS EVANS: Okay. Any other questions on water or waste? No? Okay.

MR BAILEY: We’ve had some clarifications this morning as well, Jessie, from the
Applicant on both, and including on waste.

MS EVANS: Okay. Lovely. All right. Well, I will just give some concluding remarks
then, I guess. So, the Department does consider that the project has been designed to
largely avoid and minimise impacts where it can relating to traffic, biodiversity, water
resources, amenity, and land use. And we have found that any residual impacts would
be relatively minor and could be managed through the recommended conditions.

There are a number of project benefits, particularly reducing the extent of heavy
vehicle use on the public road network, which would improve the overall network
safety outcomes and reduce the overall vehicle emissions associated with the
construction of the wind farm. There’s also the contribution of $50,000 to Upper
Hunter Shire Council for upgrades to the town. And there is that ongoing employment
of six full-time workers for five years.

So, on balance, the Department did conclude that the benefits of the project
outweighed the residual costs and that the project is approvable subject to conditions.

And I’m very happy to take some more questions from hereon in.

MR BAILEY: Thanks Jessie, thanks Carl, thanks Ethan. I’'m just going to check in
with Sarah. I’ve not got additional questions, I’'ll come back to the follow-ups that will
also come in writing. But just to check, Sarah, if there’s anything else from your
perspective.

MS DINNING: No, nothing further, thank you. Thanks.

MR BAILEY: I'll just check in with the Office as well. Kendall?

MR CLYDSDALE: No thank you, Terry.
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MR BAILEY: No. All good. Thanks, Jessie. Just to touch on, I’ve got a number of
things that have popped up that we’ll provide through in writing from the Office
around the intensification of use on the roads and how that’s being managed.
Confirmation around the use of the Driscoll piece with DCCEEW. The follow-up from
the Commonwealth on the EPC Act component. And that other final query that Sarah
just come to, in terms of that missing link around the water steps. And we’ll follow-up
in writing as we always do, on that in the next couple of days and get those questions
to you.

But the Panel thanks you for your time and for the presentation and the material. It’s
been very helpful. We’re undertaking our site visit next week which will add another
level of understanding. And yes, as mentioned, those questions will come through on
notice in the next couple of days. If anything arises out of our site inspection, we’ll be
in touch. And clearly, we’re just stepping through what the engagement piece with the
proposed public meeting looks like, and if anything comes out of that, we’ll be in
touch after next week as well.

MS EVANS: Have you had much interest on the public meeting?
MR BAILEY: Registrations have closed this morning. The last check was that we’d
already had eight people register interest on the public meeting. So, we’re just stepping

through that now.

MS EVANS: Okay. I can provide the Commonwealth comments probably today, if
that helps, and then we’ll wait for the in-writing of the others.

MR BAILEY: Oh, that’s okay, we’ll flick them all through just so that it covers the
connection between the transcript and the correspondence online, in case somebody
thinks there’s a slip between them, Jessie. We just want to make sure that it’s not seen
by a third party as a slip between the conversation in the transcript and the follow-up
correspondence. So, all good.

MS EVANS: That’s fine, we’ll wait. Okay. Thank you so much, that’s lovely.

MR BAILEY: Thanks for your time.

MS DINNING: Thanks, all.

MR BAILEY: Thanks, all.

MS DINNING: Bye.

MS EVANS: Yes, thank you. Thanks, everyone.

>THE MEETING CONCLUDED
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