
Page 1 of 21 
 

17th July 2020 

For the attention:  

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

Dear Hoagy Moscrop-Allison, 

 

Objection submission COM/2019/81 -  

Modelled Dust Submission results are culpably misleading, incorrect and highly dangerous 

 

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

Application and its Environmental Submission and the dust limits it claims to meet. 

Document references are based on ‘MWA Environmental’s ‘Noise and Dust assessment document 

(Version 2) dated 15th October 2019, that was submitted as part of the development application, 

unless otherwise stated. 

 

The Dust Submission is clearly and culpably wrong, in my opinion, making the submitted data 

worthless, potentially very dangerous and ultimately inadmissible. 

There are a number of factors that lead me to this conclusion.  They are discussed below. 

 

Ambient Conditions 

‘Table 8’ shows how the ambient dust concentrations were derived for the Springwood Monitoring 

station (Attachment A1). 

Section 3.3.1 Dust Modelling Methodology (Attachment A2) informs the reader that: “The model-

predicted dust concentration and deposition rates due to emissions from the proposed quarrying 

activities were added to the ambient concentrations in Table 8 to assess the cumulative dust 

exposure at surrounding receptors”       

However, for example, the PM2.5 Annual average is below the ambient level modelled for Receptors 

R1 through to R15 (Attachment A3).  Receptor Locations shown in Attachment B1. 

Therefore, the ‘Noise and Dust assessment’ submitted document seeks to claim every receptor in the 

the Eastern Receptor Group (R1 through to R9) and Southern Receptor Group (R10 through to R15) is 

below the Annual Average Ambient PM2.5.   However, the ‘Dust Modelling Methodology’ (Attachment 

A2) clearly says: “The model-predicted dust concentration and deposition rates due to emissions from 

the proposed quarrying activities were added to the ambient concentrations in Table 8 to assess the 

cumulative dust exposure at surrounding receptors”.  This is obviously culpably incorrect.  You clearly 

cannot add to the ambient values and get a PM2.5 value less than this ambient especially at such close 

proximity to a highly industrialised area. 
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Cumulative Totals 

It is ridiculous to use (albeit incorrectly) the ambient conditions at the Springwood monitoring location 

to “assess the cumulative dust exposure at surrounding receptors” (Attachment A2). 

The reasons are two fold:  

Springwood Monitoring Location  

Firstly, Springwood monitoring location is in a completely different location with extremely different 

ambient conditions and is over 36km from the Oxenford Quarry (as shown in Attachment C1).  The 

ambient conditions at this location are completely irrelevant for this development application. 

Relevant cumulative Sources of Dust 

Secondly, there is additional major industrial activity very close to the quarry (Attachment D1).  In fact 

major dust sources closer than the receptors specified.  

These include the Bullrin Quarry, run by JGi Quarry Pty Ltd (between receptors R16 and R18) that has 

an environmental authority to process 200,000 tonnes per annum (100,000 tonnes quarrying + 

100,000 tonnes of recycling concrete). As shown in Attachment D2. An extremely dusty environment 

with open crushers and screening plant. Approximately 450m from proposed extractive boundary.    

Also, the Holcim concrete batching plant (between receptors R16 and R17) (Attachment D3).   

Approximately 190m from proposed extractive boundary.   An additional dusty environment that 

should have been considered. 

And, the ‘JJ Richards recycling centre’ (between receptors R20 and R1)  that is joined to the Nucrush 

quarries proposed extractive boundary to the North (Attachment D4). 

Also, the Nucrush batching operation in Hart Street Coomera (Attachment D5) within 1516 metres 

should also have been considered. 

 

All of these additional dust sources are apparently completely ignored in the cumulative dust analysis.   

Thus the statement “The model-predicted dust concentration and deposition rates due to emissions 

from the proposed quarrying activities were added to the ambient concentrations in Table 8 to assess 

the cumulative dust exposure at surrounding receptors” (Attachment A2) is clearly and negligently  

inadequate. 

By not including the cumulative effect of the surrounding industry the results are inadequate and 

ultimately meaningless. 

 

 

Wind erosion (Increased TSP, PM10 and PM2.5 and Dust Deposition values 

The ‘Wind Erosion’ Particle Emission Estimation calculations (Attachment E1) are based, in my opiion, 

on incorrect modelled  data. 
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For instance the ‘Processing Plant and Stockpile area is claimed to be 30,000m² (Attachment E1).  

However, a cursory glance, using Google Earth shows the Processing and Plant and stockpile area is in 

the region of 136,874 m² (Attachment E2).  Note there are stockpiles throughout the quarry area.   This 

makes the data supplied to the modelling deficient as the actual area is 4.5 times larger than modelled.  

Also, the exposed Pit and Plant area is modelled at 246,000 m² (Attachment E1). However, the 

proposed pit and plant area will be 695,571 m² (Attachment E3). Therefore, the modelled data is only 

about a third of the proposed pit and plant area. 

When calculating the wind erosion it is imperative to include all the stockpiles that are throughout the 

quarry as they are completely unrestrained, have no visible means of damping down (as clearly visible 

in Attachment E2) and will thus be highly vulnerable to release of dust into the atmosphere during 

even mildly windy conditions.   

To model these at only a fraction of the size that they are, and ultimately will be, is culpable and/or 

highly negligent in my opinion.  As the highly dangerous emissions associated with this product and 

the relative closeness of sensitive receptors (homes) makes correct modelling of this data imperative 

as it is the health and safety of these residents who will be ultimately and chronically affected. 

 

Haulage Trucks underestimated by 60% (Raised PM2.5 values and Fine road dust contamination) 

This development application shows there will be 171 loaded trucks per day (342 in total) as shown in 

Attachment F1. 

However, the particulate emission estimation assumes there will be 102.4 trucks per day, one way 

(Attachment F2).  Therefore, the modelled data has 40% less trucks than there are proposed. 

It is also concerning that it appears to only count vehicles in one direction and is not allowing for the 

unloaded vehicles to arrive also. 

Therefore, the PM2.5 levels modelled will be artificially low as it does not include all the trucks and 

also does not appear to be including the unloaded trucks either.  The carcinogenic, nitrogen oxides, 

diesel fumes will add to the PM2.5 levels significantly.  Therefore to omit a large percentage of these 

will skew the PM2.5 results and artificially show far lower levels than will be actually experienced.  

Also, the fine dust contamination, caused by movement of vehicles in and around and leaving the 

quarry (Attachment F3) will add to the TSP and the PM10 levels significantly.  Therefore to ignore a 

high percentage of these vehicles and to only include one direction of travel would be unacceptable 

and would affect the results significantly. 

 

Blasting (Increased TSP, PM10 and PM2.5 and Dust Deposition values 

The blasting that happens currently on average every month (but is expected to increase, with the 

increased output to 1M tonnes per annum) generates an immense highly visible dust cloud 

(Attachment G1). The after effects of this are that I can personally taste the dust in the air for the next 

few days.   This is not pleasant, especially when you consider it’s the respirable dust that is too small 

to see or taste that is the most dangerous.   

It is therefore inexcusable to see that the modelled dust data has failed to include any blast details.  

Therefore, a significant dust generation process has been completely and culpably ignored. 
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This analysis is supposed to be worst case conditions.   This omission of blast data will affect the 

modelled results significantly. 

 

Finally, the development application submitted modelled results 

It is hardly worth discussing the submitted results given the errors, inconsistencies and omissions from 

the analysis to obtain these erroneous results.    However, I  will attempt to discuss the pertinent 

points re one of the typical results table submitted (Attachment H1).  This is for Stage 1 Operations 

(Northern Haul Route). 

 

PM10 Values 

It can be seen that the submitted results are apparently below the ‘Maximum Acceptable 

Concentration’ of 50 µg/m³.   However, this is the occupational exposure maximum limit.   

From Airborne Silica and Regulations (Attachment H2): “Converting between occupational and non-

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

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

of 168 hours. Workers who are protected by the OHSA (Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration) laws, are also assumed to be healthier than vulnerable segments of the general 

population, such as children and the elderly.   A margin of safety (usually a factor of 30-100) is 

therefore built into chronic exposure limits to account for risk to the vulnerable populations. An 

occupational exposure limit of 50 µg/m³ [PM10] therefore may have a corresponding chronic 

exposure limit near 0.4 µg/m³”.  

Therefore, for non-occupational chronic exposure the PM10 modelled data is well above the 

‘Maximum Acceptable Concentration’ of 0.4 µg/m³.   

Clearly, for PM10 particulate exposure, the submitted results (Attachment H1), even ignoring the 

errors and omissions highlighted earlier, are approximately eighty times higher than  the ‘non 

occupational chronic exposure’ limit required. 

 

PM2.5 Annual Average 

As per the PM10 values, It can be seen that the submitted results are apparently below the ‘Maximum 

Acceptable Concentration’.   However, again, this is the occupational exposure maximum limit.  Using 

the margin of safety factor discussed in  the ‘PM2.5 Annual Average’ section above, the corresponding 

chronic exposure limit should be approximately 0.06 µg/m³.  The values submitted are again 

approximately eighty times higher than the ‘non occupational chronic exposure’ limit required. 

 

Clearly, for PPM2.5 particulate exposure the submitted results (Attachment H1), even ignoring the 

errors and omissions highlighted earlier, are approximately eighty times higher than  the ‘non 

occupational chronic exposure’ limit required. 
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Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) - Annual Average 

Just a cursory glance at the results Table (Attachment H1) raises instant alarm bells as to the validity 

of the submitted TSP annual average results.   

From the development application supplied ‘Particle Size Distribution’ (Attachment I1) it can be seen 

that the PM2.5 is 5.3% of the TSP (100%).  Therefore, for the Eastern receptor, the PM2.5 is 4.9 µg/m³ 

(Attachment H1) which equates to an approximate TSP of 92.4 µg/m³.  Which is over the ‘Maximum 

Acceptable Concentration of 90 µg/m³.   

But, again this is occupational exposure.   The non-occupational chronic exposure limit will be far less 

than the specified 90 µg/m³ e.g. and thus it is clear to see the TSP ‘Maximum Acceptable 

concentration’ for non-occupational exposure would also be easily exceeded. 

 

Dust Deposition 

The Dust Deposition can be approximated from the  TSP (Attachment I2).  Thus for a TSP of 90 µg/m³ 

will have an equivalent dust deposition of 4g/m² per month (130mg/m² per day). 

Therefore, given the TSP calculated above the Dust Deposition will be 135 mg/m².  Which is above 

‘Maximum Acceptable concentration’.  

But, again this is occupational exposure.   The non-occupational chronic exposure limit will be far less 

than the specified 120 mg/m² Maximum monthly average per day and thus it is clear to see the Dust 

Deposition ‘Maximum Acceptable concentration’ for non-occupational exposure would also be easily 

exceeded. 

 

Respirable crystalline silica (RCS) 

The silica column specifies a ‘Maximum acceptable concentration’ of 3 µg/m³ (Attachment H1).  There 

are three fundament problems with this.    

Firstly, this is, again, an occupation exposure. So, the chronic exposure limit should be in the region of 

0.024 µg/m³. 

Secondly, is that this is specified for a particulate matter of PM2.5  i.e. Particles of 2.5 microns (or 

micrometres) in diameter or less.  However, there is strong evidence that particles up to 10 microns  

in diameter (PM10) are respirable and therefore extremely dangerous to health (Attachment H3).  At 

the very least particles up to 5 microns (PM5) should be considered (Attachment H2). 

Thirdly, the constituent parts of particles size less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) are more  likely to be 

made up of carbon matter (cars, trucks, heavy equipment, etc), nitrates (from cars and trucks), sulfates 

(power generation) with only approximately ten percent made up of crustal material (Attachment H2).   

The dangerous inhalable/respirable crystalline silica is far more likely to reside in the range from 10 

microns in diameter down to 2.5 microns.    The silica dust analysis results are completely ignoring the 

particulate matter that is most likely to contain the vast proportion of the highly dangerous RCS.  For 

instance, the particle size distribution (Attachment I1) shows how PM2.5 makes up only 5.3 % of the 

TSP and only 15% of the PM10.  Therefore, of the analysed particulate matter, only a 15% of the 
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respirable crystalline silica matter was included for analysis. Thus, the respirable crystalline silica 

results submitted are, I believe, vastly underestimated. 

The dangers of allowing heightened RCS in the atmosphere with hundreds of homes receiving chronic 

exposure well above the modelled results is culpably criminal in my opinion. 

 

Conclusion 

The modelled PM2.5 annual average expected results (Attachment A3) are BELOW the ambient 

conditions (Attachment A1).   This dust assessment claimed to have ”added” their modelled results to 

the ambient conditions.  Clearly this has not been done and thus we can only assume the PM2.5 figures 

are wrong and the data modelling results are thus significantly and inexcusably compromised. 

Further, the claimed “cumulative dust exposure at surrounding receptors” has culpably ignored the 

industrial activity that is adjacent to the site.  This is absolutely unforgiveable given the health and 

safety implications when considering dust exposure. 

The reduced separation buffers means that this Dust assessment should be even more careful to 

ensure the safety of the local population and not completely ignore important aspects such as the 

cumulative effect of nearby industrial activity. 

As a result of this development application hundreds of affected residents have come forward and 

made objections citing dust complaints.  Yet here we have a quarry in the middle of suburbia who 

should be doing their upmost to protect the local residents around them and instead they are 

manipulating the results to attempt to convince the DES, the Council Planners and the Council decision 

makers that their dust assessment proves they are below the ‘Maximum Acceptable Concentration’ 

of dust limits.   However,  not only have they negligently in my opinion, falsified the results, they have 

also failed to consider the sensitive receptors (homes) that surround them yet they claim to be ’Good 

Neighbours’ this would be laughable if the implications of falsifying the air quality results wasn’t so 

serious. 

There has also been a doctor’s letter submitted, from a resident adjoining the quarry boundary to the 

South (Appollo Place) clearly stating health concerns for their son due to the contaminated air in the 

vicinity (Attachment J1).   Numerous residents have further claimed the dust is affecting their personal 

amenity, be it on medical grounds (asthma, breathing difficulties,  etc.) and/or dust nuisance in and 

around the home.   However, it is clear to see the personal amenity of hundreds of families is being 

affected by the Air quality in the local environment. 

In summary, not only is the submitted dust assessment completely inadequate, it is in my opinion, 

criminally negligent in ignoring important  aspects that seek to ensure levels are below the ‘Maximum 

Concentration permitted’ without due regard to safety of either their workers and/or the local 

population. 

To permit this development application, with such an inadequate, incorrect, culpably misleading air 

quality results, would in my opinion, be extremely, maybe criminally, negligent. 

Thank you for considering my objection, 

Kind regards     

Tony Potter 
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* 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. 

 

Attachment A1 - Ambient Levels 

 

Attachment A2 - Cumulative dust exposure 
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Attachment A3 - Modelled predicted results showing levels incorrectly BELOW ambient values 
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Attachment B1 - Receptor Identification 

 

Attachment C1 - Springwood Monitoring Station completely different topography and 36 km from 

Oxenford 
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Attachment D1 - Industrial activity affecting local ambient conditions 

 

 

Attachment D2  - Bullrin Quarry operation (34 Maudsland Road, Oxenford) 
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Attachment D3 - Holcim concrete batching facility (34 Maudsland Road, Oxenford) 

 

 

 

Attachment D4  - JJ Richards quarry and recycling operation (241 Tamborine Oxenford Road) 
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Attachment D5  - Nucrush Hart Street, Upper Coomera Concrete batching facility 
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Attachment E1 - Wind erosion parameters 

 

Attachment E2 - Existing Processing Plant and Stockpile area (136,874 m2) 

 

Attachment E3 - Proposed Pit and Plant area (695,571 m2) 
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Attachment F1 - Haulage trucks is 342 per day (171 loaded trucks) 

 

Attachment F2 - Number of Haulage trucks underestimated by 60%  

 (PM2.5 value will be underestimated and Fine road dust contamination also). 

 

Attachment F3 - Fine Road Dust Contamination 
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Attachment G1 - Dust Assessment has ignored Blasting effects  

  (picture is Nucrush blast in November 2019 looking North to South) 
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Attachment H1 - Submitted results for Stage 1 Operations, Northern Haul Route (typical)  
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Attachment H2 - Occupational compared to non-occupational chronic exposure  
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Attachment H3 - Particles PM2.5 and PM10 are respirable matter 
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Attachment I1 - Particle Size Distribution 

 

 

  



Page 20 of 21 
 

Attachment I2 - Dust Deposition Calculation 
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Attachment J1 - Doctors Letter 

 


