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 Great Southern Lime 
 

 

 

4 November 2024 
 

Tom Wenbourne 

Senior Planning and Development Compliance Officer 

City of Albany 

By email 

tomw@albany.wa.gov.au  

Dear Tom, 

Supporting information to application to amend condition 4 and to delete 

condition 17 of P2160670 for extractive industry at Lot 9005 Eden Road Nullaki 

WA 6330  

1. Introduction 

On 10 January 2019, in the matter of Robertson and the City of Albany [2019] WASAT 3, the 

State Administrative Tribunal granted approval for an extractive industry at Lot 9005 Rock Cliffe 

Circle/Eden Road subject to certain conditions. 

These conditions required that processed lime would be stockpiled at the pit and laden vehicles 

would exit to Lees Road via a steep decline. 

The Department of Energy, Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety (DMIRS) declared that laden 

trucks driving down the steep decline was unsafe.   

DMIRS, however, approved the following changes: 

• instead of trucks being loaded at the pit they would be loaded in a flat area at the foot 

of the steep decline near the exit to Lee Road;  

• the lime would be taken from the pit to the stockpile area in a fit for purpose vehicle; 

• trucks would be loaded at the stockpile area and the laden trucks would exit directly to 

Lee Road. 

On 21 December 2023, the City of Albany amended conditions 2, 4 and 17 to permit these 

changes in operations. 

2. Application 

This letter provides supporting information for the application made by Great Southern Lime to 

the City of Albany to make the following amendments to Development Approval P2160670: 

(a) Replace condition 4 of the Development Approval with the following: 

“4 Except as otherwise approved by the City of Albany, the hours of operation of 

the extractive industry shall be restricted to the hours of 7.00am – 5.00pm 

mailto:tomw@albany.wa.gov.au
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Monday to Friday and 8.00am – 5.00pm Saturday with no operation of the 

extractive industry permitted on Sundays or Public Holidays.” 

(b) Delete clause 17. 

3. Grounds for the application 

Great Southern Lime is operating a legitimate business of selling high quality lime excavated at 

its pit in Lot 9005. 

Lime (known as aglime), supplied by Great Southern Lime, is urgently needed to counteract 

soil acidity in the Great Southern Region.   

Great Southern Lime’s business is severely restricted by conditions 4 and 17 of the 

development approval, in that: 

• the business can only deliver a maximum of 50,000 tonnes of lime to its customers for 

4 months of each year between 2 January and 30 April; 

• laden vehicle movements, delivering lime to its customers, must not exceed 84 vehicles 

over a 7 day period to a maximum of 20 vehicles on any one day; 

• excavation, processing/screening and associated activities at the pit can only be 

carried out within the period 2 January 31 August (inclusive); and 

• transport of lime onsite from the pit to the stockpile area can only be done within the 

period 2 January to 31 August (inclusive). 

Being able to earn income for 4 months of the year from a restricted tonnage is not a sound 

basis for a successful business. 

As permitted by the development approval, Great Southern Lime intends to broaden its offering 

to include road base.   

There is a strong demand for road base as well as aglime. 

Already, Great Southern Lime has a request to supply 20,000 tonnes per annum of road base. 

Great Southern Lime expects demand for its aglime alone will soon exceed 50,000 tonnes per 

annum. 

The farmers need to spread aglime each year.  If their annual requirements cannot be met, they 

will go elsewhere and once gone it is difficult to get them back. 

Therefore, to be a reliable supplier it is critical that Great Southern Lime is capable of a timely 

response as the demand for lime increases over time. 

Any increase in annual production beyond 50,000 tonnes can be done without any changes to 

the footprint of the pit and the stockpile area. 

Indeed, the only constraint on delivery of lime from the site is that daily truck movements is 

dependent on the loading turnaround times.   

Our past experience is that despite their best efforts the City and other regulatory authorities 

are unable to respond quickly to amendments to development approvals as they must follow 

time consuming procedures.   

The City will be aware that prior to the commencement of haulage of lime from the site, Great 

Southern Lime was required, at its expense, to make substantial upgrades to the Lower 
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Denmark Road/Lake Saide intersection, Lake Saide Road, Lake Saide Road/Browns Road 

intersection, Browns Road, Browns Road / Lee Road intersection, Lee Road, the crossover from 

Lee Road and to seal the internal roads: see conditions 14 and 15.   

Further, the load bearing capacity of the Browns Road’s bridge was upgraded to bear the 

loading of vehicles associated with the extractive industry use: see condition18. 

And, Great Southern Lime, is obliged to rectify any damage to the roads as a result of heavy 

haulage operations from the site: see condition 19. 

Accordingly, the public roads and the bridge are fit for use by laden trucks from the site at Lot 

9005.   

Given that the farmer’s preferred delivery times for aglime is between January and April, it is 

expected that truck movements will be high in those months and lower for the rest of the year. 

Great Southern Lime is unaware of any other extractive industries, particularly its competitors, 

being restricted to delivering their product for 4 months of any yearly period or being legally 

constrained as to the tonnages of product that can be brought to market. 

The Tribunal addressed 7 issues which it decided were necessary for its determination of its 

review of the issues raised by the City to refuse the initial application to grant the development 

approval for an industry licence.   

For your convenience, a summary of the Tribunal’s determination of the seven issues and 

extracts of its decision which are relevant to this application are set out in the attachment to this 

letter.  In particular, we note the following findings of the Tribunal at paragraph 216 

Finally, Mr. Mack expressed the opinion that it is 'likely that surrounding residents will 

experience a loss of amenity due to the proposal as a result of the noises emanating from 

the site and haulage'.163 We do not accept this evidence. The nearest residence to the 

proposed limestone pit is 2.3 kilometres away, over double the generic separation distance 

in the EPA Guidelines. As indicated earlier, noise from vehicles on public roads is not subject 

to the Noise Regs. Furthermore, the public roads comprising the transport route to and from 

the site are in rural areas. Noise generated by trucks is neither unexpected nor 

unreasonable in rural areas. 

 

Further, Great Southern Lime has commissioned Bowman & Partners Environmental, 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST INDEPENDENT VERIFIERS to provide an  

update on the research which has been conducted regarding the potential impacts of the 

operations at Nullaki on the Australasian Bittern population within the Eungedup 

Wetlands, located to the east of these operations, and how the findings relate to the 

future viability of this population. 

A copy of Mr Bowman’s update, dated 21 October 2024, is attached (see Attachment B) in 

which Mr Bowman has addressed all relevant issues and with the following concluding 

comments: 

In my opinion, this research shows that Great Southern Lime’s Nullaki operations will 

have no impact on the Australasian Bitten population within the Eungedup population. 

Further, a copy of the report, dated 14 August 2024, made by Aurora environmental, ASSESS 

ADIVISE APPLY, Re Noise monitoring – Nullaki Lime Pit Haul Road- August 2024, referred to in the 
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Bowman report, is also attached (see Attachment C) in which Aurora Environmental concludes 

with the following  

Summary: 

While tolerance levels to noise for Australasian Bitterns is not known, a review and study 

of water birds associated with the Beeliar Wetlands and other studies indicate that noise 

levels over 55 dB may be deleterious.   

However, the noise levels recorded of the Moxy on the haul road in this assessment 

were significantly lower than 55 dBA at between 26 – 34 dBA and the noise was barely 

above background noise levels.  

These results indicate that the use of Moxy vehicles on the haul road is unlikely to impact 

on wildlife, including the Australasian Bittern. 

For the reasons set out above, Great Southern Lime submits that the current restrictions in 

condition 4 and 17 are unreasonable, unnecessary and serve no legitimate purpose.   

Accordingly, clause 4 should be amended and condition 17 deleted as set out in the in item 2 of 

this letter. 

Please let me know if you require any further information. 

Yours sincerely 

Great Southern Lime 

 

 

Graeme Robertson 
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Attachment A  - extracts from the Tribunal decision 

 

Graeme Robertson sought the review by the Tribunal of the decision of the City of Albany to 

refuse his application for an extractive industry, in particular, lime extraction on Lot 9005 Eden 

Road Nullaki WA 6330. 

On 10 January 2019, the State Administrative Tribunal delivered its decision and granted 

development approval subject to certain conditions. 

The Tribunal addressed the following seven issues for determination in its review. 

1. Whether the proposed development is capable of approval under LPS 1?   

The Tribunal decided the proposed development is capable of approval under 

LPS 1  

2. Whether the proposed development is consistent with orderly and proper planning? 

The Tribunal decided that the proposed development was consistent with 

orderly and proper planning. 

3. Whether the proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the 

amenity and character of the locality as a Conservation zone?  

The Tribunal decided that proposed development would not have an 

unacceptable impact on the amenity and character of the locality as a 

Conservation zone. 

4. Whether the proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the natural 

environment? 

The Tribunal decided that proposed development would not have an 

unacceptable impact on the natural environment. 

5. Whether the traffic generated by the proposed development would exceed the capacity 

of the road system in the locality or have adverse effect on traffic flow and safety?  

See comment below. 

6. Whether the proposed variation of development standards and requirements applicable 

under Sch 12 of LPS 1 would have an adverse impact upon the inhabitants of the 

locality or the likely future development of the locality for the purposes of cl 5.2.3(b) of 

LPS 1? 

The Tribunal decided the proposed variation of development standards and 

requirements applicable under Sch 12 of LPS 1 would not have an adverse 

impact upon the inhabitants of the locality or the likely future development of the 

locality for the purposes of cl 5.2.3(b) of LPS 1. 

7. Whether the Bushfire Management Plan submitted by the applicant adequately 

addresses bushfire risk. 

See comment below. 

The Tribunal noted that issue 5 (traffic impact) and issue 7 (bushfire risk) had been satisfactorily 

addressed by expert evidence and the draft conditions of approval proposed by the City on a 

'without prejudice' basis and agreed to by the applicant. 
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In relation to the suitability of limestone and benefits of a local supply the Tribunal found: 

181 It is common ground between the parties that the limestone which is 

proposed to be extracted from the site is 'suitable as lime for agriculture 

and neutralization of acidity',118 in addition to use for road base. As Mr. 

Bowman said in evidence, which was not questioned or contradicted, and 

which we accept:119 

Soils in Western Australia are notoriously poor and low in nitrogen. 

As nitrogenous fertilisers are added, soil acidity increases, and that 

causes problems for plant growth, and acidified water run-off into 

local estuaries and streams. One solution is to add lime to the soil. 

182 Similarly, the State Planning Strategy 2050 states as follows at page 53 in 

relation to 'agriculture and food':120 

To counteract soil acidity, which poses a major risk for sustained 

agricultural production, there is a need for strategic planning to 

secure basic raw materials, particularly lime and gypsum resources. 

183 Specifically in relation to the Lower Great Southern Region of the State, the 

Lower Great Southern Strategy, which was published by the Commission 

in May 2016, states as follows at page 57:121 

Limestone access is particularly important since agricultural 

limestone and lime sand are required to neutralise environmental 

impacts by minimising farm soil acidity. 

184 However, on the evidence before the Tribunal, there is only limited locally 

produced agricultural limestone available in the Lower Great Southern 

Region. According to unchallenged evidence of Mr. Williams, local 

production is limited to a relatively small limestone pit operated by the 

Shire of Denmark, which is in a Class 'A' Reserve and subject to community 

opposition, and a limestone pit in Bornholm, which is within the City's 

district and 'is very close to reaching the end of its lifespan'.122 As Mr. 

Williams also said:123 

… a lot of limestone in the Great Southern actually comes from 

Redgate, which is near Margaret River. 

185 In a letter to the City in relation to the proposed development dated 15 July 

2016, the Manager, Land Use Planning and Policy at the Department of 

Agriculture and Food, WA (DAFWA) states as follows:124 

Soil acidity is a major degradation problem across Western 

Australian [sic], especially in the South Coast Region with the 

dominance of light textured and highly leached sand plain soils. Soil 

acidity is estimated to cost broadacre agriculture approximately 

$498 million per year in WA. It is one of the few soil constraints that 

can be treated with appropriate management. Bulk lime, in the form 

of limesand, crushed limestone or dolomite is currently the 

cheapest way to ameliorate acid soils. 

186 The letter refers to statistics indicating that the amount of lime used to treat 
acidifying soils in Western Australia increased by 600% between 2004 and 
2016. The letter also indicates that the increase in use of lime to treat land 
degradation is likely to continue, including in the South Coast Region:125 

A report prepared for South Coast Natural Resource Management 

Inc. – ''Lime Situation Report 2015 South Coast NRM Region'' (Fry, 
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2015) estimated the agricultural lime required in the South Coast 

Region over the next 10 years to be approximately 8 million tonnes. 

If most soils(sic)are remediated in the next 5 years, this will require 

close to a million tonnes per year. To maintain South Coast soils at 

target pH would require approximately 20 million tonnes over the 

next 30 years and 30 million tonnes of the next 50 years. 

187 The letter from DAFWA then states as follows:126 

Current lime supply on the South Coast from existing extraction sites is 

limited and often the quality from many of the regional sources is low (in 

the form of carbonate available within the liming agent and the particle size 

of the product). If used at a rate required to ameliorate South Coast soils, 

based on recent investigation and analysis of demand, current pits may 

only have enough lime resources to last a few more years. 

188 The letter also states that the quality of the lime available from the 

proposed limestone pit on the site is 'high' and is 'in the better or higher 

quality range for the region'.127 

189 As indicated earlier, in addition to the limited local supply, limestone used 

by farmers in the Great Southern Region comes from the Margaret River 

area. This requires trucks to travel from that area to the Great Southern 

and then return, with consequent carbon emissions. In contrast, as Mr. 

Bowman said in his evidence, 'the reduced transport requirements from the 

proposed site would have positive greenhouse benefits' in terms of 

reduced carbon emissions.128 

190 In our view, the proposed development is consistent with the objective of 

the PD Act to 'promote the sustainable use and development of land in the 

State' and the aim of the Scheme to '[p]romote the sustainable 

management of all natural resources … to prevent land degradation …'. 

This is because the proposed development would reduce carbon 

emissions by reduced travel distances to supply lime to farmers in the 

Great Southern Region and would mitigate the significant environmental 

problem of land degradation through soil acidification by the supply of lime. 

The proposed development is therefore consistent with the sustainable 

development principles of sustainable use and effective integration of 

economic, social and environmental considerations in the decision-making 

process. Furthermore, the proposed development is also consistent with 

the sustainable development principle that conservation of biological 

diversity and ecological integrity should be a fundamental consideration, 

because, for reasons discussed in relation to issue 4 below, the 

development would have an acceptable impact on the natural environment. 

In relation to the impact on surrounding residents, the Tribunal found  

216 Finally, Mr. Mack expressed the opinion that it is 'likely that surrounding 

residents will experience a loss of amenity due to the proposal as a result 

of the noises emanating from the site and haulage'.163 We do not accept 

this evidence. The nearest residence to the proposed limestone pit is 2.3 

kilometres away, over double the generic separation distance in the EPA 

Guidelines. As indicated earlier, noise from vehicles on public roads is not 

subject to the Noise Regs. Furthermore, the public roads comprising the 

transport route to and from the site are in rural areas. Noise generated by 

trucks is neither unexpected nor unreasonable in rural areas. 
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217 Furthermore, as indicated earlier, the proposed development would have a 

significant positive impact on the amenity of the locality comprising the 

Conservation zone, because it would provide a secondary emergency 

accessway for residents in the 51 wilderness retreat lots comprising the 

remainder of the CZ1 zone by linking Rock Cliff Circle with Lee Road and 

because it would effectively remove the visual 'scar' on the landscape 

formed by the firebreak (particularly if the development were conditioned 

to require the haul road to be constructed with gravel shoulders and topsoil 

to be spread on or spray sealing applied to the shoulders to encourage 

growth of vegetation). 

218 We are satisfied that the proposed development would have an acceptable 

impact on the amenity and character of the locality as a Conservation zone 

and generally. 

In relation to the impact the development would have on the natural environment, the Tribunal 

found: 

219 The City submits that the proposed development would have an 

unacceptable impact on the natural environment, in particular on the 

conservation values of the Nullaki Peninsula, because of the clearing of 

eight hectares of native vegetation for the quarry and up to a further one 

hectare of native vegetation to facilitate construction of the haul road, …, 

because 'there is going to be some permanent change to the environment 

as a result of the [proposed] development in that you are going to be 

removing or changing the topography and the landscape, removing peaks' 

and 'you would never get a total rehabilitation' of the native vegetation.164 

220 We do not accept Mr Mack's opinion, and the City's submission, that the 

proposed development would have an unacceptable impact on the natural 

environment. As Ms Price said in her evidence, the removal of vegetation in 

the extraction area will be 'transient'165 and 'temporary'.166 The vegetation in 

the area of the proposed limestone pit is, as Ms Price said, 'fairly typical 

vegetation for that coastal area', although it has been 'possibly impacted by 

previous fire history at the site, which meant that it wasn't quite as thick and 

dense as in some other parts of the coast that I've surveyed'.167 No more 

than three hectares in the pit area will be open for extraction at any one 

time and the cleared area will be progressively rehabilitated with native 

vegetation using retained topsoil on the site. Furthermore, as Mr Bowman 

said in evidence, the vegetation on site comprises a 'very, very robust 

community, consisting of plants that are able to withstand what is a very 

harsh environment'.168 Moreover, as Ms Price said, 'the species that are 

common there at the moment are generally very successfully rehabilitated 

and they're readily available in terms of either collecting seed from the site 

or planting seedlings'.169 Indeed, as indicated earlier, there is evidence on 

site of successful rehabilitation of the area quarried in the period from 2002 

to 2006. 

221 It is also significant, in our view, that, as Mr Price observed, the footprint of 

the proposed limestone pit and hence vegetation to be removed is 

relatively 'small in the context of the vegetation on the whole of the Nullaki 

Peninsula'170 and, indeed, is relatively small even in the context of the site 

itself, which comprises about 437 hectares of similar vegetation. As Ms 

Price said in unchallenged evidence, the vegetation in the area proposed to 

be quarried is 'quite similar'171 to the vegetation on the Nullaki Peninsula 

generally. The area proposed to be quarried is only about 2.1% of the area 
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of the site and is a little more than 0.01% of the area of the Nullaki 

Peninsula. On the evidence of Ms Price and Mr Bowman, which was not 

questioned or contradicted, and we accept, the proposed extraction area 

contains vegetation of the same general nature and quality as the 

remaining about 97.9% of the site and the remaining about 99.99% of 

the Nullaki Peninsula. 

222 In relation to potential impact on fauna, as Ms Price said, based on her 

fauna survey of the proposed limestone pit and accessway in August 2018, 

'there doesn't appear to be any conservation significant fauna that would 

be detrimentally impacted by the proposed development'172 and 'the value 

in terms of flora and fauna diversity and its values to fauna habitat wouldn't 

be diminished after it has been rehabilitated'.173 
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Attachment B – update dated 21 October 2024 prepared by Bowman & Partners 

Environmental, ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST INDEPENDENT VERIFIERS 
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Attachment C - report, dated 14 August 2024, made by Aurora environmental, ASSESS ADIVISE 

APPLY, Re Noise monitoring – Nullaki Lime Pit Haul Road- August 2024. 
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