
2.0 Legislative and Regulatory Context 

The Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) is primarily responsible for regulating the 
management of Aboriginal cultural heritage in New South Wales under the National Parks and 
Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act). Supporting the NPW Act is the National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 
2009 (the Regulation) and other codes of practice and guidelines including the due diligence code. 

The NPW Act defines an Aboriginal object as: 

any deposit, object or material evidence (not being a handicraft made for sale) 
relating to the Aboriginal habitation of the area that comprises New South Wales  

In accordance with Section 86(1) of the NPW Act, it is an offence to harm or desecrate a known 
Aboriginal object, whilst it is also an offence to harm an Aboriginal object under Section 86(2). Harm 
is defined as any act or omission that: 

a) destroys, defaces or damages an object or place, or  

b) in relation to an object – moves the object from the land on which it had been situated, or 

c) is specified by the regulations, or 

d) causes or permits the object or place to be harmed in a manner referred to in paragraph (a), (b) 
or (c), 

but does not include any act or omission that: 

e) desecrates the object or place (noting that desecration constitutes an offence separate to 
harm), or 

f) is trivial or negligible, or 

g) is excluded from this definition by the regulations. 

Section 87(2,4) establishes that it is a defence to prosecution under Section 86(2) (the strict liability 
offence) if due diligence was exercised to reasonably determine that the activity or omission would 
not result in harm to an Aboriginal object or if the activity or omission constituting the offence is a 
low impact act or omission (in accordance with Section 80B of the Regulation). The Regulation 
identifies that compliance with the due diligence code is taken to constitute due diligence in 
determining whether a proposed activity will harm an Aboriginal object. 

3.0 Consultation with Aboriginal Parties 

The Project area is situated within the boundary of the Onerwal Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC). 
It does not fall within the boundaries of any current registered Native Title claim areas.  

Consultation with relevant Aboriginal parties is a key component in identifying and assessing the 
significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places as well as determining and carrying out appropriate 
strategies to mitigate impacts to Aboriginal heritage. 

However, consultation with Aboriginal parties is not a requirement of the due diligence process 
under the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 
(DECCW 2010) and has not been undertaken for this project. 
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4.0 Environmental Context 

The decisions that people make regarding such things as where they live, the range of resources they 
use and other aspects of daily life may be influenced by the environment in which they live. The 
preservation and visibility of sites is also affected by environmental factors such as vegetation cover, 
past land-use and disturbance.  

A review of the environmental context of the Project area is therefore integral to considerations of 
the Aboriginal archaeological material likely to be located in the Project area and its integrity. 

4.1 Topography and Landform 

The Project area is located at the southern end of a north south trending ridge, that drops off 
relatively steeply to the west though more gently towards the east.  The ridge is characterised by 
outcrops of the Hawkins Volcanics geological formation (Section 4.2).  Intermittently flowing 
drainage lines (third order) are located approximately 850 – 900 m to the west and east of the 
Project area respectively. 

The Project area has an elevation of approximately 630 to 644 m Australian Height Datum (AHD) and 
slopes gently (approximately 3 – 4 °) to a low saddle the east, while to the west, slopes are generally 
steeper (6 – 7°), flattening at the property boundary with Dalton Road.  The ridge becomes 
discontinuous to the north and south, although isolated outcrops of the ridge continue in both 
directions.  

The Project area is surrounded on all sides by cleared rural land, characterised by alluvial flats  
(< 1 – 2°) and gently undulating landscapes.  To the east of the Project area, the land rises to a 
predominantly north-south trending vegetated ridge, on which the wind turbines of the RPWF will be 
located.  

4.2 Geology and Soils 

The Project area spans part of a structurally complex, meridionally trending belt of regionally 
metamorphosed sedimentary rocks that straddle the Frogmore Fault.  The Frogmore Fault is a 
regionally significant zone of intense faulting and folding that has imposed a locally intense, 
penetrative cleavage/fabric on the adjacent geology.  This is reflected (in part) by the ‘flaggy’, 
generally north-south alignment of rock outcrop within the RPWF Project area. 

Regional geological mapping of the Goulburn 1:250,000 geology map sheet area by the Geological 
Survey of NSW (Thomas and Pogson, 2012) indicates that the main rock types that comprise the 
geology of the RPWF Project Area are associated with four main geological formations.  The geology 
of the proposed quarry area is located on one of these formations, being the Hawkins Volcanics 
(refer Plate 4.1) 

Hawkins Volcanics (Douro Group) –Characterised by massive, uniform, blue-grey to blue-
green medium- to coarse-grained dacitic to rhyolitic ignimbrite with lesser massive 
volcaniclastic sandstone, siltstone and mudstone, minor dacitic and rhyolitic lava and very 
minor limestone and volcanic breccia.  This formation has undergone sub-greenschist 
(prehnite–actinolite) to lower greenschist facies metamorphism characterised by secondary 
sericite/muscovite, chlorite, epidote, magnetite, ilmenite, prehnite, pumpellyite, patchy 
carbonate and titanite.  This formation occurs along the western and southwestern edges of 
the RPWF Project area and is moderately well exposed as scattered, blocky, boulder and 
tombstone outcrops, within gently undulating to hilly terrain.  The Hawkins Volcanics extends 
over a significant area to the west, outside of the RPWF Project area. 
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Plate 4.1 Outcrop exposure of Hawkins Volcanics (foreground) at the proposed quarry site looking 
southeast. This site represents a basement window surrounded by extensive alluvium and residual 
(weathered) material shown in the mid-ground. The main north-south ridge of the RPWF is visible in 
the background. 
 
As indicated in Plate 4.1, soil development across the site is very generally very poor.  Where it does 
occur, soil profile development is generally very shallow (approximately 0.2 – 0.3 m) and is described 
as comprising yellowish brown, weakly structured, sandy clay loams to light clays.    

4.3 Hydrogeology 

The Project area is located within the Lachlan River catchment.  Being a prominent low hill, 
surrounded by extensive alluvial flats and areas of low topographic relief, the site drains in all 
directions via overland sheet flow (when soils are saturated).  This flow in turn drains to incised 
drainage channels located 850 – 900 m to the west (Pudman Creek) and east (Flakney Creek) of the 
site, both of which comprise a combination of varying lengths of incised channel and a series of 
discontinuous water holes/pools.  Both of these flow via rural land to Boorowa River, approximately 
27 km to the north-west of the Project area.  Boorowa River joins the Lachlan River east of Cowra, 
approximately 11 km below Wyangala Dam. 

Exploration drilling of the proposed Project area (to depths of 20 – 25 m below ground level) did not 
intercept any groundwater (despite recent rainfall events at the site), while the geology is 
characterised as being generally hydraulically ‘tight’ to these depths.  Therefore, it is not expected 
that any significant groundwater would be intercepted by the relatively shallow quarry pit (up to 
approximately 15 m depth below ground level). It is unlikely that Aboriginal people or fauna would 
have been able to source such water via the ground, and would have been solely reliant on creek 
resources. 

4.4 Biodiversity 

The Project area is highly disturbed, having been cleared of all native over-storey and shrub 
vegetation and subject to historic and current grazing activity.  Being comprised predominantly of 
non-native pasture species, the proposed quarry site has been mapped by the landowner as category 
1- exempt land, as provided for under Part 5A s60J (2) of the Local Land Service Act 2013 as follows: 

60J   Matters relating to determination of mapped category of land 

(1)  This section makes provision relating to the mapping of land under this Division as category 1-exempt 
land or category 2-regulated land. 
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(2) Native vegetation that comprises grasslands or other non-woody vegetation is taken to have been cleared 
if the native vegetation was significantly disturbed or modified. The regulations may make provision for 
the purposes of determining whether native vegetation has been significantly disturbed or modified for 
the purposes of this Division. 

Clause 114(2) of the Local Land Services Regulation 2014 allows a landholder to determine whether native 
vegetation has been significantly disturbed or modified as follows: 

114 Determining whether native vegetation has been significantly disturbed or modified (s 60J (2)) 

(2) During the transitional period referred to in section 60F of the Act, the information that may be used for 
the purposes of this clause includes information obtained from a source other than from aerial or satellite 
imagery, but only if the landholder has prepared a record of the information and a map showing the 
areas to which it applies. The landholder is required to retain the record and map for at least 5 years 
after any clearing that is carried out in reliance on that information. 

Accordingly, the area has been mapped by the landowner as being significantly disturbed/modified, 
in accordance with the self-assessment process prescribed under cl.114(2) of t he Regulation. It 
therefore meets the definit ion of 'Low Conservation Vegetat ion' and outlined in NSW Local Land 
Services 'Assessing Native Groundcover' factsheet. 

W ithin t he Project area no threatened species, migratory species or endangered populations listed 
under t he NSW Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act ), or Commonwealth Environment 

Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 {EPBC Act) were identified. 

4.5 Disturbance 

The Project area has been subject to limit ed subsurface disturbances, given its historical use for 
farming practices. Particularly, vegetat ion clearance and landscape modificat ion to facilitat e the 

agricu lt ural and pastoral use of the area, has result ed in disturbance across both the Project area and 
the surrounding landscape. 

5.0 Archaeological Context 

A search of the Heritage NSW, Department of Premier and Cabinet Aborigina l Heritage Information 
Management System {AHIMS) register was init ially undertaken on 3 June 2020 and re-confirmed 

on 29 October 2020. This updated search encompassed an area from E: 660000 - 700000 and 
N: 6145000 - 9165000, approximately centred on t he Project area. The extensive search report is 
attached at Appendix 1. The relat ive frequency of site types within the search area is outlined in 
Table 5.1. 

Table 5.1 Relative frequency of site types in the search area 

Site Type I Frequency I Percentage 

Artefact 88 79.28% 

Artefact, Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) 4 3.60% 

Burial 4 3.60% 

Grinding Groove 1 0.90% 

Modified Tree (Carved or Scarred) 9 8.11% 

Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) 5 4.50% 

. . 
There are no recorded Aboriginal sites located within 1km of the Project area, with the nearest site 
located some 1.2 km to the west and identified during the wider investigations of the Rye Park W ind 
Farm. 

20227 _R04_ADD _20201210a_ltr.docx 
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Given the expansive nature of the search area, the number and type of site features vary throughout 
the search area. However, it is clear that the primary site type that is present throughout the search 
area is artefact sites (either isolated finds or scatters) which comprise nearly 80% of the total sites, 
with modified trees (carved or scarred) comprising approximately 8% and potential archaeological 
deposits (PADs) comprising approximately 8% of the sites. 

Based on the mapped locations of sites within the Project area, there appears to be a direct 
relationship between identified site locations across the search area and access to perennial 
watercourses. While this may be partially attributed to archaeological survey programs generally 
favouring the investigation of landforms near perennial watercourses, it does also make sense from a 
landscape use perspective. It is noted that the Project area does not intersect any perennial 
watercourses, as discussed in Section 4.3. 

6.0 Preliminary Assessment of Aboriginal Archaeological Potential 

Based on the information included in the previous sections, it is clear that the Project area is located 
in a broader landscape that would have been well resourced and attractive to Aboriginal people. The 
presence of watercourses in the surrounding landscape would have encouraged Aboriginal people to 
move through the area in the past, particularly for the purpose of resource procurement. The 
distribution and nature of previously recorded Aboriginal sites in the area supports this, with sites 
generally isolated finds or low-moderate density artefact scatters in close association to major 
watercourses.  

However, it is noted that the extent of surface disturbance due to historical clearance practices that 
has occurred within the Project area is likely to have removed and/or disturbed any low-density 
artefact sites that may have been present. The potential for as yet unidentified sites to be identified 
within the Project area shown in Figure 1 is assessed as low. If as yet unidentified Aboriginal 
archaeological material is present within the Project area, it is anticipated, based on the 
archaeological context presented above, to comprise isolated artefacts or low-density artefact 
scatters within areas of exposure.  

7.0 Due Diligence Inspection 

The targeted due diligence inspection of the Project area was undertaken on 29 October 2020 by 
Umwelt Senior Archaeologist Ashley O’Sullivan. The visual inspection undertaken for this project 
encompassed the entire Project area, with specific focus on areas of exposure to best understand the 
soil profile and any potential for subsurface deposits 

7.1 Results of the Site Inspection 

Generally, the Project area can be described as a small spur, with a gentle slope in all directions 
towards level terrain. The spur of the Project area is the location proposed for quarrying, with the 
gentle decline and flat terrain to the south and west where the quarry site will be connected to the 
existing road infrastructure. 

The grass coverage within the Project area was relatively consistent, with large areas of exposure 
along the proposed road predominantly associated with sheet erosion, vehicle or animal movement. 
Within the quarry site, no significant exposures were observed given the dense grass coverage. Only 
very limited exposures within the quarry site itself were observed, and were limited to areas of rock 
outcrop (as shown in Plate 7.1 – 7.3). The rock outcrop within the quarry site is of volcanic origin 
(refer Section 4.2), with no suitable material for use in the manufacture of artefacts observed within 
this outcropping rock. While grass coverage within the proposed road area (refer to Plate 7.4 – 7.5) 
was less and therefore exposures more prevalent (as the area has been subject to significant sheet 
wash), no areas of archaeological potential or any Aboriginal objects were observed within this 
corridor. It is likely that Aboriginal people preferred landforms in closer proximity to Pudman Creek, 
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as reflected in the AHIMS site recordings, where sites generally tend to be located upon creek flats in 
close proximity to the more substantial waterways. 

Exposed soils comprised a variation of either pale brown hard-setting silty clay or B horizon clays. 
Some evidence of imported or disturbed materials was evident across the Project area for 
construction of nearby dams, however no obvious disturbance was observed within the Project area 
corridor. The extent of disturbance (primarily through erosion) is such that it is likely to have resulted 
in the removal or substantial disturbance of any archaeological material that may have been present 
on or near to the ground surface in the past. Overall, the Project area contained highly eroded 
landforms with little to no remnant topsoil observed across the area. No Aboriginal sites or areas 
with the potential for subsurface deposits were identified within the Project area. 

 
Plate 7.1 Example of vegetation coverage around rock outcrop 
© Umwelt, 2020 
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Plate 7.2 View towards quarry location 
© Umwelt, 2020 

 

 
Plate 7.3 Vegetation coverage with view towards extent of quarry site and ridgeline in the 
background 
© Umwelt, 2020 
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Plate 7.4 Sheetwash evident in proximity to the proposed road 
© Umwelt, 2020 

 

 
Plate 7.5 Erosion and exposure along road alignment 
© Umwelt, 2020 
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8.0 Consideration of Proposed Work Against the Due Diligence Code 

Section 8 of the due diligence code outlines the process to guide due diligence assessments, 
summarised below in relation to the proposed works. 

1:  Will the activity disturb the ground surface or any culturally modified trees? 

Yes. As discussed in Section 1.0, the proposed works will involve ground disturbance.  

No mature trees were observed within the Project area.  

2:  Are there any: 

a) Relevant confirmed site records or other associated landscape feature information on AHIMS?  

As discussed in Section 5.0 , no Aboriginal sites are registered within 1 km of the proposed works. It 
was identified during desktop research that Pudman Creek and associated tributaries are located 
within close proximity to the Project area, with landforms associated with this landscape feature 
potentially retaining evidence of Aboriginal occupation of the area. Further assessment and field 
investigation undertaken by Umwelt identified no further Aboriginal sites within the Project area.  

b) Any other sources of information of which a person is already aware? 

Based on the wider Project area environmental context, as well as the results of previous 
archaeological investigations undertaken in proximity to the Project area, it is considered that the 
most likely site type to occur in the area (if present) would be low density stone artefacts scatters or 
isolated finds located in less disturbed areas. Aboriginal sites are known to be identified within 
disturbed areas in limited contexts, but these are generally not considered to have associated 
subsurface potential and are unlikely to be in situ. 

Overall, the potential for any as yet unidentified sites of this nature to be present within the Project 
area is low. This is because, as discussed above, the Project area does not provide direct access to 
reliable watercourses, and typically has shallow topsoil profiles. Further, the extent to which the 
Project area has been disturbed through previous development is likely to have disturbed and/or 
removed any Aboriginal archaeological sites that were present prior to development. 

c) Landscape features that are likely to indicate the presence of Aboriginal objects? 

No landscape features that are likely to indicate the presence of Aboriginal objects were observed 
within the Project area. While the landforms within the Project area are associated within Pudman 
Creek and its tributaries, the site patterning of the wider area indicates that Aboriginal objects are 
more likely to occur on level platforms near perennial watercourses. Based on the distribution and 
nature of available AHIMS data, the broader landscape within the Project area is located is likely to 
have been traversed and/or intermittently utilised by Aboriginal people accessing the resources of 
high order watercourses in the region. 

3: Desktop Assessment and Visual Inspection: 

Sections 4.0 to 7.0 of this letter report provide the details of the desktop assessment and visual 
inspection.  

During the inspection it was clarified that the Project area has been subject to clear and observable 
disturbance due to the clearance of native vegetation, modification of the landscape through the 
installation of fences and vehicle tracks.  

The due diligence code specifies: 

‘Land is disturbed if it has been the subject of a human activity that has  
changed the land’s surface, being changes that remain clear and observable.’ 
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Though the broader landscape has proven potential to contain Aboriginal archaeological material 
(particularly being low density artefact sites), the proposed works does not provide direct access to 
key (major) water resources in the area, noting that the majority of registered sites in the 
surrounding landscape have typically been identified within considerably less disturbed areas (at the 
time that sites were registered) and in proximity to watercourses/sources. Based on the above, the 
Project area meets the definition of disturbed land and therefore does not meet the definition of an 
archaeologically sensitive landscape. As such, there is low likelihood that the proposed works will 
result in harm to Aboriginal objects.   

Management recommendations have been provided below to ensure that no harm occurs to any 
unidentified Aboriginal objects or sites within the Project area. The below recommendations are also 
made in consideration of assessment of the Project area. 

9.0 Management Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made with reference to the requirements of the NPW Act, the 
NPW Regulation and the due diligence code. It is noted that these recommendations are provided 
from an archaeological perspective only. 

• All persons that are involved in ground disturbing works should be made aware that it is an 
offence under Section 86 of the NPW Act to harm or desecrate an Aboriginal object unless that 
harm or desecration is the subject of an approved Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP). 

• In the event that an Aboriginal object is identified whilst carrying out works within the Project 
area, all activities in the immediate vicinity of the identified Aboriginal object should cease and a 
suitably qualified archaeologist should be contacted to confirm the validity of the object. Should 
the object be confirmed to be of Aboriginal cultural origin, the landholder/contractor must notify 
OEH and may need to apply for an AHIP prior to the recommencement of further ground 
disturbance works in proximity to that object. 

• Provided the above recommendations are adhered to, the proposed works may proceed without 
any further Aboriginal cultural heritage or archaeological investigation, provided that the impacts 
and extent of the proposed works are consistent with those discussed in this report and outlined 
in the above recommendations. Works should, however, proceed with caution. 

Should you require any further information regarding any aspect of this assessment, please do not 
hesitate to contact the undersigned on 1300 793 267. 

Yours sincerely 

 
Ashley O’Sullivan 
Senior Archaeologist 
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AHIMS Web Services (AWS)
Extensive search - Site list report

SiteID SiteName Datum Zone Easting Northing Context SiteFeatures SiteTypes Reports

Your Ref/PO Number : 20227

Client Service ID : 546084

Site Status

51-1-0057 Big Canemumbola Hill AGD  55  660700  6189500 Open site Valid Burial : - Burial/s

PermitsMs.Adrienne Howe-PieningRecordersContact

51-6-0099 Rye Park Pioneer Cemetery AGD  55  676900  6178000 Open site Valid Burial : - Burial/s 102664

PermitsMs.Adrienne Howe-PieningRecordersContact

51-4-0056 C-OS-1/Chris P AGD  55  660650  6152790 Open site Valid Artefact : - 99804

1846,2226,2500PermitsMrs.Robynne MillsRecordersContact

51-4-0058 Flakeney Creek AGD  55  680880  6168786 Open site Valid Artefact : - 102664,10280

8

PermitsMr.Giles (dup ID#12832) HammRecordersContact

51-1-0143 RWF11-10 GDA  55  673701  6189669 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

51-1-0144 RWF11-11 GDA  55  674899  6189276 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

51-1-0145 RWF11-12 GDA  55  675176  6189050 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

51-1-0146 RWF11-13 GDA  55  675849  6188951 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

51-1-0147 RWF11-14 GDA  55  669509  6189431 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

51-1-0148 RWF11-15 GDA  55  661335  6191181 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

51-1-0122 Fell Timber Creek Scatter 1 GDA  55  678280  6188210 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMr.Asher FordRecordersContact

51-1-0123 Five Mile Creek Isolated Find 1 GDA  55  679946  6194580 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMr.Asher FordRecordersContact

51-1-0126 Five Mile Creek Scatter 1 GDA  55  680217  6194300 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMr.Asher FordRecordersContact

51-1-0127 Kennys Creek Scatter 1 GDA  55  666709  6189490 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

51-1-0128 Kennys Creek Scatter 2 GDA  55  667325  6189215 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

51-1-0129 Kennys Creek Scatter  3 GDA  55  667567  6189170 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

47-1-0051 Phils Creek Scatter 1 GDA  55  676979  6194065 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 29/10/2020 for Ashley O'Sullivan for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 55, Eastings : 660000 - 700000, Northings : 6145000 - 6195000 with 

a Buffer of 0 meters. Additional Info : due diligence. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 111

This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Office of Environment and Heritage (NSW) and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such 

acts or omission.

Page 1 of 8

• ~ • Office of 1···1 I ~ Environment 
NSW & Herit age _,...., 
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AHIMS Web Services (AWS)
Extensive search - Site list report

SiteID SiteName Datum Zone Easting Northing Context SiteFeatures SiteTypes Reports

Your Ref/PO Number : 20227

Client Service ID : 546084

Site Status

51-1-0130 Phils Creek Scatter 2 GDA  55  676939  6193896 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

51-1-0132 Phils Creek Scatter  4 GDA  55  676856  6193207 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103146

PermitsMiss.Amy StevensRecordersContact

51-1-0149 Rye Park WF SU28/L1 GDA  55  678957  6183284 Open site Valid Artefact : 4

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-1-0150 Rye Park WF SU28/L2 GDA  55  679038  6182816 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-1-0151 Rye Park WF SU29/L1 GDA  55  679186  6182619 Open site Valid Artefact : 1, Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : -

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-1-0152 Rye Park WF SU30/L1 GDA  55  679220  6182629 Open site Valid Artefact : 23, 

Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : -

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-1-0153 Rye Park WF SU30/L2 GDA  55  679230  6182617 Open site Valid Artefact : 22, 

Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : -

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-1-0154 Rye Park WF SU30/L3 GDA  55  679295  6182491 Open site Valid Artefact : 64, 

Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : -

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0341 Rye Park WF SU33/L1 GDA  55  681363  6175199 Open site Valid Artefact : 9

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0342 Rye Park WF SU33/L2 GDA  55  681445  6175339 Open site Valid Artefact : 2

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0343 Rye Park WF SU33/L3 GDA  55  681355  6175527 Open site Valid Artefact : 11

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0344 Rye Park WF SU33/L4 GDA  55  681520  6175605 Open site Valid Artefact : 3

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0345 Rye Park WF SU33/L5 GDA  55  681512  6175688 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 29/10/2020 for Ashley O'Sullivan for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 55, Eastings : 660000 - 700000, Northings : 6145000 - 6195000 with 

a Buffer of 0 meters. Additional Info : due diligence. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 111

This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Office of Environment and Heritage (NSW) and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such 

acts or omission.

Page 2 of 8

• ~ • Office of 1···1 I ~ Environment 
NSW & Herit age _,...., 
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AHIMS Web Services (AWS)
Extensive search - Site list report

SiteID SiteName Datum Zone Easting Northing Context SiteFeatures SiteTypes Reports

Your Ref/PO Number : 20227

Client Service ID : 546084

Site Status

51-4-0346 Rye Park WF SU33/L6 GDA  55  681520  6175786 Open site Valid Artefact : 8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0347 Rye Park WF SU34/L1 GDA  55  681097  6178616 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-5-0263 Rye Park WF SU37/L1 GDA  55  684203  6175746 Open site Valid Artefact : 3

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-5-0264 Rye Park WF SU37/L2 GDA  55  684264  6175810 Open site Valid Artefact : 17

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-5-0265 Rye Park WF SU37/L3 GDA  55  685603  6176720 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0348 Rye Park WF SU40/L1 GDA  55  676618  6167800 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0349 Rye Park WF SU42/L1 GDA  55  679835  6168650 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-5-0266 Rye Park WF SU47/L1 GDA  55  685439  6157620 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-5-0267 Rye Park WF SU47/L2 GDA  55  685099  6157656 Open site Valid Artefact : 4

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-1-0004 Boorowa 4 AGD  55  669397  6188675 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 98836

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

57-1-0075 Fitzgerald trackhead; AGD  55  665220  6161120 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site

PermitsA.P SpateRecordersContact

51-4-0053 Flakeney Creek 1 AGD  55  677180  6171760 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

-

102664

PermitsPetra SchellRecordersContact

51-4-0054 Handiman Creek AGD  55  669400  6178040 Open site Valid Artefact : -

PermitsPetra SchellRecordersContact

51-6-0084 Denbiegh Grove AGD  55  692500  6179500 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site

PermitsL KinghamRecordersContact

51-4-0055 Yass AGD  55  660750  6152210 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

-

99804

PermitsMrs.Robynne MillsRecordersContact

51-4-0009 Y7, Yass AGD  55  673366  6145802 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 496

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact
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AHIMS Web Services (AWS)
Extensive search - Site list report

SiteID SiteName Datum Zone Easting Northing Context SiteFeatures SiteTypes Reports
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Client Service ID : 546084

Site Status

51-4-0016 BY1, Bowning-Yass AGD  55  671750  6147600 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 894,1081

PermitsMargrit KoettigRecordersContact

51-4-0017 BY2, Bowning-Yass AGD  55  671250  6148400 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 894,1081

PermitsMargrit KoettigRecordersContact

51-5-0047 DR-IF-1 AGD  55  694860  6169460 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site

PermitsCentral West Archaeological and Heritage Services Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-1-0001 Boorowa 1 AGD  55  666982  6190050 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 98836

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

51-1-0002 Boorowa 2 AGD  55  666982  6190050 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

51-1-0003 Boorowa 3 AGD  55  666526  6190069 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

51-1-0005 Boorowa 5 AGD  55  668207  6188630 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 98836

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

51-1-0006 Boorowa 6 AGD  55  669338  6189500 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 98836

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

51-1-0007 Boorowa 7 AGD  55  668761  6191078 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 98836

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

51-1-0009 Boorowa, Tara AGD  55  662293  6189413 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 98836

PermitsASRSYSRecordersContact

51-5-0052 Jerrawa Recreation Reserve/Showground AGD  55  690610  6148510 Open site Valid Artefact : - Isolated Find

PermitsPhilip Boot,Claude McDermottRecordersContact

51-4-0018 BY3, Bowning-Yass AGD  55  670680  6149200 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

-

Scarred Tree 894,1081

471PermitsMargrit KoettigRecordersContact

51-4-0046 Edgerton Reserve Cemetery (Duplicate of Site 51-4-0001) GDA  55  675900  6145000 Open site Deleted Burial : - Burial/s 992,1038

PermitsMs.Adrienne Howe-PieningRecordersContact

51-1-0059 Springfield Burial AGD  55  661000  6184000 Open site Valid Burial : - Burial/s

PermitsMs.Adrienne Howe-PieningRecordersContact

51-5-0035 Site1 Gunning AGD  55  694800  6145900 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 921

335PermitsDoctor.Tim StoneRecordersContact

51-5-0036 Site2, Gunning AGD  55  693200  6145300 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 921

PermitsDoctor.Tim StoneRecordersContact

51-5-0038 North Jerrawa Creek AGD  55  699000  6162300 Open site Valid Artefact : - Open Camp Site 833
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AHIMS Web Services (AWS)
Extensive search - Site list report

SiteID SiteName Datum Zone Easting Northing Context SiteFeatures SiteTypes Reports
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Site Status

PermitsPaul PackardRecordersContact

51-5-0203 Rye Park SU3/Locale 1 GDA  55  685473  6154461 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 102664,10280

8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0284 Rye Park SU4/Locale 1 GDA  55  683008  6150815 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 102664,10280

8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-5-0204 Rye Park SU6/Locale 1 GDA  55  686132  6155741 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 102664,10280

8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-5-0205 Rye Park SU7/Locale 1 GDA  55  685287  6154897 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 102664,10280

8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-5-0206 Rye Park SU8/Locale 1 GDA  55  683916  6153919 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 102664,10280

8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-5-0207 Rye Park SU3/Locale 2 GDA  55  685479  6154403 Open site Valid Artefact : 2 102664,10280

8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0285 Rye Park SU18/Locale 1 GDA  55  680701  6170806 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 102664,10280

8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0286 Rye Park SU15/Locale 1 GDA  55  681986  6173467 Open site Valid Artefact : 2 102664,10280

8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0287 Rye Park SU21/Locale 1 GDA  55  680799  6175957 Open site Valid Artefact : - 102664,10280

8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-1-0117 Rye Park SU23/Locale 1 GDA  55  678390  6182077 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 102664,10280

8

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0288 Rye Park SU23/Locale 2 GDA  55  678717  6180230 Open site Valid Artefact : 2 102808

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0289 Rye Park SU23/Locale 3 GDA  55  679052  6179394 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 102808

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-1-0118 Rye Park SU24/Locale 1 GDA  55  679451  6181416 Open site Valid Artefact : 5 102808

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

Report generated by AHIMS Web Service on 29/10/2020 for Ashley O'Sullivan for the following area at Datum :GDA, Zone : 55, Eastings : 660000 - 700000, Northings : 6145000 - 6195000 with 

a Buffer of 0 meters. Additional Info : due diligence. Number of Aboriginal sites and Aboriginal objects found is 111

This information is not guaranteed to be free from error omission. Office of Environment and Heritage (NSW) and its employees disclaim liability for any act done or omission made on the information and consequences of such 

acts or omission.

Page 5 of 8

• ~ • Office of 1···1 I ~ Environment 
NSW & Herit age _,...., 

216



AHIMS Web Services (AWS)
Extensive search - Site list report
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Site Status

51-4-0307 Blakney Ck Sth scar tree AGD  55  680722  6154613 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

1

PermitsMr.Paul HouseRecordersContact

51-4-0390 LVW AFT 2 GDA  55  669073  6153874 Open site Destroyed Artefact : - 103980

4365PermitsKelleher Nightingale Consulting Pty Ltd,Miss.Kristen Taylor,Mr.Matthew Kelleher,K le er Ni n ale     RecordersContact

51-4-0391 LVW AFT 1 GDA  55  669144  6153776 Open site Destroyed Artefact : - 103980

4365PermitsKelleher Nightingale Consulting Pty Ltd,Miss.Kristen Taylor,Mr.Matthew Kelleher,K le er Ni n ale     RecordersContact

51-5-0061 Handy's Creek AGD  55  691840  6162020 Open site Valid Artefact : -

PermitsMs.Vanessa EdmondsRecordersContact

51-4-0299 Bango WF SU4/L1 GDA  55  661332  6178976 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0300 Bango WF SU31/L2 GDA  55  671855  6170070 Open site Valid Artefact : 3 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0301 Bango WF SU31/L1 GDA  55  671897  6169892 Open site Valid Artefact : 17 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie DibdenRecordersContact

51-4-0365 Bango WF SU8/L1 GDA  55  662260  6178462 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie Dibden,NSW Archaeology Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-4-0366 Bango WF SU9/L1 GDA  55  663049  6177863 Open site Valid Artefact : - 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie Dibden,NSW Archaeology Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-4-0367 Bango WF SU9/L2 GDA  55  663949  6177258 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie Dibden,NSW Archaeology Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-4-0368 Bango WF SU14/L1 GDA  55  663847  6171872 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie Dibden,NSW Archaeology Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-4-0369 Bango WF SU16/L1 GDA  55  660657  6175646 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie Dibden,NSW Archaeology Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-4-0370 Bango WF SU27/L1 GDA  55  671324  6169442 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie Dibden,NSW Archaeology Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-4-0371 Bango WF SU33/L1 GDA  55  670481  6171086 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie Dibden,NSW Archaeology Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-4-0372 Bango WF SU33/L2 GDA  55  670124  6171713 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie Dibden,NSW Archaeology Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-4-0373 Bango WF SU34/L1 GDA  55  669932  6171948 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103845

PermitsDoctor.Julie Dibden,NSW Archaeology Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-4-0374 Bango WF SU34/L2 GDA  55  669988  6172052 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103845
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Site Status

PermitsDoctor.Julie Dibden,NSW Archaeology Pty LtdRecordersContact

51-5-0270 Dalton Tree GDA  55  699344  6155248 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

-

PermitsMr.Roy Barker,DPIERecordersContact

51-5-0271 Dalton TSR 3 GDA  55  699266  6155403 Open site Valid Artefact : -

PermitsMr.Roy Barker,DPIERecordersContact

51-5-0272 Dalton TSR 1 GDA  55  698896  6155527 Open site Valid Artefact : -

PermitsMr.Roy Barker,DPIERecordersContact

51-5-0273 Dalton TSR 2 GDA  55  698874  6155436 Open site Valid Artefact : -

PermitsMr.Roy Barker,DPIERecordersContact

51-1-0161 Merringullalung TSR 2 GDA  55  667753  6194873 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

-

PermitsMr.Roy Barker,DPIERecordersContact

51-1-0162 Merringullalung TSR 1 GDA  55  667817  6194975 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

-

PermitsMr.Roy Barker,DPIERecordersContact

51-1-0163 Rugby Rd Tree GDA  55  660533  6191542 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

-

PermitsMr.Roy Barker,DPIERecordersContact

51-5-0274 TSR 46 Modified Tree GDA  55  697697  6156158 Open site Valid Modified Tree 

(Carved or Scarred) : 

1

PermitsMr.Roy Barker,DPIERecordersContact

51-5-0275 TSR 46 Core GDA  55  697911  6156165 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMr.Roy Barker,DPIERecordersContact

51-4-0389 Limestone Creek-OS1 GDA  55  671132  6150177 Open site Valid Artefact : - 104299

PermitsOzArk Environmental and Heritage Management,Miss.Philippa SokolRecordersContact

51-4-0375 Yass PAD 1 GDA  55  673172  6145121 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : 1

103614

PermitsBowen Heritage Management,Doctor.Alister BowenRecordersContact

51-4-0376 Yass PAD 2 GDA  55  673140  6145204 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : 1

103614

PermitsBowen Heritage Management,Doctor.Alister BowenRecordersContact
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51-4-0377 Yass PAD 3 GDA  55  673110  6145261 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : 1

103614

PermitsBowen Heritage Management,Doctor.Alister BowenRecordersContact

51-4-0379 Yass PAD 5 GDA  55  673940  6145050 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : 1

103614

PermitsBowen Heritage Management,Doctor.Alister BowenRecordersContact

51-4-0380 Yass PAD 6 GDA  55  673841  6148796 Open site Valid Potential 

Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) : 1

103614

PermitsBowen Heritage Management,Doctor.Alister BowenRecordersContact

51-4-0383 Y2 GDA  55  673349  6145057 Open site Valid Artefact : 1 103614

PermitsBowen Heritage Management,Doctor.Alister BowenRecordersContact

51-5-0268 Upper Lachlan TSRs 1 GDA  55  695586  6146546 Open site Valid Grinding Groove : 1

PermitsMr.Roy BarkerRecordersContact

51-5-0269 Upper Lachlan TSRs 2 GDA  55  695386  6146546 Open site Valid Artefact : 1

PermitsMr.Roy BarkerRecordersContact
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This document has been prepared for t he sole use of the authorised recipient a nd t his document may not be used, 
copied or reproduced in whole or part fo r any purpose other t han t hat fo r which it was supplied by Umwelt (Australia) 
Pty Ltd (Umwelt). No other party should rely on this document without the prior written consent of Umwelt. 

Umwelt undertakes no duty, nor accepts any responsibility, to any t hird party who may rely upon or use this 
document. Umwelt assumes no liability to a third party for any inaccuracies in o r omissions to that information. 
Where this document indicates that information has been provided by third parties, Umwelt has made no 
independent verification of this information except as expressly stated. 

© Umwelt (Australia) Pty Ltd 
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1.0 Introduction 

This Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) has been prepared by Umwelt (Australia) Pty Limited (Umwelt) for 
Australian Resource Development Group (ARDG), to support a Statement of Environment Effects (SEE) 
being submitted to Hilltops Council (HC) in support of a Development Application for the construction and 
operation of a proposed quarry (the Project) at the rural property ‘Barrackville’. The Barrackville property 
comprises five individual parcels of land totalling approximately 571 ha and is located approximately 14 km 
south of Rye Park (refer to Figure 1). 

The Project area is located on two parcels of land, Lot 3 DP201635 and partially on Lot 131 DP754102. Lot 3 
DP201635 comprises the quarry site and part of Lot 131 DP754102 comprises the short length of access 
track. The proposed quarry site is approximately 0.6 km east of Dalton Road (refer to Figure 2). 

The Project will include the extraction, processing, stockpiling and transport of up to 30,000 m3 per annum 
of material from the Project area to supply road base and drainage rock for construction of the internal 
road network and associated hard stand areas of the approved Rye Park Wind Farm (RPWF) Project (SSD-
6693). Approval is being sought for operations to supply the RPWF Project only. 

This NIA has been undertaken in accordance with the requirements of the NSW Noise Policy for Industry 
(Environment Protection Authority (EPA), 2017) (NPfI) and the Interim Construction Noise Guideline 
(Department of Planning and Environment (DP&E), 2009) (ICNG). 
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2.0 Noise Impact Assessment Methodology 

The NIA was undertaken by predicting noise levels from the quarry’s construction and operation phases at 
the potentially affected receivers and comparing the results against the project noise trigger levels (PNTL) 
derived in accordance with the NPfI and the ICNG.  

The noise levels at receivers were predicted using the SoundPLAN Noise Modelling Software, with the 
CONCAWE noise prediction algorithm. The model incorporated 3D terrain for the quarry and surrounding 
area. The meteorological conditions assumed in the modelling were the default conditions required by the 
NPfI in the absence of a detailed meteorological data analysis for the area, for a project with day-time only 
noise emissions, as follows: 

• Standard meteorological conditions: Atmospheric stability class D, wind speed 0 metres/second (m/s), 
temperature 10°C, 70% relative humidity 

• Noise-enhancing meteorological conditions: Atmospheric stability class D, wind speed 3 m/s (from 
source to receiver), temperature 10°C, 70% relative humidity. 

• Noise-enhancing meteorological conditions: Atmospheric stability class F, wind speed 2 m/s (from 
source to receiver), temperature 10°C, 70% relative humidity. This modelling scenario represents a 
well-developed temperature inversion. The effect of inversions conditions are typically assessed for the 
three winter months for the time period of 6 pm to 7 am.  

The NPfI notes that using the above meteorological condition in the assessment without considering how 
often the conditions occur is a conservative approach to the assessment of potential noise impacts.  
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3.0 Receivers 

4 ~ 
Gmwelt 

The locations of the potentially affected receivers (up to approximately 6 kilometres (km) from the 
proposed quarry site) were provided by ARDG and are shown in Table 3.1 and Figure 3 . ROll is located on 
Lot 14 DP754102 and ARDG has advised that they are seeking a commercial agreement with the ow ner of 
the landholding before construction of the quarry begins. Receivers located at greater distances from the 
proposed quarry site were assumed to receive lower noise levels than those included in the assessment. 

Table 3.1 Receiver Location Details 

678605.0, 6171136.0 

679215 .0, 6168709.0 

681835.0, 6164679.0 

684234.0, 6167383.0 

684831.0, 6165424.0 

684391.0, 6165083.0 

676707.0, 6169056.0 

676671.0, 6168992.0 

682847.0, 6165279.0 

683284.0, 6165017.0 

681870.0, 6168503.0 

677624.0, 6169761.0 

680667.0, 6162540.0 

679986.0, 6166322.0 

678818 .0, 6162988.0 

679834.0, 6162662.0 

680155 .0, 6162689.0 

677654.0, 6169542.0 

677982.0, 6165692.0 

678216.0, 6166375.0 

683370.0, 6168206.0 

Note 1: ARDG has advised that t hey are currently seeking a commercial agreement for R011. 

Noise Impact Assessment 
20227 _R0S_NIA_FINAL_201210 
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4.0 Noise Assessment Levels  

The potential noise impacts of the Project have been assessed against the NPfI (EPA, 2017). 

The NPfI (EPA, 2017) sets out a process for industrial noise management involving the following main steps:  

1. Determining the project noise trigger levels for a development (NPfI Section 2); these are the 
benchmark levels above which noise management measures are required to be considered.  
They are derived by considering two factors: shorter-term intrusiveness due to changes in the noise 
environment (NPfI Section 2.3) and maintaining the noise amenity of an area (NPfI  
Section 2.4). Measurement of existing background levels, using procedures outlined in NPfI  
Fact Sheets A and B, is required for this step if trigger levels greater than the minimum assumed levels 
are proposed.  

2. Predicting or measuring the noise levels produced by the development (NPfI Section 3.3), having regard 
to the presence of annoying noise characteristics (NPfI Fact Sheet C) and meteorological effects such as 
temperature inversions and wind (NPfI Fact Sheet D).  

3. Comparing the predicted (or measured noise level if the Project is operational) with the project noise 
trigger level and assessing impacts and the need for noise mitigation and management measures (NPfI 
Section 3.4).  

4. Considering residual noise impacts, that is, noise levels that exceed the project noise trigger levels after 
the application of feasible and reasonable noise mitigation measures. This may involve balancing 
economic, social and environmental costs and benefits from the proposed development against the 
noise impacts, including consultation with the affected community where impacts are expected to be 
significant (NPfI Sections 3.2 and 4).  

5. Setting statutory compliance levels that reflect the best achievable and agreed noise limits for the 
development (NPfI Section 5).  

6. Monitoring and reporting environmental noise levels from the development (NPfI Section 7).  

4.1 Project noise trigger levels 

The project noise trigger levels (PNTL) derived in accordance with the NPfI provide a benchmark or 
objective for assessing a proposal or site. It is not intended for use as a mandatory requirement. The 
project noise trigger level is a level that, if exceeded, would indicate a potential noise impact on the 
community, and so ‘trigger’ a management response; for example, further investigation of mitigation 
measures. 

The project noise trigger level, feasible and reasonable mitigation, and consideration of residual noise 
impacts are used together to assess noise impacts and manage the noise from a proposal or site. 

The project noise trigger level is the lower (that is, the more stringent) value of the project intrusiveness 
noise level (PINL) and project amenity noise level (PANL) determined in the NPfI Sections 2.3 and 2.4. 
Neither the intrusiveness noise levels or the amenity noise levels are used directly as regulatory noise 
limits. 
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4.1.1 Project intrusiveness noise level 

4 ~ 
Gmwelt 

The PINL {LAeq(l S minute)) is defined as the rating background noise level (RBL) + 5 dB. The RBL is determined 
by measurement of the long-term background noise level LA9o and calculated in accordance with the NPfl 

Fact Sheet s A and B. However, the PINL for the evening period should not be set at greater than the PINL 
for the day period, and the PINL for the night period should not be set greater than the PINL for the day or 
evening periods. 

The NPfl {Table 2.1) provides minimum assumed RBLs. If the RBLs derived from site measurements are 

lower than the minimum assumed RBLs, the PINLs are based on the minimum assumed RBLs, as shown in 
Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 M inimum assumed RBLs and PIN Ls {NPfl Table 2.1) 

I 

Minimum assumed rating 

I 

Minimum project 
Time of day intrusiveness noise level 

background noise level dB(A) 
LAeq(lS minute) dB{A) 

Day period 
(7am-6pm Monday -Saturday; 35 40 
8am-6pm Sunday & Public Holidays) 

Evening period 
30 35 

(6pm-10pm) 

Night period 
30 35 

(10pm - commencement of day period) 

The RBLs for the project have been derived based on the assumption that the existing background noise 
levels are lower than the minimum assumed rating background levels shown in Table 4.1. Therefore, the 
derived PIN Ls based on the RBLs are shown in Table 4.2. No background noise monitoring was required for 
the Project. 

Table 4.2 Derived project intrusiveness noise levels at receivers LAeq(l S minute) dB{A) 

4.1.2 Project amenity noise levels 

The project amenity noise levels {PANLs) {LAeq(period)) at receivers are defined as the recommended 
amenity noise levels in NPfl Table 2.2 m inus 5 dB(A). For t he derivation of the PTNLs, the PANLs LAeq(period) 
are converted to LAeq(lS minute) by the addition of 3 dB. The PANL at a receiver depends on the type of 
receiver and the noise amenity area of each receiver. Al l receivers potentially affected by the Project are 

residential, and all are w ithin Rural amenity areas. The project PANLs are shown in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3 Project amenity no ise levels - Resident ial receiver, Rural noise amenity area 

I 

Recommended 

I 

PANL 

I 
Time of day amenity noise level LAeq(period) 

LAeq(period) dB(A) dB(A) 

Day period 
(7am-6pm Monday -Saturday; 8am-6pm so 45 
Sunday & Public Holidays) 

Evening Period 
45 40 

(6pm-10pm) 

Night period 
40 35 

(10pm to commencement of Day period) 

4.1.3 Project noise trigger levels 

4 ~ 
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PANL 

lAeq(lS minute) 

dB(A) 

48 

43 

38 

The PNTLs are defined as the lower (that is, the more stringent) of the PINL and the PANL in terms of 
lAeq(lS minute) noise levels, given in Table 4 .4. 

ARDG has advised Umwelt that construction and operationa l activit ies for the Project would be undertaken 

during the day period, this being Monday to Saturday 7am to 6pm, wit h minor non-audible works t o be 
undertaken outside of these hours e.g. maintenance activit ies. The PNTL for the Project during the day 
period is 40 dB(A). 

Table 4.4 Project noise trigger levels LAeq(l S minute ) dB(A) 

Receiver Time of day I PINL I PANL I PNTL 

Day period 
(7am-6pm Monday -Saturday; 8am-6pm Sunday 40 48 40 
& Public Holidays) 

All Evening Period 
35 43 35 

(6pm - 10pm) 

Night period 
35 38 35 

(10pm to commencement of Day period) 

4.2 Maximum noise level event assessment 

The potential for sleep disturbance from maximum noise level events is assessed by comparison of the 
predicted noise levels against the screening levels described in t he NPfl Section 2.5. ARDG has advised that 

that the proposed quarry operations w ill be restricted to the daytime period only, so the assessment of 
sleep disturbance from maximum noise level events has not been undertaken for this NIA. 

4.3 Construction noise levels 

The applicable construction noise assessment levels are given in the Interim Construction Noise Guideline, 
(ICNG). The noise assessment criteria in INCG Table 2 are summarised in Table 4.5. 
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Table 4.5 Noise assessment criteria, Interim Construction Noise Guideline, Table 2 

Time of day I 
Noise Management Level (NML) 

LAeq(lS minute) 

Recommended Standard Hours Noise affected 

M onday to Friday 7am to 6pm Rat ing Background Level (RBL) + 10 dB 

Saturday 8am to 1pm Highly noise affected 
No work on Sundays or Public Holidays 75 dB(A) 

Outside recommended standard hours 
Noise affect ed 
RBL+ 5 dB 

4 ~ 
Gmwelt 

The ICNG states that the Rat ing Background Level (RBL) is described in t he Industrial Noise Policy 
{INP) (EPA, 2000). However the INP has been superseded by the NPfl which defines the RBL as: 

"the overall single-figure background level representing each assessment period 
{day/evening/night) over the whole monitoring period ... The rating background level is the 
level used for assessment purposes. Where the rating background level is found to be less 
than 30 dB(A) for the evening and night periods, then it is set to 30 dB(A); where it is found to 
be less than 35 dB{A) for the daytime period then it is set to 35 dB(A)." 

As t he Project area is in a rural region, it is assumed that t he RBL at all receivers during the day will be less 

than 35 dB(A) and less than 30 dB(A) during the evening and night periods. The result ing Noise 
Management Levels (NML) for construction at all receivers are as shown in Table 4.6. 

Table 4.6 Noise management levels 

Time of day 

Recommended Standard Hours 
Monday to Friday 7am to 6pm 
Saturday 8am to 1pm 
No work on Sundays or Public Holidays 

Outside recommended standard hours 

Noise Impact Assessment 
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I 
Noise Management Level (NML) 
LAeq(lS minute) 

Noise affect ed 
35 + 10 = 45 dB(A) 

Highly noise affected 
75 dB(A) 

Noise affected 
30 + 5 = 35 dB(A) 
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5.0 Noise Sources 
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Three different noise scenarios have been modelled for this NIA. All three noise scenarios are associated 
with either the construction or operation phase of the Project. The corresponding noise sources for each 
noise scenario are presented in Table 5.1 . The corresponding noise source sound pow er levels (SWL) are 
expressed in dB(A) and dB(Z). Noise from haul t rucks accessing and leaving the site was predicted by 
assuming one haul truck (source model ID 14) constantly moving along the site haul path. The locat ions of 

all the modelled noise sources are shown in Figure 4. 

Table 5.1 Modelled noise scenarios and SWL in dB(A) and dB(Z) for noise sources used in each scenario 

Source 

I 
Model Source Description 
ID 

CAT336D Excavator 

740 Dump truck 

08 dozer 

Atlas Copco hydraulically 
driven 76mm percussion 
drill rig 

Standard diesel 
generator for mobile 
crib room and toilet 
facilities 

Water cart 

CAT336D Excavator 

: 
L T106 Metso jaw 

crusher 

Terex Finlay C1550 cone 
crusher 

I 
Metso single deck 
power screen 

CAT980H Front end 
loader (stockpile 
management/load) 

Water cart 

Standard diesel 
generator for self-
contained administration 
and facilities unit 

' Truck and dog 
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I 

Scenario/Phase of the 

I 

Data Source 
Project Reference 

Overburden and bulk BS5228-1:2009 Table 
earthworks/construction C.2 Ref no 14 

Overburden and bulk BS5228-1:2009 Table 
earthworks/ construction C.6 Ref no 26 

Overburden and bulk BS5228-1:2009 Table 

earthworks/ construction C.2 Ref no 10 

BS5228-1:2009 Table 
Drill and blast/ construction 

C.9 Ref no 3 

Operating throughout all 
construction phases/ 

BS5228-1:2009 Table 
C.6 Ref no 39 

construction 

Operating throughout all 
BS5228-1:2009 Table 

construction 
C.6 Ref no 37 

phases/construction 

Crushing and BS5228-1:2009 Table 
manufacture/operation C.2 Ref no 14 

Crushing and Readymix Lynwood 

manufacture/operation Quarry EIS (2005) 

Crushing and Readymix Lynwood 
manufacture/operation Quarry EIS (2005) 

Crushing and Readymix Lynwood 
manufacture/operation Quarry EIS (2005) 

Crushing and BS5228-1:2009 Table 
manufacture/operation C.10 Ref 4 

Operating throughout all of 
BS5228-1:2009 Table 

the operational 
C.6 Ref no 37 

phase/operation 

Operating throughout all of 
BS5228-1:2009 Table 

the operational 
C.6 Ref no 39 

phase/operation 

Operating throughout all 
phases of the BS5228-1:2009 Table 
project/construction and C.6 Ref no 18 
operation 

I 

SWL 
dB(A) 

107 

107 

108 

119 

93 

107 

107 

118 

113 

117 

110 

107 

93 

114 

I 

SWL 
dB(Z) 

115 

118 

121 

120 

109 

115 

115 

125 

118 

117 

120 

115 

109 

123 
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6.0 Predicted Noise Levels  

The predicted noise levels for each noise scenario at the nearby receivers for the three (3) default 
meteorological conditions are presented in  Table 6.1, Table 6.2 and Table 6.3. To assess the extent of 
noise mitigation required, Scenario 3 has been addressed in three parts as follows:  

• Scenario 3a incorporates noise barrier mitigation to address the potential noise impacts at R010, R011 
and R229.  

• Scenario 3b incorporates noise barrier mitigation to address the potential noise impacts at R010 and 
R229 and excludes R011 as a sensitive receiver in the event that a commercial agreement is reached 
between ARDG and R011.  

• Scenario 3c presents the potential impacts without any noise barrier mitigation excluding R010, R011 
and R229 as sensitive receivers in the event that commercial agreements are reached between ARDG 
and R010, R011 and R229.  

Table 6.1 presents the results for standard meteorological conditions. Table 6.2 presents the results for 
source to receiver noise enhancing winds of 3 m/s. Table 6.3 presents the results for noise enhancing 
temperature inversion conditions. Although the temperature inversion conditions are a winter 
evening/night-time condition there could be periods of time when the inversion conditions linger into the 
morning period of the daytime. 
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Table 6.1 Predicted Noise Levels for each Scenario at Nearby Receivers, Standard Meteorological 
Condit ions, dB(A) 

Scenario/ 
Phase of 
the 
Project 

Sc.1 
Overburden & 

Bulk 
Earthworks/ 
Construction 

Sc.2 Drill & 
Blast/Construe 

tion 

Sc.3 Crushing and Manufacture/ Operation2 

Receiver1 

ROOS 

R009 

ROlO 

ROU 

R012 

R017 

R019 

R023 

R024 

R025 

ROSl 

R064 

R065 

R095 

RlOO 

RlOl 

R185 

R217 

R229 

R230 

R231 

R238 

Notes 

12 

30 

34 

< 10 

< 10 

21 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

10 

30 

30 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

32 

22 

27 

< 10 

13 

33 

38 

< 10 

< 10 

24 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

11 

32 

32 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

35 

24 

29 

< 10 

Sc.3a With 
Mithgation2 

10 

30 

35 

< 10 

12 

28 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

16 

31 

31 

11 

14 

14 

< 10 

11 

32 

29 

34 

< 10 

Sc. 3b With 
Mitgation3 

17 

31 

41 

< 10 

11 

27 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

14 

31 

31 

11 

13 

12 

< 10 

13 

33 

27 

32 

< 10 

1 AROG has advise d that they are currently seeking a commercial agreement with R010, ROH and R229. 

Sc. 3c No 
Mitgation4 

17 

36 

41 

< 10 

11 

27 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

14 

34 

34 

11 

12 

12 

< 10 

13 

38 

27 

32 

< 10 

2 This noise scenario includes an additional noise barrier mit igation treatment (see Se<:tion 7 .1) to also address ROH . This additional noise barrier 
mitigation treatment is not required if a commercial agreement is reached between AROG and ROH. 

'This noise scenario includes a noise barrier mitigation treatment to address R010 and 229 but excludes ROH. See Se<:tion 7 .1 for more 
information. This noise barrier mitigation treatment is not required if a commercial agreement is reached between ARDG and R010 and R229. 

4 This noise scenario does not incl ude any noise barrier mitigation treatments see Section 7 .1 for more information. 
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Table 6.2 Predicted Noise Levels for each Scenario at Nearby Receivers, Noise Enhancing Meteorological 
Condit ions (Atmospheric Stability Class D, Wind Speed 3 m/s), dB(A) 

Scenario/ 
Phase of 
the 
Project 

Sc.1 
Overburden & 

Bulk 
Earthworks/ 
Construction 

Sc.2 Drill & 
Blast/Construe 

tion 

Sc.3 Crushing and Manufacture/ Operation 

Receiver1 

ROOS 

R009 

ROlO 

ROU 

R012 

R017 

R019 

R023 

R024 

R025 

ROSl 

R064 

R065 

R095 

RlOO 

RlOl 

R185 

R217 

R229 

R230 

R231 

R238 

Notes 

17 

36 

39 

< 10 

13 

27 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

16 

36 

36 

14 

14 

13 

< 10 

14 

38 

28 

32 

< 10 

19 

38 

43 

< 10 

13 

29 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

17 

38 

38 

15 

15 

13 

< 10 

15 

40 

30 

34 

< 10 

Sc.3a With 
Mithgation2 

15 

35 

40 

< 10 

18 

34 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

21 

36 

36 

17 

20 

19 

< 10 

17 

37 

34 

39 

< 10 

Sc. 3b With 
Mitgation3 

23 

37 

46 

< 10 

17 

33 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

20 

36 

36 

17 

18 

18 

< 10 

18 

39 

33 

37 

< 10 

1 ARDG has advised that they are currently seeking a commercial agreement with R010, R011 and R229. 

Sc. 3c No 
Mitgation4 

23 

41 

46 

< 10 

17 

33 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

20 

40 

40 

17 

18 

17 

< 10 

18 

43 

33 

37 

< 10 

2 This noise scenario includes addit ional noise barrier mitigation treatment (see Section7.1) to also address R011. This additional noise barrier 
mitigation treatment is not required if a commercial agreement is reached between ARDG and R011. 

3 This noise scenario includes a noise barrier mitigation treatment to address R010 and 229 but excludes R011. See Section 7.1 for more 
information. This noise barrier mitigation treatment is not required if a commercial agreement is reached between ARDG and R0l0 and R229. 

4 This noise scenario does not include any noise barrier mitigation see Section 7.1 for more information. 
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Table 6.3 Predicted Noise Levels for each Scenario at Nearby Receivers, Noise Enhancing Meteorological 
Condit ions (At mospheric Stability Class F, Wind Speed 2 m/s), dB(A) 

Scenario/ 
Phase of 
the 
Project 

Sc.1 
Overburden & 

Bulk 
Earthworks/ 
Construction 

Sc.2 Drill & 
Blast/Construe 

tion 

Sc.3 Crushing and Manufacture/ Operation2 

Receiver1 

ROOS 

R009 

ROlO 

ROU 

R012 

R017 

R019 

R023 

R024 

R025 

ROSl 

R064 

R065 

R095 

RlOO 

RlOl 

R185 

R217 

R229 

R230 

R231 

R238 

Notes 

17 

36 

39 

< 10 

13 

27 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

16 

36 

36 

14 

14 

13 

< 10 

14 

38 

28 

32 

< 10 

19 

38 

43 

< 10 

13 

29 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

17 

38 

38 

15 

15 

13 

< 10 

15 

40 

30 

34 

< 10 

Sc.3a With 
Mithgation2 

15 

35 

40 

< 10 

18 

34 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

21 

36 

36 

17 

20 

19 

< 10 

17 

37 

34 

39 

< 10 

Sc. 3b With 
Mitgation3 

23 

37 

46 

< 10 

17 

33 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

20 

36 

36 

17 

18 

18 

< 10 

18 

39 

33 

37 

< 10 

1 AROG has advised that they are currently seeking a commercial agreement with RO1O, ROH and R229. 

Sc. 3c No 
Mitgation4 

23 

41 

46 

< 10 

17 

33 

< 10 

< 10 

< 10 

20 

40 

40 

17 

18 

17 

< 10 

18 

43 

33 

37 

< 10 

2 This noise scenario includes additional noise barrier mitigation treatment (see Sect.ion7.1) to also address ROH. This additional noise barrier 
mitigation treatment is not required if a commercial agreement is reached between ARDG and ROH. 

3 This noise scenario includes a noise barrier mitigation treatment to address RO1O and 229 but excludes ROH. See Section 7.1 for more 
information. This noise barrier mitigation treatment is not required if a commercial agreement is reached between ARDG and RO1O and R229. 

'This noise scenario does not include any noise barrier mitigation treatments see Section 7.1 for more information. 
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7.0 Noise Assessment  

7.1  Noise Mitigation  

Noise mitigation has been incorporated into the noise model in order to achieve compliance with the PTNL 
assessment level during the crushing and manufacture phase of work under standard and noise enhancing 
meteorological conditions. This noise mitigation is in the form of a noise barrier or bund adjacent to the 
quarry, located between the dominant noise sources and the potentially impacted sensitive receivers. 

As discussed in Section 6.0, the extent of noise mitigation was considered in three parts for Scenario 3. 
Scenario 3a assessed the mitigation including R010, R011 and R229 as sensitive receivers, Scenario 3b 
assessed the mitigation including R010 and R229 as sensitive receivers and excluded R011 as a sensitive 
receiver, and Scenario 3c did not require any noise mitigation and excluded R010, R011 and R229 as 
sensitive receivers.  

The mitigation required under Scenario 3a incorporated two noise barriers, while the mitigation required 
under Scenario 3b was reduced to a single noise barrier. Noise mitigation was not required for Scenario 3c.  

To address the potential noise impacts at receivers R010 and R229 the following is required: 

• The recommended noise barrier is at least 2.6 metres in height (one shipping container) and 61 metres 
in length (five shipping containers). The noise barrier is to be positioned approximately 15 metres from 
the operating sources of concern (i.e. Source model ID 8, 9 and 10) and in the direction of R229 (north-
west of the quarry). The indicative location of the noise barrier incorporated into the noise model is 
shown on Figure 4. The noise barrier or bund mitigation has been modelled with a relative height of 
2.6 metres above ground level. The noise barrier or bund may take the form of a shipping container 
wall or an earthen bund, dump or stockpile. Approximate dimensions of a shipping container are 
assumed to be 2.6m H x 12.2m L x 2.4m W.  

To address the potential noise impacts at receiver R011 the following is required: 

• The recommended noise barrier described for R229 would need to be extended by 36 metres in length 
(an additional three shipping containers) to the east and this part of the noise barrier will be at least 5.2 
metres in height (two shipping containers). This extended part of the noise barrier will be positioned 
approximately 5 metres from the closest operating source of concern (i.e. Source model ID 9) and 
located in the direction of R011 (north-east of the quarry). The indicative location of the additional 
noise barrier incorporated into the noise model is shown on Figure 4.  This additional noise barrier 
mitigation treatment is not required if a commercial agreement is reached between ARDG and R011. 

7.2 Project noise trigger levels 

As shown in Table 6.1, Table 6.2 and Table 6.3 compliance with the PNTL assessment level for the day time 
period (40 dB(A)) is predicted under both standard and noise-enhancing meteorological conditions, for all 
of the modelled noise scenarios. It is therefore predicted that the project will comply with the PNTL for the 
Project during the day period with the noise barrier mitigation treatment (refer to Section 7.1) in place for 
the crushing and manufacturing phase of work, provided the sound power levels of actual equipment used 
on site do not exceed the sound power levels assumed in the assessment. The sound power levels assumed 
are representative of the equipment modelled. 
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It is noted that ARDG has advised that they are seeking commercial agreements for R010, R011 and R229 
and therefore the noise mitigation has been addressed with the inclusion and exclusion of R010, R011 and 
R229 as sensitive receivers. If commercial agreements are reached between ARDG and R010, R011 and 
R229 then the additional noise barrier mitigation treatments (refer to Section 7.1) described would not be 
required.  

7.3 Sleep disturbance 

ARDG has advised that that the proposed quarry operations will be restricted to the daytime period only, so 
the assessment of sleep disturbance from maximum noise level events has not been undertaken for this 
NIA. 

7.4 Construction noise levels 

The predicted noise levels in Table 6.1, Table 6.2 and Table 6.3 comply with the noise management levels 
in the ICNG shown in Section 4.3. 
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Response to Request for Additional Information DA2020/0256 and DA0220/0257 

 

3 
Australian Resource Development Group Pty Limited ACN 611 489 804 

130 Young St Carrington NSW 2294 

e: admin@ardg.com.au                      w: ardg.com.au 

No clearing of trees is proposed for the quarry development.  An assessment against Clause 6.3 of the Boorowa 
LEP 2012 and Section 7.3 of the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 is provided below. 

 
2.1.1.1  Assessment Against Clause 6.3 of Boorowa Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2012 

An assessment of the proposed development against Clause 6.3(3) of the LEP is provided below: 

(3)  Before determining a development application  for development on  land  to which  this clause applies,  the consent 
authority must consider— 

(a)  whether the development is likely to have— 

(i)  any adverse impact on the condition, ecological value and significance of the fauna and flora on the land, and 

Construction  of  the  access  track  will  require  the  clearing  of  predominantly  non‐native,  pasture  species 
groundcover that has been mapped, and meets the definition of, ‘Low Conservation Vegetation’ as outlined in 
NSW Local Land Services ‘Assessing Native Groundcover’ factsheet.  No clearing of trees is proposed for the 
proposed quarry development, including the access track.  The proposed development is therefore not likely 
to adversely impact on the condition, ecological value and significance of the fauna and flora on the land. 

 
(ii)  any adverse impact on the importance of the vegetation on the land to the habitat and survival of native fauna, 
and 

Construction  of  the  access  track  will  require  the  clearing  of  predominantly  non‐native  pasture  species 
groundcover that has been mapped, and meets the definition of, ‘Low Conservation Vegetation’ as outlined in 
NSW Local Land Services ‘Assessing Native Groundcover’ factsheet.  No clearing of trees is proposed for the 
proposed quarry development.  The proposed development is therefore not likely to adversely impact on the 
importance of the vegetation on the land to the habitat and survival of native fauna. 

 
(iii)  any potential to fragment, disturb or diminish the biodiversity structure, function and composition of the land, 
and 

Construction  of  the  access  track  will  require  the  clearing  of  predominantly  non‐native  pasture  species 
groundcover that has been mapped, and meets the definition of, ‘Low Conservation Vegetation’ as outlined in 
NSW Local Land Services ‘Assessing Native Groundcover’ factsheet.  No clearing of trees is proposed for the 
proposed quarry development.   The proposed development  is  therefore not  likely  to potentially  fragment, 
disturb or dimmish the biodiversity structure, function and composition of the land. 

 
(iv)  any adverse impact on the habitat elements providing connectivity on the land, and 

Construction  of  the  access  track  will  require  the  clearing  of  predominantly  non‐native  pasture  species 
groundcover that has been mapped, and meets the definition of, ‘Low Conservation Vegetation’ as outlined in 
NSW Local Land Services ‘Assessing Native Groundcover’ factsheet.  No clearing of trees is proposed for the 
proposed quarry development.  The track will not be fenced and will not inhibit the movement of fauna.  The 
proposed development  is therefore not  likely to have an adverse  impact on the habitat elements providing 
connectivity on the land. 

 
(b)  any appropriate measures proposed to avoid, minimise or mitigate the impacts of the development. 

Measures to mitigate the impacts of the development on biodiversity are outlined in Section 7 (Table 7.1) of 
the SEE. 
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2.2.1  Eastern Side of Dalton Road 

The following vegetation requires removal within the eastern side of the road reserve (refer Attachment 1): 

 Shrubs (#2) – seven  individuals, all < 150 mm DBH.   No further assessment  is provided with respect to 
these shrubs. 

 

 Trees  (#3,  #4,  #5) –  these  three  trees are relatively  immature and most  likely  to be Eucalyptus blakelyi 
(Blakely’s  Red Gum), with  no  hollow  development,  and  are  each  >  150mm DBH.   Note  that  precise 
determination  of  the  species  is  difficult  given  their  relatively  immature  state  and  lack  of 
buds/flowers/fruit.  Notwithstanding, an assessment of clearing of these trees against Clause 6.3 of the 
LEP and Section 7.3 of the BC Act is provided in Section 2.2.3 and Section 2.2.4 respectively. 

 

 Shrubs (#6) – two  individuals, both < 150 mm DBH.   No further assessment  is provided with respect to 
these shrubs.  

Tree #1 is a Eucalyptus melliodora (Yellow Box) and requires trimming of branches overhanging the proposed 
shoulder widening.  These branches represent approximately 10 % of the canopy.  Trimming of these branches 
will not adversely impact the health or integrity of this tree.  No further assessment is provided with respect 
to trimming of this tree.  Mitigation is addressed in Section 2.2.3. 

 
2.2.2  Western Side of Dalton Road 

The following vegetation requires removal within the western side of the road reserve (refer Attachment 1): 

 Two saplings (#7) – both these saplings are < 150 mm DBH. No further assessment is provided with respect 
to these trees. 
 

 Sapling (#8) – this sapling is < 150 mm DBH.  No further assessment is provided with respect to this tree. 
 

 Sapling (#9) – this sapling is most likely a juvenile Eucalyptus blakelyi (Blakely’s Red Gum) with no hollow 
development and is > 150 mm DBH.  Note that precise determination of the species is difficult given its 
relatively immature state and lack of buds/flowers/fruit.  Notwithstanding, an assessment of clearing of 
this tree against Clause 6.3 of the LEP and Section 7.3 of the BC Act is provided in Section 2.2.3 and Section 
2.2.4 respectively. 
 

Based on the information provided in Attachment 1, Section 2.2.1 and Section 2.2.2, an impact assessment of 
the removal of trees #3, #4, #5 and #9 against Clause 6.3 of the LEP and Section 7.3 of the BC Act is provided 
below. 

 
2.2.3  Assessment Against Clause 6.3 of Boorowa Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2012 

An assessment of the removal of trees #3, #4, #5 and #9 against Clause 6.3(3) of the LEP is provided below, based 
on the information provided in Section 2.2.1 and Section 2.2.2: 

(3)  Before determining a development application  for development on  land  to which  this clause applies,  the consent 
authority must consider— 

(a)  whether the development is likely to have— 

(i)  any adverse impact on the condition, ecological value and significance of the fauna and flora on the land, and 

The roadside vegetation in this area of Dalton Rd road reserve is possibly a derived form of Blakely’s Red Gum 
– Yellow Box grassy tall woodland (based solely on the observed presence of a single Eucalyptus melliodora 
and several juvenile Eucalyptus blakelyi).  Notwithstanding, in the context of the broader extent of roadside 
vegetation  in  the  road  reserve of Dalton Road  in  the vicinity of  the proposed works,  the  removal of  four, 
relatively immature individual trees is insignificant and would be unlikely to adversely impact on the condition, 
ecological value and significance of the flora and fauna within the road reserve. 
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(ii)  any adverse impact on the importance of the vegetation on the land to the habitat and survival of native fauna, 
and 

In the context of the broader extent of roadside vegetation in the road reserve of Dalton Road in the vicinity 
of the proposed works, the removal of four, relatively immature individual trees is insignificant and would be 
unlikely to adversely  impact on the role of the broader roadside vegetation community on the habitat and 
survival of native fauna, in particular, given that none of the trees proposed to be removed are hollow‐bearing 
and therefore have limited habitat value to the survival of native fauna in the area. 

 
(iii)  any potential to fragment, disturb or diminish the biodiversity structure, function and composition of the land, 
and 

In the context of the broader extent of roadside vegetation in the road reserve of Dalton Road in the vicinity 
of  the  proposed  works,  the  removal  of  four,  relatively  immature  individual  trees,  would  be  unlikely  to 
fragment, disturb or diminish the biodiversity structure, function and composition of the vegetation with the 
Dalton Rd road reserve. 

 
(iv)  any adverse impact on the habitat elements providing connectivity on the land, and 

In the context of the broader extent of roadside vegetation in the road reserve of Dalton Road in the vicinity 
of the proposed works, the removal of four, relatively immature individual trees, would be unlikely to adversely 
impact on the connectivity either along the roadside vegetation corridor or between the roadside vegetation 
corridor and any vegetation located on adjacent, privately‐owned land.  

 
(b)  any appropriate measures proposed to avoid, minimise or mitigate the impacts of the development. 

Measures to mitigate the impacts of the clearing of the four, relatively immature individual trees (trees #3, #4, 
#5 and #9) and trimming of one tree (tree #1) are as follows. 

 All clearing/trimming to be undertaken by a qualified arborist.  All felled/trimmed material to be removed 
from the site by arborist. 
 

 Clear demarcation of the four trees proposed to be cleared, to prevent impacts on adjoining vegetation 
and minimise disturbance to the surrounding areas. 

 

 Trees proposed to be cleared and the adjacent surrounding area to be checked prior to clearing for any 
fauna that maybe present.   No clearing  is to occur until any  fauna present have vacated  the tree/site 
surrounds. 

 

 These measures will be outlined in the Environmental Management Plan to be prepared for the proposed 
Barrackville Quarry.  

 
Based  on  the  assessment  provided  above,  the  clearing  of  four,  relatively  immature  individual  trees  and 
trimming  of  one  tree,  is  unlikely  to  adversely  impact  on  the  broader  biodiversity  values  of  the  roadside 
vegetation community in the vicinity of the proposed roadworks. 
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Figure 1 
Barrackville Quarry and Eden Brae Quarry – High Conservation Value 

Vegetation, Boorowa Local Environmental Plan 2012 
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Attachment 1 
Dalton Road Proposed Roadworks Concept Plans (detailing proposed 

vegetation clearing and photographs) 

Prepared by Genium Civil Engineering Pty Ltd 
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 Potentially Affected Receivers – as discussed with the EPA at the meeting on 9 March 2021, the potentially 
affected receiver identified in their correspondence (‘Riversly’) is a parcel of Crown Land and does not 
contain a residence.  In addition, to clarify, R11 and R229 are sensitive receivers.  R10 was incorrectly 
coloured red in Figure 4.3 of the SEE denoting it being a sensitive receiver, however, it is a project-related 
receiver (same landowner as the Barrackville Site) and therefore is not a sensitive receiver, as indicated 
in the NIA. 

 Activities Outside Standard Hours – refer Section 4.3. 

2.2 Proposed Site Layout Map 

As discussed at the meeting with the EPA on 9 March 2021, the site operations are very tightly constrained 
and as such, require maximum flexibility regarding layout of the site (including specific location of stockpiles) 
and progression of pit development.  This is because at this early stage, the detailed development strategy is 
yet to be confirmed, given that we are yet to be advised of type and quantity of specific quarry products   
required by the RPWF project. 

Pit development during each operational year commences with a single blast within the area identified as the 
extraction pit (refer Figure 3.1 of the Statement of Environmental Effects [SEE]).  The specific progression of 
pit development, within what is a very small area, is determined by product demand and the need to blend 
different raw materials to meet product quality.  Therefore, it is not possible to provide a staged development 
plan, as unlike a large-scale quarry operation, extraction is undertaken as a single stage of development.  
Notwithstanding, an updated site plan with some additional detail is provided (refer Attachment 2).  

As shown in Figure 3.1 of the Statement of Environmental Effects and detailed in in Section 7 of the SEE, an 
operational Environmental Management Plan (EMP) would be prepared for the Project prior to the 
commencement of any construction works on the site.  It will include documentation of all mitigation measures 
referred to in the SEE, including detail and plans showing the location of other WMS infrastructure (e.g. surface 
water diversion mounds, site bunds etc.).  The EMP would be submitted to Council for their review prior to 
commencing operations on site.The site would be managed strictly in accordance with the EMP to ensure that 
all controls on potential emissions from the site (i.e. noise / dust / water) are managed to best-practice 
standards to ensure compliance with the Environmental Protection Licence (EPL) issued for the site.  The 
controls and their management would be documented in the EMP and are designed to be adaptive, subject to 
ongoing regular review and if necessary, amended, so that any noise / dust / water emissions are compliant 
with relevant legislation / regulation / guidelines and EPL licence limits. 

Notwithstanding, additional information requested in relation to dust and water management is provided 
below.  This includes management measures that will be reflected in the EMP. 

 
2.3 Air Quality Impact Assessment 

At the meeting with the EPA on 9 March 2021, it was resolved that ARDG would provide additional information 
regarding the context of quarry operations and the potential to produce dust, as well as further information 
regarding management of dust.  It was agreed that this information could be provided in lieu of the EPA request 
for a numerical air quality impact assessment. 

Crushing / screening / stockpiling operations at the site, which have the most potential to produce nuisance 
dust, are relatively short duration (eight weeks), not dissimilar in scale to the operation of a typical Council 
‘borrow pit’. 

The proposed extraction operations are shallow (typically up to 15m depth) and as such, are focussed on 
processing and blending materials that are predominantly weathered.  As discussed during the meeting, the 
presence of significant clay (and therefore relative moisture) means that these materials do not produce 
significant dust when processed or handled (as opposed to a typical hard rock quarry that operates to deeper 
levels, below the base of weathering, in unweathered geology that is more prone to significant dust generation.  
Notwithstanding, dust suppression is used when/as required, as it is also important given ARDG’s 
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responsibilities to the Resources Regulator to comply with the Work Health & Safety (Mines and Petroleum 
Sites) Act 2013.   

Dust suppression strategies that will be utilised in the operation of the site are as follows: 

 Use of dust extraction equipment on the top hammer blast hole drill rig. Extraction and filtering of the 
rock cuttings from the drill hole is described as follows: 

o Compressed air is used at the cutting face of the bit to push the dust and rock chips back up the hole. 
At the surface of the ground (the ‘collar’), a vacuum hose sucks up the return dust and chips.  The 
dust and chips enter a cyclone box where the heavy chips drop out, close to the hole collar and the 
fines then proceed to a filtered fine dust box where they are ejected, in a small pile at the rear of the 
drill rig.  The ratio of large chips to fine dust is approximately 90 % (deposited at the collar) to 10 % 
fines (deposited at the rear of the drill rig.  The drill chips and dust are then incorporated into the 
blast of the quarry pit. 

 A sprinkler system connected to portable water tanks (e.g. two x 10,000 litre poly tanks) will be used to 
periodically water stockpiles as required, in particular, during periods of dry and / or windy conditions 
where it is considered that airborne dust may become problematic. 

 A water cart will be used to dampen potential dust producing surfaces (e.g. access road and disturbed 
trafficable areas within the operations area), as required to ensure that airborne dust is minimised, in 
particular during periods of dry and / or windy conditions where it is considered that airborne dust may 
become problematic.  Watering of these surfaces will be undertaken in a manner that is designed to 
suppress dust, while at the same time ensuring that the ground surface does not become too wet and 
create mud, which has the potential to stick to the wheels and undercarriage of haul trucks, where it has 
the potential to be tracked onto the public road network. 

 Regular checking of ambient and predicted local meteorological conditions to ensure that site operations 
are appropriate for weather conditions, to minimise the potential for wind-blown material from stockpiles 
and other exposed surfaces. 

These dust control measures would all be detailed in the operational EMP for the site, so that the site is 
managed strictly in accordance with the EMP to ensure that all controls on potential dust emissions from the 
site are managed to best-practice standards to ensure compliance with any Environmental Protection Licence 
(EPL) issued for the site.  The controls and their management would be adaptive, subject to ongoing regular 
review and if necessary, amended, so that dust management is compliant with relevant 
legislation/regulation/guidelines. 

 
2.4 Waste 

The only drill rig to be utilised on the site is a blast hole percussion drill rig, with a dust extraction system.  The 
rig does not use water or any muds / additives to facilitate drilling by lubricating the holes.  As such, there 
would be no ‘drillers mud’ generated.  The small pile of drill cuttings (refer Section 2.3) generated by the drilling 
of each blast hole would be incorporated into the quarry blast. 

 
2.5 Water 

The SEE states that it is not proposed to discharge water from the proposed quarry site.  It also states that a 
Water Management System (WMS) for the Project would be designed to meet the requirements Managing 
Urban Stormwater: Soils and Construction (Blue Book) (Volumes 1 and 2E – Mines and Quarries)  
(Landcom, 2004 and DECC, 2008). 

As discussed at the meeting with the EPA on 9 March 2021 and outlined in the SEE, the nearest incised drainage 
channels are located approximately 850 m to the west (Pudman Creek) and 850 m to the east (Flakney Creek) 
of the site.  These creeks comprise a combination of varying lengths of incised channel and a series of 
discontinuous water holes / pools.  They are generally degraded and often exhibit significant lengths of 
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uncontrolled erosion with vertical banks that are predominantly bare of vegetation.  Historical land clearing 
practices have facilitated the development of this incised drainage network. 

Notwithstanding the generally degraded state of Flakney Creek and Pudman Creek, the WMS for the site aims 
to protect the environmental values of these waterways by combining on-site retention of surface water runoff 
with regular monitoring and inspection of mitigation measures.  This will ensure that the risk of suspended 
solids and turbid waters entering these waterways from the quarry site is minimised, and that the natural 
sediment load is not increased above and beyond that which currently occurs during design rainfall events.  

The primary objective of the WMS design is to ensure that suspended solids and turbid water are not 
discharged from the quarry site.  This would be achieved by the following design elements: 

 Construction of clean water diversion mounds around the perimeter of the quarry disturbance area, to 
convey clean water runoff from any upslope, undisturbed areas around the 2 ha Project disturbance area. 

 Installation of surface water diversion drains/mounds inside the site to direct runoff from disturbed areas 
into either the extraction area or the sediment basin. 

 Installation of drainage and sediment controls (e.g. table drains, rock check dams, flow diversion mounds, 
silt stop fencing / traps) along the length of quarry access road, to minimise the length and velocity of 
flow on exposed surfaces and to trap and direct flow via spreaders into the adjacent grazing paddock 
areas.  Distances between successive rock check dams / diversion mounds will be minimised (20 – 40 m 
depending on gradient), to reduce flow velocities and ensure that any sediment laden water is contained 
close to the source and will not impact water quality in the receiving waters of Pudman Creek and Flakney 
Creek.  The sediment controls along the length of the quarry access road will be regularly inspected and 
maintained, including inspection after each rainfall event to ensure that they are working effectively.   Any 
sediment captured and removed from the sediment controls, will be taken back to the to the quarry site 
and incorporated into the product mix.    

 Design of a sediment basin that is sized in accordance with the ‘Blue Book’ (Landcom, 2004 and  
DECC, 2008).  Consistent with our previous similar quarry operations, the basin would be constructed to 
significantly exceed the design requirements (typically by 50 – 100%), to take account of extreme events 
beyond the specified basin capacity design parameters (being the maximum of either the 5-day, 80th 
percentile rainfall water volume for the relevant local area plus 50% sediment zone (storage), or the 5-
day, 80th percentile plus soil storage determined using RUSLE). 

Regular, scheduled inspection and pump out of the sediment basin will be undertaken to ensure that its 
design capacity is maintained to ensure maximum efficacy in the event of an exceedance of a design storm 
event.  Water pumped out of the basin will be either re-used onsite for dust suppression or transferred 
to the extraction pit.  No off-site discharge of surface water is proposed from the WMS.  Any sediment 
removed from the settling zone of the basin will be incorporated back into the quarry product mix. 

To mitigate potential impacts in the unlikely event of exceedance of the design storm event that results 
in the basin capacity being exceeded, the basin will include a constructed, rubble lined spillway that will 
act to control the velocity of any spill and direct the flow through a sediment trap comprising geofabric / 
silt stop fencing.  Any subsequent discharge would be via overland flow through low gradient, vegetated 
grazing paddocks (approximately 850 m to the nearest channels), which would maximise the settling of 
any sediment laden water prior to reaching either Flakney Creek or Pudman Creek. 

 All the mitigation structures described above will be subject to weekly, scheduled inspection, detailed in 
the operational EMP for the site, to ensure they are maintained and working effectively.  This would 
include inspection during and after rainfall events. 
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Attachment 1 
Plan of Proposed Temporary Administration Facilities 
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Attachment 2 
Barrackville Quarry Site Plan 
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Attachment 3 
Barrackville Quarry – Revised Noise Impact Assessment 
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