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26th July 2020 

For the attention:  

Hoagy Moscrop-Allison 
Senior Planner – Major Assessment 
City Development Branch 
Council of City of Gold Coast  
  

Dear Hoagy Moscrop-Allison, 

 

Objection submission COM/2019/81 - Respirable Silica Dust 

 

Please find below further information that I think should be considered re this development 

Application and its Environmental Submission and the non-conformance to the silica limits it claims to 

meet. 

 

 

DA Section 3.3.6 Dust Modelling results, Respirable Crystalline Silica (RCS) 

‘Section 3.3.6 Dust Modelling results’ of the Noise and Dust assessment (Attachment A1). 

This section says standards are based on “the Vic EPA (SEPP AQM) Mining and Extractive Industries 

objective for respirable crystalline silica at all surrounding residences.  The highest predicted annual 

average crystalline silica (as PM2.5) concentration at a sensitive receptor is less than 15% of the 

adopted Victorian PEM objective.  The Victorian PEM objective is based upon the Californian Office 

of Environmental Health Assessment determination of “an airborne level that would pose no 

significant health risk to individuals indefinitely exposed to that level”.  On this basis it is 

considered that potential crystalline silica emissions from the quarry do not present a significant 

health risk to the local community”. 

However, the ‘Air quality objective’ (or ‘Maximum Acceptable Concentration’ as it is more correctly 

referred to)  adopted by this development application for silica (PM2.5) is 3µg/m³ (Attachment A2).   

Whereas the Vic EPA (SEPP AWM) standard referenced is  0.00033mg/m³  (0.33µg/m³) measured as 

PM2.5 (Attachment A3). 

Therefore, the ‘Maximum Acceptable Concentration’ used is out by a factor of 10 and should be 

‘0.33µg/m³’ NOT ‘3µg/m³’ (based on the Vic EPA (SEPP AQM) objective as quoted in the 

development application). 

 

It goes on to say: “The Victorian PEM objective is based upon the Californian Office of Environmental 

Health Assessment determination of “an airborne level that would pose no significant health risk to 

individuals indefinitely exposed to that level” ”.   However, the Californian exposure limit 

(Attachment A4) is PM4 (i.e. Particles 4 microns or less) not PM2.5 (Particles 2.5 microns or less)  

that this development application has used. Therefore, the statement “an airborne level that would 

pose no significant health risk to individuals indefinitely exposed to that level” is incorrectly 

applied in this context as this is based on completely different limits.   
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It should also be pointed out that the quoted statement: “an airborne level that would pose no 

significant health risk to individuals indefinitely exposed to that level” is taken  from the Californian 

Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environment Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) 

standard that states: “The Chronic Reference exposure Level (REL).  A chronic REL is ‘an airborne 

level that would pose no significant health risk to individuals indefinitely exposed to that level’ “.   

i.e. This is not a safe level.  But instead the safest level before it should be considered that it could 

pose significant health risk.   This is, in my opinion, taken out of context to appear safer than it 

should. 

It then goes on to say: ”On this basis it is considered that potential crystalline silica emissions from 

the quarry do not present a significant health risk to the local community”.  However, as shown 

above this cannot be safely stated. Both the ‘Vic EPA’  standards and the ‘Californian Office of 

Environmental Health Assessment’ limits have been incorrectly referenced.  And, very importantly, 

all these figures are based on occupational exposure.  No non-occupational limits have been 

discussed.  Therefore, this cannot be specified in the context of the local community.   

The dust analysis submission for this development application is clearly deficient, especially given 

the proposed reduction of separation buffers to within 220m of residential homes, but making no 

allowance for non-occupational dust exposure,.  This is, I believe, is negligent and their statement: 

“On this basis it is considered that potential crystalline silica emissions from the quarry do not 

present a significant health risk to the local community” is highly culpable and is based on false 

assumptions. 

 

Is the Victoria EPA a safe guideline? 

It should also be realised this Victoria EPA standard was devised back in December 2001.   The 

dangers associated with respirable crystalline silica (RCS) are only now coming to light so even this 

level should not be considered safe as it was established nineteen years ago.   

The safety of using this adopted standard should be questioned when it is realised that this is only 

concerned with particles PM2.5 and below.  However, Respirable particles are particles up to an 

approximate size of PM10  (As emphasised in a letter from the Compliance delivery Manager for the 

department of Environment and Heritage Protection, Attachment B1).  This is also confirmed by the 

Australian Institute (Attachment B2). And further confirmed by the Australian Governments National 

Pollutant Inventory and Safe Work Australia (Attachment B3).  

 

Also, this Victoria EPA standard is also only relevant for industrial premises: “These criteria are to be 

used in the assessment of the design of new or expanded sources of emissions such as industrial 

premises” (Attachment A3).  Therefore, again, this cannot be applied to the local community. Thus 

the development application statement: ”On this basis it is considered that potential crystalline silica 

emissions from the quarry do not present a significant health risk to the local community” is highly 

misleading and culpably negligent in my opinion. 

 

Clearly, a separate standard is required for the non-occupational exposure.   This unfortunately, 

despite separation buffers to sensitive receptors reduced far below DES guidelines has not been 

submitted and/or considered by this development application. Therefore, in no way can this 
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development application specify: ”On this basis it is considered that potential crystalline silica 

emissions from the quarry do not present a significant health risk to the local community”. 

 

Is the Californian Limit a Safe Guideline? 

Even the Californian enhanced level of silica dust protection has been criticized.  The Environmental 

Working Group (EWG) concluded that the silica exposure limits adopted by California are insufficient 

to protect children and other vulnerable populations for several reasons:  

 The exposure limits are based on epidemiologic studies of adult male miners (a population 

of typically healthy and robust workers). 

 No studies included children or vulnerable populations 

 Exacerbation of asthma (more severe in children than adults) is a known response to some 

respiratory irritants.  

The agency added (Attachment A4):  “Since children have smaller airways than adults and breathe 

more air on a body weight basis, penetration and deposition of particles in the airways and alveoli in 

children is likely greater than in adults exposed to the same concentration”.  

Therefore, even the more stringent Californian limit of 3µg/m³ at PM4 is unacceptable as it does not 

represent the more vulnerable, non-occupational limits that should be clearly considered. 

 

Respirable Crystalline Silica in the Atmosphere (PM10) 

Table 10 (Attachment A2) shows how the Maximum 24-hour average for the Eastern receptor group 

for PM10 (respirable fraction) is 37.8 µg/m³  (unfortunately this modelled result fails to include both 

the cumulative effect of surrounding Industrial activities and also blasting effects), apparently below 

the ‘Maximum Acceptable concentration’ of 50µg/m³. 

However, this fails to calculate the silica content of this.  Bearing in mind the Silica PM2.5 Annual 

average is daily limit is 3µg/m³ (or 0.33µg/m³ Vic EPA standard).    What level is the Silica PM10 

Maximum 24-hour average µg/m³ ‘Maximum acceptable Concentration’?  Why is this omitted from 

the table?    I would suggest that with the PM10 limits for particulate exposure so close to the 

‘Maximum Acceptable concentration’ that the silica content will be approximately 49% of these 

figures and therefore will not meet the ‘‘Maximum Acceptable concentration’ for Silica dust at PM10 

for the 24-hour average.  

 

From Airborne Silica and Regulations (Attachment D1): “Agencies use a rough estimate for the 

composition of particles they expect to be in any give sample.  They estimate that 10% of particulate 

matter is silica, which includes respirable crystalline silica and other forms of particulate silica.  

However , it is acknowledged that the percentage of total silica, and the percentage of respirable 

crystalline silica, varies by location and nearby activities.  At sand mining operations where silica can 

constitute 95-99% of the mined sand, the percentage of PM10 that is total silica is likely to be higher 

than the assumed 10%.  If the respirable crystalline silica percentage of PM2.5 near industrial sand 

mines is more than 3% the area could be in compliance with the ambient air limit of 12ug/m3 PM2.5, 

but still exceed a chronic exposure level for crystalline silica”. 
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From this, given than the Nucrush quarry is up to 57% Silica (Attachment D2) then the estimate of 10% 

particulate matter is silica will be higher.     Thus for a PM2.5 limit of 8ug/m3 (Attachment A2) for the 

Western receptor it is modelled 5.3µg/m³ total if the constitute part is 57% silica then the silica limit 

of 3ug/m3 would be exceeded.   Despite the ambient air limit being within the 8ug/m3. 

However, it should be remembered this 3µg/m³ (which is much higher than both the Vic EPA standard 

and the Californian standards quoted) is also TWA (Time Weighted Average) occupational exposure 

and is therefore based on an 8 hour exposure per day and based on adult health young male quarry 

workers.   It is not the 24/7 exposure limit (subjected to families including children, elderly and infirm) 

that will have clearly been surpassed. 

 

Non-Occupational-Exposure to respirable silica dust 

From Airborne Silica and Regulations (Attachment D1): “Converting between occupational and non-

occupational exposures requires accounting for both exposure time and exposure risk.  Occupational 

exposure is assumed to be 40 hours per week, while ambient, chronic exposure time is a full week of 

168 hours. Workers who are protected by the OSHA laws, are also assumed to be healthier than 

vulnerable segments of the general population, such as children and the elderly.  Therefore, a margin 

of safety (usually a factor of 30 to 100) must be built into chronic exposure limits to account for risks 

to these vulnerable populations”.   

Thus, an occupational exposure PM2.5 limit of 3 µg/m³ should have a more appropriate corresponding 

chronic exposure limit for non-occupational limit of around 0.06 µg/m³. 

From the submitted modelled data (Attachment A2) it can be clearly seen that the Annual average 

daily Silica is modelled to be 0.09 µg/m³ (Eastern Receptor Group).  This is 50% higher than the 

assumed non-occupational silica limit. 

 

However, even this value of 50% over the non-occupational exposure limit is highly debatable and 

belies far higher chronic exposure to non-occupational respirable silica that local residents and their 

families will be subjected to.    

Firstly, this is only allowing for PM2.5 not the respirable factor of approximately PM5 and/or the 

inhalable/respirable fraction up to PM10.   

Secondly, there is considerable doubt as to the fraction of respirable silica within the modelled data 

submitted.  i.e. For Eastern receptors the PM2.5 annual average daily exposure is 4.9  µg/m³ 

(Attachment A2).  However, the claimed silica (0.09 µg/m³) fraction of this is only 1.84% of this. 

Attachment D1 (Airborne Silica and Regulations by Gretchen Gehrke) shows how for any given sample 

of particulate matter agencies assume an estimated 10% of this will be silica (which includes respirable 

silica).  However, the total silica varies by location and nearby activities.  Therefore, with quarrying 

activities where silica constitutes up to 57% of the product, the percentage of PM10 that is total silica 

will be far higher.  Therefore, if the respirable crystalline silica is more than 3% the area could be in 

compliance for PM2.5 dust at 8µg/m³, but will readily exceed the chronic exposure risk level for 

respirable crystalline silica (up to PM5). 
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PM10, PM5 compared to PM2.5 monitoring 

The modelled data only reports on occupational exposure of silica at PM2.5.  However, it is abundantly 

clear that particle sizes up to PM5 and PM10 are respirable and highly dangerous (Attachment D3).   

From the Particle Size distribution (from the Noise and Dust assessment within the DA, reproduced in 

Attachment E1) It can be seen that the PM2.5 content of PM5 makes up for 26.5% of the total.  

Therefore, 73.5% of the respirable crystalline silica is ignored (or 85% of all inhalable/respirable dust 

up to PM10). 

Therefore, the modelled data should be analysing the PM10 or at the very least PM5 respirable 

crystalline silica content not just the PM2.5  which is more likely to be made up of fine particle levels 

such as carbon (from cars, trucks heavy equipment), nitrates  (from Cars, trucks and power 

generation), sulfates (power generation) with only the approximately 10% remainder crustal 

(Suspended soil, metallurgical and rock particulates).  See Attachment D1. 

So, in total of the respirable crystalline  silica within PM10, only 15% is considered by this DA (85% 

ignored yet still dangerous and respirable), and of this 15% only an expected 10% (1.5%) will be 

expected to be quarry material.  Therefore, an inexcusably, 85% of the respirable crystalline silica dust 

has simply been ignored in the development application submitted analysis. 

Attachment B4 further describes the make up of PM10  (Coarse Particles) and PM2.5 (Fine particles).  

This clearly shows how the larger (yet still fully respirable) particles are made up of earth crust 

materials and dust from roads and industries and mainly produced by the mechanical break-up of 

even larger solid particles (describing the quarry function precisely) unlike PM2.5 which is more likely 

to be fumes and gases (as discussed above).   Therefore, to measure silica in just the PM2.5 portion of 

the respirable dust would seem utterly ridiculous and is setting a highly dangerous precedent. 

 

Workplace Exposure standards for airborne contaminants 

As from the 1st July 2020 the Work Health and Safety (WHS) laws for respirable crystalline silica was 

reduced to 0.05mg/m³ (50µg/m³) for TWA (Attachment C1). This is for all airborne particulates i.e. 

Total suspended particulates (TSP).  It is of concern the silica content of the TSP has not been modelled 

(or has not been submitted) as this would be a valuable factor in analysing if the quarry is capable of 

meeting its crystalline silica limit for TSP. 

As it has not been made available we must assume it cannot until proven otherwise. 

 

Monitored Locations and cumulative totals 

The cumulative impact on the Environment must be considered within any development application. 

In Section 3.3, Assessment Criteria of the Vic  EPA (SEPP AQM) standard referenced (Attachment H1) 

it says “The assessment of emissions from the area sources must consider local air quality (i.e. existing 

air quality) in the vicinity of the mining or extractive operations. The assessment criteria are used to 

assess the total concentration of background plus emissions arising from activities on the site.  

Emissions from the mine or quarry must be managed to ensure the cumulative impacts of all sources 

(including the mine or quarry) in the local area do not pose a risk to the health and amenity of local 

residents and that the beneficial uses specified in the SEPP (AQM) are protected”. 
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The monitoring locations used by the DA are shown in Attachment F1.  The modelled result for the 

Stage 1 Northern Haul Route are reproduced as Attachment F2. 

Firstly, it is unfortunate to note there is no air quality analysis provided to the North where there are 

lots of additional sensitive receptor albeit hidden from view in Attachment F1.  Also, it is unfortunate 

that despite five monitoring locations identified as part of the Western receptor group two of these 

seem to have been disregarded (R19 and R20) from the Receptor list in the table of results. 

The failure to include the cumulative air quality analysis can easily be demonstrated by examining the 

remaining three receptors in the Western receptor group: 

If you look at the Silica column it can be seen that the closest receptors to the ‘JGI Quarry’ and the 

‘Holcim concrete bathing facility’ (i.e. ‘R17’ to the North and ‘R16’ to the South) are modelled at 0.18 

ug/m3 and 0.09 respectively. Whereas ‘R18’ is 0.30 ug/m3.  Therefore, the two receptors straddling 

the ‘JGI quarry’ and the ‘Holcim batching facility’ are reading lower values than the further north 

receptor despite their closer proximity to a significantly industrialised dusty environment.  This is 

obviously incorrect (the location of the Bullrin JGI quarry and the Holcim baching plant are identified 

in Attachment N2). 

The exact same results can be observed for the PM10 columns the PM2.5 columns, TSP and Dust 

Deposition column.  

Clearly, these two significant dust sources have been completely ignored in the dust modelling.  Dust 

modelling for the development application required cumulative analysis to ensure the air quality for 

the area as a whole is of sufficient quality.  By ignoring this sites the dust analysis is clearly deficient 

and does not reflect the air quality that will be prevalent. 

 

Sensitive Receptors 

The Victorian EPA standard states: “The results of the modelling must be reported for sensitive 

locations including houses, schools, kindergartens, recreation areas and sporting ovals. Any proposed 

developments, such as new housing developments, and identified future eland uses (including zoning 

requirements) must be taken into account to ensure  that developments planned closer to the sites 

than the current situation are considered for the assessment of potential impacts” (Attachment I1).    

‘Attachment I2’ shows future potential areas that should have been included overlayed on the 

receptor locations considered. 

Sensitive Receptors ‘A3’ and ‘A4’ are zoned Emerging community, yet have been ignored in the dust 

analysis. 

Similarly sensitive receptors ‘A1’, ‘A5’, ‘A6’, ‘A7’, ‘A8’ and ‘A9’ are all zoned open space and are all 

closer than the sensitive receptors used. 

Sensitive receptor ‘A2’ Is the Oxenford Freshwater supply Water Tank.  This is closer than any of the 

sensitive receptors modelled on the Eastern side yet is a most sensitive receptor bearing in mind its 

function i.e. supplying freshwater to residents throughout Oxenford. 

Also, ‘A10’ is open space zoned Lot that has not been modelled in the dust analysis. 
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Clearly the dust analysis has NOT modelled the most sensitive receptors but instead has merely used 

the closest homes and  completely ignoring: “The results of the modelling must be reported for 

sensitive locations including houses, schools, kindergartens, recreation areas and sporting ovals. Any 

proposed developments, such as new housing developments, and identified future land uses 

(including zoning requirements) must be taken into account to ensure  that developments planned 

closer to the sites than the current situation are considered for the assessment of potential impacts”. 

The consideration of future planning with respect to possible  new emerging sensitive receptors has 

clearly not been considered. 

 

Safe work Australia 

The Safe Work Australia analysis of the ‘Potential health effects following exposure to crystalline silica’ 

(Attachment B5) highlights that the exposure to crystalline silica is via inhalation.  Can cause Lung 

failure (e.g. Silicosis - acute, accelerated, chronic, primary myelofibrosis, Lung cancer, chronic 

obstructive pulmonary disease and tuberculosis), Kidney failure and autoimmune issues (e.g. 

Scleroderma, Rheumatoid arthritis, systemic lupus erythematosus, sarcoidosis). 

Silicosis is irreversible and a progressive condition. 

There is no known safe level for silica exposure. 

 

Air Quality Objective 

It should also be noted that the ‘Air Quality Objective’ (Attachment A2) is not an ‘Air Quality Objective’ 

it is actually a ‘Maximum acceptable concentration’ (See Attachment J1).   It is worrying that the DA 

does not make this distinction.  It is even more worrying that this ‘Maximum acceptable concentration’ 

was defined in 2005 and has not been updated since. 

 

Dust Deposition 

It should also be noted that the Dust Deposition column in Tables 10, 11, 12, 13 14 and 15 of the Noise 

and Dust section of the Development application is incorrectly stating the limit is 120µg/m³ however 

the limit is actually 120mg/m² (per day averaged over one month), as shown in Attachment K1.    

Again, reflecting the lack of care and attention, in my opinion, to highly important aspects of this 

development application that have seemingly been glossed over and trivialised.  

 

 

Modelled Data 

It is of great concern to me that the submitted data is only based on ‘modelled data’.   

Firstly, because have been a functioning quarry for I believe, the last 27 years, it would seem 

appropriate to submit data based on its past performance, especially bearing in mind its claim (albeit 

incorrect) that it is not increasing production but just continuing as per it has in the past.  It attempts 

to assure us of compliancy below the ‘Maximum Acceptable concentration (albeit occupational), with 
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no consideration for non-occupational exposure despite reducing separation buffers far below DES 

guidelines (Attachment L1).  Lack of ‘Real’ data, although readily available, is highly concerning. 

Secondly, because ‘real’ data has not been made available, it is even more important that the input 

data is modelled correctly.  However,  the modelled input data falls far below satisfactorily 

requirements (as per my ‘Modelled Dust Submission results are culpably misleading, incorrect and 

highly dangerous’ dated 17th July 2020).  Summarised as follows: Wind erosion has not be satisfactorily 

accounted for as incorrect stockpile areas has been used, also it appears 40% less haulage  trucks have 

been modelled, it also fails to include any considerations for blasting. 

Thirdly, the ‘Dust Modelling Methodology’ (Section 3.3.1 of the ‘Noise and Dust’ submission, 

reproduced in Attachment M1) advises that: “The model-predicted dust concentrations and 

deposition rates due to emissions from the proposed quarrying activities were added to the ambient 

concentrations presented in Table 8 [Attachment M2] to assess the cumulative dust exposure at 

surrounding receptors”.   However, this is incorrect.  For instance the annual average ambient PM2.5 

at Springwood of  4.9 µg/m³ (Attachment M2) is higher than many of the modelled receptor results  

(Attachment F2 shows modelled receptor data at 4.8µg/m³).  Therefore, the ambient data has  

obviously not been correctly included as part of the modelled data, otherwise the receptor values 

would not be below the ambient values.   This is highly worrying aspect of the modelled results and 

their accuracy.  Therefore the statement: “The model-predicted dust concentrations and deposition 

rates due to emissions from the proposed quarrying activities were added to the ambient 

concentrations presented in Table 8 to assess the cumulative dust exposure at surrounding receptors”. 

Is clearly and culpably incorrect. 

Finally, the cumulative dust exposure has been modelled (albeit incorrectly) by adding to the ambient 

values found at Springwood. However, absolutely no attempt has been made to include the localised 

industrial activities namely the Bullrin Quarry run by JGI Quarry Pty Ltd (approximately 400 metres to 

the West), or the Holcim Concrete batching facility (approximately 150 metres to the West),  or the ‘JJ 

Richards recycling centre adjoining the quarry to the North (Attachment N2).  The first two, for 

example,  are major dust generators located between modelled receptors R16, R17 and R18 yet there 

is absolutely no signs of elevated dust at these receptors in the modelled results.    This modelled data 

would be farcical if the dangers associated with underestimating dust in the local environment wasn’t 

such a major health and safety consideration. 

Attachment N2 shows the Submitted receptor location map with the surrounding area added  and the 

1000m separation buffer also.   It can be clearly seen that Receptors R16, 17 and 18 are in the midst 

of a dust storm (Attachment N3 and N4).  Yet no elevated dust levels whatsoever for these receptors 

(Attachment F2). Similarly, the ‘JJ Richards Site’ adjacent to the Nucrush quarry (Another highly dusty 

environment - Attachment N5) between receptors R1 and R18.  Yet no elevated dust levels.   The 

modelled data has obviously not been modelled correctly. 

It is also particularly interesting to compare the submitted Receptor location map, Attachment N1 

with the extended version Attachment N2.  It can be clearly seen that the submitted map fails to show 

either the ’Oxenford state school’ (NE) the Gaven state school  (SE) or the Retirement community to 

the West.   Was the Receptor Location map constrained to not show sensitive areas within the 1000m 

separation buffer?   It appears to have been so. 

It also fails to show any of the local community to the North.  Clearly there should have been a 

Northern Receptor group also.  This has been ignored in dust analysis. 
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The modelled data, although fundamentally incorrect, also falls well short of a thorough analysis of 

the surrounding area. 

 

Conclusion 

Given the significantly reduced separation buffers from the Queensland DES standard required of 

1000m (down to a proposed 220m) for this quarry’s extractive boundary to sensitive receptors it is 

particularly important to assure that the dust levels, especially the respirable crystalline silica, are not 

going to be above a safe limit. 

However, the adopted levels in this development application needs to be investigated as it is has 

clearly NOT based it’s ‘Air Quality Objective’ (Attachment A1): “upon the Californian Office of 

Environmental Health assessment determination of “an airborne level that would pose no significant 

health risk to individuals indefinitely exposed to that level“ ” as claimed, otherwise its limit would be 

3µg/m³ for PM4 not PM2.5 (Attachment A4).  Similarly, it is also not using the Vic EPA (SEPP AQM) 

Mining and extractive Industries objective it would be 0.33µg/m³ (Attachment A3). 

It is instead attempting to justify a PM2.5 respirable crystalline silica level of 3µg/m³ which is not 

supported by the standards it attempts to justify itself against.   

It is also only considering the PM2.5 aspects for silica and completely ignoring the PM10 which is the 

respirable factor.   It is therefore ignoring a vast swathes of respirable silica dust in its analysis 

(between 10 microns and 2.5 microns is completely ignored). 

Further, there is no non-occupational allowance for residents despite the ridiculously small separation 

buffers proposed.  Resulting in occupational TWA limits within a non-occupational chronic exposure 

environment (24/7 exposure to local residents including children, vulnerable people and the elderly). 

It also fails to include any blast dust analysis.  This should be a highly significant factor as it typically 

effects residents for a number of days after with tangible elevated dust in the atmosphere.    It is also 

imperative given that the worst case scenario that should have be adopted. 

It also fails to include the cumulative effect of any of the highly dusty industrial activity surrounding it 

i.e. the Holcim concrete batching facility (185m from extractive boundary), the ‘JGI Bullrin Quarry’ 

(360m), the ‘JJ Richards’ recycling centre (265m) and the Nucrush Hart Street batching facility 

(1250m). All of these industrial sites will add to the cumulative total that the development application 

have failed to include, as should have been within their environmental analysis. 

It is of course noted that despite up to 57% of the rock being silica that the highly dusty process of  

crushing the product produces  only a claimed 1.84% silica (98.16% undisclosed) of the respirable 

PM2.5 I find this highly questionable and I urge the decision makers to investigate these seemingly 

unacceptable claims.  However, more importantly it is the PM10 figures, the respirable aspects, that 

require investigation as this is where it would seem the most harm will be caused.   

Please remember all figures produced in the development application relating to respirable crystalline 

silica are purportedly based on standards which have been incorrectly referenced.  Thus, the standards 

they are attempting to adopt are not the Vic EPA (SEPP AQM) Mining and Extractive standard or the 

Californian Office of Environmental Health they are their own produced standard that are well below 

industrial standards referenced and are further completely incompatible with non-occupational 

exposure which should be a fraction of the occupational exposure. 
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It is important to note, that no non-occupational considerations have been included in this 

development application, despite a proposed vast reduction in separation buffers.   This would seem 

highly callous and unfair and a potentially highly dangerous health time bomb in the making. 

I therefore conclude this development application cannot be accepted as there is nowhere near 

enough due diligence shown as to the highly important and proven dangerous respirable crystalline 

silica.  The constitution of the rock they are crushing is made up of up to 57% silica (specified in the 

DA, Attachment D2) failing to make adequate provision for the respirable part of the silica dust 

generated of between PM10 and PM2.5 is, I believe, bordering on criminal given the inherent and 

proven dangers surrounding this material at respirable levels.   

 

Please remember there is no safe level for respirable silica dust.   

 

Thank you for considering my objection, 

 

Kind regards     

 

Tony Potter 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

* Disclaimer. Please note my findings are believed correct and are to the best of my ability.  However, there may be errors and assumptions 

I have made that are incorrect.  I do not believe this to be the case, but, realise with the vast amounted of submitted data from the applicant, 

errors  and assumptions on my part may occur.  Hopefully this is not the case, but please accept my apologises if this is so. Thank you.  
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Attachment A1 - Dust modelling results 

 

 

Attachment A2 - Submitted Modelled data 
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Attachment A3 - Vic EPA Respirable Silica 0.00033mg/m³ 

 



Page 13 of 32 
 

Attachment A4 - Californian Standards 
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Attachment B1 - Respirable silica dust up to PM10 

 

Attachment B2 - Respirable PM10 
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Attachment B3 - Australian Government - Respirable silica dust up to PM10 
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Attachment B4 - Coarse (Silica Dust)and Fine Particles (Fumes) 
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Attachment B5 - Health  Effects of exposure to crystalline silica 

 

Attachment C1 - TWA 0.05 mg/m3 (1st July 2020) 
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Attachment D1 - Airborne Silica and Regulations 
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Attachment D2 - Petrographic Analysis - up to 57% Silica 

 

Attachment D3 - Particles PM2.5 and PM10 are respirable matter 
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Attachment E1 - Development application Particle Size distribution 
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Attachment F1 - Development application Air Quality assessment locations 

 

Attachment F2 - Development application Model predicted exposure Stage 1 
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Attachment H1 - Vic EPA State Environment Protection Policy Air Quality Management  (SEPP AQM) 

for Mining and Extractive Industries - Section 3.3 Assessment Criteria 
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Attachment I1 - Vic EPA  must include planned developments and total annual average silica 

required 
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Attachment I2 - Receptors modelled by DA and receptors missed 
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Attachment J1 - Maximum acceptable concentration NOT an Air Quality Objective 
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Attachment K1 - ‘Dust Deposition’ results are incorrectly specified 
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Attachment L1 - DES Guidelines: ‘1000m separation distance required from blasting quarries’ 
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Attachment M1 - Cumulative Dust Exposure 

 

 

Attachment M2 - Ambient Levels referenced by this Development application 
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Attachment N1 - Receptors R16, R17 and R18 are encompassing dusty industrialised areas 
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Attachment N2 - Receptors R16, R17 and R18 are encompassing dusty industrialised areas 
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Attachment N3  - Bullrin Quarry operation (34 Maudsland Road, Oxenford) - Google Earth Image 

 

 

 

Attachment N4 - Holcim concrete batching facility (34 Maudsland Road, Oxenford) - Google Earth 

Image 
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Attachment N5  - JJ Richards quarry and recycling operation (241 Tamborine Oxenford Road) - 

Google Earth Image 

 

 

 


