
3 November 2025 

Montrose Environmental Group 

secretary@meg.org.au 

 

Sonya Kilkenny  

Minister for Planning 

sonya.kilkenny@parliament.vic.gov.au 

 

 

Dear Minister, 

 

Public Comment on EES Referral No 2025-R04 – Expansion of Montrose Quarry 

Montrose Environmental Group inc. strongly believes Boral’s latest proposal to expand 

Montrose Quarry should proceed no further. However, if you decide otherwise, we urge you 

to require the preparation of an EES. 

Boral’s last major campaign to expand the quarry – in 2004 to 2008 – failed as a result of 

concerns around numerous adverse impacts. Even before the EES for that proposal was 

exhibited, your predecessor, Minister Justin Madden, decided that he would not prepare a 

planning amendment to facilitate the expansion. 

The current expansion proposal is considerably larger in extent (over 10 ha compared with 

7.9 ha). In addition, environmental standards have only increased and more people now live 

within the directly-affected community. The environmental and amenity concerns are 

therefore greater now than for the previous proposal. 

Given these facts, it cannot be argued that if you proceed with an amendment, there is no 

need for an EES for the current proposal even though the previous, smaller proposal did.  

Should you proceed with an amendment, we will strenuously contest many claims in the 

documentation forming Boral’s referral. An EES is the appropriate process for our objections 

and those of others to be properly integrated into assessment of the amendment. 

Our main areas of objection relate to: 

• Failure to comply with the EPA’s 500-metre recommended separation distance for a rock 

quarry (the closest home being 55 m from the quarry);  

• Failure of the associated asphalt batching plant to comply with the applicable 1 km 

threshold distance under clause 53.10 of the VPPs, based on hazardous air pollutants, 

noise, dust and odour;  

• Health impacts of inhaled dust particles – particularly on children, older adults, people 

with heart or lung diseases, diabetes – causing asthma attacks, bronchitis and heart attacks; 

• Proximity of housing, schools and aged care facilities; 

• Prolongation of these existing problems for approximately 30 years beyond the current 

pit’s life expectancy; 

• Increase of dust (including respirable particles) due to overburden removal, which is not 

currently needed; 
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• More properties will be affected by a larger quarry, to a greater degree and for more years; 

• Threatened forest types will be destroyed, both by clearing and groundwater drawdown; 

• Loss of hollow bearing trees, an FFG-listed threatening process; 

• The end-use presents many ongoing logistical problems for decades to come; 

• Impact of noise and blasting on wildlife and enjoyment of the environment; 

• Visual impacts; and 

• Traffic. 

The concerns above outweigh Melbourne’s need for stone. The expansion proposal does not 

conform to the fundamental objective of planning in Victoria to ‘balance conflicting 

objectives in favour of net community benefit and sustainable development for the benefit of 

present and future generations’ (VPP clause 71.02-3). 

Please, if you proceed further with Boral’s requested amendment, require a full EES process. 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Montrose Environmental Group 

 


