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5th May 2021 

 
For the attention:  
Liam Jukes 
Senior Planner – Major Assessment 
City Development Branch 
Council of City of Gold Coast  
 
CC: Phillip Zappala, 
Supervising Planner - Major Assessment 
  

Dear Liam Jukes, 

Re:  Nucrush Quarry development application COM/2019/81 - OBJECTION -  

State Planning Policy applies where state interests not appropriately integrated in local planning  

 

The State Planning Policy (SPP): “The SPP is Queensland’s pre-eminent state planning instrument.  It 

expresses the state interest in land-use planning and development. Promoting these state interests 

through plan-making and development assessment decisions will help to secure a liveable, sustainable 

and prosperous Queensland” (Attachment A1). 

“The SPP has effect throughout Queensland and sits above regional plans and local planning 

instruments in the hierarchy of planning instruments under the Planning Act 2016 (Planning Act). This 

means the SPP prevails over these instruments, to the extent they are inconsistent with the SPP” 

(Attachment A1). 

 

The State Planning Policy: “identifies 17 state interests in land use planning and development 

categorised in to five themes relating to:  

 Liveable communities and housing 

 Economic growth 

 Environment and heritage 

 Safety and resilience to hazards 

 Infrastructure 

By clearly expressing performance outcomes for each state interest, the state planning policy promotes 

transparent and accountable decision making and confidence in the planning system” and “At its core, 

this new approach to planning is about being responsive to changing community needs and creating 

great places for Queenslanders to live, work and raise their families” (Attachment A2). 

The seventeen state interests within the five themes states above are shown in Attachment A3 and 

are listed in Attachment A4. 

Does the SPP apply for this DA? 

The State Planning Policy applies if: “The SPP applies as a ‘matter to have regard to’ under the Planning 

regulation 2017 only if the relevant state interests in the SPP are identified as having not been 

appropriately integrated into a local planning instrument, and only to the extent of any inconsistency” 

(Attachment A5). 
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As it is abundantly clear the 1000m separation buffer and the 100m transport route requirements for 

a Key Resource Area have not been appropriately integrated by the Gold Coast Council for KRA 68, 

Oxenford Quarry (with hundreds of homes, businesses, kindergartens, etc. within these areas), I 

believe the SPP requirements need to be considered with respect to this development application. 

 

Liveable Communities and Housing (of State Planning Policy) 

The SPP states in ‘Planning for liveable communities and housing’: “Diverse, accessible and well-

serviced housing, and land for housing, is provided and supports affordable housing outcomes” 

(Attachment B1).   

The proposed substantial reduction in separation buffers, the removal of existing ‘Buffer land’ and 

‘Permanent trees and shrub screening’ and a complete disregard for the prohibited development area 

(Rural ‘B’) to the north; a reduction in visual and personal amenity (dust, noise, etc) and a significant 

increase in production and the number of haulage vehicles traversing through a suburban area 

(resulting in a decrease in road safety, an increase in both carcinogenic diesel fumes and fine dust 

contamination) would, I believe be contra to the SPP requirements for liveable communities and 

contra to the requirements of the SPP: “[the SPP approach] is about being responsive to changing 

community needs and creating great places for Queenslanders to live, work and raise their 

families”(Attachment A2). 

Dust 

The large amount of dust (including respirable crystalline silica and assumed asbestos in the form of 

actinolite) is a significant and much ignored health risk and the dust in the area has a marked impact 

on the personal amenity for local residents.  It is noted the DA only discusses dust issues with respect 

to a time weighted average (TWA) exposure  i.e. The exposure of a fit healthy young male working a 

maximum of 8 hrs per day for five days a week, with personal protection equipment (PPE) provided.  

It apparently does not consider the chronic 24/7 that residents are exposed to.  A serious omission 

when considering the health, safety and personal amenity of the local residents.    

Blasting 

Also, there is the personal amenity issue of the regular blasting (which will need to get bigger and/or 

more often to cater for proposed increase in production).   There have been hundreds of objections 

raised, against this DA, by local residents concerned for their families health and welfare and the 

concerns for the safety of their property too.  It is noted the DA is geared towards proving it can meet 

the Environmental Authority conditions.  However, I have severe doubts it can do this as highlighted 

in earlier objections.  Please note, that the monitoring is carried out I believe incorrectly (not at the 

nearest sensitive receptor as current approval and common sense would dictate).  Monitoring at these 

further locations facilitates larger blasts ( BIGGER BLASTS = BIGGER PROFITS) to maximise the 

displaced rock for each blast despite the reduced separation buffers which are way below the 1000m 

guidelines.   

This is scaring and disturbing local residents and their families and pets and potentially damaging their 

homes and property.   

I believe the incorrect monitoring is facilitated by the DES environmental authority (current: EPPR 

00245613 and/or the proposed EA0002207) negligently failing to insist on the monitoring to be 

performed at the closest sensitive receptor (as is required, yet ignored, by the current Council 
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approval). In fact unbelievably and negligently, in my opinion, no criteria for distance is included in the 

blast monitoring requirements thus enabling the quarry to regularly use the Kopps Road and Yallaroi 

Road monitoring locations at up to 1.65 km from blast epicentre, whilst ignoring the closest sensitive 

receptors such as ’24 Wimbledon Way’ which is a couple of hundred metres away. I consider this 

morally unacceptable as the results at the monitored location may well be compliant but closer 

sensitive receptors may well not be compliant, suffering ground vibration way above acceptable limits.  

However, the morally unacceptable, yet DES endorsed monitoring procedures, ensure this, maybe 

non-complaint, blasting is not reported and thus officially never happened. I believe this negligent and 

reprehensible blast monitoring is permitted by the DES being complicit in its failure to specify their 

Environmental Authorities correctly by including the required “nearest sensitive dwelling or building” 

in their requirements. 

Blasting at Reedy Creek (KRA96) failed quarry proposal 

One final note on the personal amenity residents are subjected to re blasting at Oxenford.  In the failed 

Boral Reedy Creek quarry (KRA 96) appeal case the judge stated: “Notwithstanding that all relevant 

guidelines and policies would be met, the amenity of some residents living near the quarry would be 

negatively affected as a consequence of vibration and over pressure/noise caused by blasting” 

(Attachment B2). i.e. It doesn’t matter if the environmental authority blasting requirements are 

actually met there will still be personal amenity issues with blasting close to local residents.  And, it 

should be remembered that in the Reedy Creek case there was a fraction of the homes within the 

separation buffer compared to Oxenford KRA 68.    

The Boral Reedy Creek proposed quarry was for a two million tonnes per annum (Attachment B3) 

requires a blast every week (Attachment B4).  It should be noted that it is believed the Nucrush quarry 

is claiming it will continue blasting approximately every month as  it has been prior to this.   However, 

it is obvious an increased production, from an average of 600k pa (Attachment B5) to one million 

tonnes per annum, would require an increase in blast frequency.   Looking at the Boral appeal it is 

clear that 2Mtpa requires blasting every week, therefore, I believe it is a safe assumption the blasting 

at Nucrush Oxenford would have to increase to a two weekly rate to meet these targets.  It is therefore 

I believe, highly misleading that the DA proposal seems to be suggesting there will be less blasts in the 

future: “the average number of blasts per year has fallen to 11.4, or approximately 1 per month” 

(Attachment B6).  There is no other, as far as I am aware, indication of the proposed frequency of 

blasting within the DA.  However, to me, it is clear this will have to increase blast frequency to be in 

line with the proposed increased output (and as per the Boral Reedy Creek indications requiring 

weekly blasts for 2Mtpa, therefore the assumption 1Mtpa will require two weekly blasts). 

 

I do not consider the above points as ‘Planning for liveable communities and housing’. It is, instead, 

ignoring the hundreds of local residents who have found themselves living within the separation 

buffer and/or transport buffer of a proposed super quarry and the many highly serious and potentially 

dangerous negative connotations this comes with.  

 

State Interest - Environment - Biodiversity (of State Planning Policy) 

The SPP states in ‘State Interest - Biodiversity’: “Matters of environmental significance are valued and 

protected, and the health and resilience of biodiversity is maintained or enhanced to support ecological 

processes” (Attachment C1).   The proposed destruction of, I believe,  a total of approximately 190,000 
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square meters of koala habitat and environmentally significant biodiversity and priority species areas 

would be clearly contra to this SPP biodiversity requirement. 

 

State Interest - Environment - Water quality (of State Planning Policy) 

The SPP states in ‘State Interest - Water quality: “The environmental values and quality of Queensland 

waters are protected and enhanced” (Attachment D1).    

The proposed subterranean quarrying method that will lower the water table and the associated 

groundwater for up to a 1.4km radius (Cone of effect as per DA estimates). This will result in the water 

table that is currently at the same height and in equilibrium with the adjacent Coomera River will be 

severely altered.   Possibly affecting the level of the Coomera River?  The resultant excess groundwater 

(that is thought to be substantial at up to 432 million litres per annum - Attachment D2) that will leech 

into the quarry pit will have to be dewatered. The development application gives no details of this but 

it is thought the dewatering will be via the hydraulic link to the Coomera River.  However, in the 

process of leeching from the sides of the pit and the floor of the pit it is thought this water will be 

contaminated eg. Acid sulfates (Attachment D3), pyrite (which when exposed to oxygen will   

chemically react turning the dormant pyrite into sulphuric acid), etc.    However, there appears to be 

no containment pits or settlement pits shown within the DA to allow decontamination and therefore 

it is thought contaminated water will be pumped into the Coomera River. Therefore, it is thought, the 

SPP requirement for water quality will certainly not be: “The environmental values and quality of 

Queensland waters are protected and enhanced” by this development application.    

 

State Interest - Infrastructure - Transport (of State Planning Policy) 

The SPP states in ‘State Interest - Transport: “The safe and efficient movement of people and goods is 

enabled, and land use patterns that encourage sustainable transport are supported” (Attachment E1).    

However, the non-compliant transport route,  with hundreds of homes and assorted community 

facilities such as health centres, parks and kindergartens, etc. within the required 100m either side of 

the transport route (that should be clear of all forms of suburbia) with  an estimated haulage vehicle 

movements in excess of three hundred and seventy per day (including Nucrush concrete production 

facility that does not appear to be included in the DA). This is, I believe,  certainly not a safe and 

efficient movement of people and goods in the residential area.   

The development application has failed to perform a safety analysis on the transport route to the 

Pacific Motorway as is required.  It also has, shamefully in my opinion, failed to inform local residents 

that there is a proposed increase in haulage trucks of over 20%.  However, this is without it would 

seem allowing for the on-site Concrete Production facility deliveries required that seems to be 

culpably missed from the development application that will add a sufficient number of additional 

trucks to the total (e.g. deliveries of sand, cement, fly ash, additives etc. to the site that is also required 

to produce concrete). 

This is a single lane in either direction narrow road in many places, that caters for school buses, is also 

part of the principle cycle network, yet  has no pedestrian or cycle ways through much of the route of 

the Transport route to the Pacific Motorway.  

It would seem: “The safe and efficient movement of people and goods is enabled, and land use patterns 

that encourage sustainable transport are supported” would be severely compromised by permitting 
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far more heavy haulage trucks on this route and for the proposed next 100 plus years.  This is in no 

way encouraging sustainable transport and neither does it allow the safe and efficient movement of 

people and goods throughout this residential area. 

 

State Interest - Natural Hazards, risk and resilience (of State Planning Policy) 

The SPP states in ‘State Interest - Natural hazards, risk and resilience: “The risks associated with natural 

hazards, including the projected impacts of climate control, are avoided or mitigated to protect people 

and property and enhance the community’s resilience to natural hazards” (Attachment F1).    

However, I strongly believe that blasting within a couple of hundred metres of homes and down to 

150 metres in places (Attachment F2) and within 40 metres of the Maudsland Road and within less 

than this on the Tamborine Oxenford Road (Attachment F3) could severely compromise the area with 

respect to landslide risk by blasting within these areas at such close proximity to homes and very busy 

public roads.    

I believe blasting at such a ridiculously close range to public roads and residential homes and within a 

landslide hazard risk area is completely contra to the requirements of the SPP that is to: “protect 

people and property and enhance the community’s resilience to natural hazards”. 

 

State Interest - Mining and extractive resources (of State Planning Policy) 

The SPP states in ‘State Interest - Mining and extractive resources: “Extractive resources are protected 

and mineral, coal, petroleum and gas resources are appropriately considered to support the productive 

use of resources, a strong mining and resource industry, economical supply of construction materials, 

and avoid land use conflicts where possible” (Attachment G1).    

However, in the Case of KRA 68 hundreds of residential homes have been permitted to  compromise 

the 1000 m separation buffer (or 1000 m Blast Exclusion Zone) by the Gold Coast Council as shown in 

Attachment G2.  

Even the highly modified separation buffer that appears to have been engineered in the vague hope 

of showing some form of separation buffer (way below the 1000m guidelines) in ‘KRA Reports and 

Maps’: https://dsdmipprd.blob.core.windows.net/general/key-resource-area-reports-and-maps-41-

to-80.pdf  is highly compromised (despite its minimal separation buffer of a couple of hundred metres 

in places) by a number of sensitive receptors (Attachment G3).   These include ten homes in Bakers 

Ridge Drive, four homes in Yallaroi Road, property in Appollo Place, etc.  Please note ALL these homes 

are within the modified separation buffer as shown in the Key Resources area reports and maps and 

are a fraction of the required 1000m separation buffer as per DES guidelines stipulate. 

Similarly, hundreds of homes have compromised the transport route to the Pacific Motorway 

(Attachments G4, G5 and G6) and to its sister site in Hart Street, Upper Coomera (Attachment G7).   

Thus, making this Key Resource area no longer viable, as per City Plan 8.2.7 Extractive Resources  

overlay code - Separation Area and 100m Transport route separation area’: Acceptable Outcome AO2: 

“No acceptable outcome provided” (attachment G8). 

This is reiterated in the State Planning Policy for mining: ‘Spp-guidance-mining-and-extractive-

resources-july-2017.pdf’ which states: “Transport route separation area: The area surrounding the 

transport route needed to maintain separation of people from undesirable levels of noise, dust and 

https://dsdmipprd.blob.core.windows.net/general/key-resource-area-reports-and-maps-41-to-80.pdf
https://dsdmipprd.blob.core.windows.net/general/key-resource-area-reports-and-maps-41-to-80.pdf
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ground vibration produced as a residual impacts from the transportation of extractive material.  The 

distance is measured 100m from the centre line of the indicated transport route for a KRA”.  

(Attachment G9). 

The Nucrush quarry is now wholly located within a residential community in every conceivable 

direction and as such, I do not believable it can be construed as a viable  KRA, due to its diminished 

and compromised  separation buffers, its non-compliant transport route and its failure to align with 

either the V6 version or the latest V8 version of the Gold Coast City Plan. 

 

Does identification of a KRA authorise extraction? 

It should be noted that the State Planning Policy 2017, Part E, Mining and Extractive resources, states: 

“Identification of a key resource area does not in any way authorise the extraction of the resource or 

provide a right to establish or operate an extractive industry. Identification of a key resource area 

rather indicates the importance of protecting the deposit for the future. Local government assesses 

the development applications for extractive industries in accordance with its planning scheme” 

(Attachment H1).   

 

Economic Need and the Council’s view 

It should be noted that in the recent 2017 Boral Reedy Creek v Gold Coast Council Appeal case the 

judge states: “The council’s position is that the City has extensive approved reserves of hard rock that 

are able to, and do, produce hard rock, substantially in excess of demand within the City.  Having regard 

to the focus of evidence (cf Exhibit 9 p 107), the Council’s position is that none of the City of Gold Coast 

and Southeast Queensland (as limited) and Northern New South Wales (as limited) are undersupplied 

with hard rock and to the extent that some demand for the hard rock might be established, it does not 

justify a hard rock quarry on (the subject land). If the council’s position is correct, there cannot be a 

strong need for the project” (Attachment I1) and “The court can be comfortably satisfied that the City 

has extensive approved resources of hard rock that are able to, and do, produce hard rock, 

substantially in excess of demand within the City and that none of the City of Gold Coast and Southeast 

Queensland (as limited) and Northern New South Wales (as limited) are under supplied with hard rock” 

(Attachment I1). 

Given that the Gold Coast Council were clearly satisfied that there was an oversupply of hard rock 

within the region  I feel sure the Gold Coast Council will be aware that there is no apparent Economic 

Need for the Oxenford quarry for the Gold Coast region. 

 

Residential Development 

When considering development approvals with regard to KRA’s it is noted that: “The designation of a 

site as a KRA ensures the development applications within the KRA are assessed for possible adverse 

impact on the access to the significant resource but does not restrict all development. Quarry 

operations may be permitted if management of potential impacts to acceptable levels is feasible” 

(Attachment J1).  I would argue the Gold Coast Council, having allowed hundreds of homes to be built 

over the intervening years within the 1000 metre separation buffer and also hundreds of homes within 

the Transport route 100m separation corridor, has clearly raised potential impacts for these affected 
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local residents above an acceptable level making the quarry no longer feasible within this now 

predominantly residential area.  

Further, in relation to reconfiguring of lots: “the SPP does not support increasing the number of 

sensitive land uses or other land uses incompatible with resource extraction within the KRA, e.g. the 

reconfiguration of a lot that increases the number of lots. Sensitive land uses are typically residential, 

educational or health related where noise and air quality must be maintained to a high standard” 

(Attachment J1).  Approval of this development application will severally limit the requirements to 

reconfigure the lots along the transport route as planned as per ‘Oxenford Investigation Area 

Community Consultation Outcomes’ document ‘PD113/1275/14/02’ dated 13th June 2019 

(Attachment J2) which states: “Preliminary recommendations were provided for a long-term 

opportunity to accommodate  approximately 1,447 dwellings within the investigation area, 

comprising a mix of low density  (i.e. detached dwelling) and low-medium density housing (RD2 up to 

1 dwelling per 300sqm  of net ha)”. Thus, 205 properties each approximately 4,000 sqm,  giving (at 

300sqm blocks as quoted above) potentially up to  2,733 properties at an estimated five per Lot (See 

Attachment J3). The affected Lots, within the Nucrush transport route are shown in Attachment J4.   

Therefore, approval of this development application would clearly jeopardise the state requirements 

for the proposed reconfiguration of lots within the Oxenford Investigation area (PD113/1275/14/02).  

Has this been considered? 

Finally: “the SPP does not support increasing the number of sensitive land uses or other land uses 

incompatible with resource extraction within the KRA, e.g. the reconfiguration of a lot that increases 

the number of lots. Sensitive land uses are typically residential, educational or health related where 

noise and air quality must be maintained to a high standard” (Attachment J1).   The proposed quarry 

encroachment to within 150 metres of homes and 345 metres of the Oxenford State School would be 

in direct opposition to the requirement where a high quality of noise and air quality must be 

maintained.   Reducing the separation buffers, as proposed, will have a marked effect on these 

sensitive land users (as it will in every conceivable direction as the quarry proposes expansion in all 

these areas).  

 

Conclusion 

It can be clearly seen that the development application COM/2019/81 does not align with either the 

requirements of the Gold Coast City Plan or the requirements of the State Planning Policy. 

To permit this, as I see it, highly flawed development application, with its proposals to engulf the 

clearly defined (believed to be for the life of the quarry) ‘Buffer Land’ and ‘Permanent trees and shrub 

screening’ areas and ‘Prohibited development land’ (Rural ‘B’), as shown on an annotated version of 

the ‘Third Schedule’ in Attachment K1, would, I believe,  be completely unacceptable and contra to 

the clear intent of the Council’s original rezoning agreement and Deed of Novation agreed at the 

quarry’s inception. 

The failure of the applicant to rezone the ‘Prohibited development’, Rural ‘B’, area to the northeast 

back in 1989, as agreed, and the subsequent failure of the Council to ensure this rezoning was 

performed as contractually required, does not, in my opinion, permit the applicant to now include this 

protected area as part of the extractive footprint.   The clear intent of this area is a buffer area to 

protect local residents for the life of the quarry.   It’s subsequent, I believe incorrect inclusion as part 

of the KRA, does not give the applicant the automatic right to quarry this protected area.  Just as the 
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apparent incorrect designation of an area of Lot 906 (‘Quarantined Land’ area) did not give the 

applicant the automatic right to include this as extractive footprint either. Hence, the necessary recent 

updates (February 2021) to remove this area from the development application.  

The designation as a KRA does not give the applicant the automatic right to quarry these areas as 

seems to be assumed.  As quoted above, the State Planning Policy 2017, Part E, Mining and Extractive 

resources, states: “Identification of a key resource area does not in any way authorise the extraction 

of the resource or provide a right to establish or operate an extractive industry. Identification of a key 

resource area rather indicates the importance of protecting the deposit for the future. Local 

government assesses the development applications for extractive industries in accordance with its 

planning scheme” (Attachment H1).   

The DES guidelines are for a 1000 m separation buffer (and 1000m Blast Exclusion Zone).  At the 

quarry’s inception the council wanted, as I see it an overly generous, separation buffer of 500 from 

the quarry boundary metres (given the requirement for 1000m separation buffer for blasting 

quarries).  They finally settled for 350 metres from the extractive footprint having agreed the 

‘prohibited development’, Rural ‘B’, area to ensure the quarry would not and could not encroach on 

the planned housing to be built in the north and northeast sectors.  It is thus very hard to accept that 

the applicant, now these homes are built, wishes to ignore these clear agreements and quarry these 

buffer areas that are there to protect local residents for the life of the quarry. 

Finally, it should be remembered (as stated in the SPP guidance document): “The SPP does not 

prioritise one state interest over another, providing flexibility for decision makers to respond to specific 

regional and local circumstances” (Attachment L1). In my eyes it is clear that the “Liveable 

communities and housing”, “Matters of environmental significance”, “safe and efficient movement of 

people”, “safety and resilience to hazards” and “quality of Queensland waters” overrides the 

requirements of the Nucrush quarry to destroy large areas of currently protected environmentally 

significant land, to reduce the separation buffers to an untenable 150 metres from homes, zero metres 

from open Space area to the North, less than 40 metres of the Tamborine Oxenford Road, decrease 

the safety on the urban roads in the area by significantly increasing the number of haulage trucks in 

the area, lower the water table for up to a 1.4 km cone of effect and potentially contaminate the 

Coomera River for what I see as no Economic Need for the Gold Coast (which seems to be confirmed 

by the Gold Council also as per attachment I1).  Especially, considering the hundreds of homes, 

businesses, etc. within the required 1000 metre separation area and the hundreds of homes within 

the transport route separation area.  This coupled with the applicant’s proposal to completely 

disregard the currently agreed buffer areas, despite homes being far closer and far more numerous 

now than were ever envisaged, makes this quarry and its expansion and 100 year extension, I believe, 

completely and utterly untenable. 

 

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 - State Planning Policy 2017 Overview 
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Attachment A2 - State Planning Policy Foreword 
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Attachment A3 - Five themes, seventeen state interests 
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Attachment A4 - The seventeen state interests 
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Attachment A5 - State Planning Policy applies for this DA 
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Attachment B1 - SPP Liveable Communities 

 

 

Attachment B2 -Blasting and Personal amenity 
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Attachment B3 - Boral Reedy Creek proposed two million tonnes per annum 

 

Attachment B4 - Boral Reedy Creek proposed 2Mtpa requires a blast every week 

 

Attachment B5 -Blasting rate inferred as decreasing from 15 blasts to 11.4 blasts per annum 

 

Attachment B6 -Blasting rate inferred as decreasing from 15 blasts to 11.4 blasts per annum 
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Attachment C1 - SPP State Interest - Biodiversity 
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Attachment D1 - SPP State Interest - Water quality 

 

 

Attachment D2 - Groundwater Inflow up to 432 million litres per year 
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Attachment D3 - Acid sulfates explained 
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Attachment E1 - SPP State Interest - Transport infrastructure 
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Attachment F1 - SPP State Interest - Natural Hazards, risk and resilience 
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Attachment F2 - Landslide hazard areas - Throughout extractive footprint  and residential homes in 

the area 
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Attachment F3 - Landslide hazard areas - Within 40 meteres of public road. 
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Attachment G1 - Mining and extractive resources 
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Attachment G2 - The 1000 metre separation buffer 
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Attachment G3 - The KRA claimed separation buffer 
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Attachment G4 - 4km Transport route to Pacific Motorway (quarry end) 

 

 

Attachment G5 - 4kmTransport route to Pacific Motorway (midsection end) 
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Attachment G6 - 4kmTransport route to Pacific Motorway (Motorway end) 

 

 

Attachment G7 - Transport route to sister site in Hart Street, Upper Coomera (via state road and 

local council owned road) 
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Attachment G8 - City Plan Extractive Resources Overlay Code - 8.2.7 
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Attachment G9 - Transport Route: 

As extracted from: State Planning Policy - Mining and extractive resources 
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Attachment H1 - State Planning Policy 2017, Part E, Mining and Extractive resources 

 

 

Attachment I1 - Gold Coast Council confirm there is no Economic need 
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Attachment J1 - KRA and development approvals 

 

Attachment J2 - Figure 1: Map of Oxenford investigation area (page 5) 
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Attachment J3 - Suggested outcomes- 1 rural house into 5 houses (Slide 28) 

 

 

Attachment J4 - Showing the 37 affected Lots within the ‘Protected Haulage Route’ 100m wide 

separation corridor along the Tamborine Oxenford Road (from the Quarry to the Pacific Highway) 
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Attachment K1 - Annotated Third Schedule of Rezoning Agreement (Plan 362-010) 
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Attachment L1 - The SPP does not prioritise one state interest over another 

 


