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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 Environment on the proposal to construct and 
operate a 300 kilometre (km) railway and associated infrastructure to transport iron ore 
from the Roy Hill mine to Port Hedland by Roy Hill Infrastructure Pty Ltd (RHI). 
 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) requires the EPA to 
report to the Minister for 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 any 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 
As part of the Roy Hill 1 Iron Ore project, Roy Hill Infrastructure Pty Ltd is proposing to 
construct and operate a 300 km railway and associated infrastructure from the Roy Hill 
1 mine to a port facility at Port Hedland (Figure 1). This proposal is subject to the 
Railway (Roy Hill Infrastructure Pty Ltd) Agreement Bill 2010.   
 
The proponent has presented environmental information relating to a 2 km 
environmental approval corridor.  Information has also been provided for a 30 km 
reference corridor in order to provide context for the proposal area. The proposal will 
eventually be constructed within a 200 metre (m) disturbance corridor located within the 
environmental approval corridor. 
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Figure 1: Roy Hill Railway Location map 
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The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in the table below.   
 
Table 1: Summary of key proposal characteristics 

Element Description 

Construction period 24 months 

Operating life 20+ years 

Length of railway 320 kilometres  

Permanent disturbance area Up to 2,200 hectares (ha) 

Construction disturbance 
area  

Up to 4,910 ha 

Support Infrastructure Passing loops and refuge sidings, 
marshalling yard, locomotive and ore 
wagon maintenance facilities, fuel 
storage, locomotive provisioning hall, 
communications backbone cable 
running the length of the rail corridor, 
radio communications towers and 
signalling system, water bores and 
‘turkeys nest’ dams, borrow pits and 
ballast and sleeper storage areas, lay-
down yards for construction, and 
construction accommodation camps.  

Access and construction 
roads 

An access road for construction and 
ongoing maintenance will follow the 
railway for its entire length, deviating 
away from the rail alignment where 
terrain does not permit it to be adjacent 
to the railway.   

 
The potential impacts of the proposal are discussed by the proponent in the referral 
document (RHI, July 2010a). 

3. Consultation  
During the preparation of the environmental referral document, the proponent has 
undertaken consultation with government agencies and key stakeholders.  The 
agencies, groups and organisations consulted, the comments received and the 
proponent’s response are detailed in the Proponent’s referral document (RHI, July 
2010a). 
 
A number of environmental issues were raised by the stakeholders during the 
consultation.  Table 2 summarises the main issues raised and details the actions taken 
by the proponent to address the issues. 
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Table 2: Summary of issues raised during stakeholder consultation  
Issue raised Stakeholder Proponent Response 

Notice in advance of entry, 
use and maintenance of 
pastoral tracks, prevention 
of conflict with pastoral 
business. 

Pastoral Lease 
Holders along the 
corridor. 

Legal right to enter pastoral 
leases is provided under the 
Section 91 Investigation 
license. RHI internal 
procedures require 2 weeks 
notice to be given to 
landholders prior to project 
related activities being 
undertaken. 

Establishment of a life-of-
project liaison committee, 
heritage management and 
information exchange 
regarding environmental 
management issues. 

Nyiyaparli Native 
Title claimants. 

RHI signed a native title 
agreement letter with the 
Nyiyaparli people. S18 
clearance would be approved 
prior to disturbing any 
archaeological site. Any 
required site salvage work 
would be undertaken with the 
involvement of the Nyiyaparli 
people. 

Currency of status for 
conservation significance of 
flora species, consideration 
of Wona Land system, 
Short Range Endemic 
(SRE) surveys to be 
conducted in the wet 
season, borrow pits to be 
self-draining. 

Department of 
Environment and 
Conservation. 

The feedback provided has 
been taken into account during 
engineering design and 
scoping of biological surveys. 

Surface water flow is of 
concern and should be 
addressed through 
engineering design. 

Department of Mines 
and Petroleum. 

Surface water management is 
a key consideration in the rail 
embankment design process. 
There are approximately 460 
culverts planned for the design 
maximising permeability of the 
rail embankment to distribute 
surface water flows. 

Sourcing of water for rail 
construction is a concern. 

Department of 
Water. 

Section 26D licences have 
been obtained from the DoW 
enabling investigation of 
construction water sources 
along the full length of the 
railway. Wherever possible, 
existing bores would be used. 

Investigation licence and 
railway alignment through 
Abydos-Woodstock 
protected area. 

Department of 
Indigenous Affairs,  
Office of Native Title,  
Office of the Minister 
for Indigenous 
affairs 

Native Title agreements have 
been executed with the three 
claimants that would be 
impacted by the RHI railway. 
 
Discussions are continuing 
regarding the proposed 
corridor to be excised from the 
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Abydos-Woodstock reserve.  
 
A section 91 Investigation 
license has been granted for 
the section of the railway 
through the Abydos-
Woodstock reserve. 

 
The EPA considers that reasonable steps have been taken to inform the community 
and stakeholders on the proposed development.  
 
The closest residence or community to the proposed rail corridor is the Abydos 
Woodstock Group Aboriginal Community, located 3km from the proposal area. This is 
sufficiently distant that amenity issues including noise and visual amenity are not 
considered to be key factors for this proposal. 

4. Key Environmental Factors 
It is the EPA’s opinion that the following key environmental factors relevant to the 
proposal require evaluation in this report: 
 
(a) Flora and vegetation 
(b) Terrestrial Fauna 
(c) Indigenous Heritage 
(d) Rehabilitation 
 
The key environmental factors are discussed in Sections 4.1 – 4.4. The description of 
each factor shows why it is relevant to the proposal and how it will 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 has previously assessed a number of railway proposals in this area. These 
include the Fortescue Metals Group railway, the Hope Downs Newman to Port Hedland 
railway, and the BHP Railway. The EPA has a good understanding of the values of the 
region and the potential impacts arising from railway construction in the area, including 
cumulative impacts. This prior knowledge has provided a basis for the assessment of 
the proposal where the information provided by the proponent has been lacking. 

4.1 Flora and Vegetation 

Description 
The proposal has the potential to impact flora and vegetation through clearing, diversion of 
surface water flows, and the introduction and spread of weeds along the rail corridor.  
 
EPA Guidance Statement 51 - Terrestrial Flora and Vegetation Surveys for 
Environmental Impact in Western Australia (June 2004) indicates that Level 2 surveys 
should be completed along the entire length of the proposed area to be assessed. The 
proponent has not conducted flora and vegetation surveys along the entire length of the 
proposed rail alignment to date, but has committed to conducting a more thorough 
survey prior to commencing construction of the railway.  
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The proponent has used published data from nearby similar proposals and Level 1 
surveys of similar alignments to present an overview of the flora and vegetation in the 
project area in the Environmental Referral Document. 
 
There are no known Threatened or Priority Ecological Communities (PEC) in the 
proposal area, however, two Priority Ecological Communities have been identified 
nearby. The Fortescue Marsh PEC is 2.5 kms from the railway at its nearest point, and 
the Wona land system occurs within 15 kms of the railway (One Tree Botanical, 2010). 
 
There are no records of Declared Rare Flora (DRF) within the 2 km Environmental 
Approval corridor, however, there is potential for one DRF – Lepidium catapycnon to 
occur in the area. Twenty three priority flora species have been identified within the 30 
km reference corridor, four of these occur within the 2 km Environmental Approval 
corridor (RHI 2010a). 
 
Clearing 
The construction of the railway and support infrastructure would result in clearance of 
approximately 6555 ha, with 4460 ha to be rehabilitated following construction, leaving 2095 
ha permanently disturbed.  
 
RHI considers that, given that the final alignment of the railway is flexible and can 
easily be moved to avoid or minimise impacts to any flora or vegetation of conservation 
significance identified during pre-construction surveys, impacts to flora and vegetation 
are unlikely to be significant.  
 
Surface water 
The proposed railway would cross several major drainage lines in the area north of the 
Chichester Range. In the southern section of the proposed alignment rainfall runoff 
tends to flow overland as sheetflow rather than defined drainage channels. All drainage 
channels in the project area are ephemeral (RHI 2010a). 
 
There is a potential for construction of the railway to cause a drainage shadow on the 
downstream side of the railway, impacting surface water dependant flora and 
vegetation in the area. Conservation significant vegetation at risk of impact include: 
• Mulga communities; 
• areas of  the Wona land system; and 
• northern areas of the Fortescue Marsh PEC. 
 
RHI proposes to use drainage controls including engineering culverts, environmental 
culverts, riprap pads, ditches and levees to spread and slow runoff of surface water. 
The proponent considers that it is feasible to re-instate natural drainage patterns within 
a short distance downstream of the railway. The proponent has committed to ensuring 
that borrow pits are designed to not form permanent water bodies. 
 
RHI has committed to additional biological and hydrology surveys to inform the detailed 
engineering design, as well as monitoring and maintenance actions to be implemented 
to ensure that drainage controls are operating effectively and to identify opportunities 
for improvement. 
 
Similar railway projects in the Pilbara area have demonstrated that it is possible to 
manage impacts to significant vegetation from changes to surface water flows 
associated with railway construction.  
 



7 

Weeds 
A total of 29 weed species, including two species declared under the Agriculture and 
Related Resources Act (1976) have the potential to occur in the proposed rail corridor. 
Vehicle movement and earthworks could introduce new weed species to areas along 
the rail corridor or promote the spread of existing species. 
 
The proponent has provided a weed hygiene management framework within the 
Environmental Referral Document, which provides a broad overview of management 
actions which could be taken to prevent the spread or introduction of weed species to 
the project area. 

Assessment 
The EPA’s environmental objectives for this factor are to: 
 
•  maintain the abundance, diversity, geographic distribution and productivity of flora 

and species and ecosystem levels through the avoidance or management of 
adverse impacts and improvement of knowledge; and 

 
•  protect DRF, Priority Flora and other species of conservation significance, 

consistent with the provisions of the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. 
 
Clearing 
The EPA notes that it is difficult to determine the scale of potential impacts to flora and 
vegetation associated with clearing for this proposal due to the lack of survey data. 
However, given the linear and narrow nature of the proposal it is unlikely to impact any 
significant vegetation or habitat type. The EPA notes that there is a potential for 
cumulative impacts to flora and vegetation as a result of the number of similar 
proposals in the area.  
 
The EPA considers that based on the narrowness of the disturbance corridor and that 
the final rail alignment is flexible in its placement within the corridor, neither direct nor 
cumulative impacts to flora and vegetation are likely to be significant provided that 
appropriate surveys are conducted prior to construction and these surveys are used to 
inform the final rail alignment within the rail corridor.  
 
The EPA has recommended condition 5 to ensure that adequate surveys for flora and 
vegetation are carried out prior to construction and used to inform the final rail 
alignment in consultation with relevant decision making authorities.   
 
Surface water 
The EPA notes that other railway proposals in the Pilbara have demonstrated that it is 
possible to manage surface water related impacts to significant vegetation through 
appropriate design and engineering.   
 
The EPA considers that impacts to significant vegetation related to changes in surface 
water flows as a result of the proposal are unlikely to be significant, provided that the 
design of drainage controls for the railway is developed in consultation with relevant 
decision making authorities to ensure that the railway is constructed according to 
current best practice standards. 
 
The EPA has recommended condition 6 to ensure that areas of significant vegetation in 
the proposal area are identified and managed by the proponent, and that drainage 
controls are designed appropriately.   
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Weeds 
The EPA has recommended condition 7 to ensure that no new weed species are 
introduced and there is no increase in the coverage of weeds in the project area, as a 
result of the proposal. 

Summary  
Having particular regard to the: 
• narrowness of the disturbance corridor and the flexibility of the final rail 

alignment to avoid significant flora and vegetation in the rail corridor; 
• proponent’s proposed flora and vegetation management actions; and 

EPA’s recommended conditions 5, 6 and 7, 
it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective for this factor provided that adequate surveys for flora and 
vegetation are carried out prior to construction and used appropriately to inform the 
final rail alignment in consultation with relevant decision making authorities.   

4.2 Terrestrial Fauna 

Description 
The proposal has the potential to impact on vertebrate fauna through loss of habitat, 
habitat fragmentation, changed fire regime, introduced fauna, fauna entrapment in 
excavated areas, and road and rail deaths. There is also a potential for Short Range 
Endemic (SRE) terrestrial invertebrates to be impacted by habitat loss and 
fragmentation. 
 
RHI has not conducted fauna surveys along the length of the proposed railway corridor 
to date. The Environmental Referral Document provides an overview of fauna habitats 
and species expected to occur in the area based on desktop assessments and surveys 
conducted for nearby proposals and alternate rail alignments (RHI 2010a). 
 
There is potential for twenty-one species of conservation significant fauna to occur 
within 15 kms of the project area. These include eight birds, nine mammals, and four 
reptiles. Only two of the twenty-one species, both priority four bird species, occur within 
the 2 km environmental corridor (RHI 2010a). 
 
Several habitat types that are significant on a local scale and may support conservation 
significant fauna have been identified within or adjacent to the railway corridor, 
including major drainage systems, Mulga communities, Cracking Clays, and Fortescue 
Marsh vegetation (Terrestrial Ecosystems, 2010). 
 
RHI has estimated the available habitat for each of the significant species identified 
above, both within the 30 km reference corridor and the 200m construction corridor 
(Table 9-6, RHI 2010a). Based on these figures, the proponent calculates that less than 
0.35% of the available habitat for any significant species in the 30 km corridor would be 
impacted by the proposal.  
 
A desktop study of a rail alignment similar to the currently referred alignment suggests 
that SREs are likely to occur in the Chichester Range section of the railway. The 
proposal has the potential to impact SREs in that area through removal or 
fragmentation of habitat (Bamford 2010). 
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The proponent has detailed management actions to be implemented in order to 
minimise potential impacts to fauna as a result of the proposal. These are detailed in 
the fauna management plan included at Appendix I of the Environmental Referral 
Document, and include the following: 
 
• pre-construction vertebrate surveys to identify any threatened or significant 

species, or habitat areas; 
• identification of active or inactive dens or burrows for clearance prior to 

excavation; 
• pre-construction SRE surveys in areas in areas of potential SRE habitat; 
• avoidance or minimisation of impacts to SRE habitat based on the results of SRE 

surveys; 
• minimisation of disturbance footprint using a ground disturbance permit system; 
• installation of fauna friendly passageways to enable fauna to move across the 

railway; 
• backfilling of trenches and pits as soon as practicable; 
• implementation of traffic management strategies including fencing to restrict 

access to rail, enforced speed limits, and minimal night activity; 
• induction and training of workforce in fauna management procedures; 
• implementation of fire management strategies; and 
• pest control programs. 

Assessment 
The EPA’s environmental objectives for this factor are to: 
•  protect Specially Protected (Threatened) and Priority Fauna and their habitats, 

consistent with the provisions of the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950; 
•  protect fauna listed on the Schedules of the Environment Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999; and 
•  maintain the abundance, species diversity, geographic distribution and productivity 

of fauna species and ecosystem levels through the avoidance or management of 
adverse impact and improvement in knowledge. 

 
The EPA notes information provided by the proponent about the potential impacts of 
the proposal on habitat representation in areas affected by the proposal. 
 
The EPA also notes that it is difficult to determine the scale of potential impacts to 
fauna associated with this proposal due to the lack of survey data. The EPA considers 
that based on the narrowness of the disturbance corridor and the flexibility of the final 
rail alignment within the 2km environmental approval corridor, impacts to fauna are 
unlikely to be significant provided that appropriate surveys are conducted prior to 
construction and used to inform the final rail alignment. 
 
The EPA’s recommended condition 5 ensures that adequate surveys are conducted 
prior to the commencement of construction, and that the final rail alignment is selected 
in consultation with relevant decision making authorities.  This is intended to ensure 
that impacts to significant areas of habitat are avoided or minimised where practicable.  
 
It is also noted that the proponent has proposed appropriate management actions to 
minimise the risk of impacts to fauna associated with the proposal, including fire 
management strategies, fauna passageways, and traffic management strategies.  The 
EPA has recommended condition 8 to ensure that trenching activities are carried out 
according to current standards of fauna management.  
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Summary  
Having particular regard to the: 
• narrowness of the disturbance corridor and the flexibility of the final rail 

alignment; 
• proponent’s proposed fauna management actions; and 
• EPA’s recommended Conditions 5 and 8, 
it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective for this factor provided that adequate comprehensive surveys 
of vertebrate and short range endemic habitats are carried out prior to construction and 
used appropriately to inform the final rail alignment in consultation with relevant 
decision making authorities.   

4.3 Aboriginal Heritage 

Description 
The proposed corridor passes through the Abydos Woodstock Protected Area. The 
protected area is one of eighty in Western Australia, and was declared in 1979 under 
the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972, as its cultural heritage values are considered to be of 
outstanding importance to the State.  
 
To date, 152 previously recorded aboriginal heritage sites have been identified within 
the 2 km environmental approval corridor.  The corridor intersects the boundaries of 
three registered Native Title claims: the Kariyarra, Palyku and Nyiyaparli Native Title 
claims (RHI 2010a). 
 
There is potential for the proposal to impact Aboriginal Heritage in a number of ways, 
including direct disturbance, indirect impacts associated with changes to ground and 
surface water, impacts associated with increased fire risk, and impacts from vibration, 
blasting and dust. Of these, RHI has addressed only direct disturbance in its 
Environmental Referral Document.  
 
RHI has not conducted surveys in relation to Aboriginal Heritage to date, but has 
committed to arranging surveys with Traditional Owner groups prior to ground 
disturbing activities.  
 
Should additional sites be identified within the rail corridor, RHI would either re-design 
the railway to avoid impacting the sites or seek Ministerial consent under Section 18 of 
the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 to disturb the site.  Sites which can be avoided would 
be demarcated for their protection to ensure that inadvertent disturbance does not 
occur during construction activities. 

Assessment 
The EPA’s environmental objectives for this factor are to: 
• ensure that the proposal complies with the requirements of the Aboriginal 

Heritage Act 1972; and 
• ensure that changes to the biological and physical environment resulting from 

the project do not adversely affect cultural associations with the area. 
The proposal is likely to impact heritage values of the Abydos Woodstock protected 
area, which is considered to have cultural heritage values of outstanding importance to 
the state.  The EPA is advised that the proponent has applied to the Minister for 
Indigenous Affairs for a variation to the Aboriginal Heritage Act (1972) to allow the 



11 

railway to pass through the protected area. It is difficult to determine whether 
consultation with Native Title Claimant groups has been conducted appropriately. 
 
The EPA has received advice from the Department of Indigenous Affairs (DIA) that the 
information provided in the proponent’s document is inadequate to assess the potential 
impacts to and management of Aboriginal heritage values in the project area.  The DIA 
has also advised it is difficult to determine whether consultation with Native Title 
Claimant groups has been conducted appropriately.   
 
Despite the lack of knowledge, based on the nature of the proposal the DIA has 
advised that it considers that, provided that the proponent prepares and implements a 
Cultural Heritage Management Plan in consultation with the DIA the proposal has the 
potential to be managed to protect the cultural heritage values of the project area. 
 
The EPA notes that, given the values of the Abydos-Woodstock protected area, 
impacts to Aboriginal heritage associated with the proposal have the potential to be 
significant.  However, the EPA considers that the proposal can be managed to meet 
the EPA’s objectives for this factor, provided that the proponent further develops their 
proposed management strategies in consultation with the DIA. 
 
The EPA has recommended condition 9 to require that the proponent prepare and 
implement a Cultural Heritage Management Plan in consultation with the DIA, and to 
ensure that comprehensive cultural heritage consultation and surveys are carried out. 

Summary 
Having particular regard to the: 
• significance of the Abydos Woodstock protected area; 
• narrowness of the disturbance corridor and the flexibility of the final rail alignment; 

and 
• EPA’s recommended condition 8, 
it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective for this factor provided that the proponent prepares and 
implements a Cultural Heritage Management plan addressing all aspects of Aboriginal 
heritage related to the proposal. 

4.4 Rehabilitation  

Description 
The construction of the railway and support infrastructure would result in clearance of 
approximately 6555 ha, of which 4460 will be rehabilitated once the railway is 
constructed.  Areas to be rehabilitated would include borrow pits, accommodation 
camps and other infrastructure. 
 
The proponent has also committed to ensuring that borrow pits are designed not to 
form permanent water bodies and to allow for the fauna to escape. 

Assessment 
The EPA notes the proponent’s commitment to undertake rehabilitation of areas not 
required in the longer term for ongoing operations of the railway.  To ensure 
rehabilitation occurs and is of an acceptable standard, the EPA recommends a 
condition be applied to the proposal requiring areas disturbed by the proposal to be 
rehabilitated to be comparable to that of undisturbed natural analogue sites.  Weed 
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management of rehabilitated areas is to be subject to recommended condition 7.  The 
condition also requires that borrow pits, which represent a potential threat to fauna are 
rehabilitated to ensure they do not become a permanent water body and also allow for 
fauna to escape.  

Summary  
Having particular regard to the: 
• the proponent’s commitment to undertake rehabilitation of areas disturbed 

during construction that are not required for the ongoing operation and 
maintenance of the railway; and  

• the EPA’s recommended condition 10 providing for rehabilitation, weed 
management and design of borrow pits to prevent impacts to fauna, 

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

5. Other Advice 
The nearby Fortescue Marsh is the largest ephemeral wetland in the Pilbara measuring 
about 100km long and up to 10km wide. It has a unique water regime and supports a 
variety of plant and animal species of high conservation value. It also has significant 
sites and places of importance to Aboriginal people and is recognised as a nationally 
important wetland in the Directory of Important Wetlands in Australia (2001).  
 
Recognising the coincidence of an environmentally significant wetland with a highly 
active mineral province and the risk of cumulative impacts, the EPA encourages State 
agencies with environmental and water regulation responsibilities to take a more 
strategic approach based on: 

• a common understanding of the water regime and environmental values of the 
Fortescue Marsh area; and 

• agreed approaches for the management of impacts relating to mining and 
associated infrastructure. 

This will assist in providing clarity and certainty to proponents and regulators alike and 
ensure the risk of unintended cumulative impacts to the Marsh is significantly reduced.  

6. Recommended Conditions  
Having considered the information provided in this report, the EPA has developed a set 
of conditions that the EPA recommends be imposed if the proposal by Roy Hill 
Infrastructure to construct and operate a 300km railway and associated infrastructure to 
transport iron ore from the Roy Hill mine to Port Hedland is approved for 
implementation.  These conditions are presented in Appendix 2. 

7. Conclusions 
The EPA has considered the proposal by Roy Hill Infrastructure Pty Ltd to construct 
and operate a 300 km railway and associated infrastructure to transport iron ore from 
the Roy Hill mine to Port Hedland. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent has not completed surveys of the proposed rail 
corridor in accordance with EPA guidance statements as is generally required for 
assessment at ARI level. However, the proponent has committed to conducting surveys 
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prior to construction and utilising the results of these surveys to inform the final rail 
alignment. 
 
The EPA also notes that the proposed disturbance corridor is narrow and therefore 
unlikely to impact any significant vegetation or habitat type. The final alignment of the 
railway is flexible and would be altered based on pre-construction surveys to avoid 
significant areas of vegetation, fauna habitat, or Aboriginal heritage. 
 
The EPA considers that the significance of direct impacts to vegetation, fauna habitat 
and Aboriginal heritage related to the proposal would be determined by the adequacy 
of pre-construction surveys and subsequent design of the final rail alignment. Provided 
that these surveys and final design are carried out adequately and with appropriate 
decision making authority consultation, direct impacts related to the proposal are 
unlikely to be significant. The EPA has therefore recommended condition 5, to ensure 
that all pre-construction surveys are carried out to an approved methodology and used 
to inform the final rail alignment. 
 
Other impacts associated with the proposal include: 
• changes to surface water flows;  
• introduction and spread of weeds;  
• impacts to fauna including entrapment, road and rail collisions;   
• changes to fire regime (ie, increased risk of fire); and  
• impacts to Aboriginal heritage from changes to surface and ground water flows, 

dust, vibration, blasting and increased fire risk. 
 
Many of these impacts have been addressed by the proponent through management 
and monitoring plans provided as appendices to the Environmental Referral Document.  
 
The EPA has also recommended conditions related to surface water, fauna, weeds, 
and rehabilitation which are expected to minimise and manage impacts related to those 
factors.  
 
The EPA has therefore concluded that it is likely 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. 

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

1. That the Minister notes that the proposal being assessed is for construction and 
operation of a 300km railway and associated infrastructure to transport iron ore 
from the Roy Hill mine to Port Hedland; 

2. That the Minister considers the report on the key environmental factors as set out 
in Section 3; 

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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and 
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Identified Decision-making Authorities 

 
Section 44(2) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) specifies that 
the EPA’s report must set out (if it recommends that implementation be 
allowed) the conditions and procedures, if any, to which implementation should 
be subject.  This Appendix contains the EPA’s recommended conditions and 
procedures. 
 
Section 45(1) requires the Minister for Environment to consult with decision-
making authorities, and if possible, agree on whether or not the proposal may 
be implemented, and if so, to what conditions and procedures, if any, that 
implementation should be subject. 
 
The following decision-making authorities have been identified for this 
consultation: 

 
Decision-making Authority Approval 

1. Minister for Water  RiWi Act (1914) -  
Water extraction licence 

2. Minister for Indigenous affairs Aboriginal Heritage Act (1972) – 
Section 18 Clearances 

3. Minister for State Development Approvals under State 
Agreement Railway (Roy Hill 
Infrastructure Pty Ltd) Agreement  

4. Minister for Lands Lands Administration Act 1997 
5. Shire of Ashburton  Planning approval 
6. Town of Port Hedland Planning approval 
7. Shire of East Pilbara Planning approval 
 
Note: In this instance, agreement is only required with the first three DMAs, 
since these DMAs are Ministers.  

 
 
 
 

 



RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
 

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

 
ROY HILL INFRASTRUCTURE RAILWAY 

SHIRE OF ASHBURTON, SHIRE OF EAST PILBARA 
TOWN OF PORT HEDLAND 

 
Proposal:  The proposal is to construct and operate a railway of 

approximately 320 kilometres length and associated 
infrastructure to transport iron ore from the Roy Hill 1 mine to 
facilities at Port Hedland.  

 
The proposal is further documented in schedule 1 of this 
statement.   

 
Proponent: Roy Hill Infrastructure Pty Ltd  
 
Proponent Address: 28-42 Ventnor Avenue,  

WEST PERTH  WA  6005  
 
Assessment Number: 1849 
 
Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: Report 1370 
 
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 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 Office of the 

Environmental Protection Authority 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 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 Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the 
Environmental Protection Authority 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 prepare and maintain a compliance assessment plan to the 

satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental 
Protection Authority. 

 
4-2  The proponent shall submit to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the 

Environmental Protection Authority, the compliance assessment plan required by 
condition 4-1 at least 6 months prior to the first compliance report required by 
condition 4-6, or prior to ground disturbing activity, whichever is sooner. The 
compliance assessment plan shall indicate: 

 
1 the frequency of compliance reporting; 
 
2 the approach and timing of compliance assessments; 
 
3 the retention of compliance assessments; 
 
4 reporting of potential non-compliances and corrective actions taken; 
 
5 the table of contents of compliance reports; and 
 
6 public availability of compliance reports. 

 
4-3  The proponent shall assess compliance with conditions in accordance with the 

compliance assessment plan required by condition 4-1. 
 
4-4 The proponent shall retain reports of all compliance assessments described in the 

compliance assessment plan required by condition 4-1 and shall make those reports 
available when requested by the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the 
Environmental Protection Authority. 

 
4-5 The proponent shall advise the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the 

Environmental Protection Authority of any potential non-compliance within 7 days. 
 
4-6 The proponent shall submit to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the 

Environmental Protection Authority the first compliance assessment report fifteen 
months from the date of issue of this Statement addressing the twelve month period 
from the date of issue of this Statement and then annually from the date of 
submission of the first compliance report. The compliance assessment report shall: 

 
1  be endorsed by the proponent’s Managing Director or a person, approved in 

writing by the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental 
Protection Authority, delegated to sign on the Managing Director’s behalf; 

 
2  include a statement as to whether the proponent has complied with the 

conditions; 
 
3 identify all potential non-compliances and describe corrective and 

preventative actions taken; 



 
4  be made publicly available in accordance with the approved compliance 

assessment plan; and 
 
5  indicate any proposed changes to the compliance assessment plan required 

by condition 4-1. 
 
5 Final Rail Alignment 
 
5-1 The proponent shall ensure that the final rail alignment is within the 2 kilometre 

approval corridor indicated by the GIS co-ordinates listed in Appendix K of Roy Hill 
Infrastructure RHI Railway Environmental Referral Document (October 2010). 

 
5-2 Prior to determining the final rail alignment, the proponent shall conduct surveys of 

the following within the 2 kilometre approval corridor: 
  

1. Flora and Vegetation  
2. Short Range Endemics (SRE)  
3.  Significant fauna habitat   
4.   Indigenous heritage  

 
5-3 Surveys are to be completed according to a methodologies that satisfy the Chief 

Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority on advice 
of the Department of Environment and Conservation and the Department of 
Indigenous Affairs. 

 
5-4 Prior to construction of a particular section of the railway, the proponent shall 

submit the final alignment of that section of railway within the 2 kilometre approval 
corridor to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection 
Authority, demonstrating that all sensitive areas identified by the surveys required 
by condition 5-2 have been avoided to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive 
Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority on advice of the 
Department of Environment and Conservation and the Department of Indigenous 
affairs.   

 
5-5 The railway may be divided into no more than five sections for the purposes of 

condition 5-4. 
 
6 Surface Water and significant vegetation 
 
6-1 The proponent shall ensure that changes to surface water flows related to the 

proposal do not adversely affect any significant vegetation community, including 
Mulga, vegetation of the Fortescue Marsh and the Wona land system.  

 
6-2 To verify that the requirements of condition 6-1 are met the proponent shall: 
 

1. identify any areas of significant vegetation potentially impacted by changes to 
surface water flows related to the proposal in consultation with the Department of 
Environment and Conservation; 

2. undertake baseline survey of areas of significant vegetation; 
3. determine trigger levels for vegetation health and cover for management actions 

in consultation with the Department of Environment and Conservation; 
4. design and locate environmental culverts in consultation with the Department of 

Environment and Conservation; 
5. monitor surface water flows, including in the vicinity of significant vegetation; and  



6. monitor the health and cover of significant vegetation to be retained in the 
proposal area and in adjacent areas.  

 
This monitoring is to be carried out according to a method and schedule determined 
to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental 
Protection Authority prior to the commencement of construction, and is to be carried 
out until such time as the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental 
Protection Authority determines on advice from the Department of Environment and 
Conservation that monitoring actions may cease. 
 

6-3 In the event that monitoring required by condition 6-2 indicates an exceedance of 
trigger levels determined by condition 6-2 (3) as a result of alteration to surface 
water flows: 

 
1. the proponent shall report such findings to Chief Executive Officer of the 

Office of the Environmental Protection Authority within 21 days of the 
exceedance being identified; 

2. the proponent shall provide evidence which allows determination of the cause 
of the exceedance; 

3. if determined by the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental 
Protection Authority to be a result of activities undertaken in implementing the 
proposal, the proponent shall submit actions to be taken to address the 
exceedance within 21 days of the determination being made to the Chief 
Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority; and 

4. the proponent shall implement actions to address the exceedance upon 
approval of the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental 
Protection Authority and shall continue until such time the Chief Executive 
Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority determines that 
the remedial actions may cease. 

  
6-4 The proponent shall submit annually the results of monitoring required by condition 

6-2 to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection 
Authority.  

 
6-5 The proponent shall make the monitoring reports required by condition 6-4 publicly 

available in a manner approved by the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the 
Environmental Protection Authority. 

 
7 Weeds  
 
7-1 The proponent shall ensure that: 
 

1. no new species of weeds (including both declared weeds and environmental 
weeds) are introduced into the proposal area as a result of the implementation 
of the proposal;  

 
2. the cover of weeds (including both declared weeds and environmental weeds) 

within the proposal area does not exceed that existing on comparable, nearby 
land, determined by 7-1 (3) which has not been disturbed during 
implementation of the proposal; and 

 
3. reference sites on nearby land are chosen in consultation with the Office of 

the Environmental Protection Authority, on advice from the Department of 
Environment and Conservation and established within the proposal area and 
outside the impact area.  The reference sites are to be monitored every 2 



years to determine whether changes in weed cover and type are as a result of 
project implementation or broader regional changes. 

 
8 Trapped Fauna 
 
8-1 The proponent shall ensure that open trenches associated with construction of the 

railway are cleared of trapped fauna by fauna-rescue personnel at least twice daily.  
Details of all fauna recovered shall be recorded, consistent with condition 8-5. The 
first daily clearing shall take place no later than three hours after sunrise and shall 
be repeated between the hours of 3:00 pm and 6:00 pm.   

 
 The open trenches shall also be cleared, and fauna details recorded, by fauna-

rescue personnel no more than one hour prior to backfilling of trenches.   
 

Note: “fauna-rescue personnel” means person employed or contracted by the 
proponent whose responsibility it is to walk the open trench to recover and record 
fauna found within the trench.   

 
8-2 The fauna-rescue personnel shall obtain the appropriate licenses as required for 

fauna rescue under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 and be trained in the 
following:  

 
1. fauna identification, capture and handling (including specially protected fauna 

and venomous snakes likely to occur in the area);  
 
2. identification of tracks, scats, burrows and nests of conservation-significant 

species;  
 
3. fauna vouchering (of deceased animals);  
 
4. assessing injured fauna for suitability for release, rehabilitation or euthanasia;  
 
5. familiarity with the ecology of the species which may be encountered in order 

to be able to appropriately translocate fauna encountered; and  
 
6. performing euthanasia.  
 

8-3 Open trench lengths shall not exceed a length capable of being inspected and 
cleared by the fauna-clearing personnel within the required times as set out in 
condition 8-1.  

 
8-4  Ramps providing egress points and/or fauna refuges providing suitable shelter from 

the sun and predators for trapped fauna are to be placed in the trench at intervals 
not exceeding 50 metres. 

 
8-5 The proponent shall produce a report on fauna management within trenches at the 

completion of railway construction.  The report shall include the following:  
 

1. details of all fauna inspections;  
 
2. the number and type of fauna cleared from trenches;  
 
3. fauna mortalities; and  
 
4. all actions taken.   



 
The report shall be provided to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the 
Environmental Protection Authority and the Department of Environment and 
Conservation no later than 21 days after the completion of construction, and shall 
be made publicly available in a manner approved by the Chief Executive Officer of 
the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority. 

 
9 Indigenous Heritage 
 
9-1 Prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities, the proponent shall prepare 

a detailed and project specific Cultural Heritage Management Plan to the 
satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental 
Protection Authority on advice of the Department of Indigenous Affairs. 
 
The objective of the Cultural Heritage Management Plan is to ensure that there is 
no impact to cultural heritage values, artefacts or traditional land uses associated 
with the proposal, unless otherwise approved under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 
1972. 

 
9-2 The Cultural Heritage Management Plan shall: 
 

1. demonstrate that public consultation with Traditional Owners has been carried 
out in a suitable and comprehensive manner, and provide a framework for 
future consultation if required; 

 
2. demonstrate that archaeological and ethnographic surveys have been carried 

out in a suitable and comprehensive manner, or provide details of methodology 
planned to be used in future surveys; 

 
3. identify management actions to be implemented in order to minimise potential 

impacts to Aboriginal Heritage including impacts arising from: 
i. clearing; 
ii. changes to surface and ground water quality and levels; 
iii. increased risk of fire; 
iv. vibration; 
v. blasting activities (eg, fly rock); and 
vi. dust. 

 
4. identify monitoring and reporting strategies suitable to determine the 

effectiveness of  management actions required by 9-2; 
 

5. identify contingency actions to be undertaken in the event that impacts to 
Aboriginal Heritage values are detected;  

 
9-3 The proponent shall implement the Cultural Heritage Management Plan required by 

Conditions 9-1 and 9-2. 
 
10 Rehabilitation 
 
10-1 Within five years of the completion of construction, the proponent shall rehabilitate 

temporarily disturbed areas to meet the following criteria: 
 

1. The percentage cover and species diversity of living self sustaining native 
vegetation in all rehabilitation areas shall be comparable to that of undisturbed 
natural analogue sites as demonstrated by Ecosystem Function Analysis or 



other methodology acceptable to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of 
the Environmental Protection Authority;  

 
2. Weed management for the rehabilitation areas shall be carried out as per 

condition 7. 
 
Note:  The methodology for Ecosystem Function Analysis is set out in 
Tongway DJ and Hindley 2004 Landscape Function Analysis – Procedures for 
Monitoring and Assessing Landscapes, Commonwealth Scientific and 
Industrial Research Organisation Sustainable Ecosystems, Canberra. 

 
3. Borrow pits shall be demonstrated to be suitably designed to not form 

permanent water bodies and to allow fauna to escape to the satisfaction of the 
Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority 
on advice from the Department of Environment and Conservation 

 
10-2 Rehabilitation activities shall continue until such time as the requirements of condition 

10-1 are met, and are demonstrated by inspections, monitoring and reports to be met 
to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental 
Protection Authority. 

 
Notes  
 
1. The Minister for 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. 



Schedule 1 
The Proposal (Assessment No. 1849) 
 
The proposal is to construct and operate to construct and operate a railway of approximately 
300 kilometre length and associated infrastructure to transport iron ore from the Roy Hill 1 
mine to facilities at Port Hedland. 
 
The location of the various project components is shown in Figure 1.  GIS coordinates 
delineating the 2 kilometre environmental approval corridor are provided in Roy Hill 
Infrastructure RHI Railway Environmental Referral Document (October 2010). 
 
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Table 1 below.  A detailed 
description of the proposal is provided in section 4 of the project referral document, Roy Hill 
Infrastructure Railway - Environmental Referral Document, prepared by Roy Hill 
Infrastructure, Perth, Western Australia (July 2010).   
 
Table 1: Summary of key proposal characteristics 

Element Description 

Construction period 24 months 

Operating life 20+ years 

Length of railway Up to 320 kilometres  

Permanent disturbance area Up to 2,200 hectares   

Construction disturbance 
area  

Up to 4,910 hectares  

Support Infrastructure Passing loops and refuge sidings, 
marshalling yard, locomotive and ore 
wagon maintenance facilities, fuel 
storage, locomotive provisioning hall, 
wagon and locomotive wash down 
facility, administration building, a 
communications backbone cable 
running the length of the rail corridor, 
radio communications towers and 
signalling system, water bores and 
‘turkeys nest’ dams, borrow pits and 
ballast and sleeper storage areas, lay-
down yards for construction, and 
construction accommodation camps. 

Access and construction 
roads 

An access road for construction and 
maintenance will follow the railway for its 
entire length, deviating away from the 
rail alignment where terrain does not 
permit it to be adjacent to the railway.   

 
Figures  
Figure 1: Roy Hill Infrastructure location map see main report above 


