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The Kin Kin Community Group has already submitted a report to
Council arguing that the revised Quarry Management Plans cannot
proceed without unacceptable impacts on the amenity of the
surrounding district. 

Our expectation and we believe that of councillors, was that these
revised plans would progress the standard of the quarry management
for the lifetime of the quarry’s operation. 

Instead, the revised plans significantly “dumb down” the original QMP
moving the entire project further away from any acceptable
understanding of best practice.

Council’s own stated position is that Best Practice must be applied to
any extraction operation and used best practice to refuse the
Verrierdale quarry application in 2011. Four reasons were given; each
could be applied to the Kin Kin Quarry if it were before Council for
approval.  

Further evidence of failure to meet best practice is demonstrated by a
simple comparison of Neilsen’s Revised Plan with the Existing QMP.

Under QMP 2005 the approved extraction methodology was Top
Down. Under the draft revisions it is bottom up.

Under QMP 2005 exhausted benches were to be rehabilitated within
12 months of completion of extraction and all rehabilitation
progressively carried out. 

Under the revisions there are no time limits for rehabilitation and no
enforceable rehabilitation measures for exhausted benches.

Under QMP 2005 required utilities included, site effluent disposal
system, telecommunications, connection to the electricity grid,
potable and non-potable water storage and waste disposal areas.
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Under the revisions there is no time frame for effluent disposal; no
telecommunications plan, in fact mobile coverage doesn’t even exist;
no timetable to connect to grid; power is to be supplied by diesel
generator, and contrary to any form of best practice there are no
inclusions for alternate energy or carbon offsets. 

Under QMP 2005 precise specifications were included for processing
material to mitigate dust and noise pollution. The erection of a
processing plant was to be completed within the first 3 to 4 months,
before selling commenced. The permanent crusher incorporated
receiving bin, scalping screen, and primary, secondary and tertiary
crushers with associated control switch rooms. 

Under the draft revisions Neilsens propose a mobile crusher for at
least the first 5 years of operation.

We have identified 11 more specific areas where QMP 2005 has been
significantly dumbed down in the draft revisions.  They include
specifications for the sedimentation dam approved by DERM at 72 ML,
now reduced to 26ML in the revisions. 

We understand that the outcome of your deliberations today is to
determine whether the revised plans are good enough to supervise
the long term management of the quarry to best practice standards. 

Simply comparing one plan with the other ignores the very premise on
why such plans are required in the first place. 

The approval for this quarry demands that QMPs are provided by the
operator to the satisfaction of the Council so that Council can properly
supervise and manage the operation throughout the lifetime of the
quarry. 

Implicit in that approval must be trust and confidence that there are
sufficient safeguards to protect this and future Councils; and that the
Council has sufficient trust in the operator to fulfil their obligations.
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We contend that the revised draft QMP does not have sufficient
safeguards. It is littered with vague provisions or options which have
the potential to leave the Council and ratepayers exposed to future
liabilities and costs.  

This plan does not, as required, provide a management plan for the
duration of the quarry’s proposed life. Rather it seeks approval for a
short-term extraction program of between 5 to 10 years, at a
significant intensity level of between 200,000 tonnes and 300,000
tonnes per year with Neilsen’s reserving the option to increase these
levels “depending on market needs”.  

This is a very “loose” statement which effectively gives Neilsens the
right to extract up to their approved licence of 1 million tonnes per
annum without any reference to the impact this would have, or, to
walk away if market needs don’t justify the quarry operating. 

Extraction will cease one day – it’s simply a question of when. 

It could be when the easily won rock expires in 5 years, or in 10 years
if markets can’t be found to justify the expense of venturing up the
slope. It could be at any time this quarry is found to be too isolated
from the markets to compete successfully or when the operator finally
concedes that controlling the water and sediment flow is impossible. 

When it does a future Council will be left without the normal
protections provided by guarantees or bonds to cover the expenses of:

 Rehabilitation
 Revegetation
 Maintenance of lakes 
 Ensuring proper water flow to other properties and into

the Noosa River catchment
 Road maintenance of an 8 metre wide bitumen road

serving 3 residential properties

These expenses will be incurred for the simple reason that the original
approval had absolutely no guarantees or protections in place to deal
with them.
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Look no further than Hornsby Council (NSW) which was forced by its
own planning approvals and state government legislation to purchase
the Hornsby Quarry.

The Quarry had become increasingly unviable. In 2001, CSR Limited
served notice on Council to acquire the site. Legal advice confirmed
the Council was obliged to do so when requested and paid CSR $26 m. 

Unfortunately the damage to Council did not stop there. 

The quarry contains a lake of approximately 450 ML. Under old
legislation, approvals and planning schemes Council was deemed
responsible to ensure geological instability in the area did not threaten
nearby properties. Council spent $100,000 on a pump to drain the
lake. Their attempts were unsuccessful and Council has subsequently
chosen to fill the quarry; a cost which could continue for more than
100 years. 

Adding insult to injury rates were increased substantially to pay off the
loan needed to pay out CSR. 
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The revised QMP before council indicates an end use of the quarry as
a lake of at least 450 ML capacity; in light of this:

1. What planning does council have in place to control and manage
this considerable body of water perched above Wahpunga
creek?

2. Has council taken into account that the rock face above this lake
will be some 180 metres high, perhaps the highest exposed
quarry face in Queensland, in an area known for landslip?

3. What investigation has Council done to determine its legal
position subject to old planning approval and overlays if the Kin
Kin Quarry is abandoned, or simply reaches completion?

Future Council will incur other significant costs if these revised plans
are passed simply because of a failure to impose appropriate
conditions and safeguards. 

In a report prepared for the Performance and Service Committee,
Council officers advised that conditions cannot now be placed on this
operator. We question this conclusion. Our interpretation of Condition
2 is that it is there to protect the Council from any obligations flowing
from management plans being lodged which raise matters unforeseen
in the original approval. Council reserved the right to impose further
conditions. 
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It is a quarter of a century since that approval was first given; Neilsens
have had 8 years to conduct their “further investigations” and have
only now lodged revised management plans. We argue that this
enables Council to exercise their reserved right to impose conditions. 

Specifically that the dramatic alteration to extraction methodology, by
starting at the bottom of the ridge and throwing away the staged
rehabilitation allows Council to impose new conditions.

Council officers say this cannot be done, but Council officers have got
it wrong before.

1. In 1997 a Noosa Plan was gazetted showing this Resource
Area a kilometre further north than its actual position while
failing to inform the public that an area designated as
reserved for “Rural Conservation” had already been
approved for excavation to the full height of the ridge 6 years
before. 

When this was pointed out one of the Council’s experienced
planning officers replied “looks like someone made a
mistake”.

2. In 2003, Council voted on a motion, drafted by a council
officer stating that any increase in intensity would
necessitate an application for Material Change of Use. 

Your CEO now says that the use of that terminology was
“unfortunate” and the lack of specificity was “a matter of
regret”.

3. In 2006, officers allowed the current Noosa Plan to be
gazetted with the resource shown as limited to the rock at
the base of the ridge. 

All of the proposed benches above the 120mAHD (the
current tree line) are outside this described resource area,
and in fact are in the required buffer zone. 

4. The same Noosa Plan showed the haul route and adjacent
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buffer strips to be two kilometres closer to the Kin Kin village
than the road the Council now says it will help upgrade.

5. In 2010, councillors requested an update on the quarry when
court proceedings commenced. In the report a Council
officer stated that the quarry’s intensity was limited by the
State government to 100,000 tonnes per year. This
inaccuracy was pointed out to Councillors and Council
officers prior to the report being presented but no correction
was made.

The report prepared regarding the upgrading of Sheppersons Lane
suggests that conditions could only be applied on this operator if an
extension of time were to be requested. In 2003 Neilsens were told
they would be able to go in under the old approval by way of an
extension in time. 

Council had the opportunity then to place extra conditions on this
operator by insisting they could operate under the old approval, on
condition they upgrade the road or, perhaps, apply a rehabilitation
guarantee? Was this yet another mistake?

We believe this Council owes it to the ratepayers to seek a second
legal opinion on whether it can impose conditions at this time.

Under the revised plan Neilsens expect the Council to take a great deal
on trust.

I spent most of my life building brands, working with many of the
major corporations in this country. I presented to you last year on the
brand strategy for Sunshine Coast Destination. I was around in the
early days of Sheraton in Noosa. I’ve worked with BP and Shell to
make them look palatable to the public. I’ve worked with banks when
they’ve needed to explain why interests rates should go up and I was
in on the ground floor when Woolworths were developing their “Fresh
Food People” strategy.

The single most important driver for these companies is profit. It keeps
the shareholders happy, it enables them to grow. 
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The marketing strategies that they employ ostensibly work to the
benefit of their customers. In truth what they deliver are what the
companies want them to deliver. Behind the scenes they work hard at
minimising costs in order to maximise profits and then spin the benefit
to consumers. The home brand strategies of Coles and Woolworths
are good examples of how companies maximise returns.

Neilsens are no different. They have worked hard to build a picture of
a boutique quarry and to portray themselves as good corporate
citizens. I doubt that the Kin Kin Quarry is an easy quarry to develop.
Haulage costs and extraction costs need to be managed in relation to
market demand. Neilsens acknowledge this in their statements about
fluctuating market need. 

Every piece of evidence leads to the conclusion that for the past two
years Neilsens have been working to a plan to minimise costs by
beginning extraction at the base of the quarry. And they have done so
without any approach to Council to revise the approved QMP which
requires extraction to begin from the top. 

1. In 2009 Neilsens advisers, Groundwork Plus submitted a Report
on Investigations advising Neilsens to begin extraction at the
base of the site to “improve cash flow…” and to “significantly
reduce the environmental impact of the quarry in the early
years of production”. 

2. In March 2010, 02 Environmental Pty ltd produced a draft Kin
Kin Quarry Erosion & Sediment Control Management Plan for
Neilsens. This plan clearly shows that initial extraction was
planned at the base of the hill, from 60m to 90 m RL. The plan
also confirmed that this direction was on advice from Neilsens.
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3. By May, 2010, a large area of overburden had been stripped
from the lower slopes of the site, including the area shown as
the buffer in the approved QMP (2005). 

4. At the time of blasting the buffer zone council officers advised
the community there was no indication that Neilsens did not
intend to comply with the approved plan to extract from the top
of the site.

5. In September 2010, the Chairman of Neilsens swore an affidavit
which stated “Considerable overburden has been removed to
reveal the rock”. This can only be a reference to the bottom of
the site as no overburden has been removed from the approved
Stage 1 benches at the top of the site.

It has taken Neilsens two years to submit a revised QMP to council to
gain approval for work they began in January 2010. Their clear
intention has been to begin extraction from the bottom of the site in a
cynical attempt to ignore the approved QMP and get a cash flow
established at minimal cost.

The Court ruled that an extractive industry can be developed on this
allotment under the original approval. The Council’s vision is to
become Australia’s most sustainable community. How does Council
intend to ensure that the Kin Kin Quarry is operated at absolute
World’s Best Practice, and how will you ensure ratepayers of the
future are protected? 

All of our concerns are now a matter of public record. No CEO of any
future Council will be able to say that the passing of these inadequate
plans was “unfortunate” or that it was a “matter of regret” that proper
advice was not sought. Now is the only time you will have to fix this.

We ask that you recommend that Council reject these management
plans. It is not sufficient to put your trust in the operator. Don’t let a
quarry that can’t be properly governed become an ongoing legacy of
the first Sunshine Coast Council. 
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