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1 Introduction 

Sinosteel Midwest Corporation Pty Ltd (SMC) is undertaking mining activities at its Blue Hills operations 

in the mid-west of Western Australia (WA). These operations were considered by the Environmental 

Protection Authority (EPA) in its Report Number 1328 “Koolanooka/Blue Hills Direct Shipping Iron Ore 

Project” released in June 2009 and subsequently approved.  

SMC has since lodged documentation to support expansion of the Blue Hills site to the west and to 

the east (Blue Hills Expansion Project (BHEP)). This documentation was referred to the EPA pursuant to 

Section 38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act).  

Whilst the western extension has since been excised from the BHEP and is being considered 

separately, SMC wishes to progress with the Mungada East Expansion (MEE) in its own right and 

provided additional documentation to the EPA in the latter half of 2014 in support of the proposal.  

In November 2014, the EPA determined to assess the proposal and concluded that the proposal 

cannot be managed to meet its objective for Landforms and that the proposal is environmentally 

unacceptable and should not be implemented. Accordingly, the EPA determined that the level of 

assessment was API B (environmentally unacceptable). 

On 10 November 2014, the EPA published its explanation of this decision and provided detail 

regarding the assessment in Report 1352 on the same date. This decision was open to Appeal for 

two weeks, with Appeals closing on 24 November 2014. SMC provided an Appeal within this 

timeframe. 

Following consideration of the Appeal lodged by SMC, the Minister for Environment has since made 

the decision for the proposal to be remitted to EPA for reassessment at the Public Environmental 

Review (PER) level of assessment. 

Talis Consultants Pty Ltd (Talis) was previously engaged by SMC to undertake a review of the 

information supplied by SMC to the EPA as well as the detail of the EPA’s preliminary views on the 

proposal. This review concluded that, amongst other things, there was sufficient information supplied 

by SMC in relation to the MEE to warrant further consideration by the EPA rather than utilising the API B 

process. 

Talis has been engaged by SMC to conduct a review of a suite of mining projects referred to the EPA 

for assessment pursuant to Section 38 of the EP Act. The aim of the project will be to ‘benchmark’ 

SMC’s MEE project assessment against other EPA assessments. 

Whilst it was originally intended that the review would particularly focus on projects within the Banded 

Iron Formations (BIF) ranges, similar to SMC’s Blue Hills operations, this criteria was expanded 

somewhat and includes a range of projects that were considered by the EPA and either assessed 

(e.g. PER or API A) or not. These projects were also selected on the basis that they were located in 

areas considered to be environmentally sensitive. 

This review will assist SMC in benchmarking the proposed project against others of a similar nature 

and provide further guidance on the pending MEE environmental impact assessment process. 

1.1 Objective 

Talis was engaged by SMC to conduct a review of a suite of mining projects referred to the EPA for 

assessment pursuant to Section 38 of the EP Act. This review was particularly focused on projects 
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within the BIF ranges, similar to SMC’s Blue Hills operations, and includes projects that were assessed 

by the EPA either formally (PER or API level of assessment) or informally. The aim of the project was to 

‘benchmark’ SMC’s MEE assessment against other EPA assessments.  

Talis conducted a review of EPA assessments carried out detailing the nature of the proposal, level of 

impacts and conservation value of the project area; and the level and outcome of the assessment 

with SMC. For the purpose of the assessment, Talis shortlisted eight projects to be further assessed in 

co-operation with SMC. 

This review allows for a comparison of the benchmarked projects against the MEE project and its 

outcomes. 

1.2 Methodology 

The eight shortlisted projects were assessed in more detail for the following details: 

 Level of assessment; 

 Outcome and justification of the assessment; 

 Nature/characteristics of the proposal;  

 The value of the environment within the project area; and 

 Level of impact project has on the wider environment and its environmental value. 

This information was sourced from the EPA assessment documentation, PERs and company websites 

for the formal assessment process and from the EPAs Statement of Reasons and other project 

related documentation such as Mining Proposals (if available) for the informal assessment process.  

Individually assessed projects were then summarised and the key characteristics benchmarked 

against the other assessed projects and the BHEP. This exercise allowed Talis to compare similarities 

between the projects and draw a conclusion whether EPA assessment process is consistent for all 

projects, both within the BIF ranges and those external to these systems. 
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2 Background 

2.1 EPA Assessment Approach 

The referral of a proposal for consideration by the EPA is the first formal step in the environmental 

impact assessment (EIA) process. Section 38 of the EP Act makes provision for the referral to the EPA 

of proposals. All significant projects are referred to the EPA and the EPA considers these referrals and 

decides whether or not they require formal EIA, and if so at what level. The proponent is required to 

provide documentation to describe the proposal, the potential environmental impacts and how 

these impacts would be managed. The EPA then considers whether the proposal can be managed 

to meet the EPA’s environmental objectives. At the completion of assessment the EPA prepares a 

report and recommendations for the Minister for Environment and the Minister then determines 

whether the proposal should be allowed to proceed and if so, under what conditions. 

SMC lodged the Section 38 Referral documentation in September 2013 and later provided 

additional documentation to support expansion of the BHEP. In November 2014, the EPA determined 

to assess the proposal and concluded that the proposal cannot be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective for Landforms and the proposal is environmentally unacceptable and should not be 

implemented. Accordingly, the EPA determined that the level of assessment was API B 

(environmentally unacceptable). SMC submitted an Appeal against the decision during the two 

weeks appeal period.  

Following consideration of the Appeal lodged by SMC, the Minister for Environment has since made 

the decision for the proposal to be remitted to EPA for reassessment at the PER level of assessment. 

2.2 Blue Hills Expansion 

2.2.1 Proposal 

The MEE incorporates a pit, waste rock dump, processing plant, haul roads and associated access 

roads. Ore from the new pit (located on the Mungada Ridge, an area of the Blue Hills BIF range) will 

be processed at a new processing plant (south-east of the pit and off the Ridge). Waste rock will be 

utilised to backfill existing Mungada East (ME) pit infrastructure, however there will be a requirement 

for a small waste rock dump to be located immediately adjacent to the infrastructure area to the 

north (again off the Ridge). 

The total area to be cleared for the BHEP is 53.563 hectares (ha). This figure is made up of the 

following components: 

 Access Road – 5.317 ha; 

 Pit – 10.557 ha; 

 Haul Roads – 7.325 ha; 

 Infrastructure – 11.250 ha; 

 Pit Bund (50m buffer) – 8.112 ha; and 

 Waste Dump – 11.002 ha. 

In relation to location, only the pit, bund and a small area of haul road sit on Mungada Ridge itself 

with the majority of the clearing to take place off Mungada Ridge to the south-east (for the waste 

dump and infrastructure areas). 
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In this regard, it would be appropriate to suggest that the majority of impacts do not occur within the 

Blue Hills BIF range itself and that a conservative estimate of 20 ha of disturbance would occur on 

the ridge. Information available, both produced by the State Government as well as SMC, 

demonstrate that the Blue Hills range and Mungada Ridge are both disturbed landforms and have 

been subjected to mining in various locations throughout.  

As noted by Ecological (2014), “the Proposal cannot be said to impact a significant portion of the 

Mungada Ridge, nor is there apparent evidence to state that the integrity and ecological function of 

the remaining ridge cannot be maintained”. 

2.2.2 EPA Consideration 

The EPA determined in November 2014 to assess the MEE proposal and concluded that the 

proposal cannot be managed to meet the EPA’s objective for Landforms. The EPA found that the 

proposal is environmentally unacceptable and should not be implemented. Accordingly, it was 

determined that the level of assessment was API B (environmentally unacceptable). 

On 10 November 2014, the EPA published its explanation of this decision and provided detail 

regarding the assessment in Report 1352 on the same date. This decision was open to Appeal for 

two weeks, with Appeals closing on 24 November 2014. SMC provided an Appeal within this 

timeframe.  

Interestingly, the EPA’s position on the MEE proposal, or at least its objection to the proposal, has 

been refined somewhat since the original referral. The EPA’s initial views (10 April 2014) covered a 

suite of issues and gave particular note to the following Factors: 

1. Landforms; 

2. Flora and Vegetation, and Terrestrial Fauna; and 

3. Rehabilitation and Closure. 

SMC provided additional information covering these Factors during the latter half of 2014 in a 

number of documents. In this regard, of these three Factors, the EPA determined that the issues 

relating to Flora and Vegetation, Terrestrial Fauna and Rehabilitation and Closure could be 

managed. The EPA determined however that the Factor of ‘Landforms’ could not be managed to 

meet the EPA’s objective for Landforms. 

The EPA noted that “Any further mining of the Mungada Ridge would result in serious and irreversible 

impacts to the integrity of this landform and the environmental values it supports” and that “The co-

occurrence of the mineral resources and the Mungada Ridge landform means that mining of the 

resource results in permanent, irreversible loss of the physical structure of landform features, and 

direct impact to the aggregation of environmental values that the landform supports” (EPA, 10 

November 2014).  

Based on Talis’ review, it appeared that little in the way of documentation to support their view is 

provided in either the correspondence or the associated Report Number 1532. As SMC noted in their 

letter on 29 May 2014, “There is an absence of precedence, guidance, definition and clarity 

regarding this factor. There is also reference to and reliance on unsubstantiated or out of date 

positons, documents and data relating to landform and conservation (biodiversity) values in the 

Proposal area.” Talis also suggested the EPA had not provided any supporting information in this 

regard.  
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2.2.3 Appeals and Outcome 

SMC lodged an appeal against the EPA’s Report and Recommendations incorporating a range of 

consultancy work.. Following consideration of the Appeal, the Hon. Albert Jacob MLA Minister for 

Environment; Heritage released his decision on Appeal on 22 April 2015. The Minister for Environment 

made the decision for the proposal to be remitted to EPA for reassessment at the PER level of 

assessment. 

2.2.4 Summary 

It is important to note that the Minister’s determination acknowledged that ‘Landforms’ was a key 

environmental factor in the determination of the acceptability of the proposal, but that there were 

few proposals where the concept of ‘Landforms’ has been applied in the way it has been in this 

matter. As such, the Minister determined it appropriate for the project to be considered by the EPA 

through a PER process. 

This reconsideration will also involve the review and assessment of all potential environmental 

impacts from the project as would be expected. What will be critical will be to ensure that the 

assessment is undertaken without any pre-conceived views about the viability of the project and the 

acceptability (or otherwise) of those impacts. 

It is intended that, in part this document provides some further information that will assist SMC in the 

preparation of their PER as well as some basis for comparison of the impacts of the MEE project as 

compared to others previously considered by the EPA. It is intended that this report will be revisited as 

required during the development of the MEE PER and further assessment and appraisal undertaken 

based on the outcomes of the PER process.  
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3 Projects 

3.1 Selection 

Talis was engaged by SMC to conduct a review of a suite of mining projects referred to the EPA for 

assessment pursuant to Section 38 of the EP Act. The aim of the project was to ‘benchmark’ SMC’s 

MEE assessment against other EPA assessments. 

At first 11 projects were selected for further discussions with the SMC. The selection was made based 

on the characteristics of the projects and outcomes of the EPA assessment. Following the discussions 

with SMC, these projects were shortlisted to eight projects.  

3.2 Shortlist 

The Shortlisted projects agreed to between Talis and SMC were then assessed for the following 

details: 

 Level of assessment; 

 Outcome and justification of the assessment; 

 Nature/characteristics of the proposal;  

 Conservation value of the environment within the project area;  

 Level of impact project has on the wider environment and conservation value; and 

 Whether ‘landform’ was considered during the EPA’s assessment.  

This information was sourced from the EPA assessment documentation, PERs and company websites 

for the formal assessment process and from the EPAs Statement of Reasons and other project 

related documentation such as Mining Proposals (if available) for the informal assessment process.  

The findings of the assessment are summarised in Table 3-1 below and further discussed in the 

following sections. 

It is important to note that the objective of this work was not to criticise the EPA’s process across each 

discrete project. Nor was it to question the conclusions reached by the EPA on the level of 

assessment set. Rather, the critical aspect of the whole process was to attempt to understand the 

approach taken between projects and whether there was a clear and consistent approach taken by 

the EPA that would stand up to scrutiny. 
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Table 3-1: Short-listed Projects 

Level of 

Assessment 

Date Company Project Description of Project 

Area of 

Disturbance 

Commentary 

API-A 4 June 2014 
Polaris Metals Pty 

Ltd 
Jackson 4 (J4) 

The proposal is comprised of an 

iron ore mine and infrastructure on 

Mining Lease M77/1242, as well as 

a haul road and accommodation 

camp on Miscellaneous Licenses 

L77/250, L77252 and L77/254 in 

the Goldfields region. 

104ha 

The proposed mine is located within the Mt Manning 

region, 8 km from the Helena-Aurora Range. Haul 

road traverses the corner of the Helena-Aurora 

Conservation Park. 

The J4 deposit is a low-lying outcrop of BIF, separated 

by gaps between the hills of the Mt Jackson Range 

to the west, and the Helena-Aurora Range to the 

east. 

The proposal will result in the permanent loss of BIF 

landform and its associated environmental values. 

However, the proposal area is considered to be sited 

in lower environmental value BIF, due to its separation 

from main ridgelines and low relief.  

Surveys undertaken did not identify any Declared 

Rare, Threatened or endemic species in the proposal 

area. 

PER 2010 
Cliffs Asia Pacific 

Iron Ore Pty Ltd 

Koolyanobbing 

Iron Ore Project – 

Mt Jackson J1 

Deposit 

Two mine pits and associated 

mining infrastructure. 
605 ha 

The proposed mine is located within the Mt Manning 

region on a section of BIF range which forms part of 

a series of ridgelines of BIF within the Yilgarn Region of 

Western Australia.  

This region falls within the Great Western Woodlands 

which cover 60 million ha and is currently considered 

to contain 3000 flora species. The Woodlands are the 

subject of a 2010 “Biodiversity and Cultural 

Conservation Strategy” authored by the former DEC. 

Approximately 13 ha of the proposed haul road 

occur within the Class A Nature Reserves including 

the Die Hardy/Jackson/Windarling Ranges. 
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Level of 

Assessment 

Date Company Project Description of Project Area of 

Disturbance 

Commentary 

Not assessed 

– public 

advice given 

18 August 

2014 

Sirius Gold Pty 

Ltd 

Nova Nickel 

Project 

An underground mine for nickel and copper 

and associated roads and infrastructure. 
1,100ha 

This project is located within Fraser Range in the 

Great Western Woodlands.  

No mention on BIF ranges. It is claimed that the 

proposal footprint has been designed so as to 

almost entirely avoid any clearing of Priority 

Ecological Communities (PEC).   

PER 
November 

2014 

Mount Bruce 

Mining Pty 

Limited 

Koodaideri Iron 

Ore and 

Infrastructure 

Project 

An open cut iron ore mine and ore 

processing operation. 
65,888ha 

Whilst this project is not associated with a BIF range, 

it is located partially within the Marillana 2015 Area 

which is proposed for conservation tenure. The 

proposal is also located in close proximity to the 

Fortescue Marsh and Karijini National Park. 

Extensive offsets have been proposed to offset the 

environmental impact associated with the project. 

Not assessed 

– Public 

Advice Given 

April 2013 
Golden West 

Resources 

Wiluna West Iron 

Ore Mining 

An iron ore mine located approximately 40 

kilometres west of Wiluna and has 

approximate life of 15 years. 

The proposal will result in clearing of a 

maximum 2600 hectares. 

2,600ha 

Located on a West Wiluna BIF PEC, however 

Landform has not been assessed as part of the EPA 

assessment. Active malleefowl mounds have been 

found within the project area.  

 

PER February 2014 

Fortescue 

Metals Group 

Limited 

Christmas Creek 

Iron Ore Mine 

Expansion 

The proposal is for the expansion of the 

existing Christmas Creek mine for the 

development of an open-cut, strip mining 

iron ore mine, targeting BIF material. 

No more than 

18,335ha 

(total for the 

area) 

The proposal will involve mining of BIF material. The 

Cloud Break, Christmas Creek, Mount Nicholas, 

Mount Lewin and Mindy Mindy iron deposits are 

located in the East-Southeast elongated Chichester 

Range in the Pilbara of Western Australia.  

These ranges are not part of the BIF strategic review 

and it would appear that their environmental value 

had therefore not been quantified or considered. 

EPA Scoping documentation suggests a 

considerable range of factors require consideration 

during the assessment process and extensive 

offsets have been proposed to offset the 
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Level of 

Assessment 

Date Company Project Description of Project Area of 

Disturbance 

Commentary 

environmental impact associated with the project. 

API-A January 2014 

Chevron 

Australia Pty 

Ltd 

Gorgon Gas 

Development – 

additional 

construction 

laydown and 

operations support 

area 

Laydown area and operations support area 32ha 

The project is located on Barrow Island which is a 

Class A nature reserve. 

The use of land on Barrow Island for gas processing 

is provided for in the Barrow Island Act 2003 for up 

to 300ha of uncleared land.  

This proposal required an amendment to the 

Barrow Island Act 2003 for the additional clearing of 

uncleared land from 300ha up to 332ha. 

PER 
December 

2014 

Mount Gibson 

Mining Ltd 
Iron Hill Deposit 

The Proposal would operate as a satellite of 

the existing Extension Hill mining operations 

as part of the approved Mount Gibson Iron 

Ore Mine & Infrastructure project.  

Proposal comprises the following 

components: mine pit, WRD and supporting 

infrastructure. 

Likely to be subject to Ministerial Statement 

753. 

75ha 

The proposed mine is located within the Mt Gibson 

Range BIF PEC. There are significant direct and 

cumulative impacts on specially protected flora 

and fauna. 
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4 Summary of Projects 

4.1 Polaris Minerals J4 

Table 4-1: Polaris Minerals J4 Project Summary 

  

Location 60 km north-west of Koolyanobbing, within the greater Mt Manning 

area of the Goldfields region. 

Project description The proposal is comprised of an iron ore mine and infrastructure on 

Mining Lease M77/1242, as well as a haul road and 

accommodation camp on Miscellaneous Licenses L77/250, 

L77252 and L77/254. 

Clearing required 831 ha native vegetation in the development envelope of 4,576 

ha. 

Impacts on BIF Total disturbance within the Mt Manning BIF ranges is not discussed 

but based on the maps provided, the proposal covers around 104 

ha of the Mt Jackson BIF Range (~1.7% without the buffer and 2.2% 

with a 500m buffer). 

Key Environmental Factors Landforms; Flora and Vegetation 

Level of Assessment API-A; determined on 25 February 2014. 

Information Source 
 Environmental Protection Authority, (2014). Report and 

Recommendations of the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA 

Report Number: 1511). Jackson 4 Iron Ore Mine and Haul Road.  

 Polaris, (2013). Assessment on Proponent Information – J4 Iron 

Ore Mine and Haul Road. 

4.1.1 Location 

The project is located 100km north-northeast of Southern Cross and 60 km north-west of 

Koolyanobbing, within the greater Mt Manning area of the Goldfields region. J4 deposit is located 

approximately 8 km west of the Helena-Aurora Ranges Conservation Park (HARCP), however the haul 

road required traverses the south-western corner of the HARCP (See Plate 1). The proposed pit is 

located within the Mt Jackson BIF ranges that forms part of the greater Mt Manning area.   

In the EPA’s 2012/2013 annual report, it stated that ‘Given the significant biodiversity values of the 

Helena-Aurora Range, which has been confirmed in contemporary published research, the EPA is 

adopting a presumption against any further development for those parts of the range that are within 

the conservation park identified in the government’s framework for the Mt Manning region’.  

Individual proposals are to be referred to the EPA for consideration on environmental merit.  

4.1.2 Project Description  

Key components of the J4 Project proposal are: 

 mining of two connecting pits and associated mine infrastructure (M77/1242); 

 accommodation camp (located to the south of the mining area and outside the HARCP); 

and 

 transportation of the ore via a new 75 km haul road from the mine to the Carina haul road 

(and onto its rail siding) (L77/250, L77252 and L77/254). Potential to utilise the existing Cliffs 
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haul road that traverses HARCP was investigated but as the permission from Cliffs was not 

obtained, Polaris Minerals constructed their own haul road adjacent to the Cliff’s haul road. 

The project comprises a total disturbance area of 831 ha in the development envelope of 4,576 ha, 

comprised of 104 ha for the mine, 360 ha for the waste rock landform, 59 ha for mine infrastructure, 

15 ha for accommodation camp and 293 ha for the haul road. 

Polaris intends to use conventional mining methods for the proposal; that is, excavation, loading and 

hauling of ore. At the completion of mining, the combined pits would cover approximately 104 

hectares (ha), and to a depth of approximately 200 metres (m) below the natural ground surface. 

Waste material would be deposited in two waste dumps adjacent to the pits, which at the 

completion of mining would be approximately 360 ha, but stand no higher than the surrounding 

land forms. The waste dumps would also serve to encapsulate any potentially acid forming (PAF) 

waste material encountered during mining operations. 

The proposed J4 haul road runs south-east from the proposed mine, parallel to Cliffs Natural 

Resources’ (Cliffs) haul road, traversing the south-west corner of the HARCP, then continues east to 

join the existing Carina haul road (see Figure 1). The J4 haul road does not traverse areas of BIF 

inside the HARCP, and the existing and proposed tenure of the Park does not preclude 

development. 

The lifespan of the mine is approximately 5 years and an estimated 20 million tonnes of iron ore 

would be mined during this time. 

4.1.3 Existing Environment 

The project lies within the Jackson Range, one of numerous ranges in the eastern Goldfields region 

associated with BIF. BIF ranges comprise a small proportion of the combined land area of each of 

the Mid-west and Goldfields regions, yet they provide comparatively diverse flora and fauna habitat 

due to their different geology, soils and landforms (DEC, 2007).  

In the eastern Goldfields, banded iron formation ranges are typically associated with elevated 

Iandforms, or ranges, that include the Windarling, Jackson, Die Hardy, Helena and Aurora, Mt 

Manning and Finnerty Ranges. Of these, the focus for much of the botanical research to date has 

been the Windarling, Jackson, Helena and Aurora and Finnerty Ranges. 

The boundary between the Helena-Aurora Range and the Jackson Range is not well defined based 

on available mapping for the area. Geological mapping of iron bearing formations shows a 

continuous range extending some 75 km from the ruins of Mt Jackson homestead to the eastern 

most extent of the Helena and Aurora Range (Bungalbin East). 

For the purposes of the EPA assessment, the delineation between the Jackson Range and Helena 

Aurora Range was defined according to the DPaW Priority Ecological Community dataset, which 

shows a clear demarcation between these two areas. 

4.1.3.1 Geology and Landforms 

The BIF within tenement M77/1242 is part of the Mt Jackson-Bungalbin belt and occurs as two 

stratigraphic levels separated by basalt. These two units, and an additional thin banded iron 

formation within the basalt, contain dark grey to black iron-rich bands alternating with red jaspilite 

bands. 
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The proposal comprises four landform units, these being the BIF ridge (hill), Sandplain, Borad Valley 

and Undulating Plain. 

4.1.3.2 Vegetation and Flora 

There are five vegetation associations within the disturbance area: Eucalyptus woodland/Acacia 

mixed open scrubland/Cephalipterum mixed open forbland, Acacia closed shrubland, Acacia 

shrubland/Acacia open Casuarina mixed isolated trees and Eucalyptus woodland. A total of 28 

vegetation communities occur within the disturbance area, all of which occur elsewhere. Seven 

vegetation communities occurring within the disturbance area are equivalent to elements of the 

Mount Jackson Range vegetation complexes. 

There are no Threatened Ecological Communities (TEC) listed under the EPBC Act and/or WC Act 

occurring within 50km of the proposal. There is one PEC within the disturbance area: the Mount 

Jackson Range vegetation complexes. The Finnerty Range/Mt Dimer/Yendelberrin Hills vegetation 

complexes PEC is in close proximity but outside the disturbance area. 

No Threatened flora species were recorded within the disturbance area and a total of 14 priority 

species were recorded within the survey area, five of which are located within the disturbance area 

(September 2013):  

 Calytrix creswellii (P1) 

 Neurachne annularis (P3) 

 Melichrus sp. Bungalbin Hill (F.H. & M.P MolIemans 3069) (P3) 

 Grevillea georgeana (P3) 

 Banksia arborea (P4) 

4.1.3.3 Fauna 

There are six fauna habitat types within the survey area, of which five occur within the disturbance 

area: rocky ridge, mallee woodland on rocky plain and foot slopes, eucalypt woodland and sandy 

plain with shrubland. The dominant habitat type is ‘Mixed eucalypt woodland, the majority of which is 

associated with the mine area and some sections of the haul road. The habitat types ‘Sandy plain 

with shrubland’ and ‘Mallee woodland’ are also well represented. All five habitat types within the 

disturbance area also occur elsewhere in the region. 

Within the disturbance area, 10 native and two introduced mammal species, 46 bird and 28 reptile 

species were recorded. Four species of conservation significant fauna were recorded within the 

disturbance area: Crested Bellbord (Oreoica gutturalis gutturalis), Shy Heathwren (Hylacola cauta 

whitlocki), Major Mitchell’s Cockatoo (Lophochroa leadbeateri) and Rainbow Bee-eater (Merops 

ornatus). Secondary evidence of Malleefowl (Leipoa ocellata) was also found in the form of fresh 

tracks as well as three mounds (two recently used-moderately old and one old mound). 

No stygofauna were recorded within the disturbance area, despite measured groundwater physico-

chemistry parameters being within habitable ranges for stygofauna. 

4.1.4 Key Environmental Factors Assessed 

4.1.4.1 Landforms 

EPA Objective: Maintain the variety, integrity, ecological functions and environmental values of 

landforms and soils.  
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The J4 deposit is a low-lying outcrop of BIF, separated by gaps between the hills of the Mt Jackson 

Range to the west, and the Helena-Aurora Range to the east. The boundary between the Helena-

Aurora Range and the Jackson Range is not well delineated based on available mapping for the 

area. For the purposes of the EPA assessment, the delineation between the Jackson Range and 

Helena Aurora Range was defined according to the DPaW Priority Ecological Community dataset, 

which shows a clear demarcation between these two areas. 

The proposal would result in the permanent loss of Jackson Range BIF landform (around 104 ha of 

the known area) and its associated environmental values. An impact analysis was conducted on the 

Mount Jackson Range BIF PEC extent within the disturbance area with and without the 500 m buffer 

supplied by DPaW as of September 2013. This identified that, regardless of which sized buffer was 

used in the analysis, the impact caused to the Mount Jackson  Range vegetation complex (BIF) PEC 

would not exceed 2.2% of its total extent. The proposal would also result in the formation of a pit lake 

at mine closure. However, the proposal area was considered to be sited in lower environmental 

value BIF, due to its separation from main ridgelines and low relief. Surveys undertaken did not 

identify any Declared Rare, Threatened or endemic species in the proposal area. The J4 deposit 

area is not considered to be an environmentally significant landform. 

4.1.4.2 Flora and Vegetation.  

EPA Objective: Maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, 

population and community level.  

The proposal would impact flora and vegetation predominantly through clearing. The proposal 

would require clearing of 831 ha of native vegetation in a development envelope of 4,576 ha. 

 Impact on two Priority Ecological Communities (PEC): 

o Minesite located on the eastern extremity of the Mt Jackson Range vegetation 

complexes (BIFs) PEC – Priority 1 area; and 

o Proposed Haul road intercepts western boundary of Finnerty Range vegetation 

complexes (BIFs) PEC – Priority 1 area, at the existing Carina haul rd.  

 Information on boundaries of BIF-associated Mt Jackson and Helena-Aurora Range PECs is 

limited 

 28 of the 30 floristic community types (FCTs) identified in its survey ‘study area’ would be 

impacted by the proposal. Seven of the 28 FCTs in the disturbance area correlate to the 

DPaW’s mapped Mt Jackson Range PEC.  

 None of the FCTs in the disturbance area correlate to the DPaW Finnerty Range PEC 

 Five priority flora species impacted by proposal 

 All FCTs and priority flora impacted have been found outside of the proposed disturbance 

area 

The EPA considers that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s objective for Flora and 

Vegetation provided that: 

 the location and authorised extent of the physical and operational elements of the proposal 

are limited to that defined in Schedule 1 and spatially defined in Schedule 3 of the 

recommended statement that the proposal can be implemented; 

 recommended condition 6 which manages the design, construction and operation of the 

haul road, and includes a requirement to completely remove and rehabilitate the haul road 

at the completion of mining; 

 recommended condition 7 which manages trenching activities associated with the 

construction of the haul road; and 
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 recommended condition 8 which manages the design and construction of a track diversion 

around the mining area to ensure public access is maintained, are imposed on the 

proposal. 

4.1.5 Summary  

Table 4-2 summarises the key aspects of the EPA assessment process and provides Talis’ 

commentary on decision. 

Table 4-2: Key aspects of the EPA assessment process for Polaris Minerals J4 Project 

Key 

Environmental 

Factor 

EPA Decision Summary Talis Commentary 

Landforms The J4 deposit area is not considered 

to be an environmentally significant 

landform: 

 separation of the proposal area 

from main ridgelines; 

 the low relief of the proposal area; 

 the lower environmental value of this 

area of BIF; and 

 the absence of Declared Rare, 

Threatened or endemic species in 

the proposal area. 

Location of the J4 deposit: 

 The Proponent suggests that there is 

some uncertainty as to the 

demarcation of Helena and Aurora 

Range and Mt Jackson Range 

among the low BIF ranges where J4 

is located and have presented J4 as 

being part of Mt Jackson Range.   

 However, in October 2012, both the 

EPA and the Minister for the 

Environment, Hon Bill Marmion 

recognised J4 as being "... at the 

western extremity of the Helena-

Aurora Range". 

Haul road traverses the HARCP but is 

not located within the Helena-Aurora 

Range itself: 

 In the EPAs 2012/2013 annual report, 

it stated that ‘Given the significant 

biodiversity values of the Helena-

Aurora Range, which has been 

confirmed in contemporary 

published research, the EPA is 

adopting a presumption against any 

further development for those parts 

of the range that are within the 

conservation park identified in the 

government’s framework for the Mt 

Manning region’.  Individual 

proposals are to be referred to the 

EPA for consideration on 

environmental merit. 

Flora and 

Vegetation 

Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective, based on the following: 

 no Declared Rare, Threatened or 

endemic species and communities 

have been recorded in the surveyed 

areas for the mine and associated 

infrastructure; 

 the measures that the proponent 

has taken to minimise impacts to 

flora and vegetation; 

Impact on Priority Species and PECs: 

 The impact on Calytrix creswellii (P1), 

Grevillea gorgeana (P3) and 

Melichrus sp. Bungalbin Hill (P3) is less 

than 2% of each their respective 

total populations. 

 The impact on Banksia arborea (P4) 

and Neurachne annularis (P3) is 

more extensive with 10.2% and 

18.5% respectively. 
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 the siting of the majority of the haul 

road outside of the HARCP; and 

 siting of the diversion to the public 

access track (western route to the 

Helena-Aurora Range) to avoid and 

minimise impacts to flora and 

vegetation. 

 Around 1.7% (without the buffer) of 

the DPaW extent Mt Jackson (BIF) 

PEC is affected. 
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4.2 Cliffs Koolyanobbing Mt Jackson J1 

Table 4-3: Cliffs Koolyanobbing Mt Jackson J1 Project Summary 

  

Location 110 kilometres (km) north-north-east of Southern Cross in the Shire of 

Yilgarn in the Mount Manning region. 

Project description The proposal is comprised of two mine pits and associated mining 

infrastructure. 

Clearing required 605 ha native vegetation in the development envelope of 1052.5 

ha. 

Impacts on BIF Located within Mt Jackson BIF range, which was not considered as 

part of the EPA assessment. Based on a rough estimation and 

knowledge of the geology within the area, approximately 60% (~68 

ha) of the proposed pit footprint is within the BIF. 

Key Environmental Factors Flora and Vegetation, Terrestrial Fauna and Closure and 

Rehabilitation. 

Level of Assessment PER; determined on 6 October 2008. 

Information Source 
 Cliffs Asia Pacific Iron Ore, (2009). Public Environmental Review – 

Response to Public Submissions. Koolyanobbing Iron Ore Project, 

Mt Jackson J1 Deposit. 

 Cliffs Asia Pacific Iron Ore, (2010). Mining Proposal. 

Koolyanobbing Iron Ore Project, Mt Jackson J1 Deposit 

 Environmental Protection Authority, (2010). Report and 

Recommendations of the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA 

Report Number: 1347). Koolyanobbing Iron Ore Project – Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit. 

4.2.1 Location 

The project is located approximately 110 kilometres (km) north-north-east of Southern Cross in the 

Shire of Yilgarn on the following tenements M77/993, M77/994, M77/1248, M77/1249 and L77/216. 

The proposed mine is located within the Mount Manning region on a section of BIF range (Mt 

Jackson Range) which forms part of a series of ridgelines of BIF within the Yilgarn Region of Western 

Australia. This region falls within the Great Western Woodlands which cover 60 million ha and is 

currently considered to contain 3000 flora species. 

4.2.2 Project Description  

The proposal involves the development and operation of an iron ore mine at the Mt Jackson J1 

Deposit. The key components of the proposal are: 

 Two proposed open cut mine pits (J1 East and J1 West); 

 One overburden landform/waste dump; 

 Operational area (infrastructure); 

 Gravel pit; and 

 A haul road connecting to the existing haul road at the Mt Jackson J2 Deposit mine. 

Mining is proposed over 10 years and will produce approximately 33 million tonnes of iron ore. The 

estimated project area is 1052.5 ha within which the proposed Mt Jackson J1 will be sited. The 

resulting disturbance area is estimated to be 605 ha, 114 ha of which will be an open pit void. Of 

the project area, 212 ha have been designated as ‘Biodiversity Areas’ which must not be cleared. 
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The proposal would be integrated into Cliffs’ existing Koolyanobbing Iron Ore Project which does not 

form part of this proposal. Iron ore would be processed at Cliffs’ existing Koolyanobbing mine and 

then transported via road and rail to the Esperance port for export. 

The proposed locations and footprints of associated infrastructure were not being defined at the 

time of assessment. The proposal was therefore being assessed on a worst case basis, assuming that 

all vegetation and fauna habitat outside of the proponent’s proposed biodiversity areas and within 

the project area will be impacted. 

4.2.3 Existing Environment 

The project lies within the Jackson Range, one of numerous ranges in the eastern Goldfields region 

associated with a geological formation known as BIF. BIF ranges comprise a small proportion of the 

combined land area of each of the Mid-west and Goldfields regions, yet they provide 

comparatively diverse flora and fauna habitat due to their different geology, soils and landforms 

(DEC, 2007).  

In the eastern Goldfields, the topography is largely a result of the underlying geology, with low 

ironstone ridges rising above the surrounding plains. The ironstone ridges of the region include the Mt 

Jackson Range (to 615mAHD), Windarling Range, Koolyanobbing Range, Helena and Aurora Range, 

Die Hardy Range, Mt Elvire, Bungalbin Hill and the Mt Manning Range. 

The Mt Jackson J1 Deposit is located on the western end of the Mt Jackson Range at a location 

known as Curragibbin Hill. Other hills on the Mt Jackson Range in proximity to Curragibbin Hill include 

Victoria Hill, Wayabeen Hill, Yeela Hill, Yeeding Hill and Boondine Hill. 

4.2.3.1 Geology and Landforms 

The geology of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit is predominantly comprised of goethite mineralisation, 

banded iron formation, cherty banded iron formation, mineralised iron formation, jaspilite, canga 

and iron-rich lateritic duricrust. This geology also extends beyond the proposed mine areas.  

No landforms were defined as part of the approvals and assessment documentation. 

4.2.3.2 Vegetation and Flora 

The Mt Jackson Range is located in the Coolgardie Botanical District of the South-western Interzone 

(Beard 1990 in Cliffs 2002). Flora and vegetation surveys were undertaken within an area of 

approximately 3,200 ha on the western portion of the Jackson Range during 2004 to 2008. These 

surveys identified a total of 234 plant species, comprising 231 native species and 3 weed species 

(Western Botanical 2009a). The surveys identified the occurrence of 1 rare flora species declared 

under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 (WA), 12 DEC-classified priority flora species, 2 species of 

potential conservation interest and 1 DEC-classified priority ecological community (PEC) within the 

survey area. Within the project area, there are: 

 8 Priority flora species; 

 2 species of conservation interest; 

 1 Priority Ecological Community (PEC): Mount Jackson Range vegetation complex (banded 

ironstone formation); and  

 23 vegetation communities including 1 previously unknown vegetation community were 

identified and would potentially be impacted by clearing. 
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No Declared Rare Flora (DRF) species or Threatened Ecological Communities (TEC) were identified 

within the project area. 

Those species and communities most at risk locally, regionally and cumulatively include: 

 Bossiaea sp. Jackson Range, which is classified as Priority 1 flora by the DEC; 

 Spartothamnella sp. Helena & Aurora Range, which is classified as Priority 3 flora by the DEC; 

and 

 Calytrix sp. Paynes Find, which has been identified as a species of conservation interest 

(Western Botanical 2009a). 

 Community EeWH1 (Eucalyptus ebbanoensis Woodland over Heath with Calytrix sp. Paynes 

Find). 

Bossiaea sp. Jackson Range (P1) is potentially a new species. Information provided by the 

proponent on 7 December 2009 (Cliffs 2009e) notes that of the 658 known individuals on the Mt 

Jackson Range, 100 would be impacted as a result of this proposal i.e. a regional impact of 15%. 

Approximately 347 individuals would be protected from clearing within ‘Biodiversity Areas’. Due to the 

limited number of known individuals and the taxonomic uncertainty, the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit 

proposal has the potential to pose a significant risk to this species. 

A total of 41 individuals of Spartothamnella sp. Helena & Aurora Range (P3, possible listing as 

DRF) have been recorded on the Mt Jackson Range within 4 populations. The Mt Jackson J1 Deposit 

project will impact on up to 5 individuals of Spartothamnella sp. Helena & Aurora Range. The impact 

to 5 individuals of Spartothamnella sp. Helena & Aurora Range equates to an impact of 12% on the 

known individuals on the Mt Jackson Range. A cumulative impact of approximately 23 % is 

predicted due to potential impacts to 5 individual plants for the Mt Jackson J1 and 26 individuals at 

the proponent’s existing Koolyanobbing C Pit mine operations. The impacts to Spartothamnella sp. 

Helena & Aurora Range have been identified by Western Botanical (2009) as significant due to the 

low number of individuals of this species that have been recorded to date. 

Calytrix sp. Paynes Find (species of conservation interest) is not a rare flora species or a DEC-

classified priority flora species, however, has been identified by Western Botanical (2009) as being 

potentially of conservation interest. Calytrix sp. Paynes Find is predominantly confined to the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit mine area, and being predominately on the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit itself, with 3 

smaller populations identified outside of the mine area towards the Bullfinch Evanston Road. Similarly, 

mapping of Community EeWH1 indicates that this community is predominantly confined to the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit mine area, and predominately on the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit itself, with two 

smaller areas identified outside of the mine area towards the Bullfinch Evanston Road. It is one of the 

11 communities that make up the Mount Jackson Range Vegetation complex (BIF) PEC although it is 

not classified as a PEC itself.  

Species of Calytrix sp. Paynes Find forms part of Community EeWH1 and the impacts of the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit project on this flora species and vegetation community are inherently 

connected. The Mt Jackson J1 Deposit project will impact on up to 52% of the Calytrix sp. Paynes 

Find individuals identified on the Mt Jackson Range (3,967 individuals) and up to 54% of the area of 

Community EeWH1 identified on the Mt Jackson Range (10.7ha). The impacts of the Mt Jackson J1 

Deposit project on both Calytrix sp. Paynes Find and Community EeWH1 are therefore significant. The 
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existing impact on Calytrix sp. Paynes Find is 7% and Community EeWH1 is 10%; equating to 

cumulative impacts to 59% and 64%, respectively
1

. 

The implementation of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal has the potential to cause indirect 

impacts reducing vegetation health. Indirect impacts can include competition from increased 

weeds, dust deposition on vegetation preventing photosynthesis and plant respiration and altered 

water regimes.  

4.2.3.3 Fauna 

Surveys of the Mt Jackson Range and the nearby Windarling Range have indicated the presence of 

2 frog species, 55 reptile species, 105 bird species and 30 mammal species (Dell et al. 1985 and 

Craig pers. com. undated in Ecologia 2001; Bamford 2009). Several species of particular 

conservation significance have been recorded on the Mt Jackson Range including the Malleefowl 

(Leipoa ocellata), Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus), Rainbow Bee–eater (Merops ornatus) and 

Carpet Python (Morelia spilota imbricate) (Ecologia 2001; Bamford 2009).  

Malleefowl (Leipoa ocellata) is listed as Vulnerable under the Environment Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and as Schedule 1 fauna under the State Wildlife 

Conservation Act 1950 (WA Cons Act). These surveys identified that the proposed Mt Jackson J1 

Deposit project area contains 1 recently active Malleefowl mound, 31 inactive mounds and 

approximately 620 ha of nesting habitat. The proposal is predicted to result in the direct loss of 9 

inactive Malleefowl nesting mounds and 414 ha of nesting habitat and result in a 12% habitat loss 

on the Mt Jackson Range. Combined with the loss of 85 ha of habitat from the proponent’s existing 

Mt Jackson J2 and J3 mines the predicted cumulative impact was approximately 499 ha which is 

14 % of the currently estimated 3,504 ha of nesting habitat on the Mt Jackson Range. 

Two previously unrecorded species of millipede (Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and Atelomastix 

sp. Mt Jackson) were identified on the Mt Jackson Range. As these species are found in other 

locations in the region the proponent does not propose to undertake any specific management 

measures. 

The Tree-stem Trapdoor Spider (Aganippe castellum) is listed as Schedule 1 fauna under the WA 

Cons Act. The Tree-stem Trapdoor Spider population within the Mt Jackson Range survey area would 

be approximately 200,000 individuals with 12,000 individuals impacted by the Mt Jackson J1 

proposal. This was based on the loss approximately 148 ha of spider habitat (loss of 6% of Mt 

Jackson habitat). The cumulative impact to the Tree-stem Trapdoor Spider including 104 ha of 

clearing for the proponent’s other active mines (J2 and J3) is estimated to be approximately 9.5% of 

the inferred habitat. 

Subterranean fauna species have been recorded at the Mt Jackson Range, with six species of 

troglofauna recorded (Bennelongia 2008). Stygofauna have not been recorded during surveys on 

the Mt Jackson Range (WRM 2008a; WRM 2008b; WRM 2009). 

4.2.3.4 Mine Closure and Rehabilitation 

The proposed mining activities would involve the clearing of approximately 605 ha of native 

vegetation. Depending on the success of the environmental management, there is the potential for 

contamination and altered groundwater regimes, impacts to native flora and fauna from increased 

                                                      

1
 Cliffs Asia Pacific Iron Ore, (2010). Mining Proposal. Koolyanobbing Iron Ore Project, Mt Jackson J1 Deposit. Note that the 

cumulative impacts on Calytrix sp. Paynes Find were not considered in the EPA documentation. 
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feral fauna populations, unstable landforms, erosion, and the unsuccessful return of vegetation to 

result from inappropriate closure and rehabilitation. 

At closure the proponent is proposing the following: 

 the appropriate disposal of waste materials and the dismantling and removal of above-

ground infrastructure; 

 The level of the pit lake would eventually stabilise around 370 m AHD after 250 years and act 

as a water sink for groundwater. The pit void would be made safe following the cessation of 

mining by establishing an abandonment bund in accordance with Safety Bund Walls around 

Abandoned Open Mine Pits (DoIR 1997); 

 Approximately 59 million m
3

 of waste rock will be generated during the 10 year mine life. It is 

proposed that waste rock would be deposited in the overburden landform to the north of the 

open cut pits. Approximately 6.6% of the waste is PAF. Any PAF material would be 

encapsulated within the WRD. Site specific geochemical data for the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit 

proposal is not available, but proponent has provided data from the Koolyanobbing mine; 

 Rehabilitation of 450 ha (based on clearing of up to 605 ha) of the impacted areas. The 

proponent has proposed the following performance indicators: 

 ≥ 20% projected foliar cover (existing 20 to 40%); 

 ≥ 20 local provenance native flora species per quadrat; and 

 ≤ 5% weed cover. 

The “haul road and the internal mine-access road will be left in a safe condition for ongoing use by 

the Pastoral Leaseholder” (the proponent). The proposed haul road spans13 ha in the Class A Nature 

Reserve. 

4.2.4 Key Environmental Factors Assessed 

4.2.4.1 Flora and Vegetation.  

EPA Objective: Maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, 

population and community level.  

The proposal would impact flora and vegetation predominantly through clearing. The project will 

result in the clearing of up to 605 ha of native vegetation within the 1052 ha Mt Jackson J1 project 

area. Impacts are summarised in Table 4-4 below. 

Table 4-4: Mt Jackson J1 Project Impacts on flora and vegetation 

Impacted flora and vegetation Extent of impact 

One Priority Ecological Community (PEC) Mount Jackson Range vegetation complex (banded 

ironstone formation) PEC (P1); not significant as in 

general these species and communities are likely to 

occur outside of the project 

8 Priority flora species  Bossiaea sp. Jackson Range (P1): 15% of the species 

impacted regionally 

Spartothamnella sp. Helena & Aurora Range (P3, 

possible DRF): 12% of the species impacted regionally 

(23% cumulatively) 

2 species of conservation interest  52% of the Calytrix sp. Paynes Find impacted within the 

Mt Jackson Range (59% cumulatively) 

23 vegetation communities including 1 

previously unknown vegetation 

54% of the area of Community EeWH1 impacted 

locally (64% cumulatively) 
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community 

4.2.4.2 Fauna 

EPA Objective: Maintain the abundance, species diversity, geographic distribution and productivity 

of terrestrial fauna, including subterranean fauna, at species and ecosystem levels through the 

avoidance or management of adverse impacts and the improvement of knowledge. 

The construction and operation of the Mt Jackson J1 project has the potential to directly impact 

terrestrial fauna during vegetation clearing and through vehicle strikes along the haul road. There is 

also potential for the proposal to indirectly impact fauna through loss of habitat, dust deposition 

vibration and potential increased predation. 

The impact on Malleefowl (Leipoa ocellata): 

 414 ha of nesting habitat and result in a 12% habitat loss on the Mt Jackson Range; and 

 499 ha cumulative impact which is 14 % of the currently estimated 3,504 ha of nesting 

habitat on the Mt Jackson Range. 

Impact on Tree-stem Trapdoor Spider (Aganippe castellum): 

 148 ha of spider habitat (loss of 6% of Mt Jackson habitat); and 

 252 ha cumulative impact or 9.5% of the inferred habitat. 

4.2.4.3 Mine Closure and Rehabilitation 

EPA Objective: Ensure that mining is planned and carried out so to ensure a sustainable mine 

closure outcome is achieved, consistent with mining industry best practice, ensure that final mine pit 

lakes do not cause significant environmental impacts through groundwater pollution or by attracting 

native or introduced fauna and ensure that self-sustaining native vegetation communities are 

returned after mining. 

4.2.5 Summary and Discussion 

Table 4-2 summarises the key aspects of the EPA assessment process and provides Talis’ 

commentary on decision. 

Table 4-5: Key aspects of the EPA assessment process for Cliffs Koolyanobbing Mt Jackson J1 

Project 

Key 

Environmental 

Factor 

EPA Decision Summary Talis Commentary 

Flora and 

Vegetation 

Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective, based on the following: 

 there is likely to be a broader 

distribution of Bossiaea sp. Jackson 

Range than originally thought. 

 3 individual Spartothamnella sp. 

Helena & Aurora Range plants within 

the haul road tenement can be 

avoided reducing the local impacts 

from 12% to 5% and cumulative 

impacts from 23% to 21% 

 Avoidance and successful 

rehabilitation of EeWH1 by creating 

 Over 50% of Calytrix sp. Paynes Find 

and Community EeWH1 impacted 

 It is unclear how successful 

rehabilitation of EeWH1 will be 

achieved (as studies into this are yet 

to be undertaken) 

 Biodiversity Areas are located 

adjacent to active mining areas and 

there is a possibility for indirect 

impacts on the priority flora species 

and vegetation communities. 

 Even though priority flora, vegetation 

communities and PEC are located 
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‘Biodiversity Areas’ are vital 

 monitoring and management of 

direct and indirect impacts to the 

‘Biodiversity Areas’, and 

Spartothamnella sp. individuals and 

EeWH1 populations within the Mt 

Jackson J1 project area (condition 

6) 

 Research into germination and 

propagation of the EeWH1 and 

Calytrix sp. Paynes Find, is required 

(condition 9). 

 Priority flora, vegetation communities 

and Mount Jackson Range PEC are 

likely to occur outside of the project 

and therefore the regional impacts 

are considered to be low. 

 

outside the project footprint, the 

impact within the project footprint to  

individual species and communities 

is significant  

Fauna Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective, based on the following 

(Conditions 7 and 8 regarding the 

monitoring): 

 Malleefowl monitoring continues to 

provide information on cumulative 

and indirect impacts from mine 

activities on the Mt Jackson 

Malleefowl population 

 the loss of potential Tree-stem 

Trapdoor Spider habitat does not 

exceed the proponent’s predicted 

148 ha 

 Tree-stem Trapdoor Spider 

populations adjacent to the mine pit 

are monitored to provide 

information on indirect impacts from 

mine activities and implement 

adaptive management of 

operations to minimise impacts on 

these species. 

 

 12% of nesting habitat of Malleefowl 

to be cleared 

 148 ha of Tree-stem Trapdoor spider 

habitat (loss of 6% of Mt Jackson 

habitat) to be cleared. The 

cumulative impact to the Tree-stem 

Trapdoor Spider including 104 ha of 

clearing for the proponent’s other 

active mines (J2 and J3) is 

estimated to be approximately 9.5% 

of the inferred habitat. 

 Tree-stem Trapdoor Spider 

populations adjacent to the active 

mining area and fauna habitats 

within the Biodiversity Areas are likely 

to be impacted indirectly from the 

mining operations. 

 

Mine closure 

and 

rehabilitation 

Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective, based on the following: 

 The proponent’s decommissioning 

strategy and revised Mt Jackson J1 

Deposit Decommissioning and 

Rehabilitation Plan is not acceptable 

in its current form. A final closure and 

decommissioning plan at least five 

years prior to mine completion is to 

be submitted; 

 More accurate modelling for pit lake 

quality and level; 

 The possible release of AMD into the 

pit void could lead to 

bioaccumulation of toxicants in 

wildlife through the food chain; 

 Minimise the impacts of grazing and 

 It was noted that the Mine Closure 

Plan was not acceptable in its 

current form 

 No site specific data on waste 

characterisation was provided to the 

EPA to support the assessment and 

Koolyanobbing data was used 

instead 

 The potential impacts of the pit lake 

and release of AMD were not 

considered. Noting that 6.6% of the 

waste material is PAF (based on 

Koolyanobbing data), the 

information provided by the 

proponent and the EPA assessment 

are not considered to be adequate.   
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predation resulting from an increase 

in fauna and introduced animals 

attracted to pit lake; 

 All infrastructure located within the 

proposed Class A Reserve should be 

removed post-mining and any 

disturbance rehabilitate; 

 Reduce the spread of weeds by 

identifying areas of weeds during the 

clearing works and keep these areas 

separate from topsoil to be used in 

rehabilitation; and 

 For the overburden landforms, 

similar vegetation cover to natural 

landforms in the area is required, 

where as in other areas, similar 

diversity and species abundance is 

required. 
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4.3 Sirius Nova Nickel 

Table 4-6: Sirius Nova Nickel Project Summary 

  

Location 700km northeast of Perth and 120 km east northeast of Norseman in 

the Shire of Dundas  

Project description Development of an underground mine for nickel and copper in the 

Fraser Range within the Shire of Dundas. The proposed mine is 

located in the Great Western Woodlands and in an area remote 

from human settlements. Product would be transported from the 

mine by truck in closed containers to the Port of Esperance for 

export, by sea. 

The bulk of the tailings will be stored underground (although a TSF will 

still be required to be constructed) and mine dewatering will not be 

required (aside from the first year when it will be stored onsite for use 

in processing). 

Clearing required 1,100 hectares (400 hectares for the mine and 700 hectares for 

access road and borrow pits) 

Impacts on BIF N/A – the project will however involve the clearing of 1,110 of 

vegetation within the Greater Western Woodlands, an area with a 

high biodiversity value and potential concerns in relation to 

rehabilitation 

Key Environmental Factors (a) Flora and Vegetation 

(b) Terrestrial Fauna 

(c) Rehabilitation and Decommissioning 

Level of Assessment Not Assessed – Public Advice Given 

Information Source 
 Environmental Protection Authority (2014b). Notice Under Section 

39A(3) (ref: 14-848947). Nova Nickel Project. 

 Sirius Resources, (2014). EPA Referral. Nova Nickel Project 

Supporting Document. 

4.3.1 Location 

The Nova Nickel project is located approximately 700km northeast of Perth and 120 km east 

northeast of Norseman in the Goldfields-Esperance region of WA. The deposit was identified in 2012 

and a variety of studies have been completed since this time. Exploration infrastructure has 

previously been constructed onsite and consists of the following: 

 Accommodation camp; 

 Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP); 

 Core yard and storage/laydown area; 

 Diesel tank and refuelling facility; 

 Landfill; 

 Power generator sets; 

 Offices and car park; and 

 Access roads. 

The project is located within the subregion of Coolgardie 1 Marabilla of the Coolgardie Interim 

Biogeographical Regionalisation of Australia (IBRA) region. This subregion is a limestone plain over a 

granite basement, with red-brow loams and Aeolian sands. (MBS 2014a). According to MBS, the 

major vegetation is Eucalypt Woodlands over broom bush/grey bush, blue bush and salt bush. The 

climate of the area is semi-arid to arid with annual rainfall approximately 315mm and pan 

evaporation rates above 2,500mm/annum. 
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The site is located approximately 35km north of the Eyre Highway, partially within the Fraser Range 

Pastoral Lease. The nearest permanent town is Norseman some 140km to the west. The locality 

contains Unallocated Crown Land and reserves. 

4.3.2 Project Description  

The Nova Nickel project is an unusual magmatic nickel sulphide deposit which occupies a 

geological structure known as The Eye. The common features of this deposit are the age of the 

rocks, the degree of metamorphism and deformation, the association with a (once) mafic intrusive 

rock, the presence of copper and cobalt in addition to nickel, and the ratios of these metals.  

By-products of the nickel process are copper and cobalt which will provide further benefits to the 

project. The processing plant is rated at a nominal 1.5 Mt/year.  

The underground mine is located in the Great Western Woodlands and in an area remote from 

human settlements. Product would be transported from the mine by truck in closed containers to the 

Port of Esperance for export, by sea.  

The bulk of the tailings will be stored underground (although a TSF will still be required to be 

constructed) and mine dewatering will not be required (aside from the first year when it will be stored 

onsite for use in processing). The operations will require the clearing of approximately 1,100 hectares 

of native vegetation within the Greater Western Woodlands, and area with a high biodiversity value 

and potential concerns in relation to rehabilitation. Clearing will include approximately 400 hectares 

for the mine and 700 hectares for the access road and borrow pits. Vegetation in the area was 

considered to be mostly in very good to excellent condition. Further clearing (~80 hectares) was 

contemplated for the construction of an airstrip and accommodation village in an application to 

the Department of Mines and Petroleum in November 2014. 

The mine life is anticipated to be approximately 12 years (two years of construction and 10 years of 

operation). Tenure was granted for Mining Lease M28/376 on 15 August 2014 and tenure for 

Miscellaneous Leases L28/51 and L28/52 on 6 November 2014. 

The proposal was referred to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) by Sirius and was assigned 

the level of “Not Assessed – Public Advice Given” on 18 August 2014.  

4.3.3 Existing Environment 

The project is located within the subregion of Coolgardie 1 Marabilla of the Coolgardie Interim 

Biogeographical Regionalisation of Australia (IBRA) region. This subregion is a limestone plain over a 

granite basement, with red-brow loams and Aeolian sands. (MBS 2014a). According to MBS, the 

major vegetation is Eucalypt Woodlands over broom bush/grey bush, blue bush and salt bush. The 

climate of the area is semi-arid to arid with annual rainfall approximately 315mm and pan 

evaporation rates above 2,500mm/annum. 

To the east is the Coolgardie 3 Eastern Goldfields Subregion (Cowan 2002). There is little relief which is 

generally comprised of gently undulating plains with low hills and ridges of Archaean greenstones 

and Proterozoic basic granulite. Much of the underlying structures have been eroded into a flat plain 

covered with tertiary soils with periodic bedrock exposure. A major ancient drainage line to the west 

is evidenced by a series of playa lakes. The dominant soil groups are calcareous earths and 

groundwater in the area was over 40m below the surface with a regional easterly flow. Recharge 

occurs as a result of rainfall infiltration or through stream flow. 
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The project sits within the Fraser Range area of the Greater Western Woodlands which are part of the 

Yilgarn Craton geological formation (which includes the BIF ranges). It is approximately 8km to the 

east of the main Fraser Ridge.  

The EPA has provided advice relating to BIF for a considerable period of time and has particularly 

focussed on these issues in the last two Annual Reports.  

The Greater Western Woodlands themselves are also environmentally and culturally significant. The 

Wilderness Society makes the following comments in relation to their value: 

 At 16 million hectares, the Great Western Woodlands (GWW) is the largest intact temperate 

woodland left on Earth. In South Africa, Europe and the Americas, this type of woodland has 

been mostly cleared, fragmented and degraded.  

 It is home to a remarkable richness and diversity of plant life. There are more plant species in 

the GWW than in the whole of Canada. Further, over 20% of Australia’s gumtree species are 

found here. 

 Due to its size and relative health, the GWW is a safe haven for many threatened 

creatures. Animals that have become rare or extinct in other parts of the country, such as 

malleefowl, scarlet-chested parrots, bilbies and numbats, are still found in the Woodlands. 

The values of the Woodlands are such that the current State Government has prepared “A 

Biodiversity and Cultural Conservation Strategy for the Greater Western Woodlands” which establishes 

a vision for the region and provides principles and approaches to guide future management, 

conservation and land management in order to protect their important environmental and cultural 

values. 

4.3.3.1 Geology and Landforms 

There are two deposits that form part of this project, Nova and Bollinger. The site retains up to 35m 

cover of surficial materials ranging from clay to sands. Saprolite clay extends below this and is less 

than 50m depth. The basement geology incorporates meta-sedimentary units intruded by mafic to 

ultramafic gabbro which hosts the primary deposits. Surface outcrop at the project is limited but 

does occur. 

There is a system of palaeochannels that become extensive to the south and southwest of the site 

which can be up to 90m in thickness. 

The Department of Food and Agriculture’s mapping located the project within the Kambalda Zone 

of the Kalgoorlie Province which is characterised by flat to undulating plains with hills, ranges, salt 

lakes and stony plains, on mafic and granitic rocks of the Yilgarn Craton. The main soil types 

comprise calcareous loamy earths and red loamy earths with associated salt lake soils, re-brown 

hardpan, shallow loams and red sandy duplex soils. The project area is almost flat to gently 

undulating with elevations between 290m and 310m AHD. 

4.3.3.2 Flora and Vegetation 

Mattiske completed two Level 2 surveys for the project across M28/376, L69/22, L28/51 and L28/52 

followed by a later survey for vegetation adjacent to the existing fence line track on site. A total of 

433 vascular plant taxa from 53 families and 156 genera were recorded across 45 vegetation 

communities comprising 28 Eucalypt woodland communities, 13 mixed shrubland and scrub 

communities and 4 hummock grassland communities. 

The vegetation was considered to be in very good to excellent condition. 
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Database searches identified no Threatened flora species had the potential to occur in the project 

area and were also not identified during the survey effort. Twelve DPaW Priority species have the 

potential to occur in the project area, and four were identified during the survey. None of these were 

located within the project footprint. 

It was also noted during the survey work that significant areas of the study area had been recently 

burnt with an intense, local fire. 

The project area to be cleared represents approximately than 0.03% of the total area of the Greater 

Western Woodlands area 

4.3.3.3 Fauna 

Based on the work completed by Terrestrial Ecosystems and Rapallo, there are eight broad habitat 

types and one further sub-type in the project area with the dominant habitat being Woodland, 

comprising mixed Eucalyptus woodland over Cratystylis concephala shrubland. There was also some 

variation in denseness and composition of the understorey that could translate to variation in micro-

habitats. 

During survey work completed between 2012 and 2014, a range of species were recorded, 

including 142 vertebrate species (40 reptile, 82 bird and 20 mammal species). Six different bat 

species were identified through their acoustics and an additional two species may also be present. 

There were 29 inactive malleefowl mounds in the area, of which 11 were classed as dormant and 

the remainder as extinct.  

22 species of conservation significance have the potential to occur in the project area, including 10 

within the habitats of the project area, comprising: 

 Malleefowl; 

 Rainbow Bee-eater; 

 Fork-Tailed Swift; 

 Crested Bell Bird; 

 Crested Shrike-Tit; 

 White-browed Babbler;  

 Rufous Fieldwren; 

 Shy Heathwren; 

 Australian Bustard; and 

 Greater Long-eared Bat. 

All species were observed onsite by staff aside from Malleefowl. Site staff have also recorded the 

presence of the South-West Carpet Python onsite and the potential for the Bush Stone Curlew to be 

present onsite should also be considered as it has been seen in adjacent locations by Traditional 

Owners. 

With respect to Short-range Endemic species (SRE’s), Rapallo collected a range of potential SRE taxa 

in 2013 and 2014.Of these, 10 were identified to be potentially SRE species (eight myglomorph 

spiders and two pseudoscorpions). Given that the definitive SRE status of these can only be 

determined if additional specimens are collected, they were classified by Rapallo as ‘Potential SRE – 

Data Deficient’. 

The presence of subterranean fauna was also investigated by the proponent and a desktop review 

determined that the geology and hydrogeology of the project area was suitable to support 

stygofauna. A survey effort of 13 sample locations failed to collect any stygofauna or troglofauna. 
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4.3.4 Key Environmental Factors Assessed 

4.3.4.1 Flora and Vegetation 

EPA Objective: To maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, 

population and community level. 

The total proposed area of ground disturbance is approximately 1,100 ha comprising 400 ha for the 

mine and 700 ha for the access road and associated borrow pits. Based on the work conducted by 

Sirius, it appears that no conservation significant flora species (Declared Rare Flora or priority species) 

occur in the proposal footprint. There are no Threatened Ecological Communities in the area, 

however two Priority Ecological Communities (PECs) are found in the vicinity of the proposal.  

The EPA notes that the proponent has liaised with the Department of Parks and Wildlife in regard to 

the location of the PECs and the proposal footprint has been designed so as to almost entirely avoid 

any clearing of PECs. The EPA concluded that it would be unlikely that there would be significant 

impacts on vegetation and this factor does not require assessment. As such, the EPA suggests that 

the clearing of vegetation can be addressed through a Clearing Permit via the provisions of the 

Environmental Protection Act 1986. This is despite the project being located within the Greater 

Western Woodlands, which are environmentally and culturally significant. 

4.3.4.2 Terrestrial Fauna 

EPA Objective: To maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, 

population and assemblage level. 

As noted above, the project will result in the clearing over approximately 1,100 ha within the Greater 

Western Woodlands.  

Based on the work conducted by Sirius, 22 species of conservation significance have the potential to 

occur in the project area, including 10 within the habitats of the project area. Aside from Malleefowl, 

all species have been observed onsite. The potential presence of South-West Carpet Python and the 

Bush Stone Curlew should also be considered. With respect to SRE’s, ten specimens collected from 

within the project area were classified as ‘Potential SRE – Data Deficient’.  

Based on the above, the EPA suggested it would be unlikely that there would be significant impacts 

on fauna and, as such this factor would not require assessment. As with fauna, the EPA suggested 

that the impacts could be addressed through other mechanisms including the imposition of legally-

binding conditions by the DMP pursuant to the Mining Act 1978 relating to the avoidance of 

disturbance to malleefowl mounds, and for other appropriate management measures such as 

vehicle speed limits to protect malleefowl and other native fauna species which may occur in the 

area. 

4.3.4.3 Rehabilitation and Decommissioning 

EPA Objective: To ensure that premises are decommissioned and rehabilitated in an ecologically 

sustainable manner 

According to the EPA, the proponent has indicated that the majority of tailings will be disposed 

underground. It is not clear how this will occur and what impacts there might be on the 

hydrogeological environment as a result of this proposal. Furthermore, there is still a requirement for 

an above-ground TSF to be constructed.  



 

 

Environmental Impact Assessment Benchmarking  

Comparative Assessment of EIAs of Resources Projects 

Sinosteel Midwest Corporation Pty Ltd 

TE14025-EIA Benchmarking Report.2b Submitted 

Month YYYY 

June 2015 | Page 29  

 
June 2015 | Page 29  

What is pertinent to note is that the documentation suggests that the nature of the tailings requires 

them to be contained and maintained in a saturated condition to avoid potential acidity concerns.  

The proponent has advised that the TSF will be lined and a ‘store and release’ cover will be 

constructed at closure which will be designed to shed water during period of high rainfall. Similar 

construction will be required for the waste rock dumps proposed as part of the proposal.  

Submissions were received in relation to concerns regarding rehabilitation within the GWW and the 

potential risks to surface and groundwater from mine discharges, including the waste rock dumps 

and TSF.  

Notwithstanding this, the EPA determined that the factor in question did not require assessment and 

that all aspects of rehabilitation and decommissioning could be addressed by the DMP. The EPA 

particularly noted that the proponent would be required to prepare a mine closure plan under the 

provisions of the Mining Act 1978 which would ensure that the siting and design of the TSF is 

appropriate (although no commentary was provided in relation to the waste rock dumps). 

4.3.5 Summary and Discussion 

Table 4-7: Key aspects of the EPA assessment process for Sirius Nova Nickel Project 

Key 

Environmental 

Factor 

EPA Decision Summary Talis Commentary 

Flora and 

Vegetation 

 The proponent's flora and vegetation 

surveys determined that no 

conservation significant flora species 

(Declared Rare Flora or priority 

species) occur in the proposal 

footprint.  

 There are no Threatened Ecological 

Communities in the area, however 

two Priority Ecological Communities 

(PECs) are found in the vicinity of the 

proposal.  

 The proponent has liaised with the 

Department of Parks and Wildlife in 

regard to the location of the PECs 

and the proposal footprint has been 

designed so as to almost entirely 

avoid any clearing of PECs.  

 The EPA's view therefore is that 

potential impacts on flora and 

vegetation can be adequately 

evaluated and regulated by the 

Department of Mines and Petroleum 

(DMP) under Part V Division 2 

(Clearing of native vegetation) of the 

Environmental Protection Act 1986. 

 Approximately 1,100ha of good to 

excellent condition vegetation will 

be cleared as part of the proposal. 

 The proposal will also involve 

landform changes in the form of a 

TSF and waste rock dumps (as well 

as the mine and its associated 

infrastructure). 

 The project is located within the 

Greater Western Woodlands which is 

environmentally and culturally 

significant. 

 The current State Government has 

prepared “A Biodiversity and Cultural 

Conservation Strategy for the 

Greater Western Woodlands” which 

establishes a vision for the region 

and provides principles and 

approaches to guide future 

management, conservation and 

land management in order to 

protect their important 

environmental and cultural values. 

 The EPA appears to have given little 

consideration of the State 

Government’s Greater Western 

Woodlands Strategy in considering 

this matter despite the large amount 

of clearing in this area being 

proposed.  

Terrestrial 

Fauna 

 The proponent commissioned 

surveys for the endangered 

 22 species of conservation 

significance have the potential to 
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Malleefowl and their nest mounds. 

Although there are a considerable 

number of old Malleefowl mounds in 

the area, no recent, nesting activity 

was recorded. No evidence of 

Malleefowl was recorded from 

sightings, footprints or other 

evidence.  

 It is clear that Malleefowl were more 

abundant in the past but are 

currently not as evident. 

Nevertheless any disused mounds 

should be avoided wherever 

possible as they provide potential 

breeding sites in the future if the 

population increases after beneficial 

management measures such as fox 

control are instigated.  

 In light of the above the EPA is of the 

view that it is most unlikely that there 

would be significant impacts on this 

species from implementation of the 

proposal, and that, therefore, this 

factor does not require assessment 

by the EPA.  

 Through the approvals process for 

mining proposals under the Mining 

Act 1978, the DMP can impose 

legally-binding requirements for 

avoidance of disturbance to 

Malleefowl mounds, and for other 

appropriate management 

measures such as vehicle speed 

limits to protect Malleefowl and 

other native fauna species which 

may occur in the area.  

occur in the project area, including 

10 within the habitats of the project 

area, comprising:  

o Malleefowl; 

o Rainbow Bee-eater; 

o Fork-Tailed Swift; 

o Crested Bell Bird; 

o Crested Shrike-Tit; 

o White-browed Babbler;  

o Rufous Fieldwren; 

o Shy Heathwren; 

o Australian Bustard; and 

o Greater Long-eared Bat. 

 All species were observed onsite by 

staff aside from Malleefowl. Site staff 

have also recorded the presence of 

the South-West Carpet Python onsite 

and the potential for the Bush Stone 

Curlew to be present onsite should 

also be considered as it has been 

seen in adjacent locations by 

Traditional Owners.  

 With respect to Short-range Endemic 

species (SRE’s), Rapallo collected a 

range of potential SRE taxa in 2013 

and 2014.Of these, 10 were 

identified to be potentially SRE 

species and were classified by 

Rapallo as ‘Potential SRE – Data 

Deficient’.  

 The detail provided by the 

proponent is not conclusive in 

relation to what was likely to be 

present onsite. Additional work to 

quantify the potential impacts of the 

proposal on these species was not 

required by the EPA. 

 As with the consideration of ‘Flora 

and Vegetation’, the EPA has also 

not addressed the issue of clearing 

within the Greater Western 

Woodlands as part of this proposal 

and associated implications for the 

fauna species of the area. 

Rehabilitation 

and Closure 

 The proposal is for an underground 

mine and it is planned to dispose of 

the bulk of tailings underground, 

however there will still be a 

requirement for a surface tailings 

storage facility (TSF). Results of 

geochemical testing commissioned 

by the proponent indicate that 

sulphur-bearing materials associated 

with the deposit are predominantly 

pyrrhotite (as opposed to the more 

reactive pyrite). Results from static 

and kinetic geochemical tests 

 Whilst construction details of the 

various infrastructure that are 

required is deferred to the DMP, it is 

not clear whether the EPA has given 

due consideration to the potential 

changes to the hydrogeological 

regime resulting from the project, 

both in terms of above and below 

ground impacts.  

 The proponent has advised that 

tailings will be required to remain 

saturated to minimise the risk of AMD 

generation. The EPA has not 
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indicate that, provided the tailings 

are kept contained and in a 

saturated condition, the primary 

potential issue for long term tailings 

management is expected to be 

highly saline seepage from use of 

hypersaline process water rather 

than acid and metalliferous 

drainage (AMD).  

 The proponent has advised that the 

TSF will be lined and will have a 

"moisture store and release" cover at 

closure in order to maintain the 

tailings in saturated condition and 

thereby manage the potential for 

tailings oxidation and subsequent 

generation of AMD. The cover will 

also be designed to shed excess 

water in periods of high rainfall. This 

approach to TSF cover design is 

consistent with current best practice 

for facilities of this type. Similar 

covers will be required for rock waste 

dumps which contain material with 

the potential for generating AMD.  

 The proponent has also provided 

results of tests for asbestiform 

materials (which may sometimes be 

associated with nickel deposits). No 

asbestiform materials were 

detected.  

commented on how this will occur 

or the likely implications of such an 

approach with respect to the risks to 

the environment.  

 The proposal will involve landform 

changes in the form of a TSF and 

waste rock dumps (as well as the 

mine and its associated 

infrastructure) within the Greater 

Western Woodlands area.  

 Concerns were raised in relation to 

this and how rehabilitation might be 

undertaken in this sensitive 

environment. The EPA has deferred 

this matter to the DMP’s process for 

consideration/resolution. 
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4.4 Mt Bruce Koodaideri 

Table 4-8: Mt Bruce Koodaideri Project Summary 

  

Location 110 km west-north-west of Newman in the Pilbara region 

Project description The proposal comprise of an open cut iron ore mine and ore 

processing operation with product transported to ports via existing 

rail network. 

Clearing required No more than 12,171 ha native vegetation in the development 

envelope of 65,888 ha. 

Impacts on BIF/other 

environmentally significant 

areas 

7 km from the Fortescue Marsh (nationally and internationally 

important wetland) and 3,096 ha within the Marillana 2015 Area 

that has been proposed for conservation tenure. 32 km from the 

Karijini National Park. 

Key Environmental Factors Terrestrial Fauna, Subterranean Fauna, Flora and Vegetation, 

Hydrological Processes and Inland Waters Environmental Quality, 

Human Health, Rehabilitation and Closure – integrating factor and 

Offsets – integrating factor 

Level of Assessment PER; determined on 30 July 2012. 

Information Source 
 Environmental Protection Authority, (2014). Report and 

Recommendations of the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA 

Report Number: 1533). Koodaideri Iron Ore and Infrastructure 

Project. 

 Rio Tinto, (2014). Public Environmental Review, Response to 

Submissions. Koodaideri Iron Ore Mine and Infrastructure Project. 

4.4.1 Location 

The proposal is located approximately 110 km west-north-west of Newman in the Pilbara region of 

Western Australia (Figure 1). The development envelope for the Koodaideri proposal is located seven 

kilometres from the mapped boundary of the Fortescue Marsh at its nearest point and five kilometres 

from its associated fringing vegetation. The Fortescue Marsh is a nationally and internationally 

important wetland. The proposal is partially located within an area which has been proposed for 

conservation tenure following the partial resumption of Western Australian pastoral leases proposed 

in 2015 (Marillana 2015 Area). 

4.4.2 Project Description  

The proposal involves the development and operation of an iron ore mine. The key components of 

the proposal are: 

 An open cut iron ore mine; 

 Ore processing areas; 

 Waste dumps; 

 Waste fines storage facility;  

 A railway corridor; and 

 An infrastructure corridor. 

Mining is proposed over 30 years and will produce approximately 70 million tonnes of iron ore 

annually. The proposal is located within development envelopes covering 65,888 hectares (ha). The 

proposal comprises elements within three distinct development envelopes (Figure 2): 
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 Mine/Plant Area development envelope: mine pits K75W, K58W and K38W, waste dumps 

and stockpiles, Waste Fines Storage Facility (WFSF) and process related infrastructure. 

Clearing no more than 7,911 ha (including no more than 3,096 ha of the Marillana 2015 

Area) within a 19,188 ha Mine/Plant Area development envelope; 

 Western Rail Corridor development envelope: a 167 km length of railway and associated 

infrastructure such as service roads to enable transportation to ports through connection with 

Rio Tinto’s existing heavy freight railway network. During initial stages only, ore may also be 

hauled by truck to Rio Tinto’s Yandicoogina operation on existing road networks. Clearing no 

more than 4,014 ha within a 34,697 ha Western Rail Corridor development envelope; and 

 Southern Infrastructure Corridor development envelope: links the proposal to Rio Tinto’s 

Yandicoogina operation and contains the potential alignments for power, water, 

communication towers and road infrastructure. Clearing no more than 246 ha within a 

12,003 ha Southern Infrastructure Corridor development envelope. 

4.4.3 Existing Environment 

The project is located in Pilbara region, 32 km from the Karijini National Park and 7 km from the 

Fortescue Marsh, nationally and internationally important wetland. Proposal would lead to a clearing 

of 3,096 ha within the Marillana 2015 Area, an area proposed for conservation tenure. 

4.4.3.1 Geology 

The geological units present in the project area have been documented within a broader study of 

the geology of the Pilbara bioregion (Thorne and Trendall 2001). These units are summarised in Table 

4-9 below.  

Table 4-9: Geological units occurring within the Koodaideri project area (Biota Environmental 

Sciences, 2012) 

Unit Geological Description 

AHd 
WITTENOOM FORMATION: thin-bedded to medium-bedded metadolomite, 

dolomitic pelite, chert, and metamorphosed volcanic sandstone 

AHs 
MOUNT McRAE SHALE and MOUNT SYLVIA FORMATION: pelite, chert, and banded 

iron-formation 

Czc 
Colluvium-partly consolidated quartz and rock fragments in silt/sand matrix; old 

valley-fill deposits 

Czp ROBE PISOLITE: pisolitic limonite deposits developed along river channels 

Czr Hematite-goethite deposits on banded iron formation and adjacent scree deposits 

PLHb BROCKMAN IRON FORMATION: banded iron formation, chert, and pelite 

Qa 
Alluvium-unconsolidated silt, sand, and gravel; in drainage channels and on 

adjacent floodplains 

Qc 
Colluvium-unconsolidated quartz and rock fragments in soil; locally derived soil 

and talus deposits 

Qw 
Alluvium and colluvium-red-brown sandy and clayey soil; on low slopes and 

sheetwash areas 

4.4.3.2 Flora and Vegetation 

Of the identified 758 taxa, Hamersley Lepidium (Lepidium catapycnon) is listed as a Vulnerable 

species under the EPBC Act and is listed as a Declared Rare Flora (DRF) under the WC Act. In 

addition 15 taxa were identified as listed Priority flora species. Of the 15 Priority flora species identified 

during surveys, 11 were located within the development envelope. Four of the 11 would be avoided 
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by the proposed disturbance footprint and impacts to six would be minimal due to their local and 

regional distribution. The exception to this is Sauropus sp. Koodaideri detritals (J. Naaykens and J. 

Hurter JH 11213) (P1). A potential direct impact to nine individuals from the mine pit and 391 

individuals from the potential disturbance area, will lead to a loss of up to 9% of the known 

population of the species. Hamersley Lepidium was only recorded within the Mine/Plant Area 

development envelope. And the proponent has designed the indicative mine layout in the 

development envelope to avoid direct impact to known and recorded populations of Hamersley 

Lepidium. 

The proposal would result in the clearing of 12,171 ha of native vegetation. Of this 11,710 ha has 

been described as ranging from ‘good to excellent’ condition. 

4.4.3.3 Fauna 

Of the 233 vertebrate fauna species recorded during surveys, 12 species of conservation 

significance were identified. Those recorded during the surveys include the following species 10 

protected under the EPBC Act and the WC Act: 

 Pilbara Leaf-nosed Bat (Rhinonicteris aurantius) - Vulnerable under the EPBC Act, and 

Schedule 1 under the WC Act. 

 Northern Quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) - Endangered under the EPBC Act and Schedule 1 

under the WC Act; and 

 Pilbara Olive Python (Liasis olivaceus barroni) - Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and Schedule 

1 under the WC Act. 

Pilbara Leaf-nosed Bat is colonizing the K75W adit/cave system within the Mine/Plant Area 

development envelope. The colony is considered to be regionally significant and is likely to be an 

important contributor to the presence of the species in the central Pilbara, and important for 

maintaining the regional genetic diversity between the eastern and western Pilbara. Mount Bruce 

Mining proposes the following: 

 avoid mining the adit/cave system and considers that a 100 m buffer for the adit/cave 

system and a vibration level of no more than 10 mms
 -1 

peak particle velocity will be 

achievable and not cause a behavioural response in the colony; 

 avoid direct disturbance to 71 ha containing the adit/cave system (Category 5) and the 

‘very high value’ foraging and drinking habitat of the Koodaideri Spring Gorge (Category 4). 

The proponent has committed to a 50 m non-mining buffer from the edge of the gorge 

containing the Koodaideri Spring. Of the 29,814 ha of ‘high’ (Category 3) and ‘moderate’ 

(Category 2) foraging habitat, the proposal will disturb 6,134 ha (86 ha high quality and 

6,048 ha moderate quality) or 21 per cent. 

The Northern Quoll and Pilbara Olive Python inhabit similar rocky habitats with gorges and streams 

containing permanent pools. The proponent has identified 729 ha of potential habitat for both 

species which could provide denning habitat for the quoll. This 729 ha of habitat includes the 

Koodaideri Spring Gorge. Surveys recorded the Pilbara Olive Python at the Koodaideri Spring Gorge. 

The python has not been recorded outside of this area. Most of the Northern Quoll recordings were 

at the Koodaideri Spring Gorge. The proponent is committed to maintaining the 22 ha of Koodaideri 

Spring Gorge, but the proposal will lead to a predicted loss of 166 ha (or 23%) of the potential 

habitat. 
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4.4.4 Key Environmental Factors Assessed 

4.4.4.1 Terrestrial Fauna 

The EPA’s Objective: to maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the 

species, population and assemblage level. 

The proposal will impact fauna through the loss of habitat due to clearing. The proponent proposes 

to clear up to 11,710 ha of ‘good to excellent’ quality native vegetation, which includes habitat for 

conservation significant fauna: 

 12 species of conservation significance were identified 

 3 species protected under the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and the Western Australian Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 

(WC Act): 

o Pilbara Leaf-nosed Bat (Rhinonicteris aurantius); 

o Northern Quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus); and 

o Pilbara Olive Python (Liasis olivaceus barroni). 

The proposal will have the following impact: 

 6,134 ha (86 ha high quality (Category 3) and 6,048 ha moderate quality (Category 2)) or 

21% of the potential habitat of the Pilbara Leaf-nosed Bat; and 

 166 ha (or 23%) of the potential habitat of the Northern Quoll and Pilbara Olive Python. 

To ensure there is sufficient foraging habitat between the adit/cave system and the Koodaideri 

Spring Gorge, the EPA has recommended a Pilbara Leaf- nosed Bat exclusion zone to the north of 

the proposed K58W pit along the edge of the range. 

The EPA’s opinion is that there is a significant residual impact relating to the clearing of up to 6,134 

ha foraging habitat for the Pilbara Leaf-nosed Bat and the clearing of up to 166 ha of known habitat 

for the Northern Quoll (located with the foraging habitat for the Pilbara Leaf-nosed Bat) remains (see 

off-sets). 

4.4.4.2 Subterranean Fauna 

The EPA’s Objective: to maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the 

species, population and assemblage level. 

Of the 15 species found during the trogofauna surveys, nine were found only within the indicative pit 

boundaries. Each of the three pits contained species that were only found in that pit. The taxa 

include schizomid taxa (a number of lineages of Draculoides sp.), and pseudoscorpion taxa 

(Indohya sp and Lagynochthonius sp.). The surveys identified considerable species richness and 

showed that species are likely to be restricted and locally endemic. 

A number of mining exclusion zones adjacent to the proposed mining pits in which surface 

infrastructure could be located. Based on mining exclusion zones proposed by the proponent, the 

EPA has recommended exclusion zones adjacent to the proposed K75W, K58W and K38W pits. 

4.4.4.3 Flora and Vegetation 

The EPA’s Objective: to maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the 

species, population and community level. 
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The proposal will have a direct impact on flora and vegetation through the clearing of 12,171 ha of 

native vegetation across the three development envelopes of the proposal. Of this 11,710 ha has 

been described as ranging from ‘good to excellent’ condition native vegetation that is located 

within the Fortescue and Hamersley IBRA subregions. The proposed development envelope has an 

impact on the following:  

 The 2015 Marillana Pastoral Station Exclusion Area (Marillana 2015 Area) (75,277 ha), of 

which 12,786 ha (17%) is located within the proponent’s Mine/Plant Area development 

envelope and a maximum of 3,096 ha (4%) would be directly impacted by the proposal. 

 Railway corridor intersects about 110ha of the ex-Mount Florence pastoral lease which is 

managed by the Department of Parks and Wildlife for conservation pending formal addition 

to Karijini National Park 

Of the 110 vegetation units mapped and described during surveys, vegetation unit D38 (Koodaideri 

Spring Gorge) is considered to be the most significant. The proponent proposes to avoid clearing of 

unit D38 and impose a 50 m buffer from the edge of the gorge containing the Koodaideri Spring 

and its associated vegetation. 

The proponent has also committed to avoiding all known populations of Hamersley Lepidium within 

the Mine/Plant Area development envelope and has proposed a 50 m no-disturbance buffer 

around recorded individuals. Proposal will impact 6 Priority species within the development envelope 

and result in 9% loss of Sauropus sp. Koodaideri detritals (P1 but potentially qualify listing as DRF). The 

proponent has committed to a 20 m no-disturbance buffer around individuals of S. sp. Koodaideri 

detritals that are not proposed to be cleared within the Mine/Plant Area development envelope 

4.4.4.4 Hydrological Processes and Inland Waters Environmental Quality 

The EPA’s Objective:  

 Hydrological processes - to maintain the hydrological regimes of groundwater and surface 

water so that existing and potential uses, including ecosystem maintenance, are protected. 

 Inland waters environmental quality - to maintain the quality of groundwater and surface 

water, sediment and biota so that the environmental values, both ecological and social, are 

protected. 

The proposal has the potential to impact the Koodaideri Spring Gorge (including Koodaideri Spring 

and associated unnamed creek and pools), through the removal of 40% of the surface water 

catchment. Surveys have shown that the water in the Koodaideri Spring is fresh and of a higher 

quality than freshwater drinking standards. The unnamed creek has high aquatic invertebrate 

species richness relative to most Pilbara creeks. Water in the unnamed creek is groundwater-fed and 

secondly surface water flow. There is also the potential for impacts to water quality from acid and 

metalliferous drainage. 

Modelling undertaken shows that there would be a reduction of peak flow/flood events (95 per cent 

reduction of the East Branch and 42 per cent reduction of the West Branch for the 100-year flood 

event). 

Approximately 90 per cent of the ore body is located above groundwater level. Dewatering of the 

aquifers located within the mine pits is not expected to impact the Fortescue Valley aquifers as they 

are separated by the low permeability units of the Mount McRae Shale and the Mount Sylvia 

Formation. 
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4.4.4.5 Human Health 

The EPA’s Objective: to ensure that human health is not adversely affected. 

An approximate 19 km portion of the proposed Western Rail Corridor development envelope would 

be located within the Wittenoom Asbestos Management Area (WAMA) and the proposal has the 

potential to disturb asbestos contaminated land. 

4.4.4.6 Rehabilitation and Closure – integrating factor 

The EPA’s Objective: to ensure that premises can be closed, decommissioned and rehabilitated in 

an ecologically sustainable manner, consistent with agreed outcomes and land uses, and without 

unacceptable liability to the state. 

Due to the scale of the proposal (clearing of up to 12,171 ha and excavation of mine pits totalling 

over 10 km), the EPA considers that the main impact relating to closure is rehabilitation. There is also 

the potential for long-term water quality impacts from acid and metalliferous drainage (AMD). 

The proposal would also disturb up to 3,096 ha of the Marillana 2015 Area. The proponent will need 

to focus on returning a higher level of ecological function and connection with the surrounding 

landscape within this area. The EPA considers that the Mine Closure Plan should be developed in 

consultation with, and to a standard acceptable to, the Department of Parks and Wildlife which is 

the future land manager of the Marillana 2015 Area. 

The proponent has proposed to backfill the mine pits that will be dewatered (K75W and K38W) with 

waste rock to a level above the pre-mining watertable to prevent the formation of pit lakes. Should 

any sulfidic material be uncovered the proponent would encapsulate the material within in-pit 

dumps.  

The EPA considers that the risk of AMD is low and can be readily managed through the development 

and implementation of a Mine Closure Plan. 

4.4.4.7 Offsets – integrating factor 

The EPA’s Objective: to counterbalance any significant residual environmental impacts or 

uncertainty through the application of offsets. 

The proposal would have the following significant residual impacts from the clearing and direct 

disturbance of up to 11,710 ha of native vegetation in ‘good to excellent’ condition in the Pilbara 

IBRA region, including: 

 The loss of up to 166 ha of potential Northern Quoll habitat; 

 The loss of up to 6,134 ha of foraging habitat for the Pilbara Leaf-nosed Bat; and 

 The loss of up to 9% of the Priority 1 flora species Sauropussp. Koodaideri detritals should the 

Minister for Environment declare it as Rare Flora. 

The EPA has also noted a substantial increase in the number of applications for and amount of 

clearing of native vegetation in the Pilbara IBRA region and cumulative impact to environmental 

values is significant. The potential for the traditional approach of land acquisition and management 

as offsets is limited and the EPA has determined that a possible solution is the establishment of a 

strategic regional conservation initiative for the Pilbara. A contribution to this initiative will be applied 

at the appropriate rate per hectare for all clearing other than the temporary clearing: 
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 $1,500 per ha for the clearing of ‘good to excellent’ condition native vegetation within the 

Fortescue IBRA subregion which includes habitat for conservation significant species; 

 $3,000 per ha for the clearing of native vegetation in ‘good to excellent condition’ within the 

Fortescue IBRA subregion which also has other additional significant environmental values; 

and 

 $750 per ha for the clearing of ‘good to excellent’ condition native vegetation within the 

Hamersley IBRA subregion which includes habitat for conservation significant species. 

4.4.5 Summary and Discussion 

Table 4-10: Key aspects of the EPA assessment process for Mount Bruce Koodaideri Project 

Key 

Environmental 

Factor 

EPA Decision Summary Talis Commentary 

Fauna Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective, based on the following 

(conditions 6, 7, 8, 11 and 13 about 

the management of impacts and 

offsets): 

 The K75W adit/cave system is 

avoided; 

 the minimisation of clearing of bat 

habitat and foraging areas; 

 the avoidance of the Koodaideri 

Spring Gorge; 

 the avoidance of KBH12 and 

associated high quality gorge 

habitat; 

 expert opinion that the Pilbara Leaf-

nosed Bat is likely to change its 

foraging route to avoid dust, noise 

and light impacts; 

 include exclusion zones to retain key 

habitats; 

 design and implement clearing 

protocols, collect data on foraging 

activity and to develop and provide 

triggers and contingency actions if 

required for Pilbara Leaf-nosed Bat; 

 develop a Northern Quoll 

Management Plan; 

 implement Koodaideri Spring 

Adaptive Management Strategy 

 counterbalance the significant 

residual impacts of the loss ‘good to 

excellent’ quality native vegetation 

(11,710 ha), including bat foraging 

habitat and potential habitat for the 

Northern Quoll 

 

 Indirect impacts to Koodaideri Spring 

Gorge are unknown (50 m from the 

mining-impacted area). 

 Results in clearing of up to 6,134 ha 

foraging habitat for the Pilbara Leaf-

nosed Bat and the clearing of up to 

166 ha of known habitat for the 

Northern Quoll. 

 The bat K75W adit/cave system is 

located between the two mine pits - 

disturbance of the foraging routes 

and disturbance of the habitat. 

 Impact on the bats’ ability to 

traverse the distance to the water 

sources. 

 166 ha (or 23%) of the potential 

habitat of the Northern Quoll and 

Pilbara Olive Python to be cleared as 

part of the project 

 

 

Subterranean 

Fauna 

Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective, based on the following 

(Conditions 7): 

 the troglobitic fauna habitat 

assessment indicating that 

 the distribution of individual species 

suggest that species would probably 

be limited to the proposed K75W, 

K58W and K38W pits and their 

adjoining areas of contiguous 

habitat 
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troglofauna habitat exists beyond 

the indicative pit boundaries; 

 exclusion zones to retain troglofauna 

habitat are established. 

Flora and 

Vegetation 

Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective, based on the following 

(conditions 9, 10. 11 and 14): 

 to avoid disturbance to the DRF 

Hamersley Lepidium through the 

proposed 50 m buffer around 

individuals; 

 install a 20 m no-disturbance buffer 

around individuals of Sauropus. sp. 

Koodaideri detritals (that may qualify 

as DRF) that are not proposed to be 

cleared; 

 to minimise clearing within proposed 

conservation reserves; 

 to avoid clearing of vegetation unit 

D38 and a 50 m buffer around the 

Koodaideri Spring Gorge; 

 additional surveys of Sauropus sp. 

Koodaideri detritals to confirm the 

conservation status and require a 

conservation and research plan if 

the species is listed as DRF; 

 no impacts to vegetation unit D38 

(the Koodaideri Spring Gorge) 

 counterbalance the significant 

residual impacts of the loss of up to 

11,710 ha of vegetation in ‘good to 

excellent’ condition (off-set) 

 

 the loss of up to 11,710 ha of 

vegetation in ‘good to excellent’ 

condition 

 4% impact to the 2015 Marillana 

Pastoral Station Exclusion Area 

 clearing of 110ha of the ex-Mount 

Florence pastoral lease; 

 proponent is committed avoiding all 

known populations of Hamersley 

Lepidium, however the indirect 

impacts are unknown; 

 9% loss of Sauropus sp. Koodaideri 

detritals (P1, potentially DRF); 

 Other priority species have not been 

assessed as part of the 

documentation;  

 No information about other 

vegetation communities apart from 

D38, potential for PEC/TEC? 

 50 m buffer to the Koodaideri Spring 

Gorge and D38 is imposed, but 

indirect impacts to Gorge Spring are 

unknown. 

Hydrological 

Processes and 

Inland Waters 

Environmental 

Quality 

Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective, based on the following: 

 The design of the proposal and 

location of project elements to 

minimise hydrological impacts to 

the Koodaideri Spring Gorge; 

 The findings of the proponent’s 

modelling indicating that changes in 

water levels in the Koodaideri Spring 

Gorge due to mining would be 

minimal; 

 The minimal amount of dewatering 

required and the proponent’s 

commitment to avoid dewatering of 

the K58W pit; 

 No AMD; 

 No discharge of surface water 

except in emergencies; 

 Water supply including from 

abstraction is limited to 18 GL/year 

and surface water discharge is not 

permitted; and 

 Implement Koodaideri Spring 

 The removal of 40% of the surface 

water catchment. 

 95 per cent reduction of the East 

Branch and 42 per cent reduction of 

the West Branch for the 100-year 

flood event. and 

 Will require dewatering up to 30 m; 

local drawdown impact and indirect 

impact to Koodaideri Spring Gorge 
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Adaptive Management Plan. 

Human Health Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective, based on the following: 

 The Department of Health (DoH) has 

confirmed that the strategies to 

manage asbestos within the WAMA 

as outlined in two management 

plans (Wittenoom Asbestos 

Management Area Plan and Trace 

Line Clearing Procedure) are 

acceptable 

 The regulation of worker safety and 

health under the Occupational 

Safety and Health Regulations 1996 

 Greater impact to the environment if 

the railway would be aligned 

somewhere else. 

Rehabilitation 

and Closure – 

integrating 

factor 

Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective, based on the following: 

 Backfill mine voids to above the pre-

mining watertable; 

 Results of the waste testing 

indicating that any potential acid 

and metalliferous drainage is readily 

manageable; 

 Proponent develops a mine closure 

plan in consultation with the 

Department of Parks and Wildlife; 

and 

 Counterbalance the significant 

residual impacts of the loss of up to 

11,710 ha of vegetation in ‘good to 

excellent’ condition (off-set). 

 

 Query the general success of 

Rehabilitation in Pilbara; and 

 Disturbance area very large and a 

commitment to return the Marillana 

Area 2015 to a higher level of 

ecological function is potentially 

unachievable. 

Offsets – 

integrating 

factor 

EPA has recommended condition 14 in 

the recommended environmental 

conditions, to address the significant 

residual impacts of the proposal. 

 Offset contributions vary from $750-

$3000/ha – is this appropriate 

considering the total impact?; 

 Higher portion of the contribution 

would be used to improve the future 

viability of the bat populations in the 

Pilbara IBRA region – how much this 

generally costs?; and 

 Note: rehabilitation of a WRD would 

be approximately $20,000/ha. 
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4.5 Golden West Wiluna West 

Table 4-11: Golden West Wiluna West Project Summary 

  

Location 40km west of Wiluna 

Project description The proposal comprise of an open cut iron ore mine, waste rock 

dump and associated infrastructure areas. 

Clearing required No more than 2,600 ha of clearing; John William Doutch (JWD) 

project 64ha. 

Impacts on BIF/other 

environmentally significant 

areas 

0.25% of West Wiluna BIF PEC will be cleared as part of the JWD 

project. 

Key Environmental Factors Flora and Vegetation, Terrestrial Fauna, Subterranean Fauna, 

Rehabilitation and Closure 

Level of Assessment Not assessed; determined on 22 April 2013 

Information Source 
 Golden West Resources Limited, (2010). Revised Mining Proposal. 

John William Doutch Open Pit Joyners Find Deposit Wiluna West 

Iron Ore Project.  

 Environmental Protection Authority, (2013). Notice Under Section 

39A(3) (ref: A583954). Wiluna West Iron Ore Mining Operation. 

4.5.1 Location 

The Wiluna West Project is located 700 kilometres northeast of Perth and 40 km west of Wiluna in the 

north-eastern Goldfields of Western Australia. The John William Doutch (JWD) project is part of the 

Wiluna West Project and is located within the Wiluna West BIF. The Department of Environment and 

Conservation (DEC) has completed a three-year strategic regional flora and vegetation survey of key 

BIF ranges through the Midwest and Goldfields and has described the BIF ridges in the Yilgarn Craton 

as ranges that appear to be refugial habitats with localised species and vegetation communities 

(DEC, 2007). 

4.5.2 Project Description  

The proposal involves the development and operation of the Joyner’s Find (JF) iron ore deposit in the 

JWD project area. The key components of the proposal are: 

 An open cut iron ore mine; 

 A waste dump; 

 Ore storage and crushing areas; 

 Workers camp; and 

 An infrastructure corridor. 

In the future, Golden West proposes to mine seven additional deposits at the Wiluna West Project. 

One of the deposits is located on Unit B north of the JWD area, and the remaining six are located on 

Unit C Ridge. 

4.5.3 Existing Environment 

The project is located within the Murchison Region and is characterised by undulating hills, with 

occasional ranges of low hills and extensive sand plains in the eastern half. The principal soil type is 

shallow earthy loam overlying red-brown hardpan, shallow stony loams on hills and red earthy sands 

on sand plains (Beard, 1990). 
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4.5.3.1 Geology and Landforms 

The Wiluna West project extends 45 km in strike over the Joyners Greenstone Belt, near the northern 

margin of the Yilgarn Craton. The Joyner’s Find Greenstone Belt is a narrow (5 km to 10 km) north-

south striking greenstone belt comprising prominent ridges (in the central and eastern portion) of BIF 

intercalated with mafic and ultramafic schists with minor chert and clastic sediment horizons. 

The Joyners Find Iron mineralisation has the highest grades found in Wiluna West with the lowest 

content of deleterious elements. The majority of the Joyners Find deposit outcrops well as massive 

hematite or BIF and has experienced relatively limited surface weathering which ranges in depth 

from 0 to 20 m 

4.5.3.2 Flora and Vegetation 

Vegetation throughout this area is Mulga woodlands often rich in ephemerals, hummock grasslands, 

saltbush shrublands and Halosarcia shrublands. In total of 29 vegetation communities within the 

Wiluna West project area were identified. These communities reflect underlying geology, landforms 

and soils. Nine of the identified vegetation communities will be impacted by the proposed JWD 

open pit and associated infrastructure. The condition of the all vegetation in the area was classified 

as Pristine to Excellent (Keighery 1994). 

Examination of the DEC (2007) report into the Banded Ironstone Formation Ranges of the Midwest 

and Goldfields confirmed the JWD project area is located with the Wiluna West PEC. The Wiluna West 

BIF are listed as a PEC due to its vegetation complexes. The community is listed as Priority 1 

described by DEC as „ecological communities with apparently few, small occurrences, all or most 

not actively managed for conservation‟. The JWD project area represents a small percentage 

(~0.25%) of PEC area. 

No Threatened Ecological Communities (TEC) listed under the EPBC Act 1999 or by the WA Minister 

for Environment, is located within the project area. 

No Declared Rare Flora (DRF) or plant taxa listed as Threatened pursuant to Schedule 1 of the EPBC 

Act (1999) were located in the Wiluna West area. Seven species of Priority flora were recorded in the 

JWD project area. 

Sida sp. Wiluna (A. Markey and S. Dillon 4126) (P1) species was originally collected on crests, hill 

slopes and steep escarpments of outcropping banded iron formation, in particular B ridge where the 

JWD mine is proposed. Regional Sida surveys and various targeted Priority searches have recorded 

over 2,100 individuals within this JWD area. The JWD area supports large populations ranging from 20 

to 500 or more individuals. Approximately 35 (~1.7%) plants are located within the proposed JWD 

mine disturbance footprint. 

4.5.3.3 Fauna 

The habitats present in the JWD project area are not restricted to the project area and are regionally 

widespread. Based on the results of the fauna surveys, none of the habitats surveyed within the 

project area appear to have any particular conservation significance 

Four fauna species of conservation significance have been recorded at the Wiluna West area: 

Mulgara (Dasycercus cristicauda), Malleefowl (Leipoa ocellata), Australian Bustard (Ardeotis australis) 

and the Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus). 

While it is not anticipated that any active Malleefowl mounds have persisted in the area, a targeted 

Malleefowl survey will be completed prior to clearing. The Mulgara, Australian Bustard and the 
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Peregrine Falcon have been recorded at Wiluna West area; however these species are not 

expected to be impacted by the JWD project. 

As mining will not be conducted below the water table, there will be no anticipated impacts to 

subterranean fauna. 

4.5.4 Key Environmental Factors Assessed 

4.5.4.1 Flora and Vegetation 

The EPA’s Objective: to maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the 

species, population and assemblage level. 

The proposal is located on a PEC. Although there are impacts to the PEC, the impacts are not 

considered so great as to impact the ecological function of the PEC.  In particular, investigations did 

not identify any Declared Rare Flora species or Threatened Ecological Communities (TEC). 

Flora and vegetation can be managed to meet the EPA's objectives. The proposal will be subject to 

a clearing permit under Part V of the EP Act. 

4.5.4.2 Terrestrial Fauna 

The EPA’s Objective: to maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the 

species, population and assemblage level. 

The proposal is likely to directly impact two active Malleefowl mounds. The species and local 

populations are therefore unlikely to be significantly impacted. The proponent is required to obtain a 

permit from the Department of  Environment  and  Conservation under the  Wildlife Conservation Act 

1950  in the event that  an  active Malleefowl mound  is  unable to  be  avoided. 

4.5.4.3 Subterranean Fauna 

The EPA’s Objective: to maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the 

species, population and community level. 

No obligate Trogolofauna were identified. 

No Stygofauna were identified in the BIF ranges. The Stygofauna identified in the paleo-channels 

(potential sites for water supply) are regionally widespread. Surveys and sampling effort are 

considered adequate to support these conclusions and the potential impacts on subterranean 

fauna are not considered significant. 

The EPA notes the earlier hand searches in 2006 identified a juvenile Conothele species of 

Mygalomorph spider and hence it could not be identified to species level. Subsequent surveys in 

2011 did not identify the species and therefore the area of disturbance is unlikely to represent 

specific habitat for this species. 

4.5.4.4 Rehabilitation and Closure  

The EPA’s Objective: to ensure that premises can be closed, decommissioned and rehabilitated in 

an ecologically sustainable manner, consistent with agreed outcomes and land uses, and without 

unacceptable liability to the state. 

The mine closure plan will need to be prepared before mining can commence. Potential AMD 

issues are considered and managed by the DMP.  
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4.5.5 Summary and Discussion 

Table 4-12: Key aspects of the EPA assessment process for Golden West Wiluna West Project 

Key 

Environmental 

Factor 

EPA Decision Summary Talis Commentary 

Flora and 

Vegetation 

Flora and vegetation can be 

managed to meet the EPA's objectives. 

 Clearing will be managed under Part 

V of the EP Act (clearing permit). 

EPA further notes that the EPA does not 

expect to assess all proposals on the 

basis that they are located on BIF. The 

EPA considers proposals on their merit 

and makes its decision about whether 

a proposal is likely to have a significant 

effect on the environment. 

 The JWD project area disturbs a 

small percentage (~0.25%) of 

Wiluna West BIF PEC area; 

 JWD proposal disturbs 35 individual 

plants of Sida (1.7% of the total 

population); 

 Cumulative impact, if all proposed 

project areas would be developed 

(as assessed by the PER); 

 Very limited information provided 

Fauna The proposal is likely to directly impact 

two active Malleefowl mounds. The 

species and local populations are 

therefore unlikely to be significantly 

impacted. 

 Impacts to fauna habitat will be 

managed under Part V of the EP Act 

(clearing permit). 

 Very limited information provided. 

Subterranean 

Fauna 

No Stygofauna were identified in the BIF 

ranges. The Stygofauna identified in the 

paleo-channels (potential sites for 

water supply) are regionally 

widespread. 

 

 Mining to be undertaken mostly 

above the water table. 

 

Rehabilitation 

and Closure – 

integrating 

factor 

Mine closure will be managed via mine 

closure plan submitted by the 

proponent prior to commencement of 

mining. 

 No PAF material is expected to be 

encountered. Mining to be 

undertaken mostly above the water 

table. 
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4.6 FMG Christmas Creek 

Table 4-13: FMG Christmas Creek Project Summary 

  

Location 111km north-east of Newman 

Project description The proposal is comprised of an expansion of the existing open cut 

mine. 

Clearing required Clearing of no more than 7,752ha within a development envelope 

of 33,000ha. 

Impacts on 

Environmentally Sensitive 

Areas or BIFs 

36.7% of Mulga vegetation (increase of 16.1%) 

0.6% Fortescue Marsh Conservation Reserve 

Key Environmental Factors Hydrological Processes, Inland Waters Environmental Quality, Flora 

and Vegetation, Terrestrial Fauna, Subterranean Fauna, 

Rehabilitation and Closure, Offsets  

Level of Assessment PER; determined on 24 November 2013. PER currently under public 

comment period. 

Information Source 
 Environmental Protection Authority, (2014). Environmental Scoping 

Document (Assessment No. 1989). Christmas Creek Iron Ore Mine 

Expansion. 

 Fortescue Metals Group, (2015). Public Environmental Review. 

Christmas Creek Iron Ore Mine Expansion. 

4.6.1 Location 

The proposal is located approximately 111 km north-north-east of the town of Newman. Christmas 

Creek is located north of the Fortescue Marsh, an extensive, internationally recognised wetland. 

4.6.2 Project Description  

The proposal is for the expansion of the existing Christmas Creek mine for the development of an 

open-cut, strip mining iron ore mine, targeting Banded Iron Formation (BIF) material, to produce 

three products; Fortescue Blend, Special Fines and Rocket Fines. The mine life is currently estimated 

at approximately14 years, to 2028, with approximately 889 million tonnes (Mt) of ore being mined, at 

an average rate of 55 Mtpa, incorporating peaks up to 66 Mtpa. 

The expanded mine pit zone covers an area approximately 42 km long, by 8 km wide at its widest  

point, and consists of multiple mine pits which are generally between 1 and 3km in length and 

width, with an average depth of approximately 60 m. 

To support the mine, the following infrastructure is proposed to be developed: 

 Expansion of the ore processing facilities; 

 Additional remote crushing hubs and conveyors; 

 Additional mobile crushing and screening. 

 Expansion of the waste rock storage facilities, growth medium storage areas and tailings 

storage facilities; 

 Additional power lines; 

 Additional roads and borrow pits; 

 Additional surface water management infrastructure including diversion of minor creek flood 

lines, drains and embankments; 
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 Additional water bores, injection borefields, reticulation, transfer, storage and settlement 

ponds, evaporation basins and pipeline infrastructure; 

 Expansion of accommodation facilities and wastewater treatment plants; 

 Additional bulk and satellite fuel storage and dispensing facilities and expansion of existing 

facilities; and; 

 Additional laydown and storage facilities. 

4.6.3 Existing Environment 

The Fortescue Plains subregion comprises mainly alluvial plains and river frontage, with extensive salt 

marsh, Mulga-bunch grass, and short grass communities on alluvial plains in the east and deeply 

incised gorge systems in the west (Kendrick 2001). An extensive calcrete aquifer (originating within an 

ancient drainage valley) feeds numerous permanent springs in the central Fortescue, supporting 

large permanent wetlands with extensive stands of river red gum and cadjeput Melaleuca 

woodlands. A key feature of the Fortescue Plains subregion is the Fortescue Marsh (Kendrick 2001). 

4.6.3.1 Geology and Landforms 

The Proposal area is located in the Hamersley Basin area of the granitoid Pilbara Craton. The east-

west running Fortescue Valley lies between the Chichester and Hamersley ranges. At the base of the 

valley lies the Fortescue Marsh and Chichester Plains. The Proposal is located on the Chichester 

Plains. The Christmas Creek ore deposits are located within the Hamersley Basin, where granitoid 

rocks of the Archaean Pilbara Craton are overlain by sedimentary groups. From the base of the 

formation upwards, the Granitoid rocks of the Pilbara Craton are overlain by the Archaean Fortescue 

Group, which is then overlain by the Archaean-Proterozoic Hamersley Group.  

The Jeerinah Formation at the top of the Fortescue Group marks the base of the main ore body and 

is sub-divided into a number of members, with the Roy Hill Shale being the uppermost. This is overlain 

by the Marra Marnba Formation (chert, BIF and pelite). The weathered or mineralised section of the 

Nammuldi Member of the MMF is the ore that is mined at Christmas Creek. To the south of the mine, 

the Nammuldi Member is overlain by more recent sediments, including tertiary clays and alluvium 

that forms the soils of the Fortescue Marsh. 

4.6.3.2 Vegetation and Flora 

The Proposal area occurs within the Fortescue Botanical District of the Eremaean Botanical Province, 

where the vegetation is typically open, and frequently dominated by Spinifex, Wattles and 

occasional Eucalypts vegetation comprises a mosaic of low Woodland with Mulga in valleys and 

hummock grasslands, low open tree steppe with Snappy Gum (Eucalyptus leucophloia) over 

Limestone Spinifex (Triodia wiseana, and Kanji (Acacia pyrifolia) over Soft Spinifex (Triodia pungens) 

and Limestone Spinifex hummock grasslands, 

A total of 24 broad vegetation types (VTs) and vegetation associations (VAs) and two mosaics 

(combining two existing vegetation types) occur within the Survey Area. 

The Survey Area includes 17 floristic groups which are equivalent to the 14 VTs of the creeks. Plains, 

and slopes, and one floristic group which is equivalent to VA1-VA9 of the samphire flats of Fortescue 

Marsh. The condition of vegetation changes from Excellent to Completely Degraded. 

Three PECs occur within 50km of the proposal: 

 Fortescue Marsh (P1); 

 Stony saline clay plains of the mosquito Land System (P3); and 
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 Fortescue Valley Sand Dunes 

In addition to PECs, Mulga vegetation is also considered ecologically important, having unusually 

high biodiversity and providing important habitat for fauna. The key water-related ecosystem is the 

Fortescue Marsh, vegetation around the edge predominantly consisting of salt-tolerant, succulent 

samphire species. 

No TECs have been recorded within a 50km radius of the Proposal area. 

No DRFs have been recorded within the Proposal area. A total of 14 priority flora (five P1, one P2, six 

P3, two P4) have been recorded within the Study Area. 

4.6.3.3 Terrestrial Fauna 

The Christmas Creek area supports a total of 313 vertebrate fauna species; 43 mammals, 165 birds, 

99 reptiles and 6 amphibians. Based on searches of databases and literature from within 50 km of 

the Survey Area, results from previous surveys and findings of current surveys have Indicated there is a 

potential for 23 species of conservation significant vertebrate fauna to occur within the area, of the 

species with potential to occur, seven have been recorded: 

 Pilbara Olive Python (Vulnerable, Schedule 1) 

 Eastern Great Egret (Migratory, Schedule 1) 

 Rainbow Bee-eater (lvligratoiy, Schedule 3) 

 Peregrine Falcon (Schedule 4) 

 Australian Bustard (Priority 4) 

 Western Star Finch (Priority 4) 

 Northern Short-tailed Mouse (Priority 4) 

Four habitat types occur at Christmas Creek: 

 Drainage Line and Alluvial Plain 

 Marsh 

 Low Hill 

 Stony Plain 

4.6.3.4 Subterranean Fauna 

Stygofauna sampling yielded 2,486 specimens representing 69 species from 13 higher level 

taxonomic groups. This is considered to represent a rich stygofauna community for the Pilbara 

region. Five stygofauna species have only been recorded from the likely impact areas associated 

with the Proposal, Four of these species have only been recorded within the drawdown impact area 

and three are considered to be possibly restricted in range. 

Troglofauna sampling yielded 249 specimens representing 29 species from 13 Orders. This is 

considered to represent a moderately rich troglofauna community for the Pilbara region. Of the 20 

species currently known only from the Survey Area, 12 were restricted to the proposed impact area: 

nine were recorded only within the proposed mine pits and three were recorded only within the area 

of groundwater mounding associated with injection. 

4.6.3.5 Hydrology 

Christmas Creek is located north of the Fortescue Marsh, which lies in the Upper Fortescue River 

catchment, which has an area of approximately 26,000 km
2

. The Fortescue Marsh is an extensive, 
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intermittent wetland, occupying an area of approximately 1,000 km
2

, typically around 100 km long 

by 10 km wide. Following significant rainfall events, runoff from the upper Fortescue River catchment 

drains to the Fortescue Marsh, which can result in flooding of the entire Fortescue Marsh area.  

4.6.3.6 Groundwater 

Regionally, groundwater movement within the Christmas Creek area is driven by rainfall recharge on 

the elevated flanks of the Fortescue Valley and surrounding plateau. Southward flow of the 

topographically driven fresh groundwater ls opposed by the northward pressure gradient associated 

with deeper, density driven saline groundwater. As a result, a saline Interface develops with 

fresh/brackish water overlying saline/hypersaline groundwater. The fresh/brackish water lens is likely 

thickest beneath the transition zone between the Chichester ranges and the Fortescue Marsh Basin. 

Groundwater flow in the Christmas Creek area ls strongly controlled by local scale and regional scale 

stratigraphy and topography and is often enhanced along faults and discontinuities. Large-scale 

groundwater abstraction for the purpose of mining below the water table has occurred at Christmas 

Creek since 2011 ln 2013/2014, Fortescue abstracted 40.3 GL of groundwater and injected 20.4 GL. 

4.6.3.7 Surface water 

Surface water flow processes at Christmas Creek Include channel flow and sheet flow. Existing mine 

pits and waste rock storage facilities affect surface water flows by potentially diverting watercourses 

or sheet flows and capturing rainfall within mining areas, reducing the catchment area for 

downstream flows. 

4.6.3.8 Water Quality 

Surface water runoff entering the Fortescue Marsh is generally of low salinity and turbidity, though 

turbidity increases significantly during large floods. During flooding events, salts deposited from 

previous drying episodes are redissolved and water entering the Fortescue Marsh becomes 

moderately saline As the water evaporates, the salts are further concentrated, become hypersaline 

and deposition occurs leaving traces of surface salts. This process has led to the aquifer below the 

Fortescue Marsh becoming hypersaline. 

The salinity of groundwater within the mining area has increased significantly in close proximity to the 

active dewatering areas due to the horizontal inflow of saline groundwater. 

4.6.4 Key Environmental Factors Assessed 

4.6.4.1 Hydrological Processes 

EPA Objective: Maintain the hydrological regimes of groundwater and surface water so that existing 

and potential, uses, including ecosystem maintenance, are protected. 

Predicted Environmental Outcomes: 

 Mine dewatering may cause an expansion of area of drawdown, potentially affecting any 

groundwater dependent ecosystems that may be present in the drawdown area, 

decreasing surface water residence times in the Fortescue Marsh and yintas.  

 Loss of catchment area having an impact to Fortescue Marsh. 

 Injection of water may cause areas of mounding, including surface expression of injected 

water; potentially affecting any ecosystems sensitive to waterlogging that may be present in 

the mounding area 
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 Mine infrastructure may modify channel flow patterns and cause erosion, shadowing and 

changes to surface flow volumes. 

 Up to 110GL/a will be abstracted for the purpose of dewatering, of which up to 35 GL/a will 

be used for processing and dust suppression with the remainder injected back into the 

aquifer. 

 Drawdown along the fringe of the Fortescue Marsh is predicted to be no more than 2.3 m. 

 With the cessation of dewatering, groundwater level drawdown in the mining area 

decreases from over 35m at the end of mining (2028) to about 5 m after ten years (2038) 

and to about 3 m after 20 years (2043). Approximately 45% of the area affected by 

drawdown ls completely recovered after 50 years. 

 Mounding along the fringe of the Fortescue Marsh is predicted to be no more than 2m. 

Potential impacts of mounding from injection are predicted to be short term and localised. 

No mounding is expected post closure. 

 No impact ls expected ln terms of residence time of surface water in the Fortescue Marsh. 

 Any potential impact to station supply bores will be managed through well modification or 

substitution with an appropriate water source if water supply is affected.  

4.6.4.2 Inland Water Environmental Quality 

EPA Objective: Maintain the quality of groundwater and surface water, sediment and biota so that 

the environmental values, both ecological and social, are protected. 

Predicted Environmental Outcomes: 

 The potential of dewatering activities to oxidise potential acid sulphate soils (ASS) in the 

Fortescue Marsh is not expected, as the level of drawdown ls likely to be within the natural 

fluctuation range of the water table beneath the Fortescue Marsh under most climatic 

scenarios. 

 Small changes in sediment load to receiving areas. 

 No significant impacts are expected in relation to acid and/or rnetalliferous drainage (AMD). 

 Post-development changes in velocity in the 2-year and 100-year ARI events are expected 

to be localised and to not cause significant increases in erosion or changes in water quality 

entering Fortescue Marsh. 

 Impacts from clearing and disturbance are not expected, as management measures will 

be undertaken to limit clearing ln erosion prone areas and rehabilitation will occur 

progressively throughout the Proposal area. 

 All surface flow from potentially contaminated areas will be contained. 

 At closure, major drainage lines will be re-established to resemble their original alignments 

and levels, and rehabilitated. 

 No permanent pit lakes will occur. 

4.6.4.3 Flora and Vegetation 

EPA Objective: Maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, 

population and community level.  

Predicted Environmental Outcomes: 

 Disturbance of approximately 7,821 ha, consisting of 7,752 ha of native vegetation 

(approximately 17,956 ha of total disturbance when combined with existing mine within a 

Development Envelope of 33,000 ha) for the mine expansion and associated infrastructure. 

 No clearing or indirect disturbance will occur to the Fortescue Marsh PEC (P1). 
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 Up to 4,924 ha of Mulga vegetation will be directly affected by the Proposal and up to 439 

ha of sheet flow dependent Mulga will be indirectly affected by altered surface water 

regime; however, Mulga communities are well represented ln the region. 

 No indirect impacts will occur on Mulga vegetation as a result of groundwater drawdown or 

mounding. 

 Up to 355 ha of GDE vegetation (VT01) will be directly affected by the Proposal and up to 1.1 

ha could potentially be indirectly affected by groundwater drawdown; however, VT01 is well 

represented in the region. 

 No direct impacts to samphire vegetation will result from the Proposal, and no indirect 

impacts to samphire vegetation through groundwater drawdown are expected. 

 Clearing for the Proposal and potential indirect impacts to vegetation will not compromise 

any vegetation system by taking it below the “threshold level" of 30% of its pre-clearing 

extent. 

 No change in the DRFs, but number of priority species impacted: 

o Eremophila spongiocarpa (P1): 2% 

o Vigna sp. Central (P2): 1% 

o Rhagodia sp. Hamersley (P3): 11% 

o Eremophila youngii subsp. Lepidota (P4): 2% 

o Goodenia nuda (P4): 15% 

 Rehabilitation will restore some of the vegetation values of the pre-existing landscape. 

 The proposal is not expected to result in a change in status of conservation significance flora 

and is not expected to represent a significant impact to VTs and VAs. 

 Clearing of proposed Fortescue Marsh Conservation Reserve (1,182ha or 0.6% of the 

reserve) 

4.6.4.4 Terrestrial Fauna 

EPA Objective: Maintain the abundance, species diversity, geographic distribution and productivity 

of terrestrial fauna, including subterranean fauna, at species and ecosystem levels through the 

avoidance or management of adverse impacts and the improvement of knowledge. 

Predicted Environmental Outcomes: 

 Approximately 7,752ha of fauna habitat will be directly disturbed by the Proposal with the 

majority of this occurring in the Low Hill habitat type. 

 There will be some direct impact to Stony Plain, Low Hill, Drainage Line and Alluvial Plain 

habitat as a result of clearing, but very little clearing is proposed within the Marsh habitat: 

o Direct disturbance of 14ha of Marsh habitat type (cumulative impact 0.2%) 

o Direct disturbance of 1,117ha of Drainage Line and Alluvial Plain habitat type 

(cumulative impact 29.7%) 

o Direct disturbance of 2,255ha of Low Hill habitat type (cumulative impact 41.2%) 

o Direct disturbance of 4,366ha of Stony Plain habitat type (cumulative impact 36%) 

 Up to 1.1ha of Drainage Line and Alluvial Plain habitat could potentially be indirectly 

impacted as a result of groundwater abstraction and injection activities. This area is located 

outside the southern boundary of the Development Envelope. 

 There will likely be some localised impacts to fauna species due to clearing activities. 

However, the Proposal is not expected to significantly affect regional abundance or range of 

any conservation significant taxa. 

 Significant regional impact to fauna is not expected as all the habitats that occur within the 

Development Envelope also occur extensively outside the Development Envelope. 
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 The Proposal will not conflict with the WC Act, as no fauna species will cease to exist or have 

its conservation status affected as a result of the implementation of the implementation of 

the Proposal. 

 Main conservation significant species impacted: 

o Northern Quoll 

o Night Parrot 

o Australian Painted Snipe 

o Pilbara Olive Python 

o Greater Bilby 

o Pilbara leaf-nosed Bat 

o Eastern Great Egret 

o White-bellied Sea-Eagle 

o Rainbow Bee-eater 

o Wood Sandpiper 

o Common Greenshank 

o Blind Snake 

o Bush Stone Curlew 

o Australian Bustard 

o Western Star Finch 

o Mulgara 

o Northern Short-Tailed Mouse 

o Western Pebble Mouse 

o Ghost Bat 

o Grey Falcon 

 Significant regional impact to SRE species ls not expected to occur as a result of the 

Proposal: 

o Three Priority 2 SRE species may occur in the Fortescue Marsh, but this habitat is 

unlikely to be impacted by the Proposal; and 

o Three potential SRE species recorded within the Development Envelope are likely to 

occur in the wider region, based on the wide distribution of the preferred habitat 

types (Drainage Line and Alluvial Plain). 

 The Proposal is not expected to result ln significant impacts to species listed as Endangered 

or Vulnerable under either the WC Actor EPBC Act (Section 12). 

 Annual surveys will continue to determine the presence/absence of the Night Parrot ln the 

vicinity of the Proposal, potentially adding to the body of knowledge available on this rare 

species. 

 As demonstrated, the Proposal will not result in a change ln the status of fauna of 

conservation significance; will not represent a significant clearing of habitat types; and will 

not significantly affect the regional distribution of fauna species. Geographical distribution, 

productivity, and ecosystems will be maintained through management and mitigation 

measures. 

4.6.4.5 Subterranean Fauna 

EPA Objective: Maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, 

population and assemblage level. 

Predicted Environmental Outcomes: 
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 Four species of stygofauna recorded only within the Proposal drawdown impact area, and 

one species which has been recorded within the Cloudbreak and Proposal drawdown 

areas. The threat to four of the stygofauna species is considered to be low. 

 The threat to the stygofauna species Canthocamptldae sp. B02 ls uncertain because of 

limited information on the biology of the species, however the range of other copepods ln 

the area suggests that this species ls likely to have a range extending beyond the Proposal 

impact area. 

 There were 12 species of troglofauna with restricted distributions recorded within the Proposal 

area. Eight of these are considered likely to extend beyond the impact areas, while the 

remaining four comprise two species that may be exposed to minor habitat loss as a result 

of groundwater mounding, and two other species that will be affected by habitat loss 

resulting from pit excavation. 

 No subterranean fauna species recorded at the approved Cloudbreak or Roy Hill Stage 1 

mine is reliant on the occurrence of species within the proposal footprint to ensure 

conservation of that species. 

4.6.4.6 Rehabilitation and Closure 

EPA Objective: Ensure that mining is planned and carried out so to ensure a sustainable mine 

closure outcome is achieved, consistent with mining industry best practice, ensure that final mine pit 

lakes do not cause significant environmental impacts through groundwater pollution or by attracting 

native or introduced fauna and ensure that self-sustaining native vegetation communities are 

returned after mining. 

Rehabilitation and closure of the mine is proposed to be managed by the DMP (via Mine Closure 

Plan). 

4.6.4.7 Offsets 

EPA Objective: counterbalance any significant residual environmental impacts or uncertainty 

through the application of offsets. 

Christmas Creek is currently implementing a number of offset programs required by existing 

approvals. The proposal has the potential to result in the following significant residual impacts: 

 Direct disturbance of 14ha of Marsh habitat type, which is significant as a 

watercourse/wetland, habitat/potential habitat for Migratory birds and habitat/potential 

habitat for fauna protected under the EPBC Act and/or WC Act. 

 Direct disturbance of 1,118ha of Drainage Line and Alluvial Plain habitat type, which is 

significant as a watercourse/wetland, habitat/potential habitat for Migratory birds and 

habitat/potential habitat for fauna protected under the EPBC Act and/or WC Act. 

 Direct disturbance of 2,255ha of Low Hill habitat type, which is significant as habitat/potential 

habitat for fauna protected under the EPBC Act and/or WC Act. 

New offsets are therefore likely to be implemented around these impacts. 

4.6.5 Summary and Discussion 

Table 4-14: Key aspects of the EPA assessment process for FMG Christmas Creek Project 

Key 

Environmental 

Factor 

Summary of the Proposal Talis Commentary 
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Hydrological 

Processes 

 Main potential impact is the 

reduction of runoff into the Fortescue 

Marsh: 

 Flow is expected to reduce by 

1% of the total flow volume 

(combined impact of mines 

within the area); 

 Approximately 45% of the area 

affected by drawdown ls completely 

recovered after 50 years; and 

 Injection of water causing 

mounding. 

 55% of the area affected by 

drawdown not completely recovered 

after 50 years; and 

 Changes in the flow regimes and 

potential impacts to Fortescue Marsh. 

Inland Waters 

Environmental 

Quality 

 Small changes in sediment load to 

receiving areas; cumulative impact 

low. 

 Given the nature of the hydrological 

impacts, it would be unlikely that only 

small changes would be resultant 

Flora and 

Vegetation 

 Clearing of 7,752 ha of native 

vegetation (17,956 ha of total 

disturbance when combined with 

existing mine within a Development 

Envelope of 33,000 ha); 

 3 PECs, but no clearing of Fortescue 

Marsh PEC; 

 Up to 4,924 ha of Mulga vegetation 

will be directly affected (36.7% 

cumulative impact); 

 No TECs, None of the vegetation 

types will be cleared below 30% of 

the pre-clearing extent; 

 No DRFs, but number of priority flora 

impacted; and 

 Clearing of proposed Fortescue 

Marsh Conservation Reserve 

(1,182ha or 0.6% of the reserve). 

 Direct and cumulative impact of 

clearing is significant; 

 Impacts to individual priority flora 

species significant (ranging from 1-

15%); 

 Clearing of conservation reserve; and 

 BIF mentioned only once, not 

considered significant landform in this 

PER? 

Terrestrial 

Fauna 

 Direct disturbance of 14ha of Marsh 

habitat type (cumulative impact 

0.2%); 

 Direct disturbance of 1,117ha of 

Drainage Line and Alluvial Plain 

habitat type (cumulative impact 

29.7%); 

 Direct disturbance of 2,255ha of Low 

Hill habitat type (cumulative impact 

41.2%); and 

 Direct disturbance of 4,366ha of 

Stony Plain habitat type (cumulative 

impact 36%). 

 Significant direct and cumulative 

impact on habitats of conservation 

significant species. 

Subterranean 

Fauna 

 12 species of troglofauna with 

restricted distributions recorded 

within the Proposal area: two species 

that may be exposed to minor 

habitat loss as a result of 

groundwater mounding, and two 

other species that will be affected 

by habitat loss resulting from pit 

excavation. 

 Cumulative impacts unknown. 

Rehabilitation 
 Will be managed via Mine Closure 

Plan. 

 No AMD expected, pits will be 

backfilled above groundwater level. 
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and Mine 

Closure 

Offsets 
 Offset programs likely to be 

implemented to offset loss of habitat 

of conservation significant species. 

 Offset rates varying depending on the 

vegetation condition; and 

 Other types of offsets, such as 

contributions to rehabilitation and 

research programs. 
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4.7 Chevron Gorgon Laydown and Operational Extension 

Table 4-15: Chevron Gorgon Laydown and Operational Extension Project Summary 

  

Location Barrow Island 

Project description The proposal is comprised of an additional construction laydown 

and operations support area 

Clearing required Additional clearing of 32ha of land within a 36ha development 

envelope. 

Impacts on 

Environmentally Sensitive 

Areas 

0.1% of the total area of Class A Nature Reserve (Barrow Island) 

(32,000 ha) 

Key Environmental Factors Flora and Vegetation, Terrestrial Fauna, Subterranean Fauna, Offsets 

(Integrating factor) 

Level of Assessment API-A; determined on 24 January 2013 

Information Source 
 Environmental Protection Authority, (2014e). Report and 

Recommendations of the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA 

Report Number: 1499). Gorgon Gas Development – Additional 

Construction Laydown and Operations Support Area. 

 Chevron, (2014). Gorgon Gas Development Fourth Train 

Expansion Proposal PER. 

4.7.1 Location 

Barrow Island is a Class A Nature Reserve vested in the Conservation Commission of Western Australia 

(Conservation Commission). The Department of Parks and Wildlife (DPaW) manages the Nature 

Reserve on behalf of the Conservation Commission. 

4.7.2 Project Description  

The proposal involves the clearing of up to 32 ha of vegetation within the 36 ha development 

envelope and cut and fill of the cleared area to provide a level surface. The key components of the 

proposal are: 

 an additional construction laydown;  and  

 operations support area. 

The use of land on Barrow Island for gas processing is provided for in the Barrow Island Act 2003 for 

up to 300 ha of uncleared land. This proposal will require an amendment to the Barrow Island Act 

2003 for the additional clearing of uncleared land from 300 ha up to 332 ha (1% of the Nature 

Reserve). 

4.7.3 Existing Environment 

4.7.3.1 Vegetation and Flora 

The surveys have identified 226 plant taxa from 131 genera and 68 families on Barrow Island. All 

plant taxa are found on the mainland except for Cucumis sp. Barrow Island and Amaranthus sp. 

Barrow Island. No Declared Rare Flora (DRF) have been recorded on Barrow Island. Three species of 

Priority Flora have been recorded. These are Helichrysum oligochaetum (P1), Cucumis sp. Barrow 

Island (P2) and Corchorus congener (P3). Of these C. congener was recorded in the development 
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envelope during the 2013 survey. C. congener is considered abundant and widespread across 

Barrow Island. 

There are 40 species of flora considered as being ‘locally significant’ on Barrow Island due to 

restricted distribution or vulnerability to disturbance. Two of the 40 species were found in the 

development envelope; Hakea lorea subsp. lorea and Melaleuca cardiophylla. However, previous 

surveys have found that both species are relatively widespread across the Island, with the 

disturbance for this proposal representing less than 1% and 1.6% of the mapped distribution of M. 

cardiophylla and Hakea lorea subsp. lorea, respectively. 

No Threatened Ecological Communities listed under State or Commonwealth legislation occur on 

Barrow Island. There are two Priority Ecological Communities (PECs) listed by the DPaW for Barrow 

Island. Neither of these occurs within the development envelope. 

4.7.3.2 Terrestrial Fauna 

The terrestrial fauna of Barrow Island is well understood, partly as result of surveys and investigations 

carried out by the proponent to inform previous EPA assessments of the Gorgon Gas Development. 

The classification of Barrow Island as a Class A Nature Reserve reflects the importance of the Island 

as habitat for fauna species away from the threatening processes present on the mainland (EPA, 

2009a). Thirteen species of mammals have been recorded as resident on Barrow Island. Six of these 

are protected under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 and four of the six species are likely to occur 

in or near the development envelope: 

 Barrow Island Euro (Petrogale lateralis lateralis) (number of individuals within the development 

envelope is 2); 

 Spectacled Hare-wallaby (Lagorchestes conspicillatus conspicillatus) (number of individuals 

within the development envelope is 8); 

 Barrow Island Golden Bandicoot (Isoodon auratus barrowensis) (number of individuals within 

the development envelope is 47-72);  

 Boodie (Bettongia lesueur) (number of individuals within the development envelope is 0); and 

 White-winged Fairy-wren (Malurus leucopterus Edouardi) (number of individuals within the 

development envelope is 25). 

4.7.3.3 Subterranean Fauna 

The subterranean fauna community of Barrow Island is seen as being unique and of high 

conservation value resulting in its listing as a Priority 1 PEC by the DPaW. As for flora and vegetation 

and terrestrial fauna, the subterranean fauna of Barrow Island is relatively well-understood as a result 

of previous studies. 

A total of 63 stygofauna species and 19 troglofauna species have been found on Barrow Island. Ten 

of these species are listed as Schedule 1 species under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. 

Stygofauna on Barrow Island are dominated by crustacean taxa, whilst arachnids dominate the 

troglofauna species. Three Schedule 1 species are considered likely to be found within the 

development envelope. They are: 

 Blind Gudgeon (Milyeringa justitia); 

 The troglobitic schizomid Draculoides bramstokeri; and 

 The troglobitic millipede Speleostrophus nesiotes. 
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4.7.4 Key Environmental Factors Assessed 

4.7.4.1 Flora and Vegetation.  

EPA Objective: Maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, 

population and community level.  

As result of the Gorgon Additional Land Project the total clearing of the Island associated with the 

Gorgon Gas Development will increase from 1.3% to 1.4% of the Island. When combined with 

historical disturbance associated with the existing oilfield the cumulative area disturbed would 

increase from 6.5% to 6.6% of the Island. The measures taken in site selection to avoid conservation 

significant flora and vegetation and to avoid the creekline to the west of the development envelope 

that is a potential PEC. It is also noted that the species of conservation significant flora recorded in 

the development envelope are widespread across the Island. 

4.7.4.2 Terrestrial Fauna 

EPA Objective: Maintain the abundance, species diversity, geographic distribution and productivity 

of terrestrial fauna, including subterranean fauna, at species and ecosystem levels through the 

avoidance or management of adverse impacts and the improvement of knowledge. 

There will be an unavoidable loss of a small proportion of widely distributed fauna habitat and 

displacement and potential loss of low numbers of fauna, including species of conservation 

significance, as a result of the proposal. However, the number lost will be reduced by an active 

trapping and translocation program prior to ground disturbance. The habitats considered significant 

on Barrow Island are Boodie warrens, raptor nests and termite mounds. There are no Boodie warrens 

or raptor nests within the development envelope. The location of termite mounds across Barrow 

Island have been mapped. It is predicted that the Gorgon Additional Lands Project will impact on 

130 mounds equivalent to less than 2% of the 7,000 mounds mapped in the vicinity of the Gorgon 

Gas Development 

The implementation of the proposal will result in a significant residual impact of permanent 

disturbance of up to 32 ha of Class A Nature Reserve including habitat for specially protected fauna 

under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. Consistent with EPA Position Statement No. 9 Environmental 

Offsets, an offset was therefore required by the EPA (EPA Report 1499). 

4.7.4.3 Subterranean Fauna 

EPA Objective: Maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, 

population and assemblage level. 

The proposal may result in impacts to individuals of subterranean fauna species that have broader 

distributions on Barrow Island.  

The proposal may impact on three species listed under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. The EPA 

notes that these species have been found to have a wider distribution across Barrow Island. 

4.7.4.4 Offsets 

EPA Objective: counterbalance any significant residual environmental impacts or uncertainty 

through the application of offsets. 
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The implementation of the proposal will result in a significant residual impact of permanent 

disturbance of up to 32 ha of Class A Nature Reserve including habitat for specially protected fauna 

under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. 

An appropriate and relevant offset for this expansion would involve extending the current fauna 

translocation program required by the original project under Ministerial Statement 800. The 

commitment involves: 

Threatened Species Translocation and Reintroduction Program – a 12-year Threatened Species 

Translocation and Reintroduction Program for selected species from Barrow Island to other Pilbara 

islands at a cost of $10 million. The program will include the initial translocation actions, plus ongoing 

island management and will target three threatened species – Spectacled Hare-wallaby, Golden 

Bandicoot and Black and White Fairy-wren. All these species have been lost from other Pilbara 

islands through environmental threats such as feral animals and weeds. EPA has recommended the 

following: 

The proponent will provide an additional contribution by extending the program by two years; and  

If it can be demonstrated that rehabilitation has substantially commenced, the CEO may approve a 

reduction in the contribution required under Condition 1-1. 

4.7.5 Summary and Discussion 

Table 4-16: Key aspects of the EPA assessment process for Chevron Gorgon Project 

Key 

Environmental 

Factor 

EPA Decision Summary Talis Commentary 

Flora and 

Vegetation 

Can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective provided that the 

implementation conditions set out in 

Ministerial Statement 800 are applied 

to the revised proposal 

 Increases cleared land from 1.3% to 

1.4% (cumulative impact 6.5% to 

6.6% of the Island). 

Terrestrial 

Fauna 

The EPA considers that the proposal 

can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective for Terrestrial Fauna provided 

that: 

 The implementation conditions set 

out in Ministerial Statement 800 are 

applied to the revised proposal; and 

 A condition is imposed to 

counterbalance the significant 

residual impact of permanent 

disturbance of up to 32 ha of Class 

A Nature Reserve including habitat 

for specially protected fauna under 

the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. 

 Disturbance of 32ha of habitat and 

impact on individual species relatively 

small. 

Subterranean 

Fauna 

The EPA considers that the proposal 

can be managed to meet the EPA’s 

objective for Subterranean Fauna, 

provided that the implementation 

conditions set out in Ministerial 

Statement 800 are applied to the 

revised proposal. 

 Impacts only individual species. 

Offsets EPA has recommended to condition 

the implementation of the following 

 This suggests significant residual and 

long-term impacts associated with the 
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additional contribution: 

 The additional contribution, will 

accord with the current funding 

contributions provided for in the 

Program, but will extend it for a 

further two years. 

proposal  
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4.8 Mount Gibson Iron Hill 

Table 4-17: Mount Gibson Iron Hill Project Summary 

  

Location 270km east-south-east of the City of Geraldton 

Project description The proposal comprise of an open cut iron ore mine, waste rock 

dump and supporting infrastructure. Extension to the existing mining 

operations. 

Clearing required No more than 75ha of clearing. 

Impacts on BIF/other 

environmentally significant 

areas 

Increases the disturbance of Mount Gibson Range BIF from 933ha 

(34%) to 1,005ha (37%). 

Key Environmental Factors Flora and Vegetation, Fauna, Rehabilitation and Closure 

Level of Assessment PER originally; extension approved under Section 45c (MS 753) 

Information Source 
 Mount Gibson Mining Limited, (2014). Extension Hill Hematite 

Project – Addendum to Mining Proposal. Registration ID: 36990. 

 Environmental Protection Authority, (2006). Report and 

Recommendations of the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA 

Bulletin 1242). Mt Gibson Iron Ore Mine and Infrastructure Project. 

4.8.1 Location 

The Iron Hill deposit is proposed for mine development of the Iron Hill Deposit, located within the Mt 

Gibson Ranges in the Shire of Yalgoo, approximately 270km east-south-east of the City of Geraldton 

in Western Australia. Extension Hill and Extension Hill North are part of a ridge of banded ironstone 

formations within the Mt Gibson Ranges. 

4.8.2 Project Description  

The proposal involves the development and operation of an iron ore mine extension. The key 

components of the proposal are: 

 Mine Pit for the excavation of the mineral resource; 

 Waste Rock Landform for the disposal of waste rock excavated from the Mine Pit; and 

 Support Infrastructure including rehabilitation stockpiles (vegetation, topsoil and subsoil for 

post-mining rehabilitation), internal mine roads, water storage dams, administration facilities, 

fuel storage, and workshop and maintenance facilities. 

The Proposal, as a satellite to the existing mining infrastructure, will continue the existing Mt Gibson 

Ranges iron ore mine and infrastructure operations, as originally approved under the Ministerial 

Statement 753. 

4.8.3 Existing Environment 

The mine site is located within the IBRA Avon Wheatbelt bioregion. 

4.8.3.1 Geology and Landforms 

Extension Hill and Extension Hill North are part of a ridge of BIFs within the Mt Gibson ranges. The BIF 

contains hematite, and the underlying magnetite. 
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4.8.3.2 Flora and Vegetation 

Flora surveys undertaken in the area of the Mt Gibson Ranges have identified the following 

conservation significant flora taxa declared as either “Rare Flora” under the Wildlife Conservation Act 

1950 (WA) (WA Minister for Environment 2013a) or classified by DPaW as “priority” (DPaW 2013a): 

 Darwinia masonii (Rare Flora); 

 Eucalyptus synandra (Rare Flora); 

 Lepidosperma gibsonii (Rare Flora); 

 Acacia cerastes (P1); 

 Allocasuarina tessellata (P1); 

 Chamelaucium sp. Yalgoo (P1); 

 Grevillea scabrida (P3); 

 Micromyrtus trudgenii (P3); 

 Podotheca uniseta (P3); and 

 Persoonia pentasticha (P3). 

Of the above conservation significant flora taxa, the Proposal coincides with records of: 

 Darwinia masonii (Rare Flora); and 

 Lepidosperma gibsonii (Rare Flora). 

4.8.3.3 Fauna 

Fauna surveys undertaken in the area of the Mt Gibson Ranges have identified the following 

conservation significant fauna taxa declared as either “Specially Protected Fauna” under the Wildlife 

Conservation Act 1950 (WA) (WA Minister for Environment 2013b) or classified by DPaW as “priority” 

(DPaW 2013b): 

 Idiosoma nigrum (Specially Protected Fauna); 

 Leipoa ocellata (Specially Protected Fauna); 

 Cacatua leadbeateri (Specially Protected Fauna); 

 Egernia stokesii (Specially Protected Fauna); 

 Falco peregrinus (Specially Protected Fauna); 

 Aganippe castellum (P4); 

 Hylacola cauta whitlock (P4); 

 Oreoica gutturalis gutturalis (P4); and 

 Pomatostomus supercilious ashbyi (P4). 

Of the above conservation significant fauna taxa, the Proposal coincides with records of: 

 Idiosoma nigrum (Specially Protected Fauna); 

 Leipoa ocellata (Specially Protected Fauna); 

 Cacatua leadbeateri (Specially Protected Fauna); and 

 Falco peregrinus (Specially Protected Fauna). 

4.8.4 Key Environmental Factors Assessed 

4.8.4.1 Flora and Vegetation 

The EPA’s Objective: to maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the 

species, population and assemblage level. 
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The 75ha area of the Proposal contains 70ha of native vegetation, comprising four vegetation units 

that will require clearing to enable its implementation. The remaining 5ha has previously been 

cleared by historical and recent mineral exploration approved under the Mining Act 1978 (WA). The 

Proposal would extend the clearing of native vegetation by the Mt Gibson Ranges mining operations 

from 1,330ha to 1,405ha, representing a 6% increase in the total area of clearing. 

The proposal does not coincide with any TEC listed under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). The Proposal coincides with 72ha of the DPaW-classified PEC for 

the “Mount Gibson Range vegetation complexes (banded ironstone formation)”. The DPaW-classified 

PEC covers a total land area of 2,732ha, of which 933ha (34%) coincides with the area of the 

approved Mt Gibson Ranges mining operations. The Proposal would increase the land area that 

coincides with the DPaW-classified PEC by 72ha from 933ha (34%) to 1,005ha (37%). 

Darwinia masonii is listed as Declared Rare Flora (DRF) under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 and 

Vulnerable under the EPBC Act. D. masonii has a very restricted distribution being confined to the 

crests and ridges of the Mt Gibson ranges. 

The vegetation clearing for the mine footprint originally impacted upon 15% of the known 

population of D. masonii, reducing the population from approximately 16,038 to 13,545 plants. The 

extension projects may affect up to 1,262 individual plants. The reduced abundance and 

distribution related to development of the Proposals would equate to a cumulative reduction 

estimated at 22% of the total recorded population, noting that Statement 753 approves the clearing 

of 15% of the total recorded Darwinia masonii population. 

Lepidosperma gibsonii is a sedge that has been recorded only from the area of the Mt Gibson 

Ranges and the surrounding plains. Recent surveys have increased the recorded population of 

Lepidosperma gibsonii, from the previously recorded 17,615 individuals (as outlined in EPA 2006a) to 

approximately 60,000 individuals (DPaW 2014a). Lepidosperma gibsonii has been assessed by DPaW 

as meeting the threat category of “Vulnerable” using the IUCN criteria. Currently, it is estimated that 

the effect of the Proposal, along with the approved Mt Gibson Ranges mining operations, would 

reduce the plant’s abundance by an amount from 9,029 individuals (15% of the total population 

records) to 9,892 individuals (16% of the total population records). The Proposal will reduce the 

abundance of Lepidosperma gibsonii by approximately 1% of the total population records 

Vegetation clearing for the mine footprint would impact upon the recently discovered 

Lepidosperma sp. Mt Gibson. 

4.8.4.2 Fauna 

The EPA’s Objective: to maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the 

species, population and assemblage level. 

The Proposal is expected to impact a limited number of Idiosoma nigrum. The Proposal coincides 

with sixteen records of active Idiosoma nigrum burrows (i.e. 16 burrows each containing a live 

individual). A total of 86 active burrows of Idiosoma nigrum have been recorded at the Mt Gibson 

Ranges. The Proposal can be expected to increase the cumulative impact to Idiosoma nigrum, 

however, the extent of impact from the existing and approved Mt Gibson Ranges mining operations 

was not previously quantified. 

The Proposal coincides with two records of the Specially Protected Fauna taxon Cacatua 

leadbeateri (Major Mitchell’s Cockatoo, a bird). A total of 27 records of Cacatua leadbeateri have 

been recorded at the Mt Gibson Ranges and the surrounding plains, with most records being from 

the plains to the east of the Mt Gibson Ranges. The Proposal is not expected to impact any live 
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individuals of Cacatua leadbeateri. The Proposal would clear certain vegetation that may be 

potentially suitable for foraging and nesting habitat for Cacatua leadbeateri, with the 70ha 

proposed for clearing to increase the maximum permissible clearing for the Mt Gibson Ranges 

mining operations by approximately 6% to 1,405ha. 

The Proposal coincides with one record of the Specially Protected Fauna taxon Falco peregrinus 

(Peregrine Falcon, a bird). A total of four records of Falco peregrinus have been recorded at the Mt 

Gibson Ranges, of which one record coincides with the area of the Proposal (a visitor in the area). 

The Proposal coincides with two inactive nest mounds of the Specially Protected Fauna taxon Leipoa 

ocellata (Malleefowl). The Proposal does not coincide with any record of active Leipoa ocellata nest 

mounds. A total of 319 Leipoa ocellata nest mounds have been recorded at the Mt Gibson Ranges 

and the surrounding plains. As there are no known active nest mounds, the Proposal is not expected 

to affect any live individuals of Leipoa ocellata. 

4.8.4.3 Rehabilitation and Closure  

The EPA’s Objective: to ensure that premises can be closed, decommissioned and rehabilitated in 

an ecologically sustainable manner, consistent with agreed outcomes and land uses, and without 

unacceptable liability to the state. 

The mine closure plan will need to be prepared before mining can commence. Potential AMD 

issues are considered and managed by the DMP.  

4.8.5 Summary and Discussion 

Table 4-18: Key aspects of the EPA assessment process for Mount Gibson Iron Hill Project 

Key 

Environmental 

Factor 

EPA Decision Summary Talis Commentary 

Flora and 

Vegetation 

Flora and vegetation can be 

managed to meet the EPA's objectives: 

 Prior to the commencement of 

ground-disturbing activities for the 

mine site, the proponent shall 

prepare a Darwinia masonii and 

Lepidosperma sp. Mt Gibson 

Research Plan; 

 Prior to the commencement of 

ground-disturbing activities for the 

mine site, the proponent shall 

prepare an Interim Recovery Plan for 

Darwinia masonii and Lepidosperma 

sp. Mt Gibson; 

 Within four years following the 

commencement of ground-

disturbing activities for the mine site, 

the proponent shall prepare a 

Recovery Plan for Darwinia masonii 

and Lepidosperma sp. Mt Gibson; 

and 

 Prior to the commencement of 

ground-disturbing activities, the 

proponent shall prepare a 

Significant Flora Species and 

 Increase on the Impact on Mount 

Gibson PEC by 72ha from 933ha 

(34%) to 1,005ha (37%); 

 Impacts on 1,262 individual plants 

of Darwinia masonii (22% of the 

total recorded population); 

 Statement 753 approves the 

clearing of 15% of the total 

recorded Darwinia masonii 

population; and 

 Impacts on 863 individual species 

of Lepidosperma gibsonii (1% 

increase and 16% of the total 

population records). 
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Communities Management Plan. 

Fauna Fauna can be managed to meet the 

EPA's objectives: 

 Prior to the commencement of 

ground-disturbing activities, the 

proponent shall prepare, in 

consultation with the Department of 

Environment and Conservation, a 

Malleefowl Conservation Plan; and 

 Prior to the commencement of 

ground-disturbing activities for the 

mine site, the proponent shall 

prepare in consultation with the 

Department of Environment and 

Conservation, a Mine Site Fauna 

Management Plan. 

 Impact on Idiosoma nigrum and 

other specially protected fauna 

species; and 

 Indirect impact via clearing of 

potentially habitat and foraging 

trees. 

Rehabilitation 

and Closure 

Mine closure will be managed via mine 

closure plans submitted by the 

proponent as follows: 

 Prior to ground-disturbing activities, 

the proponent shall prepare a 

Preliminary Closure Plan; and 

 At least two years prior to the 

anticipated date of closure, or at a 

time agreed with the EPA, the 

proponent shall prepare a Final 

Closure Plan. 

 Mining of the Extension Hill is above 

the groundwater table, so no pit 

lake will be formed as a result of 

mining. 

Not assessed 

as part of the 

extension 

project 

The proponent shall implement the 

offset package detailed in the EPA 

decision. 

 Offsets for Darwinia masonii may 

include: 

 Continued financial contribution 

to DPaW to assist with the 

implementation of the Darwinia 

masonii Interim Recovery Plan 

and thereafter the Darwinia 

masonii Recovery Plan 

 This suggests significant residual 

and long-term impacts associated 

with the proposal 

 



 

 

Environmental Impact Assessment Benchmarking  

Comparative Assessment of EIAs of Resources Projects 

Sinosteel Midwest Corporation Pty Ltd 

TE14025-EIA Benchmarking Report.2b Submitted 

Month YYYY 

June 2015 | Page 65  

 
June 2015 | Page 65  

5 Discussion 

In undertaking this work, it is important to recognise that it was not the intention of the review process 

to criticise the EPA administrative process nor the outcome of the assessments. Rather, the purpose 

of this report is to review the issues that the EPA took into consideration within their process and 

provide a comparison of these with the SMC MEE project. 

It is clear that there are a variety of projects with a large range of environmental considerations that 

form part of the projects and the EIA process that has been undertaken. All projects could be 

considered to be contemporary with respect to the assessment process with the oldest assessment 

being conducted in 2010 (Koolyanobbing) and the most recent being the Iron Hill Deposit project 

from December 2014. It would therefore be expected perhaps that some commonalities within the 

assessments could be identified or that there would be similarities in terms of the final 

determinations.  

Whilst this could perhaps be argued in some ways, it is worth pointing out that there are numerous 

discrepancies in the EPA’s consideration that warrant further attention. 

For example, the issue of development within areas of BIF arises through a number of projects, but 

how this is considered varies considerably, particularly in light of the EPA’s original views pertaining to 

SMC’s MEE project. The Jackson 4 project, Mt Jackson J1 deposit, Christmas Creek and Iron Hill 

projects all involve significant impacts to BIF and yet were all allowed to be considered through an 

assessment process by the EPA. It is worth noting in this regard, the potential impacts from each of 

these. Of particular interest is FMG’s Christmas Creek project which incorporates mining within areas 

of BIF that are not yet well-understood, but such impacts were not considered within the EPA’s overall 

consideration of the project.  

Notably in this regard, significant clearing was proposed in an area noted by the EPA to be of high 

conservation significance with significant impacts to mulga vegetation and the hydrological regime 

of a large area of land in the Fortescue Marsh. The documentation suggests that 36% of mulga 

vegetation within the project area would be cleared with significant drawdown depths (~2m) 

expected within the fringe of the Fortescue Marsh. The work goes on to note that only about 45% of 

this area will recover within 50 years. It is worth reiterating that over 18,000 ha of clearing within a 

sensitive environment was proposed as part of the Christmas Creek project. This project received a 

PER level of assessment which needs to be considered in terms of the EPA’s findings with respect to 

the SMC MEE project. By way of comparison, the MEE project will involve less than 50 ha of impact to 

the Blue Hills BIF range, significantly less clearing for a much shorter mine life.  

The Iron Hill project is also one of note in relation to clearing within BIF areas. This project involved a 

3% increase to the area of the Mt Gibson BIF range being disturbed (to a total of 37%). This 

percentage aligns with the MEE Project which involves a 3% increase to the existing impacts to the 

Blue Hills BIF range. Further to this, there were significant impacts to individual species including the 

Darwinia masonii and Lepidosperma gibsonii populations. Landform was not considered by the EPA 

in their assessment of this project despite significant cumulative impacts being noted by the EPA 

within a project area of just over 70 ha (again much greater than those contemplated for the MEE 

project). Further to this, the EPA also identified that rehabilitation of the BIF areas should be 

considered. 

The issue of landform is important in the context of this comparison. The EPA’s consideration of the 

SMC MEE project and their final decision very much focussed on landform as the overriding factor as 

to why the proposal could not progress. It is therefore important to consider this factor across the 
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other projects identified within this document. Of the eight projects, only the Polaris J4 project 

incorporated ‘Landform’ as a relevant factor of consideration by the EPA. This is despite significant 

apparent changes to landforms throughout the seven other projects. Such examples include: 

 Koolyanobbing - 605 ha of clearing (including two pits and associated infrastructure) within 

the Greater Western Woodlands area; 

 Koodaideri - ~65,000 ha of clearing in an area proposed for conservation tenure and in 

close proximity to the Fortescue Marsh and the Karijini National Park; 

 Christmas Creek - ~18,000 ha of clearing within the Fortescue Marsh area (identified by the 

EPA as being a sensitive environment and requiring significant attention), including BIF areas 

which are not considered under the BIF Strategic Review; 

 Gorgon – Clearing of an additional 32 ha (10% additional land) on a Class ‘A’ Nature 

Reserve; and 

 Mt Gibson – Clearing of 75 ha for a pit, Waste Rock Dump and associated infrastructure 

within BIF ranges (with 72 ha of the BIF PEC being disturbed as part of this project). 

It could certainly be argued that such impacts inherently involve disturbance to landform. The EPA’s 

objectives in this regard are to “Maintain the variety, integrity, ecological functions and 

environmental values of landforms and soils.” Based on the information available, it would be hard 

to argue that the projects identified above satisfy this requirement. In keeping with this, it could 

therefore be concluded that, at least from a Landform perspective, the consideration of each 

proposal is not consistent and the assessment process is perhaps inherently arbitrary. 

This suggestion is also supported through the inconsistency in which the EPA has assigned values to 

the environmental features of each of the project areas. Of note in this regard is the comparison of 

the SMC MEE project (involving approximately 53 ha of clearing, less than half of which sits within the 

BIF range) as distinct to a project such as Christmas Creek. The EPA’s 2012-2013 Annual Report 

identified the Fortescue Marsh as a ‘Pressure Point’ noting that “The intersection of the high 

environmental values of the marsh and the extent of mining and infrastructure development has 

highlighted this area as a priority for the EPA”. This is supplemented by their Section 16(e) advice to 

the Minister for Environment on specific considerations relating to mining and mining-related 

activities in the Fortescue Marsh management area. Talis is not contending the EPA’s decision to 

assess the Christmas Creek project via PER, which involves, amongst other issues: 

 Significant clearing in an area noted by the EPA to be of high conservation significance 

including impacts to mulga vegetation, considered to be ecologically important, having 

unusually high biodiversity and providing important habitat for fauna; 

 Large-scale cumulative regional impacts; 

 Significant changes to the hydrological regime, particularly in terms of surface water flow 

and drawdown impacts (and associated implications for groundwater dependent 

ecosystems); and 

 Impacts to BIF in an area not considered by the BIF Strategic Review documentation (with 

the potential impacts not quantified or considered in as much detail as projects within the 

ambit of the Strategic Review). 

Instead, Talis suggests that a comparison of this project and its associated impacts (noting in 

addition the significant array of offsets being proposed to respond to the residual impacts of the 

proposal) should be undertaken with that proposed as part of the MEE project. In our view, it is a 

difficult argument to make that the Christmas Creek project should be subject to PER and an offsets 

regime, whereas the MEE project was initially recommended for refusal by the EPA. Now that the 
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proposal is the subject of a PER (after the Minister for the Environment upheld an appeal in this 

regard), it may be possible that offsets will form part of the overall assessment package. 

The Koodaideri project is in a similar category to the Christmas Creek project. Koodaideri again 

involves a significant array of impacts, including: 

 Significant clearing across the project area (~65,000 ha) including within a proposed 

conservation park; 

 Significant impacts to the Koodaideri Spring Gorge (including Koodaideri Spring and 

associated unnamed creek and pools), through the removal of 40% of the surface water 

catchment;  

 A reduction of peak flow/flood events (95 per cent reduction of the East Branch and 42 per 

cent reduction of the West Branch for the 100-year flood event); and 

 Offsets again proposed for significant residual impacts. 

The range of factors considered by the EPA in their assessment of this project is extensive, but it 

seems completely inappropriate that over 65,000 ha of disturbance should not be considered to 

have a significant impact on Landform, even without the issues identified above being considered. 

Such conclusions could also be drawn in relation to the other projects identified and discussed 

above. 

In this regard, the nature of impacts also needs some consideration. Whilst there is no doubt that 

smaller areas of impact within more sensitive environments may be considered to be 

unacceptable, this does not preclude the same conclusions being drawn for large-scale impacts 

over less-sensitive environments. Talis contends that there must exist a ‘tipping point’ at which large 

areas of clearance or disturbance must constitute an unacceptable impact, particularly in terms of 

the ‘Landform’ factor. Certainly it is suggested that large-scale clearing and land disturbance must 

at some stage constitute a significant impact worthy of significant consideration. 

Taking a broader view of the approach taken by the EPA in relation to the benchmarked projects, it is 

worth considering one of the Principles of EIA for the EPA identified within the Environmental Impact 

Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative Procedures 2012. This identifies that the goals is 

to ensure that “the process is procedurally fair and that all relevant EPA policies, guidelines and 

procedures are publicly available and are applied fairly and consistently.” Whilst it should be 

reiterated that we do not seek to criticise the outcomes of each assessment process undertaken by 

the EPA, on the basis of what has been reviewed Talis contends that the aforementioned principle 

has not been satisfied. There appears to be clear lines of evidence to suggest that a fair and 

consistent approach to environmental impact assessment has not been pursued. Talis does not 

suggest that this is deliberate, but is perhaps an unfortunate but expected outcome of the current 

assessment regime.  

We draw attention to conclusions reached in previous correspondence to SMC in which Talis notes  

that the “PER process will allow for a proper and orderly consideration of the impacts of the proposal 

put forward by SMC, in light of any additional studies and data these studies derive. Furthermore, the 

PER process will ensure that proper and appropriate consideration of the BIF Review is undertaken 

together with the opportunity for SMC to modify their proposal (where deemed appropriate) and/or 

propose a suitable offsets package (where necessary) to respond to any residual and significant 

environmental impacts.” 

Such an approach appears consistent with that employed by the EPA across the benchmarked 

projects, aligns with the Principle of EIA cited above and provides further weight to the Minister’s 

decision to uphold SMC’s appeal and require a PER assessment of the MEE project. 
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6 Summary and Conclusions 

Talis was engaged by SMC to undertake a benchmarking review of other resources projects 

considered by the EPA to determine whether the MEE project had been appropriately considered 

and assessed. The intention of the review was to provide a comparative assessment of the 

environmental issues for each project, the factors considered by the EPA and provide further 

evidence that a PER level of assessment is appropriate in relation to the potential impacts of the MEE 

as opposed to the EPA’s preliminary view that the level of assessment would be API B.  

As previously identified, the objective of this work was not to criticise the EPA’s process within each 

discrete project. Nor was it to question the conclusions reached by the EPA on the level of 

assessment set on an individual project level. Talis maintains that such an approach should consider 

each project on its merits and this is clearly how the EPA has gone about its work. The critical aspect 

of the whole process was to attempt to understand the approach taken between projects and 

whether there was a clear and consistent approach taken by the EPA that would stand up to 

scrutiny.  

The work completed by Talis suggests that such uniformity in approach is not present and that there 

are significant differences in how environmental issues are evaluated and considered by the EPA. 

The projects demonstrate a range of significant impacts across a variety of landforms and yet it was 

precisely the factor of Landform that was omitted in all but one of the projects considered by Talis. It 

is perhaps telling that this was the only factor that the EPA sought to include in their final 

correspondence in confirming the API B level of assessment for SMC’s MEE project. When one 

considers the range of impacts associated with this project, compared to those associated with the 

benchmarked projects included in this document, it becomes clear that there are some very real 

concerns in how such assessments are conducted and the level of consistency that has been 

applied to the MEE project. 

Principle 5 for the EPA of the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) 

Administrative Procedures 2012 states that the process of environmental impact assessment should 

be “procedurally fair and that all relevant EPA policies, guidelines and procedures are publicly 

available and are applied fairly and consistently.” The work completed by Talis, at least with respect 

to the eight projects considered, suggests that this Principle has not been adhered to and that 

further work is needed from the EPA to work towards this principle.  

Such a conclusion only supports our previous contention that a PER is an appropriate outcome for 

SMC’s MEE project and strengthens the outcome of the appeals process in which the Minister for the 

Environment made the decision for the proposal to be remitted to EPA for reassessment at the PER 

level of assessment.  
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