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19th July 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 - 

State Development Assessment Provisions (SDAP) - Native Vegetation Clearing requirements 

 

Please accept this objection as I believe it highlights how this development application does not meet 

the requirements of the ‘State Development Assessment Provisions (SDAP), Module 8, Native 

Vegetation clearing requirements’ as is required. 

Under the SDAP Native vegetation clearing I believe this DA has to meet the requirements of ‘Table 

8.1.3 - General PO1, PO2 and PO3’ and ‘Table 8.1.5 - Extractive Industry PO2 to PO9’ (as shown in 

attachment A1). 

 

‘Table 8.1.3 - General Performance Outcome PO1’ 

Performance Outcome PO1 states: “Clearing only occurs where the applicant has demonstrated that 

the development has first reasonably avoided, and then reasonably minimised the impacts of 

development” (Attachment A2).  I do not believe the ignoring of Current approval areas, believed to 

be for the life of the quarry, of approximately 15.5 hectares of prohibited development i.e. ‘Buffer 

Land’ and ‘Permanent trees and shrub screening’ (as shown in annotated  Plan 362-010 in attachment 

B1) is consistent with this Performance Outcome.   Likewise, the ignoring of approximately 16.6 

hectares of prohibited development area known as Rural ‘B’  (as shown in Plan C1495:00:13B in 

attachment B2, close up in attachment B3) is consistent with this Performance Outcome either.   

The proposed extractive footprint (as shown in Attachment B4) engulfs all these prohibited 

development areas that were agreed as part of the Current approval for the life of the quarry (as 

shown in the City Plan, reproduced in Attachment B5). 

I do not believe the applicant, in this development application ”has demonstrated that the 

development has first reasonably avoided”  OR “reasonably minimised the impacts of development” 

as is required to meet this performance Outcome.  

There is, I believe, no requirement for the overriding of the Current Approval as clearly shown in the 

recent  Boral Reedy Creek quarry case against the Gold Coast Council when the judge stated: “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 the 

evidence … the Council’s position is that none of the City of Gold Coast and Southeast Queensland and 

Northern New South Wales 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” AND “The court can be 

comfortably satisfied that the City has extensive approved reserves of hard rock that are able to, and 
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do, produce hard rock, substantially in excess of demand within the City and that none of the City of 

Gold Coast and Southeast Queensland and Northern New South Wales are undersupplied with hard 

rock” (Attachment B6).   

Clearly there is no Economic Need, by the Gold Coast, to permit the destruction of these areas that 

are protected under Current approval and are further protected on the City Plan by their 

environmentally significant status too.  Therefore I reiterate that I believe the applicant, in this 

development application HAS NOT ” demonstrated that the development has first reasonably avoided”  

OR “reasonably minimised the impacts of development” as is required to meet this performance 

Outcome.  

  

‘Table 8.1.5 - Extractive Industry Performance Outcome PO3’ 

Performance Outcome PO3 states: “Maintain the current extent of vegetation associated with any 

natural wetland to protect: (1) water quality by filtering sediments, nutrients and other pollutants 92) 

aquatic habitat (3) terrestrial habitat” (reproduced in Attachment A3). 

I believe Acceptable Outcome AO3.1“Clearing does not occur in. or within 100 metres of any natural 

wetland” is not met, as shown on the City Plan - Environmental significance Wetlands and Waterways 

overlay (reproduced in Attachment C1). 

Similarly, I believe Acceptable Outcome AO3.3 “Where it can be demonstrated that clearing cannot be 

reasonably avoided, and the extent of clearing has been reasonably minimised … ”  is not met (as 

discussed above, where I see there is no real need for this expansion into protected areas as there is 

no Economic Need for the City of Gold Coast). 

 

‘Table 8.1.5 - Extractive Industry Performance Outcome PO4’ 

Performance Outcome PO4 states: “Maintain the current extent of vegetation associated with any 

watercourse or drainage feature to protect: (1) bank stability by protecting against bank erosion (2) 

water quality by filtering sediments, nutrients and other pollutants (3) aquatic habitat (4) terrestrial 

habitat” (reproduced in Attachment A3). 

As discussed in an earlier objection ( ‘Problems and omissions from Stormwater management plan’ 

dated 7th July 2021)  the lack of sedimentation pits and/or containment pits in future stages (as 

demonstrated in attachment B4) means that PO4: “(2) Water quality by filtering sediments, nutrients 

and other pollutants” cannot be reliably assured (as there is nowhere to filter water other than the 

main Sump which could well overflow given the amount of water leaching through walls and floors on 

a 24/7 basis (It is believed between 30 to 40 litres per second will need to be pumped into the Coomera 

River on a 24/7 basis) and with nowhere to pump this water until  the water quality is assured the 

ecological impact on the Coomera River could be utterly disastrous.    

Also, it is believed, PO4: “(3) aquatic habitat” will be similarly compromised due to the lack of any 

sedimentation pits and/or containment pits between the main sump and the pumping into the 

Coomera River. 

Quarry discharge locations into the freshwater part of the Coomera River are shown in Attachment 

D1. 
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‘Table 8.1.5 - Extractive Industry Performance Outcome PO5’ 

Performance Outcome PO5 states (as reproduced in Attachment A4): “In consideration of vegetation 

on the subject lot(s) and in the landscape adjacent to the subject lot(s), vegetation is retained that: (1) 

is of sufficient size and configured in a way that maintains ecosystem functioning (2) remains in the 

landscape despite threatening processes” with an Acceptable Outcome of “Clearing occurs in 

accordance with Table 3” (where Table 3 is reproduced in Attachment E1). 

I do not believe the complete rape and pillage of Lot 467, from the limited extractive footprint in the 

Current approval of 23.77 ha approx (as shown in attachment B1), to the ABSOLUTE MAXIMUM 

FOOTPRINT for the Lot (as shown in attachment B4), that is ignoring City Plans to not go within 40 m 

of Lot boundary (City Plan 9.3.8 Extractive Industry Code, Acceptable Outcome AO3.1 - Attachment 

E2), and ignoring City Plans to not go within 40m of ridgelines (City Plan 9.3.8 Extractive Industry Code, 

Acceptable Outcome AO4 - Attachment E2)  and is further ignoring all the protected development 

areas under their Current approval, that were obviously agreed to limit urban and quarry 

encroachment and limit views into the quarry (as per City Plan 9.3.8 Extractive Industry Code, 

Acceptable Outcome AO3.2 requirements - Attachment E2)  i.e. ‘Buffer Land’ and ‘Permanent Trees 

and shrub screening’ areas (attachment B1.) and prohibited development area Rural ‘B’ (attachment 

B2, close up in B3)  is as per Performance Outcome PO5 requirements.  The existing vegetation in this 

lot is being decimated in every single direction radiating out from the quarry with no apparent regard 

for the local environment and/or the local ecosystem.    

The landscape will be dramatically decimated, despite the City Plan requirements AO3.2: “Views of 

significant infrastructure and visually obtrusive development including quarry floors, benches and 

faces, are screened from the road frontage, major road corridors and adjoining residential areas”  

(Attachment E2).   

Thus, I do not believe Performance Outcome PO5: “… vegetation is retained that: (1) is of sufficient 

size and configured in a way that maintains ecosystem functioning (2) remains in the landscape despite 

threatening processes” (Attachment A4) is met. 

It should also be remembered the Acceptable Outcome is “Clearing occurs in accordance with Table 

3” (reproduced in Attachment E1).  Which states: “Clearing does not: “(2) reduce the extent of 

vegetation to less than 50 hectares”.    However the Lot size of Lot 467, the Extractive Industry Lot, is 

70.8 hectares and the proposal is to extend the extractive footprint to 54 hectares within this Lot.  

Thus, leaving far less than the required 50 hectares of vegetation. 

Further, “Clearing does not: “(4) reduce the width of vegetation to less than 200 metres”.    However, 

it is clear to see, the proposed extraction footprint within 40 metres of the boundary on the west side 

of the quarry will reduce the vegetation down to just 40 metres width maximum, and clearing large 

areas e.g. near discharge points (as shown in attachment D1) permitting clear views from the road 

into the quarry (Contra to City 9.3.8 Extractive Industry Code, Acceptable Outcome AO3.2 - 

Attachment E2).    The DA further proposes to reduce the Connectivity Corridor in the East down to 

150 metres (See Attachment E3) which clearly compromises the requirement of “Clearing does not: 

“(4) reduce the width of vegetation to less than 200 metres”.     

Also: “Clearing does not: (5) occur where the extent of vegetation on the subject lot(s) is reduced to or 

less than 30 per cent of the total area of the lot(s)” (reproduced in Attachment E1).  However, the 

proposed extractive footprint will cover an area of 54 hectares whereas the Lot size is 70.8 hectares. 

This leaves approximately 23% of the Lot that is not part of the extractive footprint.   Of this 23% a 

large part of it is made up of the 40 metre wide border on the western side, and a lot of this does not 



Page 4 of 18 
 

support vegetation (e.g. By the entrance which is clear of vegetation, the area of the lake by the 

entrance that is to be engulfed in extractive footprint has no discernable vegetation (I.e. no trees, 

shrubs, etc.).  It is therefore abundantly clear that Performance Outcome PO5, Section 5 cannot be 

met. 

 

‘Table 8.1.5 - Extractive Industry Performance Outcome PO6’ 

Performance Outcome PO6 states: “Clearing does not contribute to land degradation through: (1) 

waterlogging, or (2) the salinisation of groundwater, surface water or soil” (Attachment A4).   

The proposed subterranean quarrying down to a proposed 110 metres below the Coomera River could 

contribute to land degradation through waterlogging due to the large volume of water that will be 

leached through the quarry walls and pit floor that will have to be continually pumped out to stop the 

quarry flooding via the discharge locations (attachment D1).    This could add to the salinisation of the 

groundwater as it is leached from a radius of up to 1.418 km away and from the saltwater section of 

the Coomera River (beyond weir) as well as the freshwater part before the weir. 

I also note an Acceptable Outcome requirement AO6.1 is “Clearing does not occur in or within 200 

meters of a discharge area or recharge area” (Attachment A4).  However it is clear to see that the 

discharge locations are adjacent to the extractive footprint / clearing and is definitely far less than the 

required 200 meters. 

 

‘Table 8.1.5 - Extractive Industry Performance Outcome PO7’ 

Performance Outcome PO7 states: “Maintain the current extent of endangered regional ecosystems 

and of concern regional ecosystems” (Attachment A4).   

I believe the environmentally significant areas and protected Koala habitat that this DA proposes to 

decimate and the effect subterranean quarrying will have on the local ecosystem will compromise this 

requirement. 

 

‘Table 8.1.5 - Extractive Industry Performance Outcome PO8’ 

Performance Outcome PO8 states: “Maintain the current extent of essential habitat” (Attachment A4).   

It is noted that the acceptable outcome AO8.1 is “Clearing does not occur in an area of essential 

habitat” or AO8.2: “Clearing in essential habitat does not exceed the width or area prescribed in Table 

1”  or AO8.3: “Clearing only occurs where an area of essential habitat is isolated and small in size and 

at risk from threatening processes, for the prescribed species” or AO8.4: “Where it can be 

demonstrated that clearing cannot be reasonably avoided, and the extent of clearing has been 

reasonably minimised, an environmental offset is provided”.  

Obviously this DA proposes clearing vast areas of essential habitat.   However, I  do not believe this 

should be permitted as it clearly states:  “Clearing does not occur in an area of essential habitat”  and  

I  do not believe there is a valid enough reason for environmental offsets to be sanctioned as I do not 

believe “it can be demonstrated that clearing cannot be reasonably avoided”.  There is no need to 

clear these areas as the product can be reasonable sourced elsewhere from already approved reserves 

as discussed in the Boral Reedy Creek appeal case  v Gold Coast City Council [2017] QPEC 23 where it 
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was noted there is in the Gold Coast region, in excess of 160 years supply already approved 

https://archive.sclqld.org.au/qjudgment/2017/QPEC17-023.pdf 

 

‘Table 8.1.5 - Extractive Industry Performance Outcome PO9’ 

Performance Outcome PO9 states: “Clearing activities do not result in the disturbance of acid sulphate 

soils or changes to the hydrology of the location that will either: (1) aerate horizons containing iron 

sulphides, or (2) mobilise acid or metals” (Attachment A4).  I believe the subterranean quarrying 

activity, proposed to be 110 metres below the Coomera River level will both aerate iron sulphides and 

mobilise acid and metals. 

As per my ‘Acid sulfate soils’ objection, dated 1st January 2021, I believe this DA does not adequately 

consider the acid sulfate risks of the subterranean quarrying method that they are proposing. 

Therefore, I believe Performance Outcome PO9 has definitely not been met. 

 

Conclusion 

It is very concerning that vast swathes of the ‘State Development Assessment Provisions (SDAP)’ for 

‘Native vegetation clearing’ seem to have been ignored or glossed over by this development 

application. 

I do not believe the proposed amount of devastation and destruction can be bestowed on an 

environmentally significant area just in order to extract hard rock for the next one hundred plus years, 

that is, after all,  not required (given that there is in excess of 160 years supply of hard rock already 

approved for extraction in the Gold Coast region. 

To permit this much devastation and destruction in this area by approving this development 

application in this suburban location would, I believe, be a crime against the local environment and 

the local ecosystem and the residents of the Gold Coast. 

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. 

  

https://archive.sclqld.org.au/qjudgment/2017/QPEC17-023.pdf
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Attachment A1 - SDAP Module 8 - Native Vegetation Clearing 
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Attachment A2 - SDAP Module 8 - Native Vegetation Clearing - Table 8.1.3 General PO1, PO2 & PO4 
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Attachment A3 - SDAP Module 8 - Native Vegetation Clearing - Table 8.1.5 Extractive Industry PO1 - PO4 
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Attachment A4 - SDAP Module 8 - Native Vegetation Clearing - Table 8.1.5 Extractive Industry PO5 - PO9 

 



Page 10 of 18 
 

Attachment B1 - Plan 362-010 (annotated)
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Attachment B2 - ‘Plan C1495:00:13B’ 
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Attachment B3 - ‘Plan C1495:00:13B’ (Close up showing prohibited development known as Rural ‘B’) 
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Attachment B4 - Proposed Extractive Footprint 
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Attachment B5 - City Plan - Showing Environmentally significant areas and prohibited development areas 
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Attachment B6 - No Economic Need 
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Attachment C1 - Environmental significant Wetlands and Waterways 
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Attachment D1 - Quarry discharge locations into Coomera River 

 

 

 

Attachment E1 - SDAP Module 8 - Native Vegetation Clearing - Table 3 - Maintain Connectivity 
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Attachment E2 - City Plan, Part 9.3.8 Extractive Industry Code 

 

Attachment E3 - Connectivity Corridor reduced to 150 metres 

 


