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28th August 2021 

For the attention:  
Liam Jukes 
Senior Planner – Major Assessment 
City Development Branch 
Council of City of Gold Coast  
  

Dear Liam Jukes,  

Objection submission COM/2019/81 - 

Dewatering not permitted (and additional Stormwater concerns) 

 

This development application, it would seem, intends to proliferate, what I believe to be, the ongoing 

illegal dumping of excess groundwater into the ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ 

of the freshwater part of the Coomera River. This, I believe illegal activity, is being perpetrated by the 

Nucrush operation, as part of what I believe is the illegal dewatering of their mine/quarry pit in 

Oxenford on an ongoing, continuous basis. 

This development application would, if approved, be by far the most prolific dewatering development 

on the Gold Coast in its entire history (where dewatering, in its simplest definition, is the removal of 

excess waste water).  However, I do not believe the Nucrush site has any legal right to dewater excess 

groundwater into the Coomera River as I believe is currently happening.    

This dewatering of excess ground water from the mine/quarry pit into the Coomera River is, I believe, 

not permitted under: 

 Their Current approval; and 

 Their DES Environmental Authority EPPR00245613 (The current one); and 

 Their DES Environmental Authority EA0002207 (Post development application); and 

 The Environmental Protection Act.    

All these aspects are discussed in this document below. 

  

Current contamination of ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ freshwater part of the 

Coomera River? 

Already, despite what I believe to be the relatively small scale of the current dewatering into the 

Coomera River, I believe this is having a marked effect on the local environment as shown in the 

‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ tributary to the Coomera River where the 

sediment /debris build up can be clearly seen just before it enters the Coomera River (via Stormwater 

drain) as shown in attachment A1.  It is, I believe, clear to see the sediment/debris that has been 

carried down the Coomera River tributary (identified in attachment A2). 

The photos referred to, in this section, were all taken on the 26th August 2021, in the vicinity delimited 

by the yellow circle on Attachment A2. 
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Other views of this same area are shown in attachment A3 and A4 that show the heinous 

contamination that is, I believe, a result of dewatering from the quarry pit that is being allowed to 

illegally enter the Coomera River. 

The sediment build-up in the Coomera River, that is I believe already happening, can be clearly seen 

just below the surface of the lake in Attachment A5.   Which is just beyond the outlet of  the 

stormwater drainage tunnel shown in attachment A1).   

The effect of this sediment build-up on the local ecosystem within these ‘Environmental significant - 

wetlands and waterways’ does not bear thinking about.  

 

The scale of the proposed dewatering 

It would seem the current area affected by groundwater ingress is approximately 76 m3  (judging by 

the Google maps overview picture as shown in attachment A6).   

I believe the dewatering of this semi-subterranean area  is via the pipe as shown in Attachment A7, 

A8 and A9).  And, therefore, I can only assume this apparent link to the quarry is the root cause of the 

highly significant amount of the sediment build-up witnessed at the entrance to the stormwater 

drainage channel  (attachment A1).   I assume this is just a small percentage of the total outflow of 

sediment received by the ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the freshwater 

section of the Coomera River (as can be seen by the sediment build up just beyond the exit of the 

stormwater drainage channel in attachment A5).   

The total subterranean excavation proposed is, I believe, in the region of approximately forty million 

cubic metres (calculations shown in attachment A10).   

Therefore, this is, it would seem, an area over five hundred thousand times bigger (Yes, that is 

500,000 times bigger) than the current dewatering scenario! 

Given, the seemingly devastating effect this is already having on the ‘Environmental significant - 

wetlands and waterways’ area of the freshwater section of the Coomera River and the stormwater 

drainage channel (as demonstrated in attachments  A1, A3, A4 and A5), what will be the effect of over 

five hundred thousand times more dewatering that will, I believe, have to take place constantly as an 

area of  up to six million square metres (their figures) around the quarry has its groundwater drained 

into the open cut mine on a 24/7 basis (and subsequently, it would seem, dewatered into the 

‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the freshwater section of the Coomera 

River)? 

I hope the Gold Coast City Planners are aware of the scope of the proposed development and the 

hidden dangers of ANY subterranean mining (let alone this truly heinous scale that is proposed by this 

development application). 

I strongly believe ANY approval to go below the existing water table would be clearly unacceptable 

and answerable in a Court of law. 

 

 

Is this Nucrush quarry operation illegal? 
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I believe that the Nucrush quarry is already operating outside of their Current approval and illegally 

with respect to the dewatering. 

Firstly, under the ‘Current Approval’ (as stated in the 1992 Rezoning Agreement’): “No extraction of 

the resource is to occur below RL 10.0 (Australian Height Datum) unless otherwise approved by the 

Council in accordance with concept plans for a specific and appropriate end use” (Attachment B1).   

However, as clearly seen on ‘Google Maps’, the quarry/mine pit is currently excavated to a depth 

below three metres (Attachment B2).  This is clearly contra to their Current Approval. 

The adjacent Coomera River is sitting at a depth of two metres (Attachment B3).  Thus, as can easily 

be predicted, the quarry pit dug to an elevation equivalent to the level of the adjacent Coomera River 

already has a build-up of groundwater (as I believe can be clearly seen in Attachment B2). 

It would seem the ‘Current Approval’ condition: “No extraction of the resource is to occur below RL 

10.0 (Australian Height Datum) …” (Attachment B1) was a very sensible condition in order to eliminate 

groundwater issues and ignoring this clear requirement has, it would seem, brought with it significant 

groundwater issues. 

Secondly, under the ‘Current Approval’ (as stated in the 1992 Rezoning Agreement’): “The quarry floor 

must be self-draining and accessible by vehicles at all times during quarrying operation and on 

cessation of operations” (Attachment B4).  Clearly this breach in the extraction level has already 

severely compromised this clear requirement and has thus forced the quarry, it would seem, to 

dewater (despite, it would seem, no Environmental Authority to do so). Another sensible condition of 

the Current Approval that has been ignored at it would seem the severe detriment of the 

‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the adjacent freshwater lake within the 

Coomera River. 

It seems to me, that the quarry has already outgrown its current location and its pushing of ‘Current 

Approval’ boundaries has caused, it would seem, a plethora of additional problems. 

So where is this resultant build-up of groundwater (caused, I believe, by ignoring Current approval 

conditions) dewatered to in order that the mining can continue without flooding the pit?    

Culpably, I believe, it is merely pumped into the ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ 

area of the adjacent freshwater lake within the Coomera River with no filtration or sediment basins 

or decontamination pits.   

It appears that a dewatering pipe from the mine runs directly due North to the ‘Overland Stormwater 

Flow Paths’ (this pipe is, I believe, clearly visible in ‘Google Maps’ as reproduced in attachment A7, 

close up in attachment A8 for additional clarity).    

An overview of the wider area is shown in attachment A9. 

Unfortunately, it would seem this is already having a dire effect on this waterway.  In attachment A1 

you can see this waterway as it enters the Stormwater discharge point (as it goes under the 

Tamborine-Oxenford Road to the Coomera River) with a truly abhorrent build-up of sediment/debris 

accumulated at this point.   

The close up views in attachments A3 and A4 shows the sediment build as it enters the Stormwater 

discharge point and the scum on top of this, what looks to be, highly contaminated water.  

Attachment A5 shows the exit point from the Stormwater drain under the Tamborine Oxenford Road 

into the ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the adjacent freshwater lake 
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within the Coomera River.   Already there can be seen, I believe, very clear build-ups of sediment in 

this area that is just below the surface of the lake.  This is extremely concerning for the local ecosystem 

within the Lake. 

 

Department of the Environment and Science (DES)  Environmental Authority EA0002207 

Within the Environmental Authority EA0002207, issued as part of this development application, there 

is, I believe, no permitted release of water other than ‘Stormwater’.  

This is emphasised in in ‘Agency Interest - Water’ (Schedule C), ‘Condition C4’ which states:  

“Contaminants must only be released to surface waters in Accordance with Table 1: Stormwater 

discharge (event flow) monitoring parameters, mandatory discharge limits and monitoring frequency. 

Monitoring must occur in accordance with Table 2: Stormwater discharge (event flow) monitoring 

parameters, mandatory discharge limits and monitoring frequency” (Attachment F1).  

It is I believe clear to see this is for  ‘Stormwater discharge (event flow)’ only. 

This is also emphasised in ‘Condition C1’ which states: “Other than as permitted within this 

Environmental Authority, contaminants must not be released to any waters” (Attachment F1).  No 

mention of permissible dewatering (other than stormwater) is made in the Environmental Authority. 

 

Department of the Environment and Science (DES)  Environmental Authority EPPR00245613 

The current DES Environmental Authority EPPR00245613 for the Nucrush quarry, Schedule C, 

‘Condition C1’ states: “Release of Contaminants to Waters - Contaminants must not be directly or 

indirectly released from a site into any waters or to the bed or banks of any waters whereby 

environmental harm is caused except: (i) as permitted under the stormwater management schedule; 

or (ii) to a sewer as permitted or otherwise agreed to from time to time by the relevant local 

government authority” (reproduced in attachment B5).    

Clearly the current dewatering of excess groundwater, that appears to be taking place, is not, I believe, 

permitted under this Environmental Authority either. 

Thus, it would seem the current dewatering is not permitted by the current Environmental Authority.  

So, I believe, the Nucrush quarry are already acting illegally with regard to their current dewatering 

practice. 

 

Summary 

I believe, as stated in the Environmental authorities, only stormwater is permitted to be discharged 

from the site and thus, it would seem,  it is illegal to dewater leached contaminated groundwater into 

the Coomera River as I believe is currently happening and is, I believe, already contaminating the 

Coomera River (Attachment A1, A3 and A4 and A5). 

It should be remembered the development application proposes, I believe, increasing the current 

subterranean pit by a factor of five hundred thousand times larger.   Given, the already catastrophic 

effect this appears to be having on the Coomera River, how will this dramatic increase in dewatered 

groundwater, with no visible means of decontamination, affect the ‘Environmental significant - 
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wetlands and waterways’ area of the adjacent freshwater lake within the Coomera River and its local 

dependant ecosystems and local residents using this area (swimming, fishing, etc.)? 

 

Confirmation of dewatering 

The proposed dewatering is confirmed by the development application in the submitted: 

‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’, Section 7.1: “It is understood that water that cannot be stored on-

site is released to Water Polishing Pond at the Tamborine-Oxenford Rd site boundary, and to the water 

channel on the north eastern side of the Main Pit” (Attachment F2).  Thus, any “water that cannot be 

stored on-site is released”  into “the water channel on the north eastern side of the Main  Pit” or the 

“Water Polishing Pond” (which is already full as stated by “water that cannot be stored on-site”) results 

in dumping unwanted contaminated excess quarry ground water into the ‘Environmental significant - 

wetlands and waterways’ area of the adjacent freshwater lake within the Coomera River with untold 

effects on the local  ecosystems. 

Other, than Stormwater discharge, it is clear from Environmental Authority EA0002207 that NO 

OTHER CONTAMINANTS MAY BE RELEASED into the ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and 

waterways’ area of the adjacent freshwater lake within the Coomera River which is contra to the 

development application proposals which state: “The quarry will require dewatering to remain dry. 

Any water that flows to the quarry would be available for use on site and any excess likely discharged” 

and “Post-closure, the groundwater flow regime will recover approximately back to its pre-

development configuration, with the quarry pit only capturing a small portion of the groundwater flow 

that would have otherwise discharged to the Coomera River under current conditions” (Attachment 

F3). 

 

Dewatering Management Plan (DMP) 

The requirements for a ‘Dewatering Management Plan’ are outlined in the Gold Coast Council’s: 

‘Guidelines for Dewatering Management Plan’, dated March 2018, attachment C1).    

It is noted that in the City of Gold Coast ‘Guidelines for Dewatering Management Plan’ states: “The 

DMP will be submitted with the development application” (Attachment C2).   This has not, I believe, 

been done and despite an over two years timeframe since the development application has been 

submitted and Council Planners consideration of it so far, I note no ‘Dewatering Management Plan’ 

has been either submitted or requested by Gold Coast Council City Planners. 

The failure to include a ‘Dewatering Management Plan’, as I believe is clearly required, means that 

areas such as “Noise emanating from the plant such as pumps and diesel generators that is used in 

dewatering process can cause a noise nuisance to nearby noise sensitive places.  During temporary 

dewatering activities in most cases the plant is required to be operated twenty four (24) hours per day, 

which can increase the intrusiveness of the noise particularly during later or early morning periods 

when the background noise levels are minimal” are not covered in the development application (as 

shown in Attachment C3). 

 

Given the extent of the Dewatering that is believed to be 30 litres per second (however, this is, I 

believe based on the applicants best case scenario therefore I believe it may well  be up to 40 litres 

per second as discussed below) on a 24/7 basis with a claimed temporary duration of one hundred 
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plus years, into an ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the Coomera River 

(as shown on the City Plan, reproduced in Attachment C4) the failure to submit the required DMP 

would seem an extraordinary and glaring oversight. 

* Please note I refer to it as ‘Temporary’ as per the development application description: “Post closure, the 

groundwater flow regime will recover approximately back to its pre-development configuration” (Attachment 

C5).   

This dewatering process will, I believe, be a 24/7 never ending continuous cycle throughout the one 

hundred plus years of mining the open cast pit as groundwater from the surrounding area (up to a 

‘Cone of Influence’ or radius of 1,418 m, which is over six million square metres, as shown in 

Attachment C6) will continually leach into the pit via the walls and floor, be contaminated by quarrying 

activity and will then be pumped out into the Coomera River to stop the pit flooding  (as the submitted 

‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’ states: “The quarry will require dewatering to remain dry”, 

attachment C5), I believe this will have unknown consequences for the local residents, the local 

environment, the local water table and the Groundwater Dependent ecosystems (GDEs) within this 

affected area. 

Please note, this is without any Stormwater contingency in these figures, purely leached groundwater 

from the subterranean mining method proposed. 

 

It should also be realised from early stages onwards the existing stormwater sedimentation basins and 

containment pits, dams etc. (as shown in Attachment C7) are engulfed into the extractive footprint 

and appear to have no replacements planned (as shown in attachment C8) over and above the main 

sump in the floor of the quarry (as shown in Attachment C9).  Therefore, it would seem, there is 

absolutely nowhere to store the excess water to ensure it is at a compliant level of contaminants prior 

to being pumped into the ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the Coomera 

River. 

 

This is, I believe (at a proposed duration of one hundred plus years), the longest and biggest 

dewatering project ever conceived on the Gold Coast yet, according to their Environmental Authority, 

I believe no dewatering of the site into the Coomera River is permitted making this an illegal action. 

 

Is the questionable legality of the dewatering into the Coomera River  by the applicant the reason why 

a ‘Dewatering Management Plan’ was, in spite of the humungous scale of the required dewatering, in 

this case omitted from the development application?   

Are the Gold Coast City Planner’s aware of the clear requirement for a ‘Dewatering Management Plan’ 

for this development application under their own guidelines?  And, are the City Planners content to 

ignore this clear requirement to submit a ‘Dewatering Management Plan’ despite this being, I believe, 

the most prolific dewatering project ever proposed in the entire history of the Gold Coast? 

I hope the Gold Coast City Planner’s will make the necessary checks to verify the legal status of the 

current and future dewatering of the Nucrush quarry before making a rash decision on this 

development application. 
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What is the required extent of dewatering into the ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and 

waterways’ area of the adjacent freshwater lake within the Coomera River? 

The extent of the discharge into the Coomera River is, I believe, shown within the submitted 

‘Stormwater Management Plan’,  Table C-8: ‘Outflows from the site - Ultimate Site Conditions’.   

This shows that a ‘Total outflow’ of between ‘2,437’ cubic meters and ‘2,554’ cubic metres (dependant 

on concrete production) will need to be discharged on a daily basis (Attachment D1).  

Please note this discharge rate into the Coomera River is somewhat at odds with their submitted Table C-10: ‘Flow distribution 

onsite - Ultimate Site Conditions’ (Attachment D2) which states that the discharge is far higher at between 2,506 and 4,625 

cubic metres.  However, I am inclined to believe the 4,625 cubic metres (based on ‘High’ ‘Concrete Production) is a 

typographical error where the ‘Average Yearly flow’ has been transposed from ‘890 ML/yr’  in Table C8 to ‘1690 ML/yr’ in 

Table C10. I will thus continue assuming Table C-8, the lesser of the two discharge rates, is correct. 

Using the figures in ‘Table C8’ (i.e. between ‘2,437’ cubic meters and ‘2,554’ cubic metres per day); 

this equates to between 102 and 106 cubic metres of water every hour.  Which is up to 1.8 cubic 

meters per minute (or 1800 litres)  OR  30 litres of water per second (approx) on a 24 hours a day, 7 

days a week basis. 

However, it should be noted that these figures, damning as they are, are based on their best case 

scenario of ‘low bedrock conductivity’ as highlighted in Section C.5.1 of the submitted  Stormwater 

Management Plan: “To present a water balance model considered to represent the site (in lieu of 

comprehensive information), certain assumptions have been applied. These are outlined below: … As 

suggested in the Groundwater  Impact Assessment - Oxenford Quarry Extractive Boundary 

Realignment Project (G1913)(AGE 2018) and supported by G1913A: Oxenford Quarry Response (AGE 

2019): “The inflow predictions show that the inflows are dominated by groundwater entering through 

the pit floor. The inflows predicted by the low bedrock conductivity scenario (total of 4 L/s or 130 ML/yr) 

are considered more likely to be representative of the magnitude of inflows to be observed during 

operations” and “Based off this statement, the groundwater inflow as anticipated at being 4 L/s 

(345.6m3/d) for the quarry Pit Sump C3 for the ultimate site conditions” (Attachment D3). 

Based on the ‘low bedrock conductivity’  assumption above, a ‘best case scenario’ of 130 ML/yr inflow 

into the pit was, it seems, assumed.   If it were subsequently found to be a ‘high bedrock conductivity’ 

then up to 432 ML/yr would flow into the pit as per their Analytical results table (Table 7.2) of their 

Groundwater Impact Assessment shows (reproduced in Attachment D4).   Thus, there would be an 

additional 302 ML/yr inflow into the quarry pit which would have to be discharged (which I believe 

equates to roughly an extra 10 litres per hour)  as the quarry has, it would seem, no use for this 

additional ground water.   Therefore, I believe, the ‘Total outflow’ would increase to an estimated 40 

litres per second (approx) on a 24/7 basis.     

I believe it is culpable to use a best case scenario within the ‘Stormwater Management Plan’ that 

should clearly be based on a worst case unless proof was available negating this worst case scenario.  

There appears to be no proof submitted. However, the mere fact ‘high bedrock conductivity’ is 

presented as an option within the ‘Stormwater Management Plan’ shows, I believe, this would have 

been more appropriate case to base calculations on.  Especially when considering the possible 

devastating effect this DA could have on the local ground dependent ecosystems (GDEs) and the local 

environment when proposing discharging high volumes of contaminated water for a duration of over 

one hundred years. 
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It should also be realised that even this seemingly implausible figure of 40 litres per second, every 

single second, on a 24/7 basis does not allow for any additional stormwater that may be present. 

With no settlement pits or containment pits (other than ‘Sump C3’) in the later stages of quarrying (as 

shown in attachment C9) if this discharged water is found to be contaminated as I believe is virtually 

guaranteed (for example by acid sulphates and/or pyrite) how is this going to be decontaminated 

before release? Where will this colossal volume of water be stored prior to release? It cannot be stored 

in ‘Sump C3’ as this will be forever filling with yet more potentially contaminated groundwater. It is 

clear, I believe, there is no space for the required sedimentation basin(s) given the extractive footprint 

proposed on the site. 

It is also pertinent to note that the total inflows and outflows discussed in the ‘Stormwater 

Management Plan’ I believe fail to distinguish between groundwater ingress and stormwater 

appropriately.  Thus, seemingly including the groundwater into the ‘Stormwater Management Plan’.  

However, the Environmental Authorities associated with this site i.e. EPPR00245613 (current) and 

EA0002207 (proposed) both permit stormwater to be discharged from the site (providing it is 

appropriately decontaminated prior if necessary) but do not permit dewatering of groundwater into 

the Coomera River.  Is this why they are combined and no ‘Dewatering Management Plan’ was 

submitted? 

 

Oxenford Overland Stormwater Flow Paths affected 

The Overland stormwater flow path’s affected by the quarry are highlighted in the ‘Oxenford LAP Map 

18A.6 - Overland Stormwater Flow Paths’ (reproduced in attachment D5). 

These are also shown on the Gold Coast Council City Plan “Environmentally significant: Wetlands and 

Waterways” (reproduced in Attachment C4). 

The proposed location of the car and truck parking and concrete production / batching facility and the 

main processing area (crushers, screeners, etc.) as shown in attachment C8, is I believe directly in the 

path of the ‘Overland Stormwater Flow Paths’, which is also an “Environmentally significant: Wetlands 

and Waterways” on the Gold Coast Council City Plan. 

I do not believe the proposed layout can be permitted as it will interfere with the protected waterways 

and there has been, it would seem, no attempt to mitigate these proposed actions. And certainly, 

there is no sediment basin or containment pit to decontaminate stormwater that will continue to flow 

through this route including car and truck parking and concrete production / batching facility and the 

main processing area (crushers, screeners, etc.) that will, I believe, be undoubtedly contaminated as 

it passes through this highly contaminated extractive industry areas and it would seem straight into 

the “Environmentally significant: Wetlands and Waterways”. 

 

Oxenford Overland Stormwater Flow Path or ‘Discharge Locations’? 

It can be seen, from the Nucrush development application’s ‘Stormwater Management Plan’ that 

where these ‘Stormwater Flow Paths’ cross the public road these have been adopted by the applicant 

as ‘Discharge Locations’ as identified by the applicant as red dots (as reproduced in attachment E1). 
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This is particularly concerning as it would seem the applicant intends to use these ‘Overland 

Stormwater Flow Paths’ as ‘Discharge Locations’ to continue to dewater their subterranean quarry pit 

to prevent it from flooding. 

As discussed in above I believe the required dewatering, associated with their planned subterranean 

open cast mining method going down 110 metres below the level of the adjacent Coomera River  (over 

and above the quarry’s internal requirements for water usage) will result in an average of 30 to 40 

litres per second of leached groundwater will have to be dewatered on an ongoing basis until the 

quarrying of the area is completed (one hundred plus years proposed in their development 

application) based on the applicants estimates in their submitted ‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’. 

It should be remembered the ‘Stormwater Flow Paths’ should be, as the name suggests, stormwater 

flow paths and they are clearly not ‘Discharge Locations’ for dewatering a mine/quarry pit as appears 

to be the intention. 

 

Ultimate Solution in four hundred years away? 

If my maths is correct (and I have checked it a few times!) we will have to wait in the region of 400 

years before our promised leisure lake is ready to use! 

So here goes … For a final excavation pit size in the region of an area of 400,000 m2  that is  100 metres 

deep gives a subterranean excavated pit in the region of forty million cubic metres (as shown in 

attachment A10).    

Which at an excavation rate of one million tonnes per annum as planned give a total planned duration 

of 110 years which is roughly in line with the applicants claimed one hundred plus years (Attachment 

A10). 

With an estimated  inflow of 130 ML/pa, as per their assumption in attachment D3 (which is 130,000 

cubic metres per annum), it will take approximately 307 years to fill (obviously as the pit fills the inflow 

will reduce so will slow the inflow however I have ignored this aspect for ease of calculations, as is 

rainfall).    

Therefore, this development application is for a proposed duration of approximately 110 years and 

the resultant hole in the ground, that is sapping all the groundwater from the surrounding area for up 

to six million square metres and affecting all the surrounding groundwater dependent ecosystems 

(GDEs) could take another 307 years to stabilise the groundwater in the area (based on the submitted 

inflow estimates). 

Either their estimated inflow (Attachment D3) is far, far lower than what the applicant has stated or 

we will have to wait a very long time before our promised ‘Leisure Lake’ is available to use at an 

estimated 417 years!  

But seriously, I believe the estimated inflow should be thoroughly checked to see if this is a realistic 

estimate.  I note that the estimated inflow is calculated based on Table 7.1 (reproduced in attachment 

F4).  A cursory glance of this table reveals it is based on an ultimate quarry depth of -95 mAHD not the 

actual -110 mAHD.   I also note it is based on an effective radius of the pit post-excavation of 300 

metres, however with a pit length of 950 metres and width of 460 metres I wonder if this estimate is 

accurate enough.   The other assumptions are beyond my understanding but I believe should be 

verified by an expert in the field. 
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Without an accurate prediction of the inflow that such an immense excavation will generate it is 

impossible to accurately predict the required dewatering into the Coomera River as appears to be 

proposed. 

 

Groundwater Dependent ecosystems 

The submitted: ‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’ states: “The Bureau of Meteorology (BoM, 2017) 

GDE Atlas shows ecosystems including springs, wetlands, rivers, and vegetation that interact with the 

subsurface presence of groundwater, or the surface expression of groundwater. Review of this 

mapping identifies there are no GDEs mapped within the extent of the proposed project boundaries. 

However, the proposed quarry extension will result in the mapped GDEs along the Coomera River, 

being within the radius influence from the quarry during its operational life. This radius of influence 

will only be present during active dewatering of the realigned pit” (Attachment G1).    

However, in the statement: ”This radius of influence will only be present during active dewatering of 

the realigned pit” it culpably fails, in my opinion, to state that: ”This radius of influence will only be 

present during active dewatering” will be an ongoing requirement for the next one hundred plus years. 

Therefore: “the proposed quarry extension will result in the mapped GDEs along the Coomera River, 

being within the radius influence from the quarry during its operational life”.  i.e. The ‘Groundwater 

Dependent ecosystems’ within the ‘radius of influence’ (up to 1,418 metres radius) and further along 

the Coomera River will be affected for the next one hundred plus years! 

As stated by the Queensland Department of the Environments and Science (DES): “Groundwater 

dependent ecosystems (GDEs) are ecosystems which requires access to groundwater on a permanent 

or intermittent basis to meet all or some of their water requirements so as to maintain their 

communities of plants and animals, ecological processes and ecosystem services” and “Groundwater 

plays an important ecological role in directly and indirectly supporting terrestrial and aquatic 

ecosystems. Groundwater sustains terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems by supporting vegetation and 

providing discharge to channels, lacustrine and palustrine wetlands, and both estuarine and marine 

environment. Aquifer ecosystems are inherently groundwater dependent”.  Further: “Groundwater 

also plays a critical role during extended dry periods in maintaining refuges for flora and fauna” 

(Attachment G2). 

 

In fact a more appropriate and less misleading statement in the ‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’ 

would be: ”… the proposed quarry extension will result in the mapped GDEs along the Coomera River 

and within the radius of influence, being affected by the quarry operations for the whole of the quarry’s 

operational life  i.e. The next 100 plus years”.  

 

So how will this ‘radius of influence’ (or ‘cone of depression’ as it is also known) affect the local area?  

Firstly, the area affected, according to the development application, is going to be up to 1.418 km 

radius (reproduced in Attachment G3) which is an immense  area of approximately  6,300,000 square 

metres all around the mine.  

Unfortunately the “The Bureau of Meteorology (BoM 2017) GDE Atlas” maps referred to in the 

development application have not been submitted by the applicant. Therefore, in order to clarify the 

effects, I have added the proposed extractive footprint and the  radius of influence onto these Bureau 
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of Meteorology  GDE Atlas map for the ‘Aquatic GDE’ as shown in Attachment G4.   Similarly, I have 

done the same for the ‘Terrestrial GDE’, reproduced in Attachment G5.  From these maps, it is clear 

to see that the radius of influence will have an extensive effect on a very large area and a highly 

significant number of Groundwater dependant ecosystems (GDEs)  for the next one hundred plus 

years (or all our foreseeable futures!).   It could also affect the many bores in the region (e.g. Movie 

world, etc.)  and may have a significant effect on all homes as the water table is artificially lowered by 

ongoing quarry operations.  The onset of emerging sink holes I believe cannot be ruled out either.  

I therefore find the throwaway comment in the development application: “This radius of influence will 

only be present during active dewatering of the realigned pit” thoroughly inadequate and highly 

misleading (reproduced in attachment G1). 

Moving on, in section 7.4, of the submitted ‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’, entitled: ‘Radius of 

Influence’ the playing down of the radius of influence is continued here.  It states: “The radius of 

influence assuming high permeability bedrock and high permeability pit floor is estimated to be 1,418 

m (Table 7.2). This scenario extends the radius of influence to include private water bore (RN 124033), 

a more extensive portion of the Coomera River and approximately 400 m of riparian wetland located 

upstream of the Gold Coast wave pork. Providing there is hydraulic connectivity between the Coomera 

River, the associated alluvium and the Nerangleigh-Fernvale Beds, the Coomera River will act as a flow 

boundary limiting the western extent of the radius of influence” (Attachment G6). However, it should 

be noted the proposal is to quarry down to 110 metres below the Coomera River level.  This adjacent 

section of the Coomera River (freshwater section) is believed to be in the region of four metres deep 

maximum.  How can it ever be possible that ”the Coomera River will act as a flow boundary limiting 

the western extent of the radius of influence” when there is such an immense difference in its depth 

compared to the quarry depth? I believe it is clear to see beyond the depth of the Coomera River (four 

metres approx) it will have absolutely no effect on  the radius of influence.  However, the perpetual 

draining of the ground water in the area may well have a significant influence on the Coomera River’s 

ability to maintain its current water level for the foreseeable future (As will everything it would seem 

within the very large ‘radius of influence’). 

The depth comparison between the quarry and the Coomera River is shown in attachment G7. 

It is therefore particularly poignant that the next paragraph states: “Regardless of the radius of 

influence and the inflows reporting to the quarry during operations, the groundwater levels in the 

vicinity of the quarry void are assessed to recover once quarry development ceases and the quarry 

void is allowed to fill” (Attachment G6).  So that’s ok then!  It would seem that after the hundred plus 

year’s duration, of perpetually pumping the leached excess contaminated groundwater into the 

‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the adjacent freshwater lake within the 

Coomera River, the local ecosystem are simply “assessed to recover once quarry development ceases”!   

I hope the City of Gold Coast Council Planners are not fooled by such rose tinted visionary statements!  

 

Concerns  for the ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ during dry periods 

The development application already raises strong concerns for the quality of the ‘Environmental 

significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the adjacent freshwater lake within the Coomera River 

when it states: “Coomera River water west of the project site being generally fresh” but: “the river can 

become slightly brackish during periods of low rainfall when groundwater discharge from the alluvium 

and bedrock contributes a higher proportion of flow in the surface water system” (Attachment G8). 
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It would seem obvious that the proposed lowering of the groundwater (for up to 1,418 metres radius) 

all around the quarry pit will compound this ‘brackish’ effect as the area around becomes far drier 

than currently due to the far, far lower water table (as demonstrated in attachment G7) and therefore, 

as stated: ”when groundwater discharge from the alluvium and bedrock contributes a higher 

proportion of flow in the surface water system”, as it undoubtedly will, when this groundwater is 

continually dumped into the  ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the 

freshwater section of the Coomera River, as it seems is proposed, there can be little doubt the quality 

of this area (and all the surrounding GDEs) will deteriorate as contaminated water is continually 

dumped into this protected area. 

 

Obligations under the Environmental Protection Act 1994 

In the EA it states: “In addition to the requirements found in the conditions of this environmental 

authority, the holder must also meet their obligations under the EP Act, and the regulations made 

under the EP Act. For example, the holder must comply with the following provisions of the Act:  

   - general environmental duty (section 319)  

   - duty to notify environmental harm (section 320-320G)  

   - offence of causing serious or material environmental harm (sections 437-439)  

   - offence of causing environmental nuisance (section 440)  

   - offence of depositing prescribed water contaminants in waters and related matters (section 

440ZG)  

   - offence to place contaminant where environmental harm or nuisance may be caused (section 

443)” (reproduced in Attachment H1). 

It would seem the dewatering into the Coomera River, potentially contaminated water, is clearly 

beyond the scope of the Stormwater section covered in the EA0002207 and thus, I believe, will breach 

the Environmental Protection Act 1994, Section 440: “Offence of causing environmental nuisance (1) 

A person must not wilfully and unlawfully cause an environmental nuisance and (2) A person must not 

unlawfully cause an environmental nuisance” (Attachment H2). 

Similarly, I believe, it will breach the Environmental Protection Act 1994, Section 440ZG: “A person 

must not … unlawfully deposit a prescribed water contaminant” (Attachment H3). 

Further, I believe, it will breach the Environmental Protection Act 1994, Section 443: “Offence to place 

contaminant where serious or material environmental harm may be caused” (Attachment H4). 

All of these aspects of the Environmental Protection Act 1994 would, it would seem, be breached by 

the illegal dewatering into the Coomera River as it appears is proposed. 

 

Stormwater and Environmentally relevant activities 

It is noted that if you superimpose the ‘Overland Stormwater flow path’ (as shown in Attachment D5) 

on to the development application proposals that the stormwater will roughly flow around the top of 

the pit through the truck and car parking area, through the processing area and then under the 

Tamborine Oxenford Road and straight in to the Coomera River (Attachment I1). 
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There can be very little doubt that under the proposals submitted, that the stormwater will follow the 

current path and thus enter into the proposed ‘Extractive Industry area’ at the existing point. It is 

proposed, as part of the development application, to lower this area to RL 10m (As shown in 

attachment I1).  However the stormwater exit path is located at approximately RL 5 m (despite it being 

shown, I believe, in the development application as RL 10 m) and thus the stormwater will invariably 

continue its current course to the Coomera River (albeit probably through the car park, the Concrete 

production / batching facility, the truck park and the processing area) obviously picking up 

contaminants as it courses through the area. 

Under the DES Stormwater guideline for Environmentally Relevant Activities it is required that: 

“Sediment basin(s) should be installed and maintained to collect and treat stormwater runoff from all 

the disturbed areas of the site(s) approved as part of the ERA application” and “a sediment basin must 

be designed, constructed and operated to retain the runoff at the site(s) approved as part of the ERA 

application” (Attachment I2).  It is noted there are no sediment basin(s), as are clearly required, 

between the quarry (including the concrete production / batching facility, the processing area, the 

truck and car parking areas) and the Coomera River (Attachment I1).   

I do not see how it is possible to meet the requirement: “the release stormwater from these sediment 

basins must achieve a total suspended solids (TSS) concentration of no more than 50mg/L” 

(Attachment I2) when there is no sediment basin to control this output and the stormwater will flow 

straight through the site apparently completely unmanaged and uncontrolled (Attachment I1). 

‘Condition C2’ of the Environmental Authority EA0002207 states: “Stormwater that is not 

contaminated by the activity must be diverted away from areas where it may become contaminated 

by the activity” (Attachment F1).  I do not believe that there is any attempt for this Stormwater flow 

path to be diverted away from this area where it will with little doubt become contaminated by the 

activity.  

‘Condition C2’ of the Environmental Authority EA0002207 goes on to state: “Stormwater that is 

contaminated by the activity must be directed to a treatment system” (Attachment F1).  I do not 

believe that there is any attempt for this Stormwater that will, with very little doubt, be contaminated 

by the activity to be directed to a treatment system (as there does not appear to be any treatment 

system included in the development application at this stormwater outflow. 

‘Condition C5’ of the Environmental Authority EA0002207 states: “The release to waters permitted 

under condition C4 must not contain any other properties at a concentration capable of causing 

environmental harm” (Attachment F1).  I do not believe that there is any way of monitoring the output 

from the Stormwater outflow given the required treatment system does not appear to be available 

and the stormwater flows straight through the quarry (including the concrete production /batching 

facility, the processing area, the truck and car parking areas) and straight into the Coomera River 

apparently completely unmanaged and uncontrolled (Attachment I1). 

‘Condition C6’ of the Environmental Authority EA0002207 states: “The release to waters permitted 

under condition C4 must not produce any slick or other visible evidence of oil or grease, scum, litter or 

other visually objectionable matter” (Attachment F1).  However, pictures taken on the 26th August 

2021 at the stormwater entry point under the Tamborine Oxenford Road (leading directly to the 

Coomera River) show that already ‘Condition C6’ is, it would seem, being severely compromised at the 

extreme detriment to the  ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the 

freshwater section of the Coomera River (as reproduced in attachment A3). 
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Finally, it should be remembered, that an average annual rainfall of approximately 1150 mm for an 

extractive area of 54 hectares proposed (or 540,000 square metres) will give an annual rainfall of 

621,000 m3 per annum (or 621 ML per annum).   This equates to 20 litres per second.   So even without 

the required dewatering the site will have to handle an average of 20 litres per second on a 24/7 basis.   

With no visible sedimentation pits or containment pits in the development application once the 

extractive footprint is extended, as proposed, the effect on the local ecosystems of so much 

potentially contaminated water entering the local River does not bear thinking about.  

 

Groundwater flows upwards? 

It is remarkable that the ‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’, in a seeming desire to hide the proposed 

dewatering into the Coomera River that it’s ‘Conceptual Cross Section during operations’ (Figure 7.3) 

diagram appears to show the “Existing groundwater flow in fresh bedrock” as going upwards 

(Attachment J1). 

Not only does this diagram, I believe,  fail to show the extent of the quarry pit but it also fails to show 

how this leached  ground water (from the mine walls and pit floor) will be dewatered from the quarry 

pit  (other than appearing to show it as going upwards to the Coomera River! 

Has this vital hydraulic link (or pump(s) ) from the mine floor to the Coomera River been omitted as 

the applicant is fully aware that they are  not permitted to dewater into the Coomera River despite 

this seemingly being an immense ongoing requirement? 

 

Dewatering Management Guidelines 4.2.2 - Acid Sulphate soils (ASS) 

The Gold Coast Council’s ‘Dewatering Management Guidelines’, Section 4.2.2’, ‘Acid sulphate soils 

(ASS)’ section is reproduced in attachment L1.    

This states: “The occurrence of ASS in coastal areas is a common phenomenon. ASS contains iron 

sulphides, mostly pyrites and when they are exposed to the air they can generate large amounts of 

sulphuric acid. When iron sulphides have been exposed to oxygen, they become very acidic, that is with 

a pH less than or equal to four and can contaminate groundwater.  

In the past, large scale drainage of coastal flood plains for flood mitigation, urban expansion and 

agriculture has exposed significant areas of ASS. This disturbance has generated acidic water, through 

the generation of sulphuric acid, together with elevated concentrations of typically aluminium, iron 

and arsenic. The discharge of acidic ‘slugs’ of water into streams, rivers or estuaries have resulted in 

major fish kills in rivers along the Queensland coast.” (Attachment L1). 

Obviously in this particular case, given this is thought to be the biggest ever proposed dewatering 

project on the Gold Coast, that is proposing dewatering on a colossal scale into the ‘Environmental 

significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the Coomera River’s local ecosystem then the Acid 

sulphate should be a serious consideration.  

It is known that this is an acid sulphate region (as shown in the City Plan reproduced in attachment 

L2). 

This is reinforced in the Main section of the development application where it says: “The occurrence 

of acid sulphate soils has been addressed within the Groundwater Impact Assessment prepared by 

Australasian Groundwater and Environmental Consultants Pty Ltd.” in the (Attachment L3). 
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In the ‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’ referred to, there is unfortunately very little mention of the 

acid sulphates and how it effects the local area.   However, ‘Section 6.2.6’, confirms that sulphide 

minerals and sulphide-bearing carbonaceous rocks are found within this region and goes on to state: 

“Weathering of sulphide minerals when exposed to moisture and oxygen has potential to result in 

acidic groundwater quality. Sulphide-bearing minerals exposed to oxygen can potentially lead to acid 

mine drainage and acid sulphate soils.” (Attachment L4). 

Finally, in the ‘Summary and Conclusions’ section it states: “The understanding is the water level in the 

quarry void will recover back to an elevation that is consistent with the Coomera River post closure. 

Additionally, the water level recovery within the proposed development will saturate the exposed pit 

walls thereby limiting the potential for acid generation” (Attachment L5). 

This, relatively small coverage of the acid sulphates in the Groundwater Impact Assessment,  confirms 

to me that this proposed development will ‘result in acidic groundwater’ as predicted.  

It is extremely concerning that the applicant is eventually relying on ”the water level recovery within 

the proposed development will saturate the exposed pit walls thereby limiting the potential for acid 

generation”.  What about the intervening one hundred plus years where the groundwater will be 

acidic and due to the lack of sedimentation pits and/or containment pits it will have to be, it would 

seem, pumped into the Coomera River even if levels are incorrect to avoid flooding the pit as there 

appears to be no other means of controlling the output? 

 

Bogle-Chandler case 

I believe the highly concerning case of Dr Bogle and Mrs Chandler should be considered.  Their deaths 

are believed to be as a result of hydrogen sulphide poisoning whilst relaxing on a Sydney river bank. It 

would seem they were overcome by hydrogen sulphide gas from the adjacent river (Attachment L6). 

It is compelling reading that years before this “the local council received scores of letters from residents 

complaining of the smell of “rotten eggs” coming from the river, causing nausea and breathing 

difficulties. There was also a series of massive fish kills. With the residents facing permanent 

evacuation, the Maritime Services Board conducted a year-long study of the river. It found that the 

bottom muds were saturated to a depth of 50 centimetres with hydrogen sulphide and that the very 

rapid releases of hydrogen sulphide gas could occur from a section of the river impounded by the weir. 

The source was identified as a factory that had pumped its waste into the river since the 1890’s.  The 

worst affected location was within a quarter-mile of the weir, exactly where Bogle and Chandler died” 

(Attachment L6).  

Given this is a known acid sulphates affected area (Attachment L2) and subterranean quarrying activity 

will disturb the acid sulphates (Attachment L4), the stark parallels to this proposed development and 

the ‘Bogle-Chandler’ case are unnerving. 

 

Summary 

The Coomera River Environmental Protection (Water) Policy 2009, for the Coomera River at the 

quarry’s proposed discharge locations are a ‘Suspended Solids’ Limit of  ‘<8 mg/L’ (as shown in 

attachment L7). Whereas, the DES Environmental Authority ‘EA0002207’ is incredulously authorising  

a ‘Maximum release limit’ of ’50 mg/L’ (Attachment F1) which is over six times the limit of the receiving 

water.   
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Are Council Planners willing to risk a similar long-term build-up, as per the ‘Bogle-Chandler’ case, 

happening here on the Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the Coomera 

River?   

Are Council Planners willing to let this development application pollute the Coomera River and its local 

ecosystem for the next one hundred plus years with untold and ill-considered effects these proposals 

could have? 

Could the case of ‘Bogle-Chandler’ become a reality here on the Gold Coast also? Certainly the lack of 

Dewatering Management Plan and, in my opinion, ill-conceived and environmentally unsound, 

dewatering methods, could see this as a definite possibility.  

 

 

Dewatering Management Guidelines 4.2.3 - Geotechnical Issues 

The Gold Coast Council’s ‘Dewatering Management Guidelines’, Section 4.2.3’, ‘Geotechnical Issues’ 

section is reproduced in attachment M1.    

This states: “The DMP should also include an assessment of the potential geotechnical and hydrological 

impacts of groundwater extraction. It should demonstrate that nearby structures and infrastructure 

will remain stable during and after dewatering. Consideration of groundwater recharge should be 

given. This may require groundwater modelling. Details of dewatering volume, rate, duration, 

equipment and procedures must be included in the DMP” (Attachment M1).  These clear and detailed 

requirements I believe have not been submitted as part of the development application and therefore 

I do not believe the Council Planners can adequately access the impact of the proposals in the 

development application without this essential information. 

 

It then goes on to state: “A geotechnical investigation shall be undertaken to determine the 

groundwater level and the absorption rate for all sites. The lowest value obtained from the 

geotechnical investigation shall be used in the absorption calculations” (Attachment M1).  However, it 

should be noted that the figures adopted in their ‘Stormwater Management Plan’ are based on, I 

believe, a best case scenario as highlighted in Section C.5.1: “To present a water balance model 

considered to represent the site (in lieu of comprehensive information), certain assumptions have been 

applied. These are outlined below: … As suggested in the Groundwater  Impact Assessment - Oxenford 

Quarry Extractive Boundary Realignment Project (G1913)(AGE 2018) and supported by G1913A: 

Oxenford Quarry Response (AGE 2019): “The inflow predictions show that the inflows are dominated 

by groundwater entering through the pit floor. The inflows predicted by the low bedrock conductivity 

scenario (total of 4 L/s or 130 ML/yr) are considered more likely to be representative of the magnitude 

of inflows to be observed during operations” and “Based off this statement, the groundwater inflow 

as anticipated at being 4 L/s (345.6m3/d) for the quarry Pit Sump C3 for the ultimate site conditions” 

(Attachment M2). 

Based on the ‘low bedrock conductivity’  assumption above, a ‘best case scenario’ of 130 ML/yr inflow 

into the pit was, it seems, assumed.   If it were found to be a ‘high bedrock conductivity’ then up to 

432 ML/yr would flow into the pit as per their Analytical results table (Table 7.2) of their Groundwater 

Impact Assessment shows (reproduced in Attachment N1).   Thus, there would be an additional 302 

ML/yr inflow into the quarry pit which would have to be pumped into the Coomera River (which I 
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believe equates to roughly an extra 10 litres per hour)  as the quarry has it would seem no use for this 

additional ground water.   Therefore, I believe, the outflow  would increase to an estimated 40 litres 

per second on a 24/7 basis (approx).     

I believe it is culpable to use a best case scenario within the ‘Stormwater Management Plan’ that 

should clearly be based on a worst case unless proof was available negating this worst case scenario.  

There appears to be no proof submitted. However, the mere fact ‘high bedrock conductivity’ is 

presented as an option within their ‘Stormwater Management Plan’ shows, I believe, this would have 

been more appropriate case to base calculations on.  Especially when considering the possible 

devastating effect this DA could have on the local ecosystem and the local environment when 

discharging high volumes of potentially highly contaminated water into the ‘Environmental significant 

- wetlands and waterways’ area of the Coomera River’s local ecosystem. 

 

The Gold Coast Council’s ‘Dewatering Management Guidelines’, Section 4.2.3’, ‘Geotechnical Issues’ 

section goes on to say:  “The geotechnical investigation shall report the meteorological details of the 

test day, the general site condition and the level of the watertable applicable at the site” and “The 

report must identify and address the overall potential adverse effects of dewatering on the stability 

and integrity of any adjacent property or structure. The report shall assess the radius of influence of 

the draw-down cone on potential settlements and lateral movements of any adjacent structures, 

properties or services” (Attachment M1).  Although the radius of influence is evaluated in the 

‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’ (at up to 1,418 metres) it does not, despite encompassing 

thousands of homes, an environmentally significant river, many, many significant and sensitive 

structures, report on the: “influence of the draw-down cone on potential settlements and lateral 

movements of any adjacent structures, properties or services” as is, I believe, clearly required. 

The Gold Coast Council’s ‘Dewatering Management Guidelines’, Section 4.2.3’, ‘Geotechnical Issues’ 

section goes on to say:  “A minimum of two boreholes per site is required. One of the boreholes shall 

be within the proposed absorption area and others in various locations throughout the site. For 

developments where the gross site area (GSA) is greater than or equal to 1000 square metres, an 

additional borehole is required for every 400 square metres or part thereof over 1000 square metres. 

For example, a site with GSA of 1450 square metres, four boreholes are required. Copies of the borehole 

logs are to be attached to the report. Unless groundwater is encountered, borehole depth shall be a 

minimum of four metres from the existing ground level” (Attachment M1).  There appears to be just 

three bores used in the development application: ‘MB-01’, ‘MB-03’ and ‘MB-04D’ despite a 

requirement: ”For developments where the gross site area (GSA) is greater than or equal to 1000 

square metres, an additional borehole is required for every 400 square metres or part thereof over 

1000 square metres.”  I believe this development application falls far short of the required target.  

Also, it should be noted these boreholes had a sample depth of only ‘8’, ‘9’ and ‘28’ metres below 

ground level (mbgl), as shown in Attachment M3, despite a target proposed depth of 110 mbgl.   How 

can the results be adequately assessed when the boreholes are just a mere 13 percent of the target 

depth?  How can the development application assume a best case scenario of ‘low bedrock 

conductivity’  when the bedrock conductivity it would seem has not been adequately investigated?  
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Development Application Stormwater Management Plan Model assumptions 

It should be noted that the ‘Model Assumptions’ , in ‘Section C.5.1’, adopted in their ‘Stormwater 

Management Plan’ are based on: “To present a water balance model considered to represent the site 

(in lieu of comprehensive information), certain assumptions have been applied.” (Attachment M2). 

Why is it that: “in lieu of comprehensive information … certain assumptions have been applied.” ? With 

a development application of this immense scale and  potential impact on the local environment, the 

local ecosystem and the local residents and for the next one hundred plus years, why has the 

“comprehensive information” not been obtained and therefore they would not need to rely on: 

“certain assumptions have been applied.” ? 

I believe their seemingly unfounded assumptions have enabled them to select a best case scenario, 

not the worst case as is surely required for a development application’s ‘Stormwater Management 

Plan’. i.e Their assumptions are based on the ‘low bedrock conductivity’  case, giving a best case 

scenario of 130 ML/yr inflow into the pit, whereas if it were a ‘high bedrock conductivity’ then up to 

432 ML/yr would flow into the pit (as shown in their Analytical results table (Table 7.2) of their 

Groundwater Impact Assessment shows, reproduced in Attachment N1).   

Thus, it would seem, they are assuming less than a third of the worst case inflows into the quarry pit 

that could be expected.  And, their ‘Stormwater Management Plan’ is based on this apparent best 

case assumption which I belief nullifies their presented analysis. 

 

Dewatering Management Guidelines 4.2.4 - Noise and vibration issues 

The Gold Coast Council’s ‘Dewatering Management Guidelines’, Section 4.2.4’, ‘Noise and vibration 

issues’ section is reproduced in attachment O1.    

This states: “The DMP should detail the type and location of equipment to be used and the duration of 

use. Potential noise/vibration issues and potential sensitive receivers should be identified within the 

DMP. It must detail any mitigation measures and how they will prevent any noise issues” (Attachment 

O1).  I do not believe these important details have been divulged anywhere within the development 

application.  With the proposed reduction in buffers, down to 150 metres (from homes in the north) 

and in every lateral direction these are important issues that have been omitted. 

 

It then goes on to state: “Treatment methods for the reduction of noise emitted from the mechanical 

plant involved in the dewatering process include, but are not limited to methods such as:  

 installation of a fully acoustically attenuated enclosure around noise generating equipment, (for 

example, pumps and generators)  

 the use of sound attenuating material such as hay bales to surround the plant  

 installation and maintenance of mufflers and suitable exhaust systems for all noise generating plant 

and equipment  

 operation of particularly noisy equipment within restricted time periods 7am – 6pm  

 restriction of operating hours of the offending plant All noise emitted from the dewatering process 

is to comply with the provisions of the Environmental Protection Act 1994.” (Attachment O1).   
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I do not believe any of these important aspects have been adequately covered anywhere in the 

development application. 

However, the requirement of: “operation of particularly noisy equipment within restricted time periods 

7am – 6pm” is particularly important given the believed magnitude of dewatering required.  Is the 

applicant proposing dewatering on a 24/7 basis?  Can they meet their environmental noise levels as 

specified in EA0002207?    These highly important and concerning aspects of the development 

application appear to be culpably missing. 

 

Dewatering Management Guidelines 4.2.5 Odour Issues 

The Gold Coast Council’s ‘Dewatering Management Guidelines’, Section 4.2.5’, ‘Odour issues’ section 

is reproduced in attachment P1.    

This states: “The presence of potential odour-causing gas hydrogen sulphide (H2S) should be detailed 

in the DMP. The DMP should identify potential mitigation measures and demonstrate they will be 

effective. The proposed treatment methods for the dewatering process are required to be included 

within the DMP. The proximity of the residents should be considered when undertaking dewatering 

activities” (Attachment P1).   

Again, I do not believe these important details, despite the serious implications for residents, have 

been considered anywhere within the development application. 

 

Dewatering Management Guidelines 4.3 Operational and monitoring requirements 

The Gold Coast Council’s ‘Dewatering Management Guidelines’, Section 4.3’, ‘Operational and 

monitoring requirements’ section is reproduced in attachment Q1.    

This states: “To avoid any environmental harm where water contains significant suspended solids and 

other harmful chemical and toxicants, the proponent should install and operate a settling 

basin/balance tank with a capacity to contain a minimum of two hours prior to release to the 

environment, depending on sediment characteristics. This is necessary to remove flocculating matters 

and also allow aeration and dissolved iron to precipitate and settle. It may be also necessary to apply 

chemical dosing such as lime to raise pH, metal salt to enhance removal of toxicants.  

Where it is not possible due to lack of space, the proponent must explore mobile tanks or other forms 

of solids reduction such as filtration or chemical coagulation” (Attachment Q1).    

I believe there is a significant risk of potential environmental harm given the amount of dewatering 

required.  Therefore, as stated: “the proponent should install and operate a settling basin/balance 

tank with a capacity to contain a minimum of two hours prior to release to the environment, depending 

on sediment characteristics” would seem a minimum requirement.    

The lack of sedimentation basin and/or containment pits of adequate size in the later stages of 

development I believe is of great concern (Attachment C9). 

The statement: “It may be also necessary to apply chemical dosing such as lime to raise pH, metal salt 

to enhance removal of toxicants.” (Attachment Q1) is also highly concerning given the high rate of 

proposed discharge into an environmentally significant area of the Coomera River.  How will this affect 

the local ecosystem?  It seems the development application has not divulged this information. 
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The Gold Coast Council’s ‘Dewatering Management Guidelines’, Section 4.3’, ‘Operational and 

monitoring requirements’ goes on to state: “It is important that during construction and operational 

phases of a project, the existing groundwater regime is maintained as close as possible to the pre-

development condition. In this regard, consideration should be given to the level and flow attributes 

of the groundwater regime, through appropriate monitoring. In general a minimum monthly for static 

water levels via piezometers in the surrounding watertable is required to assess draw-down effects.”.   

Given the clear plans to destroy the existing groundwater regime and lower the water table for a 

radius of influence of up to 1,418 metres, down to a depth of 110 mbgl, I do not see how the following 

statement can be successfully achieved: ”It is important that during construction and operational 

phases of a project the existing groundwater regime is maintained as close as possible to the pre-

development condition”. 

 

Dewatering Management Guidelines 4.4 Dewatering Contingency Plan 

The Gold Coast Council’s ‘Dewatering Management Guidelines’, Section 4.4’, ‘Dewatering Contingency 

Plan’ section is reproduced in attachment R1.    

This states: “A key feature of the DMP is that it will identify risks at the planning stage before 

construction begins. Where problems are unlikely and are not accounted for in the general dewatering 

procedures, contingency plans must be prepared. Triggers that activate the contingency plans should 

also be detailed within the DMP. Contingency plans within the DMP are binding through conditions of 

approval. The DMP should identify management actions for scenarios including but not limited to the 

following:  

 noise complaints  

 odour complaints  

 complaints about appearance of wastewater discharge  

 unexpected contaminants found during monitoring  

 failure of treatment methods  

 failure of pumping systems  

 groundwater seepage into construction area  

 heavy rainfall  

 impacts on the stability of adjacent structures  

 release of any toxicant materials outside the trigger values in Tables 1, 2 and 3 Examples of 

contingency actions may include:  

 consulting a professional  

 stopping operations  

 changing methods or equipment  

 additional monitoring  



Page 21 of 68 
 

Contingency plans with a higher level of detail and foresight prove more useful if the situation arises.” 

(Attachment R1).    

I do not believe the required highly important and relevant Contingency plan for the dewatering has 

been submitted in any way shape or form. 

 

 

Conclusion 

I believe it is clear to see the DES Environmental Authority only permits Stormwater to exit the site 

into the Coomera River, and even then sufficient effort must be made to ensure this is not 

contaminated by the quarrying process.  Potentially contaminated stormwater should be diverted into 

sedimentation basins, or the equivalent, to minimise chances of contamination into the Coomera 

River.  However, without the required sediment basin(s), as would seem the case in these proposals,  

it would seem the contamination is impossible to control having passed down the ridge, then through 

areas such as the concrete production/batching facility, the processing area, the truck and car parking 

areas) and then straight into the Coomera River apparently completely unmanaged and uncontrolled 

(Attachment I1). 

There appears to be no attempt to meet the Environmental Authority requirement: “Stormwater that 

is contaminated by the activity must be directed to a treatment system” (Attachment F1).    

Further, there appears to be no attempt to satisfy the Environmental Authority requirement: 

“Stormwater that is not contaminated by the activity must be diverted away from areas where it may 

become contaminated by the activity” (Attachment F1).   

Clearly, it would seem, the submitted ‘Stormwater Management Plan’, as part of the development 

application, does not meet the requirements of either the Environmental Authority EA0002207 or the 

Environmental Protection Act.  

With an estimated 20 litres of rainfall every second (on average) having to be expelled from the site 

this is a herculean task that I believe has in no way been properly considered by this development 

application and its effects on the local ecosystem. 

However, over and above this stormwater contamination problems, there is, it would seem, 

absolutely no allowance for any other water to enter the Coomera River by way of this Environmental 

Authority EA0002207 which states (in ‘Condition C1’): “Other than as permitted within this 

Environmental Authority, contaminants must not be released to any waters” (Attachment F1). 

Therefore, any form of dewatering is, I believe, illegal under this Environmental Authority and the 

Environmental Protection Act also. 

Thus, the planned proposal to dewater vast amounts (30 to 40 litres per second?) of excess  leached 

groundwater into the Coomera River for the next one hundred plus years is, I believe, fundamentally 

flawed and will, we can only assume, have dire consequences on all the groundwater dependent 

ecosystems within an area of over six million square metres around the open cut mine (based on their 

stated radius of influence) as the groundwater in the area diminishes on a 24/7 semi-permanent basis 

for the next one hundred plus years. 
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In conclusion, this development application’s proposed dewatering into the ‘Environmental significant 

- wetlands and waterways’ area of the adjacent freshwater lake that is part of the Coomera River, is, 

I believe, morally wrong, completely reprehensible and I believe illegal too. 

Given the scale of the groundwater that will be leached into the quarry pit on a 24/7 basis, by its 

proposed subterranean quarrying process, and the fact that it cannot, it would seem, be legally 

dumped into the ‘Environmental significant - wetlands and waterways’ area of the adjacent 

freshwater lake that is part of the Coomera River, as I believe is proposed, I do not see how this 

development application can possibly be acceptable to the Gold Coast City Planners given there is 

seemingly absolutely no way of disposing of this immense amount of excess  groundwater that is 

required to be dewatered for the next one hundred plus years.   

I also believe this development application is wrongly combining the dewatering with the stormwater 

and using this as a cover to dump vast excesses of contaminated groundwater in the guise that it is 

stormwater.   It would seem between 50 and 60 litres of combined rainfall (20 litres?) and 

groundwater (30 to 40 litres?) will need to be expelled from the site every single second on average, 

on a 24/7 basis, from the site from just two overland stormwater locations (as shown in attachment 

D5).   

I do not believe the sheer scale and affects the proposed site expansion and extension will have on 

the local environment, the local ecosystems, the local residents, the water table and the groundwater 

dependent ecosystems (GDEs) has been fully explained and/or documented in the submitted 

development application that will affect all these aspects for the next one hundred and ten years at 

the very minimum. 

  

Thank you in anticipation, 

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 - Stormwater entry point leading under the Tamborine Oxenford Road to the 

Coomera River 

 

Attachment A2 - Tributary of Coomera River  
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Attachment A3 - Stormwater entry point leading under the Tamborine Oxenford Road to the 

Coomera River (Looking east from tunnel) 
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Attachment A4 - Stormwater outflow under Tamborine Oxenford Road to Coomera River 
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Attachment A5 - Sediment build-up? Just beyond stormwater outlet in the Coomera River 

 

 

Attachment A6 - Current sump pit is approx 76 cubic metres 
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Attachment A7 - Dewatering pipe leading to the ‘Overland Stormwater path’? 

 

Attachment A8 - Dewatering pipe close up? 
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Attachment A9 - Overview of Dewatering pipe leading to the ‘Overland Stormwater path’ or ‘Lower 

Coomera River? 

 

 

Attachment A10 - Subterranean mining area is 40 million cubic metres (approx) 
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Attachment B1 - Minimum depth is RL 10 m (Australian Height Datum) (Current Approval 1992 

Rezoning Agreement) 

 

Attachment B2 - Current  depth of mine pit is below three metres 

 



Page 30 of 68 
 

Attachment B3 - Coomera River elevation is two metres 

 

 

 

Attachment B4- Quarry must be self draining (Current Approval 1992 Rezoning Agreement) 
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Attachment B5 - Environmental Authority EPPR00245613 Water Schedules C and D 
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Attachment C1 - City of Gold Coast Dewatering Management Plan 
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Attachment C2 - City of Gold Coast Dewatering Management Plan - Preperation 
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Attachment C3 - City of Gold Coast Dewatering Management Plan - Introduction 
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Attachment C4 - City Plan - ‘Environmental significance - wetlands and waterways’ 
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Attachment C5 - Conceptual model during and after extraction, Section 7.2 
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Attachment C6 - Groundwater Impact Assessment - Radius of Influence 
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Attachment C7 - Existing Site Conditions Map (from Stormwater Management Plan) 
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Attachment C8 - Stage 6 - ‘Sediment Basin C8’, ‘Polishing Dam C2’, ‘Dam C5’ and ‘Water Reuse Pond’ 

engulfed in Extractive Footprint 
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Attachment C9 - Ultimate Site Conditions Map (from Stormwater Management Plan) 
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Attachment D1 - Table C-8 Outflow from site - Ultimate Site Conditions (updated Stormwater 

Management Plan) 

 

 

 

Attachment D2 - Table C-10 Flow distribution onsite - Ultimate Site Conditions (updated Stormwater 

Management Plan) 
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Attachment D3 - ‘C.5.1 Model Assumptions’ - best case scenario adopted 

 

Attachment D4 - ‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’ - showing best case and worst case scenarios 
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Attachment D5 - Oxenford Overland Stormwater Flow Paths 
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Attachment E1 - Nucrush ‘Discharge Locations’ (as per their ‘Stormwater Management Plan’) 
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Attachment F1 - Environmental Authority EA0002207 - Schedule C - Water 
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Attachment F2 - Conceptual groundwater flow model, Section 7.1 
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Attachment F3 - Conceptual model during and after extraction, Section 7.2 
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Attachment F4 - Ground Inflow parameters 

 

 

Attachment G1 - Development Application: Groundwater dependent ecosystems 
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Attachment G2 - DES - Groundwater dependent ecosystems 

 

 

Attachment G3 - Submitted Groundwater Impact Assessment, Radius of Influence 
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Attachment G4 - Bureau of Meteorology - Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems Atlas (Aquatic) 

 

Attachment G5 - Bureau of Meteorology - Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems Atlas (Terrestrial) 
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Attachment G6 - Submitted Groundwater Impact Assessment, Section 7.4,  Radius of Influence  
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Attachment G7 - Depth Comparison between quarry proposals and the Coomera River  
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Attachment G8 - Water quality concerns with reduced groundwater  
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Attachment H1 - Environmental Authority EA0002207 - Obligations under the EPA Act 1994 

 

 

Attachment H2 - Environmental Protection Act 1994 Section 440 
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Attachment H3 - Environmental Protection Act 1994 Section 440ZG 

 

 

Attachment H4 - Environmental Protection Act 1994 Section 443 
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Attachment I1 - Stormwater flow path mapped against proposed layout 
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Attachment I2 - Stormwater requirements 
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Attachment J1 - Groundwater Impact assessment - Conceptual Cross Section - during operations 
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Attachment L1 - Dewatering Management Plan - Acid sulphate soils (ASS) 
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Attachment L2 - City Plan - Acid sulphate overlay 
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Attachment L3 - Main application - Acid sulphates 

 

 

 

 

Attachment L4  - Groundwater Impact Assessment - Acid sulphates 
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Attachment L5  - Groundwater Impact Assessment - Acid sulphates contd. 

 

Attachment L6 - Bogle-Chandler case 
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Attachment L7 - Environmental Protection (Water Policy 2009  - Coomera River environmental values 

and water quality objectives) 
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Attachment M1 - Dewatering Management Plan - Geotechnical Issues 

 

 

Attachment M2 - Stormwater Management Plan - ‘C.5.1 Model Assumptions’ best case scenario 
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Attachment M3 - ‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’ - Borehole details 

 

Attachment N1 - ‘Groundwater Impact Assessment’ - showing best case and worst case scenarios 
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Attachment O1 - Dewatering Management Plan - Noise and vibration issues 

 

 

Attachment P1 - Dewatering Management Plan - Odour issues 
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Attachment Q1 - Dewatering Management Plan - Operational and monitoring requirements 
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Attachment R1 - Dewatering Management Plan - Dewatering Contingency Plan 

  

 


