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12th March 2021 

For the attention:  
Assessment Manager 
Major Assessment 
City Development Branch 
Council of City of Gold Coast  
  

Dear Assessment Manager, 

 

Objection submission COM/2019/81 - Ecological Assessment errors 

 

Please accept this objection as it highlights that the proposed Development Application’s Ecological 

Assessment is seriously flawed. 

 

Study Area 

Firstly we have to ask why is study area (Attachment A1) encompassing Lots  906 (Open space, 

Quarantined land), Lot 7 and Lot 8 (Emerging community zone), Lot 901, Lot 905, Lot468 and Lot 464 

(all zoned open space). When the development application only affects Lot 467 (as per the current 

1992 approval)? (Lots shown in Attachment A2). 

Lot 467 is 70.8 hectares, of which the  proposed extractive footprint is stated as 54.93 hectares.   

This was  reduced from 64.7 hectares (as shown in Change application dated 18th February 2021, that 

removed Lot 906 from the proposed extractive footprint, reproduced in Attachment B1).   

Which was originally reduced from the original proposed extractive footprint of 66.62 hectares 

(Attachment A3). 

Since the original application, the extractive footprint has increasingly diminished, and now only  

covers Lot 467.  Yet the ecological assessment covers a total of 151.4 hectares. The ecological 

Assessment appears to be based on the findings of a very large area approximately three times the 

size of the development application.   

Therefore, the majority of the submitted Ecological Assessment(s) appears to be pure padding to hide 

the highly important detrimental ecological effects on the planned extractive footprint increasing 

from 23.77 ha (approx.) to a latest planned size of 54.93 ha (well over double the size of the current 

approval) which is proposed to engulf large areas of environmentally significant areas (biodiversity 

and priority species) and Koala habitat. 

I believe the development application should only be concerned with the effect it is having on the 

ecological aspects of its application i.e. Lot 467.  It would seem inappropriate to attempt to include 

some of the local area ignoring other aspects (to the North and East).  

If it was really concerned with the whole area it would also include Lot 1 (241 Tamborine Oxenford 

Road) to the North abutting the extractive footprint, Lot 51(open space, including fishing lake and 

boating lake and public park) just over the road to the West within 100m.  Likewise, Lot 61, public 

open space to the west within 40 metres of the quarry site.  Similarly, Lot 3 (34 Maudsland Road) 
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opposite to the west also, which includes a public accessible wake park and children’s aqua park.  Also, 

Lot 908, Appollo Place that abuts the site to the South, which includes a children’s public park in very 

close proximity.  Yet this equally affected areas are not included in the ecological assessment. 

As I said above, it would appear that the inclusion of an extra 100 hectares approximately is pure 

smoke and mirrors masking the real ecological effect of more than doubling the extractive footprint 

into valuable environmentally significant areas including biodiversity and priority species and highly 

vulnerable Koala habitat. 

This application should only reflect the ecological effect that this development application will have.  

Therefore to include an additional area that is double the size of the Lot containing the current and 

proposed extractive footprint that includes multiple Lots with completely different zoning conditions 

would seem unnecessary and aimed to ensure the ecological effect of this development application is 

apparently mitigated by external unrelated  aspects. 

 

Claimed Current approval is incorrect 

Firstly, it is important to establish the actual approved footprint as opposed to the development 

applications claimed approved footprint. 

The claimed “Existing Approved Footprint” is 56.02 hectares (as shown in attachment A3). This, in my 

opinion, culpably includes an area of prohibited development referred to as: “Rural ‘B’ “. 

For complete clarity, Figure 1.1 of the Ecological Assessment shows the claimed: “Existing Approved 

Footprint” reproduced in Attachment A4). 

This prohibited development area is shown in the plan, “Plan C1495:00:13B” (Reproduced in 

Attachment A5). A close up of the Rural ‘B’ zone is shown in Attachment A6 and a further annotated 

one is shown for clarity in Attachment A7 (yellow outline). 

It can clearly be seen in “Plan C1495:00:13B” that the Rural ‘B’ area is labelled as: “This portion of 

Extractive Zone to be Rezoned to Rural B“ 

Using the Gold Coast City Council Interactive Mapping tool we can establish the size of the Rural ‘B’ 

zone is approximately 16.6 hectares (Attachment A8). 

Unfortunately, this highly relevant plan “Plan C1495:00:13B” was, in my opinion, culpably omitted 

from the development application. 

The actual approved extractive footprint is approximately 23.77 hectares as shown in “Plan 362-010” 

or ‘Third Schedule of the Rezoning agreement’ (annotated version reproduced in Attachment A9). 

Unfortunately, this highly relevant plan was also, in my opinion, culpably removed from the submitted 

copy of the current approval by way of the Rezoning agreement submitted by the applicant as part of 

the development application.  This highly important map was, I believe,  replaced with an innocuous 

map, the ‘Fourth schedule’ of the Rezoning Agreement  with its title culpably removed, in an apparent 

effort to hide the true extent of the current approval including the ‘Buffer land’ and ‘Permanent tree 

and shrub screening’ and ‘Ancillary operations area. 

Therefore, I firmly believe the current approval is approximately 23.77 hectares and not the claimed 

56.02 hectares (or approximately two and a half times bigger than is actually approved).   This is highly 

important as many of the contentious claims within the Ecological Assessment are based on this 

difference between applicants claimed current approval and the actual approval, as I see it. 
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Koala Habitat Assessment Tool 

This area is recognised as ‘Habitat critical to the Survival of Koala’ under the EPBC Act referral guideline 

as it has scored five or above in the Koala Habitat Assessment Tool.  In fact it has scored one less than 

the maximum at nine out of ten (Attachment C1).  This area is therefore recognised as ‘habitat critical 

to survival of Koala’ under the EPBC referral guidelines. 

It is also noted the Habitats within the study area are part of a contiguous landscape ( > 500 ha) and 

also has high connectivity to the Nerang State Forest. 

By including  large areas of ’Environmental significance - priority species’ in the extractive footprint 

(Attachment C2), as proposed, will decrease the koala habitat in the area and significantly decrease 

the connectivity to the Nerang State Forest.  

This is contra to the Interim recovery in coastal areas objective which is  to protect and conserve, 

connected areas of Koala Habitat, particularly large, connected areas that support koalas. 

 

Fauna Species and Habitats (Section 3.2) 

It is interesting to note in the Ecological Assessment under Fauna Species and habitats it lists the dam 

at the quarry entrance on the Maudsland Road and describes how it has value for foraging and 

breeding water birds (Attachment D1).  However, it fails to mention Nucrush intends to engulf this 

valued water body as part of its extractive footprint.  Thus, a valued water body is destroyed and 

ensuring the quarry and its inner workings are for all the members of the public to see from the 

Maudsland Road.    

This is also contra to the City Plan Extractive Industry Development Code 9.3.8, Performance Outcome 

PO3: “Extractive Industry developments are screened or located in areas of least visual impact and 

minimise views of any significant infrastructure and visually obtrusive development from major roads 

and surrounding residential areas” (Attachment D2). 

It is also noted the study area noted the presence of one hundred and fifty species, including eighteen 

mammals, one hundred and twelve birds, twelve reptiles, eight amphibians and fish (Table A5.1).  

However, the ecological assessment fails to state how this development will affect all these species. 

 

Significant Ecological Features 

The Significant Ecological Features map submitted, Figure 4.1 (reproduced in attachment E1 for ease 

of reference) shows the proposed extractive footprint will engulf large areas of koala habitat that are 

also within areas of Regional Ecosystem concern.   

The DA submitted City Plan identifies large area of the proposed extractive footprint are areas of State 

Significant species and Koala habitat (Attachment E2). 

The Fauna Survey (Section 2.2.2) also identified:  many potential breeding places: “including a plot of 

all “Significant Habitat Trees” (i.e. large, hollow-bearing trees) and other noteable features (e.g. nests, 

burrows) within the proposed extraction footprint”. 

This is  also areas of Remnant Vegetation, highlighted as Category B i.e. Endangered regional 

ecosystem (Attachment E3). 
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The proposed extractive footprint will have a significant impact on the ecological features in the 

vicinity. 

 

Operational activities and the far reaching effects on the surrounding ecosystem 

Section 5.1.2, Construction and operational activities highlights areas of concern (reproduced in 

Attachment F1). It highlight the impacts of on-going disturbance to surrounding habitats: “Noise, dust 

and vibration affect habitat adjacent to active areas due to ground disturbance, the operation and 

movement of machinery along haul roads, exposed stockpiles and blasting” and “Similarly, noise, 

including background noise, generated by human activities can potentially affect behaviour and 

persistence of species and communities by, for example, masking of alarm and mating calls, location 

and motion of resources, obstructions or potential harms; in short noise pollution affects the sending 

and reception of behavioural and social signals in faunal communities (e.g. see Brumm and 

Slabbekoom 2005)”.  

Also: “Fuel and chemical spills from storage areas and oils from heavy machinery can enter the 

environment, affecting habitats where the spill occurs, and potentially causing more widespread 

impact if contaminants reach waterways”. 

And: “The operation of the quarry also has the potential to disrupt natural ecological processes within 

the local area through: 

 Limiting the natural movement and dispersal of ground-dwelling and flightless fauna (i.e. for 

breeding and foraging purposes), which are unable to traverse the quarried landscape; 

 Altering the local surface water environment due to large-scale landform modification, and 

subsequent potential impacts on downstream terrestrial ecosystems, particularly wetlands 

and riparian vegetation, and other sensitive vegetation communities and dependant fauna. 

This includes alterations to base flows, as well as to the frequency and extent of flooding; and 

 Creating long-term edge effects along the borders of the active area and adjacent habitat”. 

 

Clearly, the proposed extractive footprint will have a significant disruptive effect on the local 

ecosystem from both the destruction of the extractive footprint but also the effect it will have in the 

vicinity also.   Not only will much of the environmentally significant areas (priority species and 

biodiversity) be consumed by the proposed extractive footprint but it will also have a very significant 

detrimental effect on the remaining areas in the vicinity. 

The reduction to a mere 150 metre separation buffer between extractive footprint and residential 

homes will, for example: “potentially affect behaviour and persistence of species and communities by, 

for example, masking of alarm and mating calls, location and motion of resources, obstructions or 

potential harms; in short noise pollution affects the sending and reception of behavioural and social 

signals in faunal communities (e.g. see Brumm and Slabbekoom 2005)” (Attachment F1). This will 

clearly have a devastating effect in the north east corner and will be far from the positive impact this 

ecological assessment seeks to portray. 

 

Impact Avoidance 

Section 5.2.1 discusses Impact Avoidance (reproduced in Attachment G1). 
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Remnant vegetation and buffers 

The Impact Avoidance section claims: “The most effective means of impact avoidance is through 

appropriate development footprint design. The existing approved extraction and operational footprint 

for the site extended to the northern and eastern boundary of Lot 467 on RP845775, which (once fully 

extracted) would have resulted in the removal of native vegetation and extraction of quarry materials 

up to the edge of the adjacent residential area towards the north-east of the Study Area. This in turn, 

would have created a barrier to the movement of native fauna seeking to traverse these habitats in a 

north-south or south-north direction, either blocking their passage entirely or forcing them into the 

adjacent residential area with an increased threat of vehicle strike and/or interaction with domestic 

pets and aggressive, urbanised native species”.    

This paragraph is so full of mistruths and misdirection’s I really have trouble knowing where to start!  

However I will try.   Firstly, as discussed earlier the north-east of the Study area is prohibited 

development (as shown in Attachment A7). Therefore, the claimed “removal of native vegetation” in 

this area is a complete misdirection; as is the inferred: ”extraction of quarry materials up to the edge 

of the adjacent residential area towards the north-east of the Study Area” .  And, there is NO “barrier 

to the movement of native fauna seeking to traverse these habitats in a north-south or south-north 

direction” .  Thus, the scaremongering of “increased threat of vehicle strike and/or interaction with 

domestic pets and aggressive, urbanised native species” which obviously refers to the local wildlife 

but fails to say so is a complete mistruth also. 

However, for residents of Emerson Way, whom the applicant sought to assure us their current 

approval permitted quarrying up to the edge of their properties i.e. “extraction of quarry materials up 

to the edge of the adjacent residential area towards the north-east of the Study Area”, the current 

separation buffer is 480 metres approx.  But, this development application proposes reducing this to 

150 metres.  Which makes a complete mockery of their statement seeking to claim they are protecting 

native vegetation in this north-east area.   It is clear that this development application proposes to 

reduce this native vegetation in the north-east of the study area from a current 480 metre width to a 

mere 150 metre width in this area yet seeks to claim it is beneficial for native fauna and local wildlife. 

A preposterous claim. 

 

The Impact Avoidance section of the Ecological assessment goes on to say: “Overall, this suggests the 

retention of the vegetated corridor under the currently proposed scenario will result in a better 

ecological outcome than the existing approved scenario”.  However, this is clearly incorrect as it fails 

to include the prohibited development area or Rural ‘B’ area therefore the reduction of the corridor 

from an existing 480 metres to 150 metres is not: “a better ecological outcome than the existing 

approved scenario”.   

The Impact Avoidance section of the Ecological assessment also goes on to say: “The proposed quarry 

extension will also result in the retention of 7ha of remnant vegetation in this north-eastern section 

of the site that would otherwise have been removed”.    I believe, this is a fraudulent misdirection. 

The prohibited development area or Rural ‘B’ area is approximately 16.6 hectares (Attachment A8).  

Thus this proposal instead of saving: “7ha of remnant vegetation in this north-eastern section”.  The 

current proposal in fact proposes the destruction of approximately 9.6 hectares of remnant vegetation 

instead. 

This misdirection might explain the council’s Director of Environment Planning and Economy, Alisha 

Swain’s, comment about the revised changes: “we don’t consider that a reduced footprint to protect 
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further ecological features of the site” that infers this is yet more protection to ecological features. 

Please note, I believe,  this development application does not have any ecological benefit whatsoever, 

it is pushing the extractive footprint in every conceivable direction for as far as possible.  There is no 

“retention of 7ha of remnant vegetation” (or any remnant vegetation for that matter) or “ecological 

benefits” from this development application. Please be clear on this. 

 

Production Levels 

The Impact Avoidance section (Attachment G1) then claims: “there will be no significant change in 

annual production levels. Resultantly there will be:  

 No increase in traffic movements” 

However, this is incorrect.  The “No increase in traffic movements” is disproved in the Traffic Impact 

Assessment released just after public notification had finished (28th November 2019) which states in 

‘Section 6.0 Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations’: “The Average annual production rates 

is approximately 600,000 tonnes per annum” and “Records indicate that the proposal generates in the 

order of 141 loaded truck movements per day, at an extraction rate of approximately 825,000 tonnes 

per year. This equates to 171 loaded trucks for an extraction rate of 1 million tonnes per year” 

(Attachment G2).    

As can be clearly seen the average was 600,000 tonnes, recently it was 825,000 tonnes and the 

proposal is 1,000,000 tonnes Attachment G3).  Cleary there is an increase in traffic movements.   

 

Operating Hours 

The Impact Avoidance section (Attachment G1) claims: “No change on hours of operation i.e.  For 

extraction: 7am to 6pm on Mondays to Fridays, 8am - noon on Saturdays and Public Holidays.  For 

batching plant: October to April Commence 4am cease 3pm, May to Sept Commence 5am cease 3pm” 

However, an Extractive Industry Zone is only permitted to operate between the hours of 7am to 6pm 

Monday to Friday and 8am to noon on Saturday as per ‘City Plan V6, Extractive Industry Code Table 

9.3.8-1’, Acceptable Outcome AO6, reproduced in Attachment G4.  This is also confirmed in the 

current approval Section 16 of the Rezoning agreement (reproduced in Attachment G5).  Therefore a 

high impact industrial operation such as concrete production facility (assuming it is permissible within 

an Extractive Industry Zone which is in itself highly doubtful, and discussed elsewhere) operating 

within this zone would be subjected to the zoning requirements of the Extractive Industry Zone it is 

located.   There is no acceptable outcome other than this. 

 

Impact Avoidance conclusion 

Finally the Impact Avoidance section (Attachment G1) states: “Based on the above, there will be no 

ecological impacts expected as a result of artificial lighting noise or traffic, beyond that already 

occurring in association with the existing quarry operations”.   However, I believe this statement is 

also incorrect as it fails to allow for reduced buffers to, for instance, Emerson Way that will obviously 

increase noise levels at this location through the reduced separation buffer.   Also, the ecological 

impact of increased traffic movements has not been discussed as the increase in traffic movements 

was denied within this ecological assessment. 
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The Impact Avoidance section of the Ecological assessment is, I believe, a fraudulent 

misrepresentation that cannot possibly be accepted by the Council as an acceptable part of their 

development application. 

 

Areas proposed for rehabilitation 

Section 5 (Reproduced in Attachment H1) seeks to assure the reader an additional 4.9 ha is to be 

rehabilitated as part of the proposed development by stating: “A Rehabilitation Management Plan has 

also been prepared for the proposed development, which outlines measures to rehabilitate 

approximately 4.9 ha of land within the balance of the site that is currently cleared or degraded as a 

result of past disturbances, as indicated on Figure 5.1” (Fig 5.1 reproduced in Attachment H2).   

However, it should be noted these areas proposed to rehabilitate are made up of two areas identified 

as ‘1’ in Figure 5.1 of 1.02 ha and area ’2’ of 3.87 ha (Attachment H2).  Neither of these areas are part 

of the currently approved extractive footprint either being part of the buffer areas, ancillary 

operations area or within the prohibited development area of  40 metres from quarry boundary.  

It is therefore inappropriate to attempt to suggest this is an additional benefit of the proposed 

development application.  All these areas are required to be rehabilitated at the cessation of quarrying 

and the vast majority of this 4.9 ha is within 40 metres of the boundary and therefore is prohibited 

development areas.  

Therefore, the claim: “resulting in a net increase in approximately 2.8 ha of remnant vegetation and 

associated habitat” is I believe completely unfounded in the scope of current approval vs proposed 

development as these areas I do not believe are part of the current approval. 

 

General Ecological Values 

The General Ecological values states: “The remnant vegetation within the Study Area holds valuable 

habitats for a range of fauna species including old, hollow bearing trees and other notable features 

that provide suitable refuge and breeding sites. The dominant vegetation also has a variety of 

flowering periods that provide a range of feeding resources across seasons, which would be utilised 

by resident fauna, as well as mobile and migratory species opportunistically. ” (Attachment I1).  How 

much of this core habitat that: “holds valuable habitats for a range of fauna species including old, 

hollow bearing trees and other notable features” is proposed to be destroyed by this development 

application? 

The General Ecological values states: “The large, man-made dam at the site’s entrance alongside 

Maudsland Road holds value for waterbirds in the local landscape and is utilised by several species for 

feeding and breeding” (Attachment I1).  This is scheduled to be destroyed and become part of the 

extractive footprint. There is no alternative or mitigating measures listed. The large Dam is shown in 

Attachment I2. 

The General Ecological values states: “The study area provides an island of core habitat for resident 

species within a rapidly urbanising landscape.  It is likely to represent an important refuge for vagile 

species” (Attachment I1).  How much of this core habitat is proposed to be destroyed by this 

development application? 
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Local Matters 

The Local Matters section states: “The proposed removal of vegetation/habitat will occur on the edge 

of an existing quarry” (Attachment J1).  It fails to say this will be a major increase in extractive footprint 

arera from approximately 23.77 ha to 54 ha (hardly the  “proposed removal of vegetation/habitat will 

occur on the edge of an existing quarry”). 

The Local Matters section states: “The proposed removal will not result in the isolation of existing 

habitat” (Attachment J1).  It fails to say the reduced separation buffer down to 150 metres will result 

in a virtual extinction of  wildlife in this area and areas beyond this point due to pressures highlighted 

earlier. 

The Local Matters section states incorrectly: “The proposed quarry extension avoids the removal of 

native vegetation and extraction of quarry materials up to the edge of the adjacent residential area 

towards the north-east of the Study area, which was intended as part of the existing approved 

footprint, and would have created a barrier to the movement of many native fauna seeking to traverse 

these habitats” (Attachment J1). 

The Local Matters section states: “Given the context of the site within the local landscape, and the 

many years over which the vegetation removal will take place progressively, the maintenance of a 

sufficient, vegetated corridor and the proposed rehabilitation of currently cleared or degraded land 

within the Study area could achieve a net ecological benefit (compared to the existing approved 

footprint) if established/matured prior to the full impact being realised” (Attachment J1).  Yet again 

this is basing its assumption on the Rural ‘B’, prohibited development area being part of the current 

approval which it is not.  Therefore the claimed “net ecological benefit (compared to the existing 

approved footprint)” is I believe a fraudulent misdirection. 

 

Assessment of Impacts 

The Assessment of Impacts section (reproduced in Attachment K1) states incorrectly: “The existing 

approved footprint (once fully extracted) would have resulted in the removal of native vegetation and 

extraction of quarry materials up to the edge of the adjacent residential area towards the north-east 

of the Study area. This would have created a barrier to the movement of native fauna seeking to 

traverse these habitats, either blocking their passage entirely or forcing them into the adjacent 

residential area with an increase in threat.  Conversely, the proposed extraction Area will maintain a 

vegetated corridor of at least 150 m width along the eastern edge of the Study area, thereby 

maintaining movement opportunities for all potentially occurring native fauna”.  As discussed above, 

this, I believe to be fraudulent misdirection claiming this proposal is beneficial to residents and the 

local environment and wildlife in the area when clearly it is not. The quarry never had approval for the  

“extraction of quarry materials up to the edge of the adjacent residential area towards the north-

east”.  It would be absolutely inconceivable and the applicant insults our intelligence in suggesting we 

accept such a ridiculous notion.   Fortunately the council of the day had the insight to include the 

prohibited development area, or Rural ‘B’  within the current approval.  

The Assessment of Impacts goes on to insult our intelligence, once again, by stating: “currently 

proposed scenario will result in a better ecological outcome than the existing approved scenario”.  

This is despite an extractive footprint more than doubling in size, engulfing large areas of priority 

significant areas of biodiversity and priority species and Koala habitat and for the next one hundred 

plus years (whereas the current approval expires on 15th February 2022).  How can they possibly claim: 
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“currently proposed scenario will result in a better ecological outcome than the existing approved 

scenario”?   

This Assessment of Impacts section appears to know no bounds. 

 

State Matters 

The State Matters section states: “The proposed rehabilitation of land within the balance of the site 

that is currently cleared or degraded as a result of past disturbances, which will result in a net increase 

in remnant vegetation and associated habitat” (Attachment L1).  I believe this to be also fraudulent 

misdirection. 

 

Environmental Authority EA0002207 

The new environmental authority issued as part of the SARA referral for this development application 

incorrectly includes multiple Lots that are not affected by this development application. 

As per the current approval this development application only affects 33 Maudsland Road, Oxenford, 

4210 (or Lot 467 on RP845775).   

Therefore, the inclusion of Lots 7 and 8 (Emerging Community), Lot 901, Lot 905, Lot 906, Lot 464 and  

Lot 468 (Open Space) as locations applicable for  ‘Environmentally relevant activity, ERA 16 - Extraction 

and Screening 2 : Extracting, other than by dredging’ shows this Environmental Authority has been 

very  ill-conceived (Attachment A2). 

Similarly, the inclusion of Lots 7 and 8 (Emerging Community), Lot 901 and Lot 905(Open Space) as 

locations applicable for  ‘Environmentally relevant activity, ERA 16 - Extraction and Screening 3: 

Screening’ again shows this Environmental Authority fails to address the requirements of the Nucrush 

quarry (Attachment A2). 

This development application is only applicable to Lot 467 as should be this Environmental Authority 

and this Ecological Assessment also.   To include Lots other than Lot 467 is incorrect use of the zoning 

requirements of these additional Lots (these being a mixture of Open Space and Emerging Community 

NOT Extractive Industry zone). 

 

 

Conclusion 

It can be seen from all the findings above that the submitted Ecological Assessment is simply not good 

enough for a Development Application that has such significant ecological effect on its local 

environment. 

It would seem full of errors, fraudulent misdirection’s and incorrect conclusions. 

It fails the City Plan in a number of areas.  Clearly this ecological assessment cannot be accepted in its 

current form. 

Without an ecological assessment that actually assesses the ecological impacts correctly I do not see 

how this development application could possibly be accepted. 
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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 - Study Area 

 

Attachment A2 - Lots Included in development application 

 

Attachment A3 - Claimed Current approval is 56.02 hectares (66.62 - 10.6) 
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Attachment A4 - Figure 1.1 
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Attachment A5 - Plan C1495:00:13B 
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Attachment A6 - Plan C1495:00:13B (Showing close-up of Rural ‘B’ area) 

 

Attachment A7 - Plan C1495:00:13B (Showing annotated close-up of Rural ‘B’ area) 

 



Page 15 of 33 
 

Attachment A8 - Area of the Rural ‘B’ zone as measured on the City Council  Interactive Map 
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Attachment A9 - Plan 362-010 (Third Schedule of Rezoning Agreement) 
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Attachment B1 - New footprint as of Feb 2021 is reducing from 64.7 hectares to 54.93 hectares 
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Attachment C1 - Koala Habitat Assessment - Table 4.1 
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Attachment C2 - Environmental Significance - priority species 
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Attachment D1 - Dam on Maudsland Road 
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Attachment D2 - City Plan Part 9.3.8.3  Extractive Industry Code, Perfomance Outcome PO3 and PO4 
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Attachment E1 - Fauna Survey - Significant Ecological Feratures 
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Attachment E2 - City Plan - Local Significant Species and Koala Habitat 
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Attachment E3 - Regulated Vegetation Map - Category B 
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Attachment F1 - Operational Activities 
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Attachment G1 - Impact Avoidance 
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Attachment G2 - Traffic Impact Assessment (SCR Pavement Impact Assessment), dated 28th 

November 2019, Section 6.0 Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

Attachment G3 - Traffic Impact Assessment (SCR Pavement Impact Assessment), dated 28th 

November 2019, Section 4.0 Development Traffic Estimates 
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Attachment G4 - Extractive Industry Code 9.3.8-1 - Operating Hours 

 

Attachment G5 - Current approval - Operating Hours 
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Attachment H1 - Rehabilitation Management Plan 
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Attachment H2 - Areas proposed for rehabilitation 
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Attachment I1 - General Ecological Values 

 

Attachment I2 - General Ecological Values 
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Attachment J1 - Local Matters  

 

Attachment K1 - Assessment of Impacts 
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Attachment L1 - State Matters 

 


