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7th May 2021 

For the attention:  
Tamara Cavallaro 
Principle Planning Officer 
Planning and Development 
Department of State Development, Infrastructure, Local Government and Planning 
Level 13, 1 William Street, 
Brisbane, 
Qld 4000 
 
Tamara.Cavallaro@dsdilgp.qld.gov.au 
 
GCSARA@dsdmip.qld.gov.au 
 
 

 

Dear Tamara Cavallaro, 
 

Your ref: 1906-11653 SRA 

Gold Coast Council Ref: COM/2019/81 

Re: Nucrush Quarries Pty Ltd, 33 Maudsland Road, Oxenford 

 

Thank you for your email on 1st April 2021. 

I note that the Gold Coast Council have subsequently contacted you on, or about, the 28th April 2021 

re this development application. 

I must admit I am somewhat perturbed about the contents of their communication to you.  I believe 

this infers, incorrectly, that a SARA re-referral is not required and ignores many changes that have 

been applied since the original SARA approval back in April 2020. 

I previously asked the Gold Coast Council to highlight a number of what I believe are significant errors 

and omissions that have since come to light since the original SARA approval.  I note that they have, 

in my opinion, negligently failed to do this. 

 

Inaccuracies with Gold Coast Council communication to you 

I note that the Gold Coast council email to you quotes the applicant’s comments on the most recent 

changes: “The change involves no longer proposing to quarrying activity in Lot 906. Accordingly, the 

quarry footprint is reduced from 64.7 hectares to 54.93 hectares”. And, Mr Phillip Zappala, Supervising 

Planner Major Assessment, for the Gold Coast Council concludes: “In accordance with Section25.1(b) 

and 26.2(b), Council officers advise that the change does not affect the development assessment 

process and the application will not be required to be re-notified. Officers are satisfied the changes 

made are not changes that would likely attract a submission objecting to the thing compromising the 

change, if public notification were to apply to the change”.   However, I believe this belies the true 

extent of the changes.  As they include additional truck parking and car parking and access details that 

were not originally specified but were subsequently requested by the Gold Coast Council planning 

department.  This, to my knowledge has already attracted at least two additional submissions of 
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objection referring to these additional changes that are not referred to in the applicant’s comments: 

“The change involves no longer proposing to quarrying activity in Lot 906. Accordingly, the quarry 

footprint is reduced from 64.7 hectares to 54.93 hectares”.   

I believe these changes also affects the Traffic Impact Assessment and requires an update to reflect 

these changes which, in my opinion, requires re referral to TMR via the SARA referral process. At this 

point I would also like to point out that the Traffic Impact Assessment and the Traffic Impact 

Assessment (Pavement Impact) submitted to SARA both contain significant errors that were not 

picked up during the SARA referral process.  I have attached a copy of my Traffic Impact Assessment 

notes for your perusal (Addendum 1). 

Others changes include previously undisclosed proposed 15m benching layout that have been 

changed from a planned graduated area of descent that is on the boundary to property on the north 

and within 150m of local residents homes in the north-east.  I feel 15m drops to be dangerous at 

locations so close to local residents. I also believe the 15m proposed benching denotes an updated 

plan for blasting in these areas which I feel is highly dangerous and morally unacceptable at this non-

existent (in places) and only 150 metres in other places separation distances which is far below the 

1000m separation buffer (and 1000m Blast Exclusion Zone) requirements for blasting quarries.  This is 

a significant change since SARA referral and Public Notification closed that I believe requires 

assessment due to the safety implications of blasting so close to residential homes (and within 345 

metres of the Oxenford State School). 

 

Here are the points I requested that the Gold Coast Council made you aware of: 

 

SARA Approval was based on assumption that ‘extraction area’ was only increasing by 18% (not a 

nearly threefold increase  

At the time of SARA referral and subsequent approval it was claimed that the current approval was 

56.02 hectares and the development application was to increase this by only 10.6 hectares (an 

increase of 18%) as shown on Page 10 of the development application (reproduced in Attachment A1).  

This claim is also repeated on page 19 (reproduced in Attachment A2). 

I believe these claims to be a culpable misdirection. The actual size of the current approved footprint 

is approximately 23.77 hectares and, therefore, the proposals was to increase the extractive footprint 

by 280% as shown in Plan ‘362-010’ reproduced in Attachment A3, which is nearly a nearly threefold 

increase in extractive footprint. A significant difference in scale of expansion. 

The SARA original referral was based on these incorrect claims of a relatively insignificant increase in 

extractive footprint is confirmed in my correspondence with Mr Rob Lawrence, the Deputy Director-

General of the DES, re the SARA approval.  He confirmed their approval was based on (quote from his 

email dated 26th June 2020): “The previous approved extraction area was approximately 55.4ha in size 

… making the current approval of 66ha an expansion of 10.6 ha” (reproduced in Attachment A4).  

When he dismissed my claims out of hand.   

Subsequently, however, a ‘Right To Information’ (RTI) enquiry has confirmed my original findings and 

it was not just a 10.6 hectares increase as claimed, it was approximately 42.85 hectare increase (which 

is nearly a threefold increase over the current approval).    
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Current Approval Size is NOT ‘56.02 ha’ as claimed but it is only ‘23.77 ha’ approx 

The actual size of the current approved footprint can be confirmed from two critical documents with 

regard to their current approval that were, I believe, culpably omitted from the development 

application (and the SARA referral). 

This being the ‘Third Schedule’ (or ‘Plan 362-010’ as it is also referred to) of the Rezoning agreement, 

dated 17th March 1992 (annotated version reproduced in Attachment A3) and development plan 

‘C1495:00:13B’ (reproduced in Attachment B1, with a close up in B2 and annotated version  for clarity  

in B3).   

The highly important ‘Third Schedule’ was, it would appear, removed from the submitted copy of the 

Rezoning agreement and replaced with the relatively innocuous ‘Fourth Schedule’ with its title 

removed (See Attachment B4).  The original is reproduced in Attachment B5 with its ‘FOURTH 

SCHEDULE’ title intact.  In fact, if you examine these two pages alongside each other (Attachment B4 

and Attachment B5), it would seem, not only has the title been removed, but the signature at the 

bottom appears to be changed also (A close up of the Original Rezoning agreement Fourth Schedule 

is reproduced in Attachment B6 and the submitted copy in Attachment B7).  

In my opinion, this apparent removal of the title: ‘FOURTH SCHEDULE’ in order, I believe, to appear to 

be the ‘Third Schedule’ is a fraudulent misdirection, I believe, to hide the status of the ‘Buffer Land’ 

and ‘Permanent tree and shrub screening’ protected areas.   

 

Without these two critical documents ‘C1495:00:13B’ (Attachment B4) and ‘Plan of Development 362-

010’ or ‘Third Schedule’ (Attachment A3) it was virtually impossible to ascertain the current approval 

and therefore their seemingly culpable omission from the development application must be 

questioned. 

However, it does explain why the SARA referral team and the Deputy Director General of the DES 

where under the misapprehension that the extractive area was only a relatively small increase in 

footprint and not the nearly threefold increase actually proposed.  

Please note in the Rezoning Agreement (dated 17th March 1992) Section F (page 2) states: “On 17th April 1991, 

the Court Ordered that the application be amended in accordance with the Plan of Development No. 362-010 

dated 5th April, 1991 which plan is the Third Schedule of this Deed, and that the   appeal be allowed in respect 

of that Amended Application as shown on the said Plan of Development”    (Attachment B8). 

 

SARA Approval was further based on assumption that the additional 10.6 hectares was a straight 

exchange for an already approved areas in the northeast corner for a more lucrative corners in the 

southeast and southwest  

The main development application claims on page 9: “The changes to the approved quarry footprint 

involves extending the footprint to the southeast and southwest whilst reducing the footprint to the 

northeast” (Attachment C1).  These changes are shown on page 19 of the main application in 

diagrammatic format showing the claimed ‘Current approval’ and the ‘Proposed extractive footprint;’ 

(Reproduced in Attachment C2). 

However, the development application fails to reveal that the claimed ”reducing the footprint to the 

northeast” is contained within an area of approximately 16.6 hectares that is a prohibited 

development area, for the life of the quarry and should have been rezoned by the applicant as Rural 
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‘B’ as agreed.  This prohibited development area is labelled on Plan C1495:00:13B’ as: “The Portion of 

Extractive Zone to be rezoned as Rural ‘B’ “ (as shown in Attachment B1 and annotated in Attachment 

B3 for clarity).  As shown on page 6 of the Deed of Novation (reproduced in Attachment C3), which is 

another crucial document (dated 12th September 1989) pertaining to this development application 

that has been, seemingly culpably omitted by the applicant.  

Unfortunately, the applicant has failed to rezone this prohibited development (Rural ‘B’) area as 

promised.  However, despite the apparent negligent actions of the applicant, the clear intent of this 

remains in force. As per confirmation in transcripts from the court case: Nerang Pastoral Co Pty Ltd v 

Chief Executive, Department of Natural Resources  Court Case Appeal against unimproved valuation:  

‘[1997] QLC 102’ where the judge said to the effect: “Abutting the quarantined land to its West is part 

of the sale land “north-east corner” has an area of 10.5ha which the letter says will be the subject to 

an application for rezoning from its “Extractive Industry” zone to Rural B”. The intent appears to be 

one of extending the buffer area beyond that provided by the “quarantined land”.  The party bound by 

an undertaking to apply to rezone the land in the northeast corner of the sale land is effectively saying 

that neither quarrying activity not processing will be carried out in that part of the land” (Attachment 

C4). 

(Note the judge in this case indicated the Rural ‘B’ is an area of 10.5 hectares.  However, I believe this is incorrect assumption 

and this is based on the smaller area identified in Attachment B4 identifying an earlier extractive footprint.  The Rural ‘B’ 

area was subsequently defined as a result of the David Kershaw report, who was a geologist, who attempted  to establish 

relative harmony between the proposed residential development to the east and the quarry to the west, the result is clearly 

shown in Attachments B1, B2 and B3, which is approximately 16.6 hectares). 

 

In fact, the applicant incredulously claims that this DA is highly beneficial for the native fauna and local 

wildlife and the local residents by releasing the area in the northeast in exchange for areas in the 

southeast and southwest. Here is the extract from page 27 of the main application: “The currently 

approved extraction area boundary would have resulted in the removal of native vegetation and 

extraction of quarry materials up to the edge of adjacent residential area towards the north-east of 

the site.  This would have created a barrier to the movement of native fauna seeking to traverse these 

habitats, either blocking their passage entirely or forcing them into the adjacent residential area with 

an increase in threat” (reproduced in attachment C5).  However, this statement would seem to be 

highly misleading and culpably incorrect as this area is part of the prohibited development, Rural ‘B’, 

protected area and is thus not part of the extractive footprint as claimed.     

It should also be realised that the current extractive footprint maintains a separation buffer in the 

order of 500 metres in the north-east corner whereas the proposed development application will be 

reduced to within 150 metres of homes.  Therefore, I believe the claimed: “This would have created a 

barrier to the movement of native fauna seeking to traverse these habitats, either blocking their 

passage entirely or forcing them into the adjacent residential area with an increase in threat” is highly 

emotive and fraudulently misleading. 

 

Thus, SARA, at the time of the referral and subsequent approval, were under the clearly mistaken 

believe that the quarry ‘realignment’ (as it was referred to, see attachment D1) of the extractive 

footprint was actually beneficial for the local environment.  Clearly this was not so as additional areas 

of environmentally significant biodiversity and priority species and koala habitat are being engulfed 

by the proposed extractive footprint despite the contractually agreed status as a prohibited 
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development area that will squeeze the connectivity to the Nerang State forest completely at odds 

with, what I see as, the applicants misleading claims.    

In total, I believe, the development application proposal engulfs a further 19 hectares of 

environmentally significant (biodiversity and priority species) and koala habitat.  The  net loss is not 

made clear in the submitted development application.   

SARA Approval was further based on assumption that Lot 906 was not quarantined land   

SARA approval was also based on the mistaken believe that an approximate 10 hectares of Lot 906 

(Southeast corner) was part of the KRA and suitable for extractive industry, as advised by the applicant.  

However, it would seem the applicant failed to divulge the ‘Quarantined land’ status of this area and 

thus SARA were led incorrectly to believe this was an appropriate extractive area also (despite its 

environmental significant biodiversity and priority species City Plan overlay status).   

The applicant as of the 18th February 2021 update has now removed Lot 906 from their proposal.  

However, it is very much still part of the SARA approval.   This needs to be addressed.   

I believe, it should also be questioned why SARA at the time of the original referral where not made 

aware of the  ‘Quarantined Land’ status of this area. 

 

SARA Approval was further based on assumption that areas designated as ‘Buffer Land’ and 

‘Permanent trees or shrub planting’ were extractive areas   

I believe SARA approval was also based on the mistaken believe that an area of approximately 15.5 

hectares in the southwest and west (labelled as ‘Buffer land’ and ‘Permanent tree and shrub screening’ 

on the missing Third Schedule, reproduced in attachment A3) were also part of the extractive area 

and not designated buffer areas for, what is believed to be for the life of the quarry. 

The clear intent of these areas is to maintain an appropriate buffer from local residents and the busy 

Maudsland Road. However, it would seem, the crucial and believed culpable  removal of the ‘Third 

Schedule’ of the rezoning agreement helped ensure the protected status of these areas was maybe 

overlooked as part of the SARA referral. 

Clearly, these areas are not part of the current extractive approval and therefore this has important 

implications for these ‘claimed areas’ that are in fact areas that are environmentally significant - 

‘biodiversity’, ‘priority species’ and ‘vegetation management’.  I believe these areas were not, and are 

not appropriate as part of the extractive footprint as they are clearly defined as ‘Buffer land’ and 

‘Permanent tree and shrub screening’ in their current approval, which is believed to be in perpetuity. 

 

State Development Assessment Provisions (SDAP) 

Moving on, I note the following State Development Assessment Provisions (SDAP) where used as 

‘Assessment criteria’ for SARA original referral  (See attachment D1): 

 State Code 1 - Development in a state-controlled road environment 

 State Code 6 - Protection of state transport networks 

 State Code 16 - Native Vegetation Clearing 

 State Code 22 - Environmentally relevant information   
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Having perused the SDAP information I also believe the following warrant further assessment too: 

 

 

State Code 3 - ‘Development in a busway environment’ 

The access intersection is part of bus routes and therefore I think Performance Outcome PO2 - 

“Development does not add or remove loading that will cause damage to bus transport infrastructure 

or a busway corridor” (Attachment D2) is relevant.   Especially as the Traffic Impact Assessment 

supplied for the SARA referral  initially claimed no increase in haulage truck.  This was then changed 

to a 21% increase.  However, it is noted this does not include delivery trucks to the on-site concrete 

plant (part of the development application who’s haulage trucks were seemingly ignored despite 

providing an estimated  additional 4,900 deliveries per annum (based on their estimate of 93,309 m3 

concrete per annum) merely to supply the concrete production facility with sand/cement/silica fume 

and fly-ash, etc.  This is, I believe, requires an additional 9,800 truck movements per annum (or 34 per 

day). These trucks were seemingly completely ignored in the Traffic Impact Assessment(s). 

Also, Performance Outcome PO4: “Construction activities do not cause ground movement or vibration 

impacts in a busway corridor” (Attachment D2).   This development application is proposing blasting 

within forty metres of busway corridor.   Yet this was not part of the assessment criteria? 

Similarly. Performance Outcome PO8: “Excavation, boring, piling, blasting … does not result in ground 

movement or vibration impacts that would cause damage or nuisance to busway transport 

infrastructure or busway infrastructure works” (Attachment D2). This development application is 

proposing blasting within forty metres of the busway corridor.   

Performance Outcome P10: “Filling and excavation does not cause windblown dust nuisance in a 

busway corridor” (Attachment D2).     A recent dust plume as a result of blasting (as close as forty 

metres from busway) is shown in Attachment D3.  Whilst Attachment D4 shows dust on a normal 

quarry day.  With extensive stockpiling throughout the site and a vigorous quarrying activity it is hard 

to believe windblown dust nuisance was not part of the assessment criteria.   Also, Attachment D5 

show a haulage truck just outside the Nucrush quarry dissipating clouds of dust. 

 

Performance Outcome PO14: “Vehicular access for a development does not create a safety hazard or 

result in worsening of operating conditions on busways” (Attachment D2).  I believe an over twenty 

percent increase in haulage trucks, resulting in approximately one every two minutes throughout the 

working day (not including the concrete plant) warrants a safety assessment that has not been 

provided.   

Also, please note the Traffic Impact Assessment(s) supplied, to SARA fails to include the cumulative 

haulage trucks effect by ignoring the adjacent Bullrin Quarry (Environmental Authority 

EPPR00565713) and the adjacent Holcim Concrete production / batching plant (34 Maudsland Road, 

Oxenford) that both uses the same access intersection yet are conspicuously and culpably absent in 

the Traffic Impact Assessments submitted.  

Further the JJ Richards waste disposal site at 241 Tamborine Oxenford Road is also culpably omitted 

from the Traffic Impact Assessment(s). 
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State Code 8 -‘Coastal development and tidal works’ 

Bearing in mind the proposed development application is to go one hundred and ten metres below 

sea level (AHD -110m), within 500 metres of tidal water (Coomera River), leeching up to 432 ML/yr 

(Attachment E1) from the surrounding water table (for an estimated 1.4 km radius) and therefore 

collapsing the water table in the area, it would seem the only way to remove excess water is to pump 

it into the Coomera River, a mere one hundred metres way (by this time contaminated with acid 

sulfates?), using the hydraulic pump they refer too.  Which feeds straight into the Coomera River 

(brackish and tidal). Therefore, Performance Outcome PO11: “1. Maintains and enhances 

environmental values of receiving waters; 2. Achieves the water quality objectives of Queensland 

waters; 3. Avoids the release of prescribed water contaminants to tidal waters” would seem to be 

highly relevant (Attachment E2). 

 

State Code 11 - ‘Removal, destruction or damage of marine plants’ 

Given, it would appear the quarry could be pumping up to to 432 ML/yr (Attachment E1) of potentially 

contaminated (acid sulfates and/or pyrite) water into the adjacent Coomera River, Performance 

Outcome PO6: “Development of, or adjacent to, fish habitats avoids unnecessary loss, degradation or 

fragmentation of fish habitats and their values and the loss of fish movement” (Attachment F1) would, 

I presume, require investigation. 

Similarly, Performance Outcome PO9: “Development likely to cause drainage or disturbance to acid 

sulfate soils, prevents the release of contaminants and impacts on fisheries resources and fish habitats” 

(Attachment F1) would also require investigation. 

Also, Performance Outcome PO14: “Development does not adversely impact on community access to 

fisheries resources and fish habitats including recreational and indigenous fishing” (Attachment F1).  

As the lake adjacent to the quarry that is hydraulically connected to the quarry and is a widely used 

local fishing spot  I believe this should also be part of the assessment criteria. 

 

 

State Code 25 - ‘Development in South East Queensland koala habitat areas’ 

“The purpose of this code is to ensure that development in South East Queensland: 

1. Results in no net loss of koala habitat area 

2. Does not contribute to fragmentation of koala habitat areas 

3. Maintains or improves connectivity within and between koala habitat areas to ensure safe 

koala movement 

4. Is constructed and undertaken in such a way that does not increase the risk of injury to, or 

death of koalas 

5. Avoids impacts on matters of state environmental significance, and  where avoidance is not 

reasonably possible, minimises and mitigates impacts and, provides an offset for significant 

residual impacts to matters of state environmental significance that are prescribed 

environmental matters”  (Attachment G1). 
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Performance Outcome PO1 states: “Development interfering with koala habitat (including interfering 

with koala habitat as a result of material change of use and interfering with koala habitat as a result 

of reconfiguring a lot) does not occur unless the application demonstrates the interfering with koala 

habitat has: 1. Been reasonably avoided; or 2. Been reasonably minimised where it cannot be 

reasonably avoided; and 3. Mitigated the impacts of interfering with koala habitat values” 

(Attachment G1).   

Given that large parts of the proposed expansion is into prohibited development areas zoned as 

‘Environmentally Significant areas’ (priority species, including koala habitat) within Lot 467 that are 

currently approved as ‘Prohibited development’ ,  ‘Buffer land’ and ‘Permanent tree and shrub 

shielding’ areas, I believe for the life of the quarry, I would assume State Code 25 also requires 

assessment. 

Performance Outcome PO4 states: “The construction of the development does not increase the risk of 

injury or death of koalas” (Attachment G1).  However, I believe, the destruction of an additional 

approximately 19 ha of koala habitat would certainly require significant assessment under this State 

Development Code. 

Similarly, Performance Outcome PO5: “Development avoids impacts on matters of state significance 

or minimises and mitigates impacts on matters of state environmental significance” (Attachment G1) 

would certainly require significant assessment under this State Development Code also. 

 

Note ‘Koala habitat’, as defined in State Code 25.4 and as defined under Nature Conservation (Koala) Conservation Plan 2017  

is: “1. An area of vegetation where kolas live; or 2. A partially or completely cleared area used by koalas to cross from an 

area of vegetation where koalas live to another; or 3. An area of vegetation here kolas do not live, if the area primarily 

consists of koala habitat trees and is reasonably suitable to sustain koalas”. 

 

Revised Truck and Car Park plans 

The revised plan of the Site Entrance, part of the supplied SARA update (No date specified - believed 

submitted in October 2020) contains incorrect information. It shows the entrance and dam adjacent 

to the entrance as  “Approved Extraction Boundary” (Blue line in attachment H1).  However, this is not 

part of the Extractive Boundary.  But, it is part of the ‘Ancillary Operations’ area as shown in Plan 362-

010 (Attachment A3).   

It is clearly not part of the “Approved Extraction Boundary” as claimed as highlighted in Attachment 

H1.  Therefore, I find this Site Entrance map, submitted to SARA, culpably misleading. 

 

 

Environmental Authority EA0002207 

It should also be realised there are still major errors in the Environmental Authority EA0002207 that 

has been produced as the replacement Environmental Authority EPPR00245613 to go alongside this 

development  application. Please see attached email sent to DES representative Stephanie Maguire, 

A/Team Leader, DES re this. (Addendum 2 - Environmental Authority EA0002207 issues). 
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Noise and Dust Assessment 

I believe there is a large number of errors and omissions in the submitted ‘Noise and Dust Assessment’ 

that clearly indicate the quarry is unable to meet both its Noise and Dust requirements as stipulated 

in the Environmental Authority EA0002207. 

Please see attached Dust analysis (Addendum 3 - Dust Issues) and also the attach noise analysis 

(Addendum 4 - Noise Issues). 

 

Ecological Assessment 

I believe there are a number of issues within the newly submitted ‘Ecological Assessment’ (Version 5 

dated 3rd December 2020).   Please see attached analysis (Addendum 5 - Ecological Assessment Issues). 

 

Groundwater Assessment 

I believe there are a number of issues within the newly submitted ‘GroundworkPlus Revised Plans - 

visualisations carparks etc’ (no version, undated but part of the February 2021 updated documents).   

Please see attached analysis (Addendum 6 - Groundworks Issues) 

 

Conclusion 

The SARA approval was given with at least four fundamental incorrect assumptions: 

1). The Traffic Impact Assessment stated there was no increase in traffic therefore no safety 

 analysis was required (this was incorrect). 

2).  Led to believe the extractive area was only increasing by 18%, not a threefold increase. 

3).   It was led to believe the realignment of the extractive footprint was beneficial to the local 

 environment in the northeast.  When in fact the area the applicant claimed to be 

 relinquishing was never available as extractive area as clearly shown above resulting in a net 

 loss, believed to be, in the region of 19 ha of environmentally significant land (biodiversity 

 and priority species) and koala habitat engulfed into this expansion plan. 

4). It was not informed of the ‘Quarantined Land’ status of Lot 906. 

5). It was also, it would seem, led to believe that  protected areas for the life of the quarry 

 (‘Buffer Land’ and ‘Permanent trees or shrub planting’) to the southwest and west were 

 currently approved extractive area also. 

Given these significant points that were, in my opinion, culpably hidden from SARA it would seem 

imperative to re refer SARA approval due to the above points and also the significant subsequent 

changes since SARA approval was originally granted. 

Hopefully, the information I have provided will also help SARA to make the correct decision based on 

the correct information re current approved size and approved footprint and not based on the 

culpably incorrect information that the applicant has so far submitted (and importantly omitted).  
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There are a lot of clear misdirection’s that have led SARA to believe the scale of the proposed 

extension was far smaller (just an 18% increase) rather than the nearly threefold increase it  actually 

is. 

The missing plans hid  a lot of information about the current approval that was vital in understanding 

the current approved footprint that, I believe, was culpably omitted. 

Also, I believe that major assessment criteria were missing from the SARA referral.  These being: State 

Code 3, State Code 8, State Code 11 and State Code 25. 

I was also disappointed that the Traffic Impact Assessment wasn’t thoroughly investigated and 

therefore the SARA referral did not notice the problems within it. 

Inadequacies in the Environmental Authority EA0002207, re blast monitoring, may well result in local 

residents having their health, welfare and personal amenity negatively affected and damage to their 

homes (maybe structural) may well occur.  But, the inadequacies in the Environmental Authority will 

help ensure the operator can effectively hide any non-compliant blasting by monitoring at further 

locations (and ignoring the closest homes or most sensitive locations) and thus trivialise any local 

residents issues by claiming ground vibration and airblast overpressure levels are far lower than may 

well have been witnessed by local residents at closer locations. 

I also believe there are significant errors uncovered with the Dust submission. 

There is also significant errors in the Noise assessment. 

The ecological assessment, re issued in February 2021, also contains significant errors. 

The ground water assessment is also grave cause for concern. 

 

I hope given the significant number and scale of the changes submitted since SARA original approval 

and seeing this incredible list of errors and omissions that have subsequently come to light with this 

development application that it will be re-refereed by SARA as would seem clearly appropriate.  

Thank you in anticipation, 

Kind regards 

 

Tony Potter 

Attachments: 

Addendum 1. Traffic Impact Assessment errors and omissions objection 

Addendum 2. DES communication re blasting inadequacies in EA0002207 

Addendum 3. Dust problems objection 

Addendum 4. Noise problems objection 

Addendum 5. Ecological Assessment objection 

Addendum 6. Groundwater assessment objection 

* 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 - Development application claims approved footprint is 56.02 hectares (1) 

 

Attachment A2 - Development application claims approved footprint is 56.02 hectares (2) 
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Attachment A3 - Annotated Third Schedule of Rezoning agreement (Plan 362-010) showing 

extractive area is 23.77 ha approximately 
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Attachment A4 - Deputy Director-General of DES assures me the approved extraction area is 

approximately 55.4 ha 

 

Attachment B1 - Plan C1495:00:13B 
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Attachment B2 - Plan C1495:00:13B (Showing close-up of Rural ‘B’ area) 

 

Attachment B3 - Plan C1495:00:13B (Showing annotated close-up of Rural ‘B’ area) 
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Attachment B4 - DA submitted Fourth Schedule of Rezoning agreement seemingly altered to appear 

as the ‘Third Schedule’ 

Note title ‘FOURTH SCHEDULE’ has been removed.  Original shown in Attachment B5 below. 
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Attachment B5 - Original version of Fourth Schedule of Rezoning agreement 

(note title: “FOURTH SCHEDULE’ has not been removed in correct version) 
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Attachment B6 - Fourth Schedule Original Rezoning Agreement signature  

 

Attachment B7 - Third/Fourth Schedule Submitted copy of Original Rezoning Agreement signature  

 

Attachment B8 - Court Order to amend applicaton as per Plan of Development No. 362-010  
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Attachment C1 - Applicant attempts to claim approved quarry footprint includes Rural ‘B’ area  

 

Attachment C2 - Applicant submitted map claiming Approved quarry boundary includes Rural ‘B’ area  
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Attachment C3 - Deed of Novation, dated 12th September 1989 - Application for Rezoning  

 

 

Attachment C4 - QLC 102 - Rural ‘B’ 
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Attachment C5 - Applicant claims to be helping native vegetation and local wildlife by not  quarrying 

an illegal area  

 

 

Attachment D1 - SARA Referral assessment criteria 
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Attachment D2 - State Code 3 - Development in a Busway 
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Attachment D3 - Blast dust (including respirable crystalline silica) 
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Attachment D4 - Every day quarry dust on non-blasting days (including respirable crystalline silica) 

 

 

Attachment D5 - Haulage truck dust dissipation on Tamborine  - Oxenford Road (fine road dust 

contamination) 
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Attachment E1 - Groundwater Impact Assessment 
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Attachment E2 - State Code 8 - Coastal Development and Tidal Works 
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Attachment F1 - State Code 11 - Removal, destruction or damage to marine plants 
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Attachment G1 - State Code 25 - ‘Development in South East Queensland koala habitat areas’ 
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Attachment H1 - Site Entrance - claimed to be ‘Approved Extraction Boundary’ 

 


