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27th 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 - 

Development Application contains superfluous Lots which  

Environmental Authority EA0002207 has enabled for quarrying activity  

(despite City Plan zoning requirements)  

 

Please accept this objection as I believe it highlights how this development application is 

fundamentally flawed right from the outset back on 21st May 2019 when it was submitted to Council 

by containing superfluous Lots that have now become part of the Environmental Authority’s 

Environmentally Relevant Activities (ERAs) and therefore subject to future quarrying activity, contra 

to the City Plan zoning rules.  

 

Council PDonline for COM/2019/81 is misleading 

The Development Application includes eight Lots owned by the applicant, despite only one of these 

Lots being ‘Extractive Industry’ zoning (‘Lot 467’).  These Lots  are identified in Attachment A1. 

On PDonline the Development Application defines the ‘Application Location’ misleadingly as ‘Lot 906 

SP108985, Lot 464 Wimbledon Way, OXENFORD QLD 4210’  (as shown in Attachment A2).   

Why did Council not use the correct address of the site/quarry which is: ‘Lot 467, 33 Maudsland Road 

Oxenford 4210’, as per applicants submitted: ‘DA Form 1’ (as shown in attachment A3)?     

Why did Council consider it was more appropriate to use the misleading ‘Application Location’ of:  ‘Lot 

906 SP108985, Lot 464 Wimbledon Way, OXENFORD QLD 4210’ ?  It would seem Council were quite 

content to misinform people interested in this development application by not storing it in the Correct 

address format. 

 

The Councils entries for COM/2019/81 in PDonline then goes on to describe the Development 

application as consisting of the following ‘Property’: ‘Lot 906’, ‘BAL Lot 467’, ’PT1 Lot 467’, ‘Lot 468’, 

‘Lot 7’, ‘Lot 8’, ‘Lot 901’, ‘Lot 464’ and ‘Lot 906’ (as shown in Attachment A4).  Yet again a very low 

profile is put on emphasising ‘Lot 467’ which is the only ‘Extractive Industry’ Lot and the only Lot 

ultimately affected by this development application.  Why did Council consider it was appropriate to 

display the property details in this confusing format with a number of superfluous Lots included? 

This misleading  ‘Application Location’ and ‘Property’ description may be construed that the  Council  

department in charge of PDonlne was doing its best to confuse members of the public and to hide  this 

development application from local residents on behalf of the applicant. 
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How many people, who might have raised an objection to this development application, could not 

even find it thanks to the thoroughly misleading representation on PDonline? 

 

Incorrect Inclusion of superfluous Lots 

I believe it was incorrect to include the following Lots as part of the Development application as they 

are superfluous and are not part of the proposed development.  They are as follows: 

 

Lot 468 RP845775 

This is also an ‘Open Space’ Lot which clearly not part of the ‘Extractive Industry’ zone and is part of 

‘Environmentally significance - priority species’ area. 

 

Lot 7 RP153300 

This is an ‘Emerging Community’ Lot which clearly not part of the ‘Extractive Industry’ zone. ).  It is 

also part of the ‘Hinterland to coast critical corridors’ as shown on the City Plan ‘Environmental 

significance - biodiversity areas’ overlay map (as shown in attachment B2).  It is also of: ‘Environmental 

significance - priority species’ (as shown in attachment B3). 

 

Lot 8 RP153301 

This is an ‘Emerging Community’ Lot which clearly not part of the ‘Extractive Industry’ zone. ).  It is 

also part of the ‘Hinterland to coast critical corridors’ as shown on the City Plan ‘Environmental 

significance - biodiversity areas’ overlay map (as shown in attachment B2).  It is also of: ‘Environmental 

significance - priority species’ (as shown in attachment B3). 

 

Lot 901 RP883083 

This is an ‘Open Space’ Lot which clearly not part of the ‘Extractive Industry’ zone. It is also of: 

‘Environmental significance - priority species’ (as shown in attachment B3). 

 

Lot 464 RP228385 

This is also an ‘Open Space’ Lot.  It is also part of the ‘Hinterland to coast critical corridors’ as shown 

on the City Plan ‘Environmental significance - biodiversity areas’ overlay map which identifies 

bioregional corridors that connect large areas of intact native vegetation (as shown in attachment B2).  

It is also of: ‘Environmental significance - priority species’ (as shown in attachment B3). 

 

Lot 905 SP108985 

This is an ‘Open Space’ Lot (as shown in attachment B1).  It is also part of the ‘Hinterland to coast 

critical corridors’ as shown on the City Plan ‘Environmental significance - biodiversity areas’ overlay 
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map which identifies bioregional corridors that connect large areas of intact native vegetation (as 

shown in attachment B2).  It is also of: ‘Environmental significance - priority species’ (as shown in 

attachment B3). 

 

Lot 906 SP108985 

This is an ‘Open Space’ Lot (as shown in attachment B1).  It is also part of the ‘Hinterland to coast 

critical corridors’ as shown on the City Plan ‘Environmental significance - biodiversity areas’ overlay 

map which identifies bioregional corridors that connect large areas of intact native vegetation (as 

shown in attachment B2).  It is also of: ‘Environmental significance - priority species’ (as shown in 

attachment B3). 

It is not, it would seem: ‘Extractive Industry’, ‘Extractive Industry indicative buffer’, and ‘Open Space’ 

as clearly indicated on the City Plan interactive Plan (reproduced in attachment B4). 

 

Summary 

It is clear to see of the eight separate Lots listed in the Development Application seven of them are 

not part of this extractive Industry and not part of the Current Approval either. 

Lot 467 being the only ‘Extractive Industry’ Lot covered under the Current Approval and being the only 

Lot that it is now proposed to include as extractive industry. 

I therefore believe the inclusion of these additional Lots are somewhat of a smoke screen to hide the 

true scale of the proposed extractive footprint. 

I believe the Gold Coast City Council should be judging this ‘Extractive Industry’ zone on its own merits 

and not allowing completely independent Lots (in other zones) to be included just because they are 

owned by Nucrush. 

All of these Lots can be independently developed e.g. Lot 7 and Lot 8 are part of development 

application EXA/2020/14  for housing in the area (which was recently approved by Delegated 

Authority) as shown in attachment D3. Therefore, I believe it is incorrect to include these as part of 

development application COM/2019/81. 

By the Council allowing the inclusion of these superfluous Lots to the development application has, I 

believe, given SARA an incorrect view of the scale of the actual development. 

For instance the recently submitted BAAM Rehabilitation Management Plan is claiming: “The total 

operational area will be approximately 55 ha, or approximately 36% of the site.” (Attachment C1).  

However, Lot 467 is ’70.8 ha’.  The proposed operational area is ‘55 ha’ .   Therefore, the operational 

area is actually 78% of the site.  A significant difference to the claimed 36%. 

 

State Development Assessment Provisions (SDAP) - Maintaining Connectivity. 

The SDAP Module 8, ‘Maintaining Connectivity’ states:  

“Clearing does not:  

(1) occur in areas of vegetation that are less than 50 hectares 
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(2) reduce the extent of vegetation to less than 50 hectares  

(3) occur in areas of vegetation less than 200 metres wide 

(4) reduce the width of vegetation to less than 200 metres wide 

(5) occur where the extent of vegetation on the subject lots(s) is reduced to or less than 30 per 

cent of the total area of the lot(s).” 

As shown in Attachment C2.  Clearly by including the superfluous lots the applicant is claiming they 

are more compliant with this requirement (even though, I believe, they still fail (3) and (4) for 

instance).  However, only using the extractive Industry Lot, ‘Lot 467’, as I believe is appropriate, means 

this development application fails the requirements in all five areas listed above.   E.g. Only 15.8 ha of 

vegetation will be left which is well below the required 50 ha and only 22% of the vegetation of the  

area would remain well below the required 30%. Also, the vegetation would be reduced to a pitiful 

maximum of 40 metres width throughout the over one kilometre long western flank, well below the 

required 200 metres width required.  Is this why all the other superfluous Lots have been included in 

a vague attempt to look more compliant? 

 

Multiple Lot development application analogy 

Using the analogy adopted by Nucrush, if a developer buys adjacent Lots and includes the others in 

their development application for one Lot, this Nucrush application is suggesting they can ignore the 

requirements re footprint, setbacks, buffers, etc.  and use the additional land mass of the included 

Lot(s) to their advantage.  Would the Council be accepting of this in an apartment block application? 

Bearing in mind straight after approval the owners could apply to develop the other Lot(s) based on 

their own merits (as per this Nucrush development application)! 

To me this inclusion of superfluous Lots is merely a smoke screen to hide the true extent of the 

Nucrush application increasing its footprint from 33% at present (based on the aprox 23.77 ha current 

approved footprint as per the ‘Third Schedule’ of the Rezoning Agreement, annotated copy 

reproduced in attachment E1) to well over double the size to 78% of the total area which is way in 

excess of the SDAP requirements (attachment C2). 

By all means I am accepting of the development application referring to further lots the applicant 

owns and stating it will keep this for buffers or whatever in justification for their development 

application.   However, I do not believe the unnecessary inclusion of these additional lots, as part of 

the development application, can allow avoidance of the clear requirements of the State Development 

Assessment Provisions for ‘Maintaining Connectivity’ and the City Plan requirements also.  And, it 

should be remembered any, or all, of these Lots can be sold and/or developed separately on their own 

merits.  For example, the Nucrush housing development application EXA/2020/14 in the ‘Emerging 

Community’ Lots, ‘Lot 7’ and ‘Lot 8’ (as shown in attachment D3) despite its claimed primary use as a 

buffer in this development application it is already clearly part of a housing development in a separate 

development application. 

I hope the Council are aware of this and will treat ‘Lot 467’ as an independent Extractive Industry Lot, 

as it is, and not allow additional Lots included in the development application to muddy the waters 

that can be obviously independently developed once any development application approval has been 

granted. 
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Housing Development Lot 905 

In 1997 Jefferson Properties applied to build homes within Lot 905 (Nucrush objection is reproduced 

in attachment D1).  This was refused it would seem after, Nucrush General Manager, Dugald Gray, 

wrote a letter of objection stating, amongst other things, that the buffers would mean the quarry 

would be unable to operate for health and safety reasons of the reduced buffers to residential homes, 

believed to be approximately 250 metres away from extractive footprint. 

In his letter he stated: “If the subdivision went ahead (or any subdivision in the quarantined buffer 

land) we would be forced into breach of the Environmental Protection Act because of the effect of 

noise, dust and blast vibrations from our quarry” (Attachment D2). 

He went on to say: “Furthermore blast vibration monitoring has confirmed that the threshold limit for 

potential structural damage to buildings would be neared. We would also exceed the recommended 

thresholds for airblast overpressure, probably on all blasts”  (Attachment D2).  Note this is not just 

internal damage to homes this is “structural damage to buildings” which is far higher than the 5mm/s 

threshold within the Environmental Authority EA0002207. 

Then he states: “The Department of Environment have issued some draft guidelines for Extractive 

Industry and Crushing and Screening plants.  They suggest a distance of at least 1000m be maintained 

between quarrying operations and residential developments” (Attachment D2). 

And: “We are presently employing best practice techniques to comply with existing legislation on the 

above. While we are constantly striving to improve our performance it would be impossible for us to 

comply if houses were built so close to our Quarry” (Attachment D2). 

Also: “If we were forced into breaching the Environmental Protection Act we would also be in breach 

of our Quarry Rezoning Agreement with Council as we have obligations under this agreement to 

conform to the environmental legislation” (Attachment D2). 

Finally, he states: “Of even greater concern is the safety aspect of houses close to quarries.  Our 

quarrying operations would be almost adjacent to the proposed subdivision.  Blasting could occur 

within 100m or so of houses. As a mining engineer with 15 years’ experience, this is a most appalling 

prospect. It would be grossly negligent to knowingly allow people to live so near a major quarrying 

operation” and “The issue of dust fallout is also extremely relevant.  It is an extremely emotive issue. 

Health issues would certainly be raised were development to proceed” (Attachment D2). 

It would seem clear the Nucrush thoughts on reducing the separation buffer from residential homes 

to the quarry that are summed up by:  ”As a mining engineer with 15 years’ experience, this is a most 

appalling prospect. It would be grossly negligent to knowingly allow people to live so near a major 

quarrying operation” and “The issue of dust fallout is also extremely relevant.  It is an extremely 

emotive issue. Health issues would certainly be raised were development to proceed” .   

 

Since this housing application was quashed it appears Nucrush have subsequently purchased this Lot, 

Lot 905. 

Therefore, based on the contents of the Nucrush General Manager’s letter, I find it unbelievable that 

this development application is now proposing an extractive footprint within 150 metres of homes 

and 347 metres of schools.    
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However, if this current development application were to be approved what is stopping 

Nucrush/Nerang Pastoral applying to build homes in this area once a precedent of 150 metres has 

been set by the Gold Coast Council in this case? 

I already find it unbelievable that Nucrush/Nerang Pastoral are also proposing building homes and 

infrastructure within approximately 340 metres to the south of the quarry on Lots 6, 7, 8 and 9 

(Development Application EXA/2020/14 - which was approved by Delegated Authority, attachment 

D3). 

* Please note Lots 7 and Lot 8 are also included in this development application COM/2019/81. 

Clearly, approval of development application COM/2019/81 would set a dangerous precedent (which 

is completely at odds with the Nucrush General Manager’s letter which describes the health and safety 

implications of quarrying so close to residential homes, as shown in attachment D2). However, I 

believe this precedent, once set, would permit Nucrush/Nerang Pastoral to submit a further Housing 

development application (as per EXE/2020/14), for Lot 905, with any buffer argument now nullified 

by their earlier approval of COM/2019/81 i.e. Down to an untenable 150 metres from residential 

homes. 

 

Lot 906 and Nucrush future development 

It is noted that as of the February 2021 updates ‘Lot 906’ has been removed from the development 

application as part of Nucrush’s proposed ‘Extractive Footprint’.   

However, I note with concern, Bede Emmett’s (from Planit Consulting) comments in his letter 

addressed to Council dated 18th February 2021 (reproduced in attachment G1) in which he states: 

“However, it is important to note that the area to the south eastern corner within Lot 906 remains 

zoned for Extractive Industry and recognised as a committed extractive resource area under the City 

Plan and remains recognised State KRA” and “Nucrush’s position is that the planning and statutory 

framework does support quarrying in the south eastern corner in Lot 906.  However, Nucrush wishes 

to take a pragmatic approach as part of this development application in an endeavour to address the 

concerns which have been raised by Council”.  Clearly Nucrush are not acknowledging the agreed 

‘Quarantined Land’ status of Lot 906, as they contractually agreed back in 1992 in a legally recognised 

agreement and they are failing to also acknowledge that Lot 906, in its entirety, is part of the 

‘Hinterland to coast critical corridor’ which is displayed in the City Plan as: ‘Environmental significance 

- biodiversity area’ overlay map (as shown in attachment B2) and a highly important buffer area to 

protect homes from quarry encroachment. 

It would seem the Nucrush speculative purchase of Lot 906 (believed to be after its ‘Quarantined Land’ 

status was agreed) is not to increase buffers (as I believe was suggested by our local councillor) but is 

instead a concerted effort to maximise their extractive footprint it would seem at any cost. 

I hope Council are aware that any development application approval they may consider issuing to 

Nucrush is open for Nucrush to expand upon at a later date and attempt to include Lot 906 as it would 

seem is their clear intent from the outset of this development application as outlined in their quote: 

“However, it is important to note that the area to the south eastern corner within Lot 906 remains 

zoned for Extractive Industry and recognised as a committed extractive resource area under the City 

Plan and remains recognised State KRA”.  This is clearly not a quote that I would see as: “a pragmatic 

approach as part of this development application in an endeavour to address the concerns which have 

been raised by Council” as claimed! 
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In my opinion, Nucrush comments are merely paving the way for future expansion plans with yet again 

no consideration for their former agreements (‘Quarantined Land’) and the effect on the local 

environment (‘Environmental significance - biodiversity area’ and ‘priority species’ and koala habitat) 

and the clear intent to provide a buffer to protect residential homes in the area from the effects of 

quarry encroachment. 

To approve this development application would, I believe, be paving the way for future expansion 

plans, yet again, into Lot 906. 

 

City Plan and Lot 906 

It is clear that Lot 906 is not zoned as either ‘Extractive Industry’ or  ‘Extractive Industry buffer’ as can 

be clearly seen in the property details report (reproduced in attachment B1).  This is despite claims by 

the applicant in their development application that it is (Attachment H1) and the City Plan Interactive 

map also inferring it is  also (Attachment B4). 

I hope, to avoid on going confusion, as part of this development application, that Council will address 

this inconsistencies and sanction the rectification the City Plan to reflect the actual zoning of ‘Lot 906’ 

and to reflect its protected status more appropriately. 

Please note, an ‘Extractive Industry Buffer’ of at least 40 metres width is also  required between 

‘Extractive Industry’  Lot 467 and ‘Open Space’ Lot 1 (in the North) and between ‘Extractive Industry’ 

Lot 467 and ‘Open Space’ Lot 468 (in the Southwest) to meet City Plan, Extractive Industry Code  

requirements 9.3.8.3  as per Acceptable Outcome AO3.1: “Extraction or processing activities are not 

conducted within 40m of any boundary of the site” (Attachment H2). 

 

Key Resource Area (KRA) and Lot 906 

It is clear to me that Lot 906 is a protected area for the life of the quarry.  And thus I can only assume 

that the KRA’s inclusion of Lot 906 as part of the ‘Extractive Industry’ and  ‘Extractive Industry buffer’  

was made in error as it is entirely different to the actual zoning of this area (maybe incorrect advice 

from Nucrush and/or Council to the state Government?). 

I would therefore politely request that the Council Planning department advise the appropriate State 

department of the error perpetrated in this instance with the current KRA definition in order to get 

the KRA status updated correctly to reflect the legal status of this area.   

Please note this should include the addition of an ‘Extractive Industry Buffer’ as part of Lot 467 that is 

clearly required between Lot 906 and the ‘Extractive footprint’ as per City Plan, Extractive Industry 

Code, requirements 9.3.8.3. Where, Acceptable Outcome AO3.1 states: “Extraction or processing 

activities are not conducted within 40m of any boundary of the site” and Acceptable Outcome AO3.2,  

states: “Views of significant infrastructure and visually obtrusive development including quarry floors, 

benches and faces, are screened from the road frontage, major road corridors and adjoin residential 

areas”  (reproduced in attachment H2).   

 

Environmentally Relevant Activities (ERA’s) 
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It is noted this development application (as part of its DA Forms 1 completion) sought to inform 

SARA/DES and the Council that Environmentally Relevant Activities  will be carried out in all the seven 

additional Lots that, in my opinion, are unnecessarily  included in this development application (as 

shown in Attachment I1). 

Thus, the applicant is claiming Environmentally Relevant Activities: ‘16, 2(b)’ ‘Extractive and Screening 

Activities’ and ‘16(3(b)’ ‘Extractive and Screening Activities’ will be carried out in ‘Open Space’ Lots and 

‘Emerging Community’ Lots (Attachment I2). 

In fact the issued Environmental Authority by Department of the  Environment and Science (DES), 

EA0002207, shows Environmentally Relevant Activities ERA16(2)b: “Extraction and Screening 2:, other 

than by dredging, in a year, the following quantities of material (b) more than 100,00t but not more 

than 1,000,000t” and ERA16(3)b: “Extraction and Screening 3:, Screening in a year, the following 

quantity of material (b) more than 100,00t but not more than 1,000,000t” have already  been 

authorised for ‘Lot 7’ and ‘Lot 8’ (‘Emerging Community’ Lots) and ‘Lot 901’, ‘Lot 905’, ‘Lot 468’, ‘Lot 

464’ and ‘ Lot 906’ (‘Open Space’ Lots) despite these all being completely separate entities to the 

quarry Lot, ‘Lot 467’ (as shown in attachment I3). 

This, I believe, clearly shows that the DES, in authorising of Environmental Relevant Activities (ERAs) 

on completely inappropriate Lots, were completely unaware of what they were actually authorising, 

and negligently in my opinion, have no idea of the unique quarrying environment here in Oxenford.   

Any Council Approval of this development application would, it seems, permit Nucrush to perform 

quarrying activities ‘ERA16 2(b)’ and ‘ERA16 3(b)’ activities on these seven completely inappropriate 

additional Lots that are actually completely independent of the quarry and its quarrying activities in 

‘Lot 467’. And, knowing that the Council completely wash their hands of anything quarry related (as 

we have found to our utter dismay re: dust, noise, visual amenity, personal amenity, etc.) this would 

allow Nucrush unbridled free reign to extend their quarrying activities into these additional Lots with 

no fear of contention.   

Are the Council content to approve this development application on this basis?    

 

Why were additional Lots added to the development application? 

It seems at first glance these additional, superfluous, lots were merely added to the development 

application in order for the true scale of the extractive footprint could be masked (i.e. 78% of Lot 467 

is to be used as ‘Extractive Footprint’ or ‘total operational area’).  However, by including the additional 

seven Lots the applicant could claim: “The total operational area will be …. approximately 36% of the 

site” (Attachment C1) as opposed to the more realistic 78% of the site that it actually is.  I do not 

believe you can include ‘Emerging Community’ Lots and ‘Open Space’ Lots as part of the ”site” (as the 

applicant has) as all these additional Lots can be independently developed (Just as ‘Lot 7’ and ‘Lot 8’ 

are currently, being part of a housing development, Development application EXA/2020/14, 

attachment D3). 

However, it should be noted even this claimed “The total operational area will be …. approximately 

36% of the site” still fails the State Development Assessment Provisions Module 8 for ‘Maintaining 

Connectivity’ (Attachment C2). 

But, as a direct result of these superfluous Lots being included in the development application it has 

now become apparent they are now also included (as requested by the applicant) in the 



Page 9 of 28 
 

Environmental Authority EA0002207 as Environmentally Relevant Activities i.e. ‘16, 2(b)’ ‘Extractive 

and Screening Activities’ and ‘16(3(b)’ ‘Extractive and Screening Activities’ (as shown in attachment 

I3). Thus, it would now seem perfectly acceptable by the DES (the monitoring authority) to carry out 

any of these Environmental Relevant Activities in any of these completely inappropriate  ‘Open Space’ 

Lots and ‘Emerging Community’ Lots (Attachment I2) despite this being clearly contra to the City Plan 

requirements. 

It has therefore become apparent that any approval of this development application would, I believe, 

legally permit Nucrush to perform quarrying operations in any of these additional Lots that are not 

actually part of the ‘Extractive Industry’ zone.   And, as we know the Council will not seek to overrule 

or interject in anyway as it is a quarry, with DES as the monitoring authority, and therefore beyond 

the councils remit (or apparent care). 

Are Council Planners prepared to authorise this potential travesty to happen for the next one hundred 

plus years? 

 

Conclusion 

I believe it is clear to see the inclusion of a further seven Lots alongside the only  ‘Extractive Industry’ 

Lot, ‘Lot 467’, has clearly led SARA and members of the public to believe the site was a lot bigger than 

the 70.8 hectares it really is. 

The proposed pushing out of the extractive footprint, in every conceivable direction (including up, 

down, and every lateral direction out) from a ‘Currently Approved’ approximate 23.77 ha (as shown 

in Attachment E1) which is approximately 33% of the site up to a proposed 55 ha (or 78% of the site) 

is a highly significant increase which is well over double the current size and leaves an area of just 15.8 

ha of vegetation (or 22%) which is well below the  SDAP minimum requirements for ‘Maintaining 

Connectivity’ of 50 ha (or 30%).   The reduction to a maximum buffer of 40 metres throughout the 

over 1km of the  western flank is clearly way below the required 200 metre wide corridor also. 

 

This objection has also shown that the approval of this development application would set a precedent 

for Nucrush/Nerang Pastoral to apply to build more homes (over and above development application 

EXA/2020/14 in Lot 7 and Lot 8) in the areas on Lots it owns due to the precedent that would be set if 

the ‘Extractive Footprint’ is permitted within 150 metres of existing residential homes.  

 

I think it is clear the Council City Planners should consider this development application on the merits 

of ‘Lot 467’ (the ‘Extractive Industry’ Lot) only.   The original application included ‘Lot 906’ (‘Open 

Space’) which clearly wasn’t and  isn’t ‘Extractive Industry’ (despite the applicant claiming it is  and the 

Council City Plan I believe incorrectly showing that it is also).  The inclusion of ‘Lot 906’ has since been 

removed from the development application at this late stage. However, members of the public were 

denied their legal right to a public notification based on this, and  the many, many other changes, since 

public notification closed in November 2019 and thus denied their opportunity to make a properly 

made submission on the significant changes to the development application.  

The only Lot directly affected by this development application is ‘Lot 467’ .  Therefore, all the other 

lots that are misleadingly included, should, I believe, be removed from this development application. 
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All of these other Lots can be separately developed (e.g. Nucrush/Nerang Pastoral Development 

Application EXA/2020/14 for housing on Lots 7 and 8).  Thus it would be clearly inappropriate to 

include them in any consideration for this development application approval  e.g. Claims of 36% 

operational area of all lots owned by the applicant (minus Lot 6 and Lot 9 that were not included!) but 

not actually part of, the development application instead of the 78% operational area of the ‘Extractive 

Industry’ Lot, ‘Lot 467’ is, I believe, thoroughly misleading and manipulative (and of course looks 

slightly more compliant with respect to  SDAP requirements for  ‘Maintaining Connectivity’ and City 

Plan requirements). 

 

I reiterate the City Plan Interactive Map with respect to ‘Lot 906’ is clearly wrong and does not reflect 

its actual zoning of ‘Open space’.   It is not ‘Extractive industry’ or ‘Extractive Industry Buffer’ as 

incorrectly shown in the City Plan (reproduced in Attachment B4). And, I would therefore politely 

request that this is amended appropriately to reflect its actual zoning.  

Also, an ‘Extractive Industry Buffer’ of at least 40 metres width is required between ‘Extractive 

Industry’  Lot 467 and ‘Open Space’ Lot 1 (in the North) and between ‘Extractive Industry’ Lot 467 and 

‘Open Space’ Lot 468 (in the Southwest) to meet City Plan, Extractive Industry Code  requirements 

9.3.8.3  as per Acceptable Outcome AO3.1: “Extraction or processing activities are not conducted 

within 40m of any boundary of the site” (Attachment H2). 

 

I do hope Council Planners you will bear in mind, when making their decision, the subsequent (and 

current) Council’s apparent complete lack of any concern and health and welfare of local residents of 

anything quarry related and how any residents concerns are simply ignored by Council as they decree  

it is down to the ineffective and lacklustre  DES.   This development application will negatively affect 

thousands of local residents and the local environment and the local ecosystem for the next one 

hundred years plus if it is approved.   

I hope the implications of any approval will be fairly considered with respect to the effect it will have 

throughout the area for local residents, the local environment and the local ecosystem for all our 

foreseeable futures. 

 

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 - Lot Identification 

 

 

Attachment A2 - PDonline for COM/2019/81 - ‘Application Location’ 
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Attachment A3 - COM/2019/81 DA Forms 1 - Street Address 
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Attachment A4 - PDonline for COM/2019/81 - ‘Property details’ 
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Attachment B1 - Lot 906 Property details 
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Attachment B2 - Hinterland to coast critical corridors 
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Attachment B3 - ‘Environmental significance - Priority Species’ 

 

Attachment B4 - Lot 906 as incorrectly indicated on City Plan 
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Attachment C1 - Development Application Claims 
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Attachment C2 - Development Application Claims 
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Attachment D1  - Nucrush objection re residential development (1997)  
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Attachment D2 - Nucrush General Manager Letter re housing application 
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Attachment D3 - Nucrush Proposed Housing Development for Lots 6, 7,8 and Lot 9 
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Attachment E1- Lot 467 Current Approval (Plan 362-010 or Third Schedule of Rezoning Agreement) 
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Attachment G1 - Letter from Planit Consulting Re Lot 906 etc. 
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Attachment H1 - Lot 906 incorrect zoning as claimed in Development Application 
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Attachment H2 - City Plan Extractive Industry Code 9.3.8.3 
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Attachment I1 - DA Forms 1 - Attachment 2 - List of Locations where the ERA(s) will be carried out 
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Attachment I2 - DA Forms 1 - Details of the ERA(s) 
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Attachment I3 - Environmental Authority EA0002207 - Locations affected 

 


