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1. Introduction and background 
This report provides the Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) advice and 
recommendations to the Minister for the Environment on the proposal by Fortescue Metals 
Group Ltd (FMG) to upgrade its port facility at Anderson Point, Port Hedland via dredging, 
with a third shipping berth, an associated wharf extension and a tug pen.   
 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) requires the EPA to report to 
the Minister for the Environment on the outcome of its assessment of a proposal.  The report 
must set out: 
• the key environmental factors identified in the course of the assessment;  and 
• the EPA’s recommendations as to whether or not the proposal may be implemented, 

and, if the EPA recommends that implementation be allowed, the conditions and 
procedures to which implementation should be subject.   

 
The EPA may include in the report other advice and recommendations as it sees fit. 
 
The proponent has submitted a referral document setting out the details of the proposal, 
potential environmental impacts and proposed commitments to manage those impacts.   
 
The EPA considers that the proposal, as described, can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objectives, subject to the EPA’s recommended conditions being made legally 
binding.   
 
The EPA has therefore determined under Section 40 of the EP Act that the level of 
assessment for the proposal is Assessment on Referral Information (ARI), and this report 
provides the EPA advice and recommendations in accordance with Section 44 of the EP Act. 
 

2. The proposal 
FMG is seeking approval at its Anderson Point site in Port Hedland harbour to: 

• dredge a third ore ship berth pocket and a berth for tugs; 
• extend the wharf adjacent to the third berth;  and 
• place the dredged spoil on and adjacent to the land area used for the dredging spoil 

for the first two berths.   
 
Work to construct two shipping berths and a wharf is under way at this site in accordance 
with Ministerial Statement 690, published in October 2005.  That assessment is commonly 
known as the Stage A proposal.   
 
Despite the additional size of the port facility proposal, FMG is not at this stage seeking to 
increase product throughput, which remains at 45mtpa.  The company is taking advantage of 
a window of opportunity to use specialised dredging equipment which, once it leaves the 
area, is not expected to return to WA in the near future due to other commitments.  FMG 
acknowledges that government approval of the port upgrade, should it be given, would not 
prejudice any future government decision on a proposal whether or not to increase ore 
exports at this facility.  
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The main characteristics of this proposal, as derived from the proponent’s referral 
document (FMG, June 2007) are summarised in the table below.   
 
Table 1: Summary of key proposal characteristics 
 

Element Description 
Volume of material to be dredged 
for the third ship berth and tug pen 

Not more than 3,500,000m3 

Duration of dredging 9 months approximately, from May 2008 
Area of marine disturbance Not more than 15.8ha 
Open-pile wharf extension for third 
ship berth 

Extension not more than 385m long 

Settlement area on land Not more than 162ha (107ha of which 
were previously used for Stage A 
proposal) 

Heights of bunds around spoil 
dumps: 

Northern Settlement Area 
Southern Settlement Area 
Eastern Settlement Area 

 
 
Not more than 10m (existing height) 
Not more than 10m (existing height) 
Not more than 10m 

 
Dredging would be carried out using a cutter-suction dredge.  The proposed volume of 
dredged material volume is less than the original (Stage A) approved volume of 
4,670,000m3.  The third berth is to be directly in line with the previously approved two 
berths (Figure 1) and would give a total wharf length of 1145m.   
 
Dredged material would be pumped ashore to the Northern Settlement Area (NSA), as 
for the approved Stage A proposal (Figure 2).  This settlement area would be split into 
two cells to encourage maximum settlement of fines.  Water containing residual fines 
would then be directed to the Southern Settlement Area (SSA) for further fines 
settlement.  The height of the approved bund walls in the NSA and SSA would be not 
more than 10m.   
 
The SSA currently holds fines from the original dredging programme.  To increase its 
capacity to accommodate the spoil from this proposal it is proposed to move the fines to 
an Eastern Settlement Area (ESA-see Figure 2) using a mobile dredge.  The ESA is 
within the previously approved footprint and was previously identified as an extra area 
(of 55ha) which could be used for fines settlement.  Its bund walls are proposed to be 
7m high.  The EPA notes that extra land area is needed for the wet settlement phase of 
dredge spoil disposal, which can later be turned over to other uses, or rehabilitated, once 
the fines have consolidated and dried.   
 
The ESA would be divided to allow water to be decanted into a separate holding area, 
from where it would be sent back to the SSA.  After further settling time, and once they 
have cleared to an acceptable quality as determined by predetermined trigger levels, the 
tailwaters would be released via the existing discharge points on the western wall of the 
SSA, to South West Creek.   
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The Stage A wharf facility is to be extended south-eastwards by 385m for a total length 
of 1145m.  Like the approved structure, it would be of an open-pile design, with a 
concrete jetty and steel piles.   
 

3. Consultation 
During the preparation of the ARI the proponent consulted with government agencies 
and key stakeholders with a view to potential expansions of output through 60mtpa to 
200mtpa.  FMG maintains a community office in South Hedland.  The agencies, groups 
and organisations consulted, the comments received and the proponent’s response, are 
detailed in the Proponent’s ARI (Fortescue Metals Group, 2008) in section 5 and Table 
2. 
 
Because this proposal is an extension of the original and covers no additional terrestrial 
footprint it did not attract a high level of interest.  The only environmental issues to 
emerge from consultations (for Stage A) was a need to consider the potential impacts of 
pile-driving on sea turtles, and noise from pile-driving.   
 
FMG is considering funding a study to run concurrently with the proposed dredging and 
has prepared a proposal to study turtle responses to piling and dredging.  With regard to 
noise, a monitor was set up on a building within the Port Hedland Port Authority.  This 
location, directly across the inner harbour, is closest to FMG’s operations at Anderson 
Point and would be used again for the current proposal if approved.   
 
The EPA considers that reasonable steps have been taken to inform the community and 
stakeholders of the proposed development. 
 

4. Key environmental factors 
It is the EPA’s opinion that the following key environmental factors require evaluation 
in this report: 
(a) coral and mangrove health; 
(b) rehabilitation; 
(c) noise; 
(d) introduced marine organisms;  and 
(e) dust. 
 
The key environmental factors are discussed in Sections 4.1 – 4.5.  The description of 
each factor shows why it is relevant to, and how it would be affected by, the proposal.  
The assessment of each factor is where the EPA decides whether or not a proposal 
meets the environmental objective set for that factor.  
 
The EPA considered it important to first review the results of environmental monitoring 
and mitigation procedures carried out for the original proposal.  Monitoring was 
required under the management plans specified in Ministerial statement 690 for the 
purpose of preventing or mitigating adverse effects from the dredging and spoil 
dumping.  The EPA requested FMG to carry out a review of that work, and for that 
review, together with any recommendations for improvements as appropriate, to be 
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included in FMG’s ARI document for this proposal.  URS Australia was employed by 
FMG to undertake the audit.   
 
Monitoring of potentially affected mangroves adjacent to development works is 
summarised below in section 4.1 and in Appendix H of the ARI.  A review of the 
tailwater and coral monitoring programmes for the original dredging is also included in 
Appendix H of the ARI.   

4.1 Coral and mangrove health 

Description 
4.1.1  Corals 
A campaign of dredging lasting several months for the Stage A assessment could have 
resulted in water of higher-than-background turbidity leaving the harbour on ebb tides.  
Reef communities occurring outside the harbour in front of Finucane Island and Port 
Hedland could have been affected by the plume.   
 
In response, condition 14 in Ministerial Statement 690 required the proponent to prepare 
a Dredging and Reclamation Monitoring and Management Plan.  That plan defines 
water quality objectives, the results of plume dispersion modelling and its likely 
frequency of interaction with sensitive coral reef areas, determines the risks from 
dredging and reclamation, details a monitoring programme and sub-lethal indicators of 
stress on at-risk corals, and establishes management triggers and responses.   
 
For the first dredging programme baseline turbidity and water temperature 
measurements were taken at three sites.  Two sites to the east and west of the harbour 
mouth were selected as control points.  The third site, which was considered to be 
potentially at risk from the dredge plume, is located on the reef platform on the 
immediate west side of the entrance to the harbour.  For the first two weeks of dredging, 
inspections from the air included video and photographic footage during ‘at risk’ times 
3-4 hours after high tides.  Trigger levels were set for turbidity, to be applied if silt 
plumes from the dredging reached the harbour mouth site.  Opportunistic aerial 
surveillance occurred throughout the dredging after high tides, when the harbour was 
draining.   
 
After the dredging campaign a follow-up photographic record was made of the corals at 
the three monitoring sites.   
 
4.1.2 Mangroves 
Changes to water depths and currents 
Dredging would alter the harbour bottom profile.  FMG commissioned hydrodynamic 
modelling of harbour profiles to determine the comparative changes to water levels and 
water current strengths in the upper tidal stretches of the harbour (where mangroves 
proliferate along inlets).  This work is attached to the proponent’s ARI as Appendix C.   
 
The modelling by consultant Worley Parsons suggests that impacts to the residual and 
maximum tidal currents would be insignificant.  Decreases in velocities up to 0.5msec-1 
were calculated in the vicinity of the deeper water where the third berth would be 
located and maximum modelled increases were 0.02msec-1.  Modelled changes to water 
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levels were found to be small and on that basis the degree of inundation on mangroves is 
not expected to change significantly.   
 
Worley Parsons has further stated that the presence of ships at the berth would not 
modify the modelled hydrodynamics and water levels significantly. 
 
Mangrove health  
A Mangrove Protection Plan was prepared for the original proposal, as required by 
condition 12 of Ministerial Statement 690.  The plan describes monitoring and 
methodologies; potential early-warning signs of deterioration of mangrove health; 
actions to be taken to restore mangroves and mangrove habitat health if necessary; and 
stipulates a reporting regime.   
 
Documentation by URS reflects baseline monitoring of the mangroves in April-June 
2006, followed by quarterly surveys from August 2006 to May 2007.  Dredge spoil 
disposal occurred from August 2006 till June 2007.  A summary letter from URS (see 
Appendix H in the ARI), describes measurements of canopy density, tree health, 
sediment heights relative to reference points, and groundwater monitoring.  Photographs 
from standard reference points were included.  Now that a full year’s data are available, 
trends from seasonal patterns are discernable, as described below.   
 
The proportion of healthy trees at the surveillance site is unchanged at 90%-100% and 
there is recruitment of mangrove seedlings next to the perimeter bunds at Anderson 
Point West.  However, seepage of water from the spoil area onto tidal flats immediately 
next to the northern dewatering pond bunds has killed approximately 15 Avicennia 
mangrove shrubs covering 0.05ha on the east side of the reclamation area.  FMG states 
this is a consequence of the water derived from the placement of dredge spoil causing an 
increase in waterlogging and salinity. 
 
Mangrove canopy density 
Measurements in February and May 2007 were similar to baseline values at all sites.  
Increases and decreases in mean canopy density, typically in the 1%-5% range 
(maximum 11%) and experienced at both the FMG and control sites, are interpreted to 
represent natural and/or seasonal variability, including damage from Tropical Cyclone 
George, and the precision limits of the sampling technique. 
 
Sediment heights/relative ground levels 
Net differences from 1-2cm were generally recorded between the baseline and the 
subsequent surveys.  These are within the expected sampling error of 2-3cm.  While tree 
health remains unaffected, exceptions were:  

• Transect 9, where a sediment height increase of up to 10cm is associated with 
the deposition of red-brown clays from the discharge of tailwaters into South 
West Creek; 

• at Transect 12, mean increases of up to 7cm were noted between the November 
2006 and May 2007 surveys.  This was due to a discharge (which has 
subsequently been fixed) of clays from a malfunctioning valve in the dewatering 
circuit.  Modifications have been made to the arrangement of the dewatering 
ponds (as described in Section 2 above) to reduce the release of slimes into 
South West Creek  and  
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• Transect 15 is recording the landward movement through the mangrove belt of a 
naturally migrating sand sheet resulting in a mean ground level increase of 
10.5cm, with a maximum of 27cm at the seaward end.  To date the sand has only 
reached the seaward end of the plot.   

 
Groundwater 
The depth to water table, salinity, and pH were measured at neap tides to determine the 
maximum range of salinities experienced by the mangroves.  At many sites around the 
FMG area and control locations, slight increases in the 5-100/00 range of salinity and 
lower water tables were found in February 2007, with a subsequent reversal in winter.  
These are linked to seasonally variable evaporation rates, temperatures and cyclonic 
rains.  An exception to this pattern is from sites in the seaward-fringing Avicennia 
woodland, where daily or twice-daily tidal inundation is the main control on 
groundwater level.   
 
Discharged waters 
Tailwaters from the land-based placement of dredge spoil would enter South West 
Creek from the spoil site via discharge points set up for the Stage A development.  If 
acid sulphate soils (ASS) are present in the dredged spoil they could generate acid.  This 
liquor could affect groundwater and /or the chemistry and ecology of the adjacent South 
West Creek.  Mangrove habitat and marine nursery areas are potentially at risk from 
acid runoff and /or the changed saltwater regime.   
 
Trigger levels were set for turbidity, dissolved oxygen, pH and temperature so that the 
quality of tailwater discharged into South West Creek could be compared with the 
Salmon Creek reference site.  Measurements in the two creek systems were not identical 
and corrections had to be calculated for the trigger points to be useful.  Appendix E of 
the ARI details the various trigger levels used (according to the times of year and of the 
day) and the results of water quality surveys.  Baseline and operational data of the 
tailwater quality arising from the dredging of the approved two berths were acquired, 
leading to the operational regimes and conclusions described below.   
 
Turbidity:  tailwater for the original dredge spoil was discharged until the turbidity 
threshold (taken to be the 80th percentile of the reference site data) was reached.  The 
weirbox was then closed until the turbidity dropped to below the trigger level. 
 
Dissolved oxygen:  levels did not fall below the trigger point at any time during 
tailwater discharges.  The trigger point was taken to be the 20th percentile of the 
reference site data.   
 
pH:  FMG recommended procedures in its Acid Sulphate Soils Management Plan (URS, 
March 2006) if dredge spoil waters were found to be acidic (as defined by the agreed 
trigger levels of pH<6 and total acidity of >40mg/L.  Geotechnical bore logs, calcium 
carbonate analyses and pH buffering results for FMG indicate there is sufficient acid-
neutralising capacity to prevent problems with the land-based disposal of dredge spoil.  
This information is included in the ARI as Appendix F.   
 
Temperature:  small exceedances of up to 20C were occasionally recorded.  The January 
tailwaters discharge trigger levels (set at 80th percentile of the reference site data) did 
not accurately reflect the warmer afternoon temperatures of the receiving waters of 
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South West Creek (calculated on a 24 hour average which included night time 
temperatures) necessitating the trigger point to be re-calculated.  At other times of the 
day exceedances were typically <10C.   
 
Discharge of tailwater began with dredging in August 2006 and ended in June 2007.  
Trigger levels for pH were calculated according to the Australian and New Zealand 
Water Quality Guidelines.  Discharge values were typically just above (within 0.3 units 
of) the 80th percentile values during the December monitoring period but consistently 
just below the 20th percentile (within 0.9 units) during January through to March.  
Hourly readouts of the pH of the discharge water over the period 25 January to 31 May 
2007 range between 7.16 and 8.59.  Some of this variation was attributed to the probe 
because, after re-calibration, readings were generally found to fall within the trigger 
level 20th and 80th percentiles.   
 
Dissolved metal content:  FMG commissioned a sediment quality survey in the area to 
be dredged (ARI Appendix F).  Twenty randomly selected samples were collected and 
analysed for acid sulphate soil potential, a range of metals, and tributyl tin (TBT).   
 
Several samples have potential acid-generating characteristics.  Most metals were 
detected at low concentrations in all samples (below the screening levels recommended 
by the National Ocean Disposal Guidelines for Dredged Material (EA, 2002)).  
Cadmium was not detected, but mercury was found in most samples, at low 
concentrations at or just above the limit of detection.  Values for TBT were below the 
recommended guideline.   
 
To check for dissolved nickel and chromium in the dredge spoil tailwaters, weekly 
samples were collected adjacent to the discharge point over the first eight weeks of 
dredging and sent to ALS Laboratory for analysis (see ARI, Appendix D).   

Assessment 
The area for assessment includes coral communities in the Port Hedland harbour area, 
the dredge spoil disposal area and surrounds on Anderson Point, and South West Creek, 
the receiving point for the dredge spoil tailwaters.   
The EPA’s environmental objectives are to:  

• maintain the ecological integrity of the areas;  
• protect the environmental values of the port, including marine and mangrove 

communities (as defined in the EPA’s original assessment, Bulletin 1173);  and  
• minimise the risk to the environment arising from ASS and dredged sediment 

plumes by maintaining water and sediment quality.   
 
Corals 
The EPA notes that studies carried out by URS (Appendix E to FMG’s ARI) showed 
that the dredge plume did not reach the monitored sites under any tidal conditions 
because the corals become isolated in a lagoon separated from the outgoing tide.  
Further coral site monitoring was seen by URS to be unnecessary because the survey 
work showed that dredge plumes do not reach them.   
 
FMG has revised its Dredging and Reclamation Monitoring and Management Plan to 
continue to carry out aerial surveillance, but on a less frequent (quarterly) basis whilst 
dredging.  It would help FMG to confirm that any possible future impacts on the coral 
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community did not originate from works associated with its dredging programme.  The 
EPA endorses this strategy.   
 
Mangroves 
The EPA notes that an independent audit of the Mangrove Protection Plan (Ministerial 
statement 690, condition 12) and the Acid Sulphate Soil Management Plan (condition 
16) concluded that the criteria for the respective ministerial conditions had been met and 
made recommendations regarding the timing of ongoing work.   
 
URS concluded that there were no significant differences between the control points and 
FMG sites.  The mangroves adjacent to the FMG site have remained healthy, with the 
exception of the abovementioned 0.05ha of dead mangroves at the waterlogged site.   
 
Tailwater turbidity:  the strategy used for Stage A is again proposed.  Turbidity is 
periodically measured at the weirbox, which is closed once the discharge becomes too 
turbid, and re-opened when the water has cleared and the threshold criteria allow 
discharges to re-start.  The EPA considers that the monitoring should be continuous so 
that the weirbox can be closed as soon as the trigger level is exceeded. 
 
Dissolved oxygen:  this parameter did not exceed the set trigger levels at any time 
during Stage A and is not expected to during this current phase.   
 
pH:  notwithstanding the issues with calibration of the equipment there were no values 
where pH dropped below 7.  Discharges were always weakly alkaline and reassure that 
there is unlikely to be an acid discharge derived from ASS.   
 
Temperature:  because of the excursions of the temperature of the discharge waters it 
was apparent that seasonal and diurnal variations (rather than just one averaged value) 
need to be taken into account before trigger levels are set.   
 
Dissolved metal content:  all samples collected and analysed for nickel and chromium at 
the weirbox were below the limits of detection of the equipment (0.01mg/l) for the 
Stage A project.  Trigger levels in the Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh 
and Marine Water Quality (2000) for ecosystem protection are 0.0486mg/l for 
chromium and 0.2mg/l for nickel.   
 
On the basis of the above monitoring, URS made the following recommendations: 

• to establish the trigger levels for tailwater discharge, baseline water quality data 
in South West Creek and Salmon Creek (the reference site 4km northwest) 
should be collected over a complete tidal cycle prior to the start of dredging.  To 
better reflect diurnal variations, separate morning and afternoon trigger levels 
should be set for pH, dissolved oxygen and temperature; 

• water quality data should be collected in Salmon Creek over a full tidal cycle 
every three months after commencement of dredging.  This would allow trigger 
levels to better reflect seasonal variations; 

• tailwater discharge should be continuously monitored so that it can be stopped if 
any of the parameters exceed trigger levels;  and 

• the upper (80th percentile) pH trigger level could be omitted because alkaline 
water would serve to buffer any acid generated from the disposal of potentially 
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acid-producing soils in the reclamation area.  (No pH values were below 7 and 
most were significantly above).   

 
The EPA considers that FMG’s mangrove protection strategies should incorporate these 
recommendations. 
 
Ministerial Statement 690 for the Stage A development required FMG to prepare an 
Acid Sulphate Soils Management Plan.  This plan required the potential for creation of 
ASS to be investigated and for FMG to determine management strategies, performance 
criteria, monitoring, and contingency plans.   
 
Monitoring of tailwater discharge occurred over the period August 2006 to June 2007.  
There were no acid runoff readings; most being neutral to weakly alkaline.  The EPA 
considers that ASS are unlikely to impact water quality because: 

• there is sufficient acid-neutralising capacity in the “red” (ie oxidised) bed and/or 
carbonate material located immediately below the recently deposited harbour-
bottom sediments;  and 

• the port’s large tides have a significant flushing and diluting action. 
 
Having particular regard to: 

• the low risk, under normal tidal regimes, of silt plumes reaching the coral 
communities;  

• condition 14 from Statement 690, which FMG proposes to observe, and which 
requires dredging and reclamation monitoring and management for impacts on 
sensitive communities, including corals, and quarterly aerial surveillance; 

• the low risk of tailwater to impact on South West Creek and the mangroves; 
• mangrove protection strategies and the Acid Sulphate Soils Management Plan 

required for Stage A to be used for the proposed work;  
• no further clearing of mangroves; 
• no significant impacts from the deposition of dredge spoil from Stage A; 
• low metals concentrations found in sampled sediments;   
• the absence to date of any indication of the formation of ASS, but nevertheless 

the small risk of encountering ASS in the dredged material;  and 
• monitoring of the tailwater before discharge; 

it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objectives for this factor.   

4.2 Rehabilitation   

Description 
This factor relates to areas marked for dredge spoil disposal that will not be used for 
ongoing operations, but instead be rehabilitated.  As part of the Stage A approval to 
dredge and construct a port, FMG was required to restrict its clearing of mangroves to 
14.8ha.  No further clearing of mangroves is proposed.   
 
An additional 3,500,000m3 of dredged material is planned for the existing dredge spoil 
areas (which cover 107ha).  This compares with the original 4,670,000m3 of spoil.  An 
extra 55ha in the south east of the area (the Eastern Settlement Area) is also flagged for 
dredge spoil material (see Fig 2).   
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Assessment 
The area for assessment refers mainly to areas of dredge spoil which are not marked for 
ongoing operations in the short term.  Laydown and other disturbed areas associated 
with the construction of the rail loop, unloading facility and stockpiling areas are also 
included.  The EPA’s environmental objectives for this factor are to:  
• ensure that rehabilitation is carried out in a coordinated, progressive manner and 

treated as an integral part of the development;  
• establish a stable, sustainable landform;  and 
• ensure that the visual amenity of the area and adjacent surrounds is not unduly 

affected by the proposal.   
 
Until these disturbed areas are rehabilitated they may be eroded by heavy rain, or 
generate dust lift-off under dry, windy conditions.  Nearby mangroves are dust-sensitive 
and could be adversely affected.   
 
Ministerial Statement 690 Condition 13 requires the preparation and implementation of 
a Port Area Rehabilitation Plan prior to the operations phase.  It is FMG’s intention to 
incorporate the areas of land-based deposition/disturbance associated with dredge spoil 
for the third berth into this plan.  The EPA endorses this position and notes that this plan 
has yet to be finalised.  The EPA considers that, with the implementation of Condition 
13 of Statement 690, which requires the revision of the Port Area Rehabilitation Plan, 
rehabilitation can be environmentally acceptable.   

Summary 
Having particular regard to the: 
• potential for dust, smothering of the leaves of adjacent mangroves, soil erosion, 

loss of visual amenity;  and 
• implementation of appropriate rehabilitation on applicable areas prior to the 

operations phase;  
it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective for this factor.   

4.3 Noise  

Description 
Pile driving from wharf construction is noisy and could have adverse impacts on nearby 
urban communities.  The issue of noise was raised by the Port Hedland Port Authority 
for the Stage A proposal.  In response, an automatic noise logger was set up on the fire 
escape of the Port Hedland Customs Building.  This is the closest premises to the wharf 
construction site for the Stage A proposal, where pile driving took place.  The logger 
recorded and stored ‘A’-weighted noise levels at 15 minute intervals.   

Assessment 
The area for assessment includes those parts of Port Hedland where noise from 
construction activities could have a significant impact.  The EPA’s environmental 
objective for this factor is to protect the amenity of nearby residents from noise impacts 
resulting from activities associated with the proposal by ensuring that noise levels meet 
statutory requirements and acceptable standards. 
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Noise monitoring was carried out over a four week period during pile-driving for the 
Stage A proposal.  There were no exceedances of the Environmental Protection (Noise) 
Regulations 1997.  The results indicated that the background levels (LA90) increased 
slightly while LA10, LA1 and LAmax levels showed no significant difference between the 
days when pile-driving occurred and did not occur.  The results are discussed in 
Appendix J of the proponent’s ARI.   
 
The EPA considered that construction noise associated with pile-driving for the wharf is 
expected to be short-lived.  The proponent is required to comply with Regulation 13 of 
the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997 for the proposed construction 
phase.   

Summary 
Having particular regard to the compliance with the Environmental Protection (Noise) 
Regulations 1997, it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the 
EPA’s environmental objective for construction noise.   

4.4 Introduced marine organisms  

Description 
Shipping into the port has resulted in the introduction of some exotic marine species.  
FMG is required, under Condition 15 of the Stage A approval statement, to ensure that 
the dredge and any other vessels associated with the proposal are inspected by an 
appropriately qualified expert.  This is to establish that: 

• there is no sediment on or within the dredging equipment; 
• any ballast water has been managed according to the Australian Quarantine 

Inspection Service (AQIS) requirements;  and 
• any fouling organisms on or in the dredging equipment do not present a risk to 

the ecosystem integrity of the marine waters of Port Hedland.   

Assessment 
The area for assessment consists of the dredge and ancillary equipment once it enters 
Port Hedland harbour waters.  The EPA’s environmental objective is to prevent the 
introduction of exotic marine organisms that could have been transported by the dredge 
equipment and transferred into the harbour’s ecosystem.   
 
The EPA notes that FMG is required under Condition 15 of Statement 690 to 
demonstrate that vessels do not introduce any marine pest species and to liaise with and 
seek advice from AQIS and the Department of Fisheries on this matter.  If the dredging 
equipment were to be transferred to another location within WA after completion of the 
dredging work at Anderson Point, FMG would undertake an investigation employing an 
appropriately qualified marine scientist to identify the presence of, or the potential for, 
introduced marine pest species.  In the event that any pest species were detected, FMG 
would put in place a Marine Pests Management Strategy to ensure that these introduced 
species were not transferred to other locations within WA waters.   
 
Relating to the Stage A work, the EPA notes that FMG provided a letter from Fisheries 
Department stating that an inspection had cleared the dredge of non-endemic marine 
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organisms.  The EPA considers that these requirements should be carried over to the 
current proposal. 
 
For the current proposal the dredge is expected to come from the Middle East, with a 
possible stopover in Asia.  The equipment will therefore be subjected to inspections in 
accordance with AQIS guidelines.   

Summary 
Having particular regard to the: 
• lack of marine pests detected during the Stage A work;  and 
• recommendation for a condition similar to Ministerial Condition 15 (Introduced 

Marine Species and Dredging Equipment) for the Stage A project;  
it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective for this factor.   

4.5 Dust  

Description 
Dust could be generated from any surfaces disturbed as a result of the proposed 
dredging works.  Condition 17 of the ministerial statement for Stage A addressed this 
issue and required a Dust Management Plan to be prepared.  This plan required best 
practice dust mitigation and management during construction and operations and would 
remain current for the proposed construction and subsequent operations phases.   
 
Dust can potentially impact plants.  The Port Area Rehabilitation Plan requires the 
proponent to rehabilitate and /or revegetate all areas not required for ongoing 
operations, using vegetation species that occur naturally in Port Hedland.  The plan also 
requires FMG to protect juvenile plants from effects (such as dust) which reduce their 
viability.   

Assessment 
The area for assessment consists of all areas disturbed by the proposed site works that 
can create dust, and the sensitive adjacent environments, such as mangroves, that could 
be affected.  The EPA’s environmental objectives are to: 
• protect surrounding land users so that dust will not adversely impact on their 

welfare and amenity;  and 
• protect surrounding sensitive environments such as the mangroves and juvenile 

plants from the adverse effects of dust. 
 
The EPA notes that Port Hedland is a dusty town and that a collaborative effort is 
needed between all contributors to the problem and decision-making authorities in order 
to bring about an improvement to dust levels, especially if plans to ship more ore 
through the port are realised. 
 
FMG states that this proposal has minimal potential to create dust as dredging and 
reclamation are largely wet activities.  Nevertheless, the EPA considers that there is 
potential for dust to be generated from reclaimed areas, before and after the proposed 
dredging activities, if these areas are not managed in an environmentally acceptable 
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manner.  The EPA requires that these areas are not left susceptible to dust lift-off, and 
are rehabilitated in accordance with the proposed Port Area Rehabilitation Plan.   
 
FMG has prepared a draft of its Port Area Rehabilitation Plan (the plan required by 
Stage A) and proposes to implement it after this second phase of dredging and 
reclamation is completed.  The EPA notes that this plan was required to be prepared and 
made available to the public for Stage A of the project and considers that it should be 
submitted in a timely fashion if government approval is given for the port upgrade.   

Summary 
Having particular regard to the: 
• essentially wet processes associated with this proposal;  and  
• the ongoing requirements of Ministerial conditions 13 and 17 regarding dust 

management and rehabilitation;  
it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objectives for this factor.   
 

5. Recommended Conditions  
The EPA recommends a set of conditions to be imposed if the proposal by FMG Ltd to 
upgrade its port facility at Anderson Point, Port Hedland is approved for 
implementation.  While the form of the recommended conditions differs from those 
used for the Stage A proposal, their intent remains the same as in Statement 690.   
 
Matters addressed in the conditions include: 

• mangrove protection; 
• acid sulphate soils; 
• port area rehabilitation, including weed control; 
• dredging and reclamation; 
• introduced marine pest species;  
• dust management;  and 
• construction noise. 

 
These conditions are presented in Appendix 2.   
 

6. Conclusions 
The EPA has considered the proposal by FMG Ltd to upgrade its port facility via 
dredging, for the provision of a third shipping berth at Anderson Point.   
 
The EPA notes that the proponent’s management plans for the original proposal are 
generally relevant for this current port facility upgrade.  The audit of those plans, which 
has been carried out, suggests some modifications to them would be appropriate, to 
better manage impacts.   
 
The EPA considers that the upgrade to FMG’s port facility could be carried out with 
minimal additional disturbance to the marine environment and to Anderson Point.   
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The EPA has therefore concluded that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objectives, provided there is satisfactory implementation by the 
proponent of the recommended conditions set out in Appendix 2. 
 

7. Recommendations 
The EPA submits the following recommendations to the Minister for the Environment: 

1. that the Minister notes that the proposal being assessed is for an upgrade of 
FMG’s port facility via dredging, for the provision of a third shipping berth, tug 
pen and wharf extension at Anderson Point;   

2. that the Minister considers the report on the key environmental factors as set out 
in Section 4; 

3. that the Minister notes that the EPA has concluded that the proposal can be 
managed to meet the EPA’s environmental objectives, provided there is 
satisfactory implementation by the proponent of the recommended conditions set 
out in Appendix 2;  and 

4. that the Minister imposes the conditions and procedures recommended in 
Appendix 2 of this report. 
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Appendix 2 
 
 

Recommended Environmental Conditions 
 
 



 

Statement No.  
 

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
 

 
 

STATEMENT THAT A PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED 
(PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 1986) 

 
 

PORT FACILITY UPGRADE - ANDERSON POINT, PORT HEDLAND:  
DREDGING AND WHARF CONSTRUCTION - THIRD BERTH 

 
 

Proposal:  Dredging of not more than 3,500,000 cubic metres off Anderson 
Point, for a third ship berth and tug pen; disposal of dredge spoil 
on pre-existing and previously approved land at Anderson Point; 
and extension of the approved open-pile wharf, as documented in 
schedule 1 of this statement. 

 
Proponent: Fortescue Metals Group Ltd 
 
Proponent Address: 87 Adelaide Terrace, 
 EAST PERTH  WA  6004 
 
Assessment Number: 1732 
 
Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: Bulletin 1286 
 
 
The proposal referred to in the above report of the Environmental Protection Authority may be 
implemented.  The implementation of that proposal is subject to the following conditions and 
procedures:  
 
1 Proposal Implementation  
 
1-1 The proponent shall implement the proposal as documented and described in schedule 1 

of this statement subject to the conditions and procedures of this statement.   
 
 
2 Proponent Nomination and Contact Details 
 
2-1 The proponent for the time being nominated by the Minister for the Environment under 

sections 38(6) or 38(7) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 is responsible for the 
implementation of the proposal.   

 
 
 



 

2-2 The proponent shall notify the Chief Executive Officer of the Department of 
Environment and Conservation (CEO) of any change of the name and address of the 
proponent for the serving of notices or other correspondence within 30 days of such 
change.  

 
 
3 Time Limit of Authorisation  
 
3-1 The authorisation to implement the proposal provided for in this statement shall lapse 

and be void within five years after the date of this statement if the proposal to which this 
statement relates is not substantially commenced.   

 
3-2 The proponent shall provide the CEO with written evidence which demonstrates that the 

proposal has substantially commenced on or before the expiration of five years from the 
date of this statement.  

 
 
4 Compliance Reporting 
 
4-1 The proponent shall submit to the CEO environmental compliance reports annually 

reporting on the previous twelve-month period, unless required by the CEO to report 
more frequently.   

 
4-2 The environmental compliance reports shall address each element of an audit program 

approved by the CEO and shall be prepared and submitted in a format acceptable to the 
CEO.   

 
4-3 The environmental compliance reports shall:  
 

1. be endorsed by signature of the proponent’s chief executive officer or a person, 
approved in writing by the CEO, delegated to sign on behalf of the proponent’s 
chief executive officer; 

 
2. state whether the proponent has complied with each condition and procedure 

contained in this statement; 
 
3. provide verifiable evidence of compliance with each condition and procedure 

contained in this statement; 
 
4. state whether the proponent has complied with each key action contained in any 

environmental management plan or program required by this statement; 
 
5. provide verifiable evidence of conformance with each key action contained in any 

environmental management plan or program required by this statement; 
 
6. identify all non-compliances and non-conformances and describe the corrective 

and preventative actions taken in relation to each non-compliance or non-
conformance; 

 
7. review the effectiveness of all corrective and preventative actions taken; and 



 

 
8. describe the state of implementation of the proposal. 

 
4-4 The proponent shall make the environmental compliance reports required by condition 

4-1 publicly available in a manner approved by the CEO.  
 
 
5 Performance Review 
 
5-1 The proponent shall submit to the CEO Performance Review Reports at the conclusion 

of the second and fifth years after the completion of construction and then at such 
intervals as the CEO may regard as reasonable, which address: 

 
1. the major environmental risks and impacts, the performance objectives, standards 

and criteria related to these, the success of risk reduction/impact mitigation 
measures and results of monitoring related to the management of the major risks 
and impacts; 

 
2. the level of progress in the achievement of sound environmental performance, 

including industry benchmarking, and the use of best available technology where 
practicable;  and  

 
3. significant improvements gained in environmental management which could be 

applied to this and other similar projects. 
 
 
6 Mangrove Protection  
 
6-1 The proponent shall not cause the loss of, or deterioration in the condition of, any 

mangroves or their habitats outside of the proposal area.   
 
6-2 The total area of core closed-canopy mangroves directly and indirectly adversely 

affected within the port project area shall not exceed 14.8 hectares (including that caused 
by Stage A), as depicted/specified by meeting the requirements of condition 6-1 above, 
without prior written authorisation of the Minister for the Environment on advice of the 
Environmental Protection Authority. 
 

 Note: for the purposes of this condition: 
• ‘core closed-canopy mangroves’ are defined as the following mangrove 

associations:  Closed canopy Rhizophora stylosa; Closed canopy Rhizophora 
stylosa, Avicennia marina; Closed canopy Avicennia marina (seaward); Closed 
canopy Avicennia marina (landward); and Low open woodland Avicennia marina.    

 
 



 

7 Acid Sulphate Soils 
 
7-1 For that portion of the proposal area that lies within the Port Hedland Port Authority 

Boundary, the proponent shall not disturb soils, other than in accordance with the Acid 
Sulphate Soil Management Plan required under Ministerial Statement 690. 

 
 
8 Port Area Rehabilitation  
 
8-1 For that portion of the proposal area that lies within the Port Hedland Port Authority 

Boundary, the proponent shall rehabilitate all areas not required for ongoing operations. 
 
Note: In preparation of advice to the Minister for the Environment on the rehabilitation 
standards to be met, the Environmental Protection Authority expects that advice of the 
Department of Environment and Conservation will be obtained. 
 

 
8-2 The proponent shall implement the revised Port Area Rehabilitation Plan required by 

Statement no. 690 (condition 13-1).  
 
 
9 Dredging and Reclamation Monitoring and Management  
 
9-1 The proponent shall monitor and control water quality (salinity, pH, dissolved oxygen, 

temperature and turbidity) associated with dredging operations to protect the 
environmental values of the Port Hedland Inner Harbour (including marine communities 
and habitats, mangrove ecosystem, near-shore tidal reef system and recreational fishing). 

 
9-2 The proponent shall report the condition of the environmental values of the Port 

Hedland Inner Harbour in the Performance Review Reports required by condition 5-1. 
 
 In preparation of advice to the Minister for the Environment in relation to this condition, 

the Environmental Protection Authority expects that advice of the following agencies 
will be obtained: 

 
• Department for Planning and Infrastructure (Maritime Division); 
• Department of Fisheries;  
• Department of Environment and Conservation; and 
• Port Hedland Port Authority. 

 
Note: Within this condition, “the Port Hedland Inner Harbour” is defined as the area 
landward of a line between Hunt Point and Airey Point and within the Port Hedland Port 
Authority Boundary.  

 



 

 
10 Introduced Marine Species and Dredging Equipment 
 
10-1 Within one week prior to entry of dredging equipment and other vessels associated with 

the proposal into the Port Hedland Port Authority Boundary, the proponent shall arrange 
and undertake an inspection by an appropriately qualified expert to ensure that:  

 
1. there is no sediment on or within the dredging equipment;  

 
2. ballast water (if any) has been managed according to the Australian Quarantine 

Inspection Service ballast water requirements; and  
 

3. any fouling organisms on or in the dredging equipment do not present an 
unacceptable risk to the ecosystem integrity of the marine waters of Port Hedland. 

 
10-2 The proponent shall de-activate or destroy and dispose of appropriately any sediment or 

fouling organism found as a consequence of the inspection required by condition 10-1. 
 
10-3 In the event that the dredging equipment is to be transferred to another location within 

Western Australian territorial waters following completion of dredging and disposal 
activities, the proponent shall undertake an inspection of all dredging equipment, 
employing an appropriately qualified marine scientist to identify the presence of / the 
potential for any introduced marine pest species.  

 
10-4 In the event that any introduced marine pest species are detected, the proponent shall 

report the finding to the Australian Quarantine Inspection Service and put in place 
management measures to ensure that introduced marine pest species are not transferred 
to other locations within Western Australian territorial waters. 

 
 
11 Dust  
 
11-1 The proponent shall monitor and control dust associated with construction and operation 

of the port in accordance with the Dust Management Plan prepared to the requirements 
of the Minister for the Environment on advice of the Environmental Protection 
Authority as stated under Ministerial Statement 690.   

 
 Note: In preparation of advice to the Minister for the Environment, the Environmental 

Protection Authority expects that advice of the following agencies will be obtained: 
 

• Department of Environment and Conservation, 
• Department of Industry and Resources; and 
• Town of Port Hedland. 

 
 
12 Construction Noise  
 
12-1 The proponent shall undertake construction activities in compliance with Regulation 13 

of the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997. 
 



 

 
Procedures 
 
1. Where a condition states “to the requirements of the Minister for the Environment on 

advice of the Environmental Protection Authority", the Environmental Protection 
Authority will provide that advice to the Department of Environment and Conservation 
for the preparation of written notice to the proponent. 

 
2. The Environmental Protection Authority may seek advice from other agencies or 

organisations, as required, in order to provide its advice to the Department of 
Environment and Conservation. 

 
3. Where a condition lists advisory bodies, it is expected that the proponent will obtain the 

advice of those listed as part of its compliance reporting to the Department of 
Environment and Conservation. 

 
 
 
Notes 
 
1. The Minister for the Environment will determine any dispute between the proponent and 

the Environmental Protection Authority or the Department of Environment and 
Conservation over the fulfilment of the requirements of the conditions. 

 
2. The proponent is required to apply for a Works Approval and Licence for this project 

under the provisions of Part V of the Environmental Protection Act 1986. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Schedule 1 
The Proposal (Assessment No. 1732) 
 
The proposal consists of:  
 

• dredging a third ore ship berth pocket and a berth for tugs; 
• extending the wharf adjacent to the third berth; and 
• placing the dredged spoil on and adjacent to the land area used for the dredging 

spoil for the first two berths, 
  
at Anderson Point in Port Hedland harbour.  
 
The key characteristics of the proposal are shown in Table 1 below. 
 
 
Table 1 - Key Proposal Characteristics  
 

Element Description 
Volume of material to be dredged 
for the third ship berth and tug pen 

Not more than 3,500,000m3 

Duration of dredging 9 months approximately, from May 2008 
Area of marine disturbance Not more than 15.8ha 
Open-pile wharf extension for third 
ship berth 

Extension not more than 385m long 

Settlement area on land Not more than 162ha (107ha of which 
were previously used for Stage A 
proposal) 

Heights of bunds around spoil 
dumps: 

Northern Settlement Area 
Southern Settlement Area 
Eastern Settlement Area 

 
 
Not more than 10m (existing height) 
Not more than 10m (existing height) 
Not more than 10m 

 
 

Key: 
m 
m3 

ha 
 

 
metres 
cubic metres 
hectares 
 

 
 
 
Figures (attached)  
 
Figure 1 – Proposed dredging for third berth.  
Figure 2 – Settlement configuration for dredge spoil for third berth.  
 



 

 
 

Figure 1:  Proposed dredging for third berth 



 

 
 

Figure 2 – Settlement configuration for dredge spoil for third berth. 



 

 
 
 
 

Appendix 3 
 
 

Proponent’s referral information 
(Attached as CD) 

 


