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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 by Port 
Hedland Port Authority (PHPA), the proponent, to develop and operate the 
Lumsden Point General Cargo Facility (Figure 1). 
 
The PHPA referred the proposal to the EPA on 17 October 2013 and the EPA 
published the level of assessment at Assessment on Proponent Information (API) 
on 11 November 2013. 
 
The proponent submitted an Environmental Referral (ER) document setting out 
the details of the proposal, potential environmental impacts and proposed 
commitments to manage those impacts. Based on the information and 
investigations undertaken in the ER document, the EPA decided that it did not 
need to issue a scoping guideline for the preparation of an API environmental 
review document. The EPA’s assessment was therefore primarily based on the 
referral document and some subsequent information provided by the proponent 
to clarify certain aspects of the proposal and their management.  
 
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 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.   
 
This report provides the EPA advice and recommendations in accordance with 
Section 44 of the EP Act.   
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2. The proposal 
 
The PHPA is proposing to develop the Lumsden Point General Cargo Facility to 
alleviate trade pressure on existing berths and accommodate an increase in trade 
through the Port. The proposal is located at the junction of South East Creek and 
South Creek within the inner harbour of Port Hedland (Figure 1).  
 
The proposal involves the construction of an access causeway and dredging of up to 
two million cubic metres (Mm3) of material for berth pockets, a turning basin and 
shipping channel (Figure 2). The dredging campaign would take approximately five 
months.  
 
The dredged material would be used for onshore reclamation for a land-backed wharf 
and also be pumped through previously assessed and approved Dredge Material 
Management Areas (DMMA) including: 

• FMG Pilbara Iron Ore and Infrastructure Project: Port North and South 
Railway (approved under Ministerial Statement 690);  

• FMG Third Berth Project at Anderson Point (Ministerial Statement 771); 

• BHP Billiton Iron Ore Nelson Point dredging, RGP6 Port Development, Port 
Hedland (Ministerial Statement 812); and 

• PHPA South West Creek Dredging and Reclamation Project (Ministerial 
Statement 859). 

The main components of the proposal are:  

• construction of two Handymax berths totalling a length of 500 metres (m); 

• dredging to a depth of -13.5 m chart datum (CD) for the berth pockets; 

• dredging to a depth of -12 m CD for the access channel and turning basin; 

• reclamation and development of an area of land immediately backing the 
wharf behind the two berths; 

• reclamation and development of causeway from land based facilities to the 
wharf area;  

• disposal of the dredge material onshore to the DMMAs C and B (see Figure 
1); and  

• dredge spoil return water discharge to the South and South East Creek. 
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Figure 1: Location and layout of proposal 
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Figure 2: Proposal key infrastructure components   
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The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in the table below.   
 
Table 1: Summary of key proposal characteristics 
Element  Proposed extent  
Clearing and disturbance 
for: 
• land-backed wharf; 
• causeway; 
• temporary pipeline 

corridors; and 
• discharge channels.  

 

Total area of disturbance must be in 
development envelope and is up to 51 
hectares (ha).  
 
Within the intertidal zone, clearing and 
disturbance is less than 10.6 ha of mangrove 
communities. 
 

Capital dredging for: 
• berths pockets; and  
• access channel and 

turning basin. 
 

Reclamation for land-
backed wharf. 
 

Up to 2 Mm3 of material to be dredged.  
 
Maximum depth of -12 m for shipping channel 
and -13.5 m for berth pockets.  
 
Within the sub-tidal zone, disturbance of up to 
8.4 ha of sub-tidal habitat (mostly bare 
substrate). 
 

Operational  Import and export of general cargo goods.  
 

 
The potential impacts of the proposal are discussed by the proponent in the referral 
document (PHPA, 2013a) (see Appendix 4). 
 
The proponent made minor modifications to the proposal prior to and following 
referral to the EPA. This includes removing a temporary access corridor and 
realigning the heavy duty access corridor. This has resulted in a reduction in the 
proposed extent of direct impacts to mangrove communities from 14.2 hectares (ha) 
to 10.6 ha. 

3. Consultation  
During the preparation of the Environmental Referral (ER) document, the proponent 
undertook 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 ER document (PHPA, 2013a). Table 17 in 
the Proponent’s ER document summarises the main environmental issues raised by 
stakeholders and details the actions taken by the proponent to address the issues. 
 
The EPA considers that the consultation process has been appropriate and that 
reasonable steps have been taken to inform stakeholders and the community on the 
proposed development. 
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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) Benthic communities and habitat; and 
(b) Marine environmental quality.  

 
The key environmental factors are discussed in Sections 4.1 – 4.2. The description of 
each factor shows why it is relevant to the proposal and how it will be impacted 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. 
 
Marine Fauna was considered to be a preliminary key environmental factor at the 
level of assessment stage, but is no longer considered to be a key environmental 
factor for the reasons set out in Appendix 2 of this report.  
 

4.1 Benthic communities and habitat  
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain the structure, function, 
diversity, distribution and viability of benthic communities and habitats at local and 
regional scales.  
 
The key benthic primary producer communities that are considered relevant to this 
proposal are mangrove and benthic microalgal communities. The key issues 
associated with the proposal are considered to be: 

• direct impacts caused during dredging and construction, and placement 
of material within the wharf and access corridor; and 

• indirect impacts from sedimentation from dredging, and increased erosion 
and scouring of substrates/habitats that support mangrove communities. 

 
Mangroves 
 
The Port Hedland harbour is located within a mangrove-fringed tidal creek system 
with broad adjoining saltmarsh (Samphire) and bare tidal flats. The mangrove 
communities found within the proposed footprint include three species; Avicennia 
marina, Rhizophora stylosa and Ceriops australis, all of which are found elsewhere in 
the Port Hedland area and Pilbara region. None are listed as threatened under the 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 or the Wildlife 
Conservation Act 1950.  
 
The proponent recognises the significant value of mangroves, and has attempted to 
avoid and minimise impacts by proposing the following measures: 

• prior to referral of the proposal, realigning the heavy duty access corridor 
to avoid mangrove communities; 
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• removal of a temporary access corridor located in high value closed 
canopy mangroves; and 

• a commitment to avoid indirect impacts outside of the development 
envelope through the Mangrove Health Monitoring Program as a 
component of a Construction and Dredge Management Plan. 

The PHPA considers it has taken a strategic approach in designing the current layout 
of the wharf component to ‘future-proof’ the development. This means that should the 
PHPA wish to develop additional berths in the future, it can do so without further 
reclamation, and therefore without further incremental impacts on mangrove 
communities.  
 
Despite the proponent’s avoidance and minimisation measures, the proposal would 
result in the residual loss of approximately 10.6 ha of mangrove communities, 
including some temporary loss caused by clearing pipeline corridors. Following 
completion of construction and the removal of the pipelines, these areas are expected 
to naturally regenerate. As such, the likely residual loss would be slightly less than 
10.6 ha of mangrove communities. 
 
Indirect pressures from the proposal include sedimentation from dredging, and 
increased erosion and scouring of substrates/habitats that support mangrove 
communities. However, from the results of predictive modelling of cumulative 
sedimentation and hydrodynamics, and experience gained from the previous 
dredging and reclamation in the harbour, the PHPA is confident that the mangroves 
outside the development footprint will not be impacted by sedimentation from 
dredging, dewatering or change in tidal conditions. 
 
As mentioned above, the PHPA has committed to implementation of a Mangrove 
Health Monitoring Program as a component of the Construction and Dredge 
Management Plan (PHPA, 2013a). This program includes monitoring, triggers and 
contingency action based on sedimentation rates and mangrove health prior to, 
during and post implementation of the proposal.  
 
Cumulative mangrove loss 
 
The PHPA has considered the residual loss of 10.6 ha of mangrove communities in 
the context of historical and approved losses. Previously reported losses of 
mangroves within the Port Hedland area, as defined within the Port Hedland Local 
Assessment Unit (LAU), are approximately 376 ha. The Port Hedland LAU is 
established through the Environmental Protection Bulletin, Guidance for the 
assessment of benthic primary producer habitat loss in and around Port Hedland 
(EPB 14).  
 
The loss of 376 ha within the Port Hedland LAU is equivalent to approximately 14% 
cumulative mangrove loss as calculated from the original historical mangrove extent, 
estimated at 2,676 ha. The PHPA has calculated that mangrove losses from this 
proposal (10.6 ha) would represent 0.4% of the remaining mangroves within the Port 
Hedland LAU and a cumulative loss of approximately 14.4% in the context of 
historical and approved losses as summarised in Table 2 below. 
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Table 2 – Cumulative loss of mangrove communities in the Port Hedland Local 
Assessment Unit 
Benthic Primary Producer Habitat – 
Mangrove  

Area 
(ha) 

Cumulative Loss  
(%) 

Total size of management area 
 

15,430  

Historical area of mangrove as defined 
by the EPA 

2,676  

Cumulative historical and approved 
losses  

376.1 14 

Proposed PHPA, Lumsden Point 
General Cargo Facility  

10.6  14.4 

 
As set out in the EPA’s Environmental Assessment Guideline No. 3 Protection of 
Benthic Primary Producer Habitats (BPPHs) in Western Australia’s Marine 
Environment, (EAG 3) the Port Hedland LAU would be considered a Category E: 
Development Area, where the cumulative loss guideline is 10%.  
 
Although the proposal would exceed the 10% cumulative loss guideline, the additional 
loss of 0.4% of mangroves within the LAU is highly unlikely to represent a significant 
loss, in terms of overall contribution to primary productivity and ecological function in 
the area, or in the region. In addition, the PHPA has demonstrated the manner in 
which it has avoided and minimised impacts as far as practicable. It also has in place 
an ongoing mangrove rehabilitation program, which includes investigating methods to 
rehabilitate mangrove habitats and better understand mangrove regeneration 
processes. This is further discussed below.  
 
Mangrove rehabilitation 

In considering the impacts to mangrove communities as a result of this proposal, the 
EPA has noted the PHPA’s mangrove rehabilitation program. The PHPA rehabilitation 
program forms a keystone of the PHPA’s Sustainability Plan and involves currently 
investigating cost-effective methods to rehabilitate mangrove habitats and thus 
potentially lower cumulative losses. Currently the PHPA has three mangrove 
nurseries containing 10,000 seedlings and a trial site which is being used to research 
a number of habitat configurations. Based on the trial findings the PHPA aims to 
expand the program and move into a second phase. This will investigate mangrove 
self-propagation through habitat creation. 
 
The EPA supports the continuation of the PHPA’s mangrove rehabilitation program 
and has requested updates on the outcomes of the trials and the effectiveness of 
rehabilitation within the Port Hedland LAU to assist in the assessment of future 
proposals.  
 
Taking into account the above, the EPA considers that the proposal can meet the 
EPA’s objectives for this factor as they relate to mangrove communities. The EPA has 
therefore recommended condition 6, which requires the proponent to prepare a 
Mangrove Monitoring and Management Plan to ensure that the proposal does not 
cause the loss of mangrove communities to exceed 10.6 ha within the defined 
development envelope. Condition 6 also requires the proponent to capture data on 
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the actual or realised mangrove losses from the proposal following construction and 
report after six months and five years following construction on actual mangrove 
losses to enable the PHPA and the EPA to better monitor the actual cumulative 
losses of mangrove communities in the Port Hedland LAU.  
 
Microalgal communities 
Other benthic primary producers within this proposal footprint include potential 
microalgal communities and habitat (which inhabit shallow sandy habitat). These 
communities play a role in relation to sediment oxygen levels, nutrient recycling 
(particularly nutrient release) and ecosystem function generally within the harbour.  
 
The PHPA has undertaken predictive modelling in accordance with Environmental 
Assessment Guideline, Marine Dredging Proposals No. 7 (EAG 7) on potential 
impacts to sub-tidal benthic communities during dredging. The modelling indicates 
that the Zone of High Impact (ZoHI) is limited to the dredge footprint (e.g. turning 
basin and channel) and that the Zone of Moderate Impact (ZoMI) is localised to a 
small band (200 m) from the dredge area. The Zone of Influence (ZoI) extends 
throughout the inner harbour and creek system. 
 
Based on the above zones of impact, the proponent predicts that only a small area of 
microalgal communities and habitat would be impacted by the proposal. The PHPA 
has estimated the loss of bare substrate, or potential microalgal habitat, as a result of 
implementation of this proposal would be approximately 8.4 ha. Based on existing 
information about dredged shallow sandy habitat in the harbour this is likely to 
represent a cumulative loss of 11.4% within the LAU. The EPA notes that while this is 
above the cumulative loss guideline of 10% in EAG 3, it is unlikely to represent a 
significant loss, in terms of overall contribution to primary productivity and function in 
the area, or in the region. 
 
In previous EPA assessments within the Port Hedland LAU, the EPA has provided 
advice on cumulative loss of benthic primary producer communities and habitat. In its 
assessment of the South West Creek Dredging and Reclamation Proposal (EPA 
Report 1380), the EPA advised of the need for proponents to report on cumulative 
loss of each benthic primary producer community and the impact of further losses on 
ecosystem integrity. The conditions in Ministerial Statement 859 require the PHPA to 
report on such work. The EPA considers that the work required for Statement 859 
would need to be updated to incorporate the proposal-specific losses set out above. 
Consistent with EPA guidance provided in previous EPA reports and EAG 3 about 
exceeding the cumulative loss guideline, it is expected that when the PHPA 
completes the work required under Statement 859 on cumulative loses of BPPHs, 
that it has further discussions with the EPA about how its improved understanding of 
the cumulative loss of these communities and the impacts of further losses will effect 
ecosystem integrity. 

Summary  
Having particular regard to: 

• the design of the proposal to avoid and minimise potential impacts on 
mangroves and other benthic primary producer habitat; 
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• the residual loss of 10.6 ha of mangrove communities and cumulative loss 
of around 14.4 % in the Port Hedland Harbour LAU;  

• the proponent’s commitment to implement a Construction and Dredge 
Management Plan to avoid indirect losses; and 

• the proponent’s ongoing mangrove rehabilitation program to lower 
cumulative losses in the future, 

it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective provided that condition 6 (Appendix 3) is imposed 
requiring the proponent to:  

• ensure that the proposal does not cause the loss of mangrove 
communities in excess of 10.6 ha; 

• prepare and implement a Mangrove Monitoring and Management Plan; 

• detail measures to ensure that the potential indirect impacts to mangrove 
communities are avoided and undertake monitoring to demonstrate that 
indirect impacts do not impact mangrove communities outside the 
development envelope; 

• monitor the health of mangrove communities in accordance with the 
proponent’s Construction and Dredge Management Plan and develop 
indicators and triggers and corrective actions in the event the triggers are 
not met; and 

• report actual mangrove losses from the proposal following both 
construction and five years following completion of construction to better 
monitor cumulative losses. 

4.2 Marine environmental quality  
The EPA’s environmental objective for this environmental factor is to maintain the 
quality of water, sediment and biota so that the environmental values, both ecological 
and social, are protected. 
 
The marine environment for this proposal includes the Port Hedland inner harbour, 
including South East and South Creek. The key marine environmental quality issues 
associated with the proposal are considered to be: 

• impacts caused during dredging within the Port Hedland inner harbour; 

• impacts on receiving water quality in South East and South Creek caused 
by dewatering discharge from the dredge material management areas;  

• ongoing contamination inputs from operational activities at the wharf; and 

• changes to hydrodynamics and flushing times of the harbour (see Section 
6).  
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Construction marine environmental quality   
 
Dredging  
The proposal involves the dredging of 2 Mm3 of material to accommodate berthing 
pockets, shipping channel and turning basins. The PHPA has undertaken sediment 
dispersion modelling and predicts that the main water quality impacts from dredging 
outside of the dredge footprint are expected in the South East Creek and mouth of the 
South Creek, South West Creek and Stingray Creek. Water quality is expected to be 
influenced by slight increases in suspended sediments concentrations throughout the 
inner harbour and creek system for the duration of the 20 week dredge campaign.  
 
The PHPA has committed to implement measures to minimise and manage impacts 
caused from dredging through a Construction and Dredge Management Plan (PHPA, 
2013a). This includes continuous turbidity monitoring for the duration of the project at 
key receptor sites with contingency management measures based on a tiered 
management framework.  
 
Dewatering discharge  

The proponent is proposing to reclaim the dredge material within previously approved 
DMMAs (B and C) and discharge the excess water to the South and South East 
Creek. The proposed discharge points include three potential locations within the 
‘High’ Ecological Protection Area (HEPA) (see Figure 1 and 3). The discharging of 
excess dredge water has the potential to impact physical and chemical water quality 
of the receiving waters within the creeks.  
 
The proponent has undertaken a literature review of sediment studies and 
commissioned sediment sampling within the proposal footprint. The results indicate 
chemicals and nutrients were generally below National Assessment Guidelines for 
Dredging (NAGD) (Commonwealth of Australia, 2009) Screening levels and all below 
the 95% Upper Confidence Limit (UCL).  
However, as a precautionary measure, the EPA considers that the proponent should 
monitor relevant metals for an initial period of four weeks during dewatering discharge 
because: 

• past experience indicates that relatively high concentrations of some 
metals can still leach into the water column despite sediment quality 
guidelines being met; and 

• the ecological risks from potential leaching of metals from the dredge 
reclamation areas in a confined creek system is higher than that of dredge 
spoil disposed of at sea. 

 
The EPA has therefore recommended condition 7, which requires the proponent to 
develop a Marine Water Quality Monitoring Plan. This will ensure that the quality of 
the return water discharge from the DMMAs is consistent with a ‘high’ level of 
ecological protection in South Creek and South East Creek. Condition 7 includes a 
requirement to monitor metals against triggers which correspond to a ‘high’ level of 
ecological protection for; arsenic, chromium, copper, nickel and zinc. The monitoring 
is to occur for an initial four weeks from the commencement of return water 
discharge, and can cease if the trigger levels for these metals are not met. However, 
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if trigger levels for these metals are exceeded, then the water quality monitoring 
program would need to be revised to enable the ongoing monitoring of metals, and 
management actions may be required to mitigate the impacts. 
 
The proponent has developed a Routine Marine Water Quality Monitoring Program 
based on a tiered monitoring and management framework, as a component of the 
Construction and Dredge Management Plan (PHPA, 2013a). This includes monitoring 
physical and chemical parameters such as pH, dissolved oxygen, conductivity and 
temperature. This is to take place approximately 100 m from the point of discharge 
within the South and South East Creek. 
 
While it is noted that the proponent has prepared a draft Routine Water Quality 
Monitoring Program as part of the referral document, the EPA considers that this 
Program would need to be modified in the following areas such that it would meet the 
requirements of recommended condition 7-2 for the preparation of a Marine Water 
Quality Monitoring Plan for dewatering discharge: 

• trigger levels for ‘high’ level of ecological protection, particularly if site 
specific values for arsenic, chromium, copper, nickel and zinc are 
proposed to be developed; 

• identification of impact (at point of discharge), control (used for baseline 
water quality in creek systems which will receive discharge) and reference 
(unimpacted sites used to define appropriate trigger levels) monitoring 
locations and sampling procedures; 

• refinements to (tiered) management responses consistent with the 
recommended approaches in the National Water Quality Guidelines 
(ANZECC and ARMCANZ, 2000); and 

• procedures for the reporting of water quality monitoring exceedances. 
 
Operational marine environmental quality  
 
Operational Impacts  

The proposal would result in the establishment of an operational marine facility within 
the inner harbour. Operational activities have the potential to impact marine 
environmental quality from: 

• turbidity generated through propeller wash during berthing; 

• shedding of antifouling paints;  

• potential leaks and spills; and  

• discharge of stormwater. 
The EPA notes that the proponent has developed a revised spatial representation of 
the levels of ecological protection to account for this proposal and that it has been 
undertaken in line with the Pilbara Coastal Water Quality Consultation Outcomes: 
Marine Report No. 1 (DoE, 2006) (Figure 3). To support the revised spatial plan of 
levels of ecological protection, the EPA has recommended the PHPA incorporate the 
EPA’s Environmental Quality Management Framework in the Port’s environmental 
management plan. This is discussed further in Section 6 (Other advice) of this report.  
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In view of the EPA’s ‘Other advice’ on the operational aspects of port activities, no 
conditions have been recommended on the monitoring and management of 
operational marine environmental quality.  

Summary  
Having particular regard to: 

• the ‘high’ level of ecological protection area within the upper reaches of 
South and South East Creek;  

• construction dewatering discharge being a temporary activity; 

• the proponent’s Routine Marine Water Quality Monitoring Program; and  

• the revised spatial representation of the level of ecological protection to 
account for the operational impacts of this proposal, 

it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective provided that condition 7 (Appendix 3) is imposed requiring 
the proponent to:  

• ensure that the quality of the return water discharge from the DMMAs is 
consistent with a ‘high’ level of ecological protection in South Creek and 
South East Creek; 

• prepare and implement a Marine Water Quality Monitoring Plan (condition 
7-3); 

• collect baseline data and monitor impact and control sites within South 
Creek and South East Creek and reference sites,  

• develop trigger levels, contingency management measures and reporting 
procedures in the event of an exceedance of the trigger levels; and 

• monitor weekly for metals for an initial four weeks commencing at the 
beginning of the return water discharge. 

5. Recommended conditions  
Section 44 of the EP Act requires the EPA to report to the Minister for Environment on 
the key environmental factors relevant to the proposal and on the conditions and 
procedures to which the proposal should be subject, if implemented. In addition, the 
EPA may make recommendations as it sees fit. 
 
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 the Port 
Hedland Port Authority (PHPA) to develop and operate the Lumsden Point General 
Cargo Facility is approved for implementation. These conditions are presented in 
Appendix 3. 
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6. Other advice 
 
Application of the Marine Environmental Quality Management Framework  
 
As identified in section 4.2 of this report, the operational elements of the proposal 
have the potential for ongoing impacts to marine environmental quality. The PHPA 
has recognised this and accordingly, proposed an update to the spatial plan of 
environmental quality objectives and level of ecological protection for ecosystem 
integrity, to reflect the current and previously approved proposals (see Figure 3). The 
spatial plan of environmental quality objectives and level of ecological protection were 
previously developed by the then Department of Environment in the Pilbara Coastal 
Water Quality Consultation Outcomes: Environmental Values and Environmental 
Quality Objectives Marine Report No. 1 (DoE, 2006). The PHPA’s update means that 
the area representing a ‘moderate’ level of ecological protection (shown as blue in 
Figure 3) has been extended to cover the proposed and approved berths and ship 
turning basins. This recognises that a ‘high’ level of ecological protection is unlikely to 
be met due to ongoing inputs from uncontrolled contaminants (e.g. shedding of 
antifoul paints, drainage, and sediment mobilisation during ship turning/berthing). The 
EPA considers the revised spatial plan of level of ecological protection to be 
acceptable.  
 
To support the updated spatial plan of level of ecological protection represented in 
Figure 3, the EPA considers that the PHPA’s port-wide environmental management 
plan will need to incorporate the EPA’s Environmental Quality Management 
Framework and also provide a framework to address the cumulative pressures and 
impacts in the Port Hedland inner harbour as set out below. Incorporation of the 
updated spatial plan and the EPA’s Environmental Quality Management Framework 
into the port’s environmental management plan would allow the integration of 
individual monitoring programs from other operating port users/exporters in the 
PHPA’s controlled waters. Also, proponents of future export facilities would then be 
required to design a project-specific monitoring and management plan in the context 
of the PHPA’s port-wide plan, and contribute towards its implementation.  
 
The EPA is currently developing an Environmental Assessment Guideline which sets 
out the EPA’s expectation for the management of marine environmental quality for 
development proposals.  
 
Review of proponent’s flushing study  
 
As requested by the EPA, the PHPA has commissioned a hydrodynamic modelling 
report to provide a preliminary assessment of the cumulative impacts of dredging and 
deepening of the harbour (PHPA, 2013b). The issue identified was the potential for 
reduced flushing from the historical and potential future deepening of the port on 
water quality and subtidal habitats. The hydrodynamic modelling has concluded that 
there has been a 59% average increase in the time required to flush the inner harbour 
between 1999 (the baseline scenario) and 2013. This reflects the impact of the 
significantly reduced current speeds on retarding the ability of the Inner Harbour to 
flush dissolved material outside of the harbour entrance. 
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Longer residence times in the harbour have the potential to affect water and sediment 
quality. In giving effect to the EPA’s advice above on incorporating the spatial plan 
and Environmental Quality Management Framework into the PHPA’s port-wide 
environmental management plan, it is recommended that the plan identify the 
relevant indicators which are linked to cumulative environmental issues associated 
with longer residence times in the inner harbour and the necessary management of 
inputs.  
 

7. Conclusions 
The EPA has considered the proposal by PHPA to develop and operate the Lumsden 
Point General Cargo Facility. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent has actively sought to avoid, minimise and mitigate 
environmental impacts, particularly in relation to mangroves through the design of the 
proposal.  
 
The EPA has concluded that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objectives for the key environmental factors of marine benthic 
communities and habitats and marine environmental quality, provided the proposal is 
implemented consistent with the conditions and authorised extent of the proposal in 
the recommended Ministerial Statement (Appendix 3).  

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

1. notes that the proposal being assessed for the development and 
operation of the Lumsden Point General Cargo Facility; 

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

3. 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 3; 

4. imposes the conditions and procedures recommended in Appendix 3 of 
this report; and 

5. notes the EPA’s other advice presented in Section 6 in relation to the 
application of the environmental quality management framework.  
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Figure 3: Updated Environmental Quality Objectives and Level of Ecological 
Protection for Port Hedland Inner Harbour  
 



 
 
 

Appendix 1 
 
 

References 
 
 



ANZECC & ARMCANZ 2000. Australian and New Zealand Guidelines for Fresh and 
Marine Water Quality. National Water Quality Management Strategy Paper No. 4, 
Australian and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council and Agriculture 
and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand, Canberra, ACT. 
 
Commonwealth of Australia, (2009) National Assessment Guidelines for Dredging, 
Commonwealth of Western Australia, Canberra.  
 
Department of Environment (DoE), (2006), Marine Series MR1, Pilbara Coastal Water 
Quality Consultation Outcomes - Environmental Values And Environmental Quality 
Objectives 
 
PHPA, (2013a), Lumsden Point General Cargo Facility - Referral Supporting 
Document 
 
PHPA, (2013b), Lumsden Point General Cargo Facility – PHPA Response to OEPA 
Comments dated November 2013  
 
PHPA, (2014), Correspondence RE: Port Hedland Port Authority, Lumsden Point 
General Cargo Facility – Assessment on Proponent Information (API) Assessment 
No. 1987. 
 
 



 

 
 

Appendix 2 
 
 

Preliminary key factors not requiring further evaluation in the EPA report 
 



 

Preliminary factors identified, but not requiring further evaluation in the EPA’s 
report 
 
The EPA identified the following preliminary key environmental factors in the scope of 
the API which, at the conclusion of the assessment, were not considered to be key 
environmental factors warranting discussion and evaluation in the EPA’s assessment 
report. 

 
Preliminary 
Factor and 

EPA Objective 

Activities and 
potential impacts 

Relevant 
legislation and 

Policy 

Assessment Management and 
mitigation of impacts 

Marine Fauna  
 
To maintain 
the diversity, 
geographic 
distribution 
and viability of 
fauna at the 
species and 
population 
levels.  

 

Loss of habitat inter-
tidal and sub-tidal 
habitat. 
 
Construction – 
Dredging and pile 
driving (vessel strike 
or dredging, light and 
noise) 
 
Operational – 
Increase in shipping 
numbers and 
movements, 
including the risk of 
introducing marine 
pests.    
 

Wildlife 
Conservation 
Act 1950 (WC 
Act) 
 
Environment 
Protection and 
Biodiversity 
Conservation 
Act 1999 (EPBC 
Act)    
 
 
EPA Policy:  
 
EAG7 – Marine 
dredging 
proposals 
 
EAG5 – 
Protecting 
Marine Turtles 
from Light 
impacts      

Flat back turtles and 
juvenile green turtles 
have been recorded 
in harbour. Dolphins 
and dugongs may 
also occur in area 
but do not represent 
a resident 
population.  
 
Department of Parks 
and Wildlife (DPaW) 
do not consider that 
impacts to marine 
fauna are significant 
for this proposal.  
 
Department of 
Fisheries (DoF) 
advised that current 
management 
framework for of 
Introduced Marine 
Pests (IMP) 
sufficient. 

Construction and Dredge 
Management Plan 
includes the following 
management strategies: 
• Observation and 

exclusion zone 
established at 300 m. 

• If spotted within zone, 
will not start up until 
15 minutes after the 
last marine 
mammal/turtle is 
observed to leave the 
area.   

• An individual shall be 
appointed on each 
vessel, for marine 
fauna observation. 

• Soft ‘fairy tap’ start 
procedures for piling 
activities. 

• Dredging and piling 
activities will be 
ceased if sighted 
within the ‘monitoring 
zone’ of 300 m 
radius around the 
dredge or piling 
vessel.  

Terrestrial Fauna 
 
To maintain 
representation, 
diversity, 
variability and 
ecological 
function at the 
species, 
population and 
assemblage 
level. 

Construction -  
Loss of habitat and 
disruption of 
vegetation linkage.   
 
Individual deaths as 
a result of vehicles or 
earth moving 
equipment strikes.  
 

WC Act 
 
EPBC Act  

Desk top survey 
undertaken 
November 2012 (see 
Attachment 4 of ER 
document, PHPA, 
2013a).   
A total of 28 
potentially significant 
fauna occurring 
including: 
2 reptiles; 
21 birds; and 
5 mammals, within 
area. 

Confine disturbance to 
within the development 
envelope.  
 
Construction and Dredge 
Management Plan 
includes the following 
management strategies: 
• Workforce 

management 
(training, inductions 
etc).  

• Speed and movement 
restrictions. 



 

Preliminary 
Factor and 

EPA Objective 

Activities and 
potential impacts 

Relevant 
legislation and 

Policy 

Assessment Management and 
mitigation of impacts 

 
The proposal 
footprint only 
represents a very 
small portion of 
potential habitat for 
each species 
identified and as 
such represents low 
likelihood of impacts 
to these species.  

• Minimised artificial 
lighting and noise to 
as low as practicable 

Air quality  
 
To maintain air 
quality for the 
protection of the 
environment 
and human 
health and 
amenity. 

Construction -   
Increase in dust 
emissions from the 
DMMAs – onshore 
reclamation of spoil 
and construction 
activities 
 
 
Operational - 
movement of general 
goods (no bulk 
material).  

Environmental 
Protection Act 
1986 (EP Act) 

DMMAs not 
considered as being 
significant source of 
dust. 
 
 
Operational – no 
movement of bulk 
materials.  

PHPA is a member of the 
Port Hedland Industries 
Council (PHIC) and has in 
place management plans 
for management of dust 
through PHPA, Dusts 
Management Guidelines: 
Leading Practice.  
 
PHPA has stated 
commitment to 
compliance with 
Ministerial conditions 
regarding air quality and 
the DMMAs. 
 
Construction and Dredge 
Management Plan 
includes the following 
management strategies: 
• Regular watering of 

unsealed roads and 
other areas with 
minimum vehicle 
movement. 

• Minimisation of traffic 
on unsealed roads. 

• Restriction of speed 
and vehicle 
movement.  

• Good general 
housekeeping 
practices.   

• Re-vegetation and 
establishment of 
groundcover. 

Amenity  
 
To ensure that 
impacts to 
amenity are 
reduced as low 
as reasonably 
practicable. 

Construction -  
Increase in noise 
emissions, 
particularly during 
pile driving and cutter 
suction dredging. 

Environmental 
Protection 
(Noise) 
Regulations 
1997. 
 

Construction Noise 
Management Plan to 
be submitted to 
Town of Port 
Hedland (ToPH) after 
a review from 

Compliance with Noise 
Regulations 
 
Implementation of the 
approved Construction 
Noise Management Plan.  



 

Preliminary 
Factor and 

EPA Objective 

Activities and 
potential impacts 

Relevant 
legislation and 

Policy 

Assessment Management and 
mitigation of impacts 

   
Operation -   
Loading, unloading 
and movement of 
cargo containers. 

Department of 
Environment 
Regulation (DER). 
 
Proposal does not 
include high noise 
activities such as 
crushing and 
screening.  
 
PHPA contributing to 
a single cumulative 
noise model being 
managed by the 
DER. 
 

 

Heritage 
 
To ensure that 
historical and 
cultural 
associations are 
not adversely 
affected.   

Construction and 
Operation -  
Proposal is located 
near Native Title 
claim. A heritage site 
is located within the 
dredge footprint and 
will be impacted.    

Section 18 of 
the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 
1972 (AH Act). 

PHPA to obtain 
approval under 
Section 18 of the AH 
Act.   

Department of Aboriginal 
Affairs (DAA) to manage 
under section 18 of the 
AH Act. 

 
 



 

 
 

Appendix 3 
 
 
 

Identified Decision-making Authorities 
and 

Recommended Environmental Conditions 
 

 



 

 
 

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 Aboriginal Affairs 

  
Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972  
s18 approval  

2. Minister for Transport  Port Authorities Act 1999  
3. Director General, Department of    

Mines and Petroleum   
Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004  
Storage and handling of hazardous 
materials 
Chief Dangerous Goods Officer  
 

 
 
 

 



 

 
Statement No. XXX 

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

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

LUMSDEN POINT GENERAL CARGO FACILITY 

Proposal: The proposal is to develop and operate a general cargo 
facility within the Port Hedland inner harbour, within the 
Town of Port Hedland, as documented in Schedule 1 of this 
statement. 

Proponent: Port Hedland Port Authority  
Australian Company Number 94 987 448 870 

Proponent Address: PO Box 2 
 Port Hedland WA 6271 
 
Assessment Number: 1987 

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority Number: 1503 

This Statement authorises the implementation of the Proposal described and 
documented in Columns 1 and 2 of Table 2 of Schedule 1.  The implementation of 
the Proposal is subject to the following implementation conditions and procedures 
and Schedule 2 details definitions of terms and phrases used in the implementation 
conditions and procedures. 
1 Proposal Implementation 
1-1 When implementing the proposal, the proponent shall not exceed the 

authorised extent of the proposal as defined in Column 3 of Table 2 in 
Schedule 1, unless amendments to the proposal and the authorised extent of 
the Proposal has been approved under the EP Act. 

2 Contact Details 
2-1 The proponent shall notify the CEO of any change of its name, physical 

address or postal address for the serving of notices or other correspondence 
within 28 days of such change.  Where the proponent is a corporation or an 
association of persons, whether incorporated or not, the postal address is that 
of the principal place of business or of the principal office in the State. 

3 Time Limit for Proposal Implementation 
3-1 The proponent shall not commence implementation of the proposal after the 

expiration of 5 years from the date of this statement, and any commencement, 
within this 5 year period, must be substantial. 



 

3-2 Any commencement of implementation of the proposal, within 5 years from 
the date of this statement, must be demonstrated as substantial by providing 
the CEO with written evidence, on or before the expiration of 5 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 CEO. 
4-2 The proponent shall submit to the CEO the compliance assessment plan 

required by Condition 4-1 at least six months prior to the first compliance 
assessment report required by Condition 4-6, or prior to implementation, 
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) the method of reporting of potential non-compliances and corrective 

actions taken; 
(5) the table of contents of compliance assessment reports; and 
(6) public availability of compliance assessment 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 CEO. 

4-5 The proponent shall advise the CEO of any potential non-compliance within 
seven days of that non-compliance being known. 

4-6 The proponent shall submit to the CEO the first compliance assessment report 
15 months from the date of issue of this Statement addressing the 12 month 
period from the date of issue of this Statement and then annually from the 
date of submission of the first compliance assessment report. 
The compliance assessment report shall: 
(1) be endorsed by the proponent’s Chief Executive Officer or a person 

delegated to sign on the Chief Executive Officer’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 Public Availability of Data 
5-1 Subject to Condition 5-2, within a reasonable time period approved by the 

CEO of the issue of this statement and for the remainder of the life of the 
proposal the proponent shall make publicly available, in a manner approved 
by the CEO, all validated environmental data (including sampling design, 
sampling methodologies, empirical data and derived information products (e.g. 
maps)) relevant to the assessment of this proposal and implementation of this 
Statement. 

5-2 If any data referred to in Condition 5-1 contains particulars of: 
(1) a secret formula or process; or 
(2) confidential commercially sensitive information; 
the proponent may submit a request for approval from the CEO to not make 
this data publically available.  In making such a request the proponent shall 
provide the CEO with an explanation and reasons why the data should not be 
made publically available. 

6  Benthic Communities and Habitat – Mangrove  
6-1 The proponent shall ensure that the implementation of the proposal does not 

cause the loss of mangrove communities to exceed the authorised extent set 
out in Column 3 of Table 2 in Schedule 1. 

6-2 To verify the requirements of condition 6-1 are met, prior to the 
commencement of construction of the proposal, unless otherwise agreed by 
the CEO, the proponent shall submit a Mangrove Monitoring and Management 
Plan which is to be approved by the CEO. 

6-3 The Mangrove Monitoring and Management Plan required by condition 6-2 
shall:  
(1) detail the alignment, dimensions and locations of the proposal elements 

as referred to in Columns 1 and 2 of Table 2 in Schedule 1, within the 
development envelope shown in Figure 1; 

(2) detail the construction and operational management measures to 
ensure that the proposal will not result in indirect impacts to mangrove 
communities;  

(3) include monitoring protocols and locations described in the Mangrove 
Health Monitoring Program as a component of Lumsden Point General 
Cargo Facility Construction and Dredge Management Plan (September 
2013), to demonstrate that the proposal will not result in indirect 
impacts to mangrove communities beyond the authorised extent in 
Column 3 of Table 2 in Schedule 1; 
 

(4) include indicators and trigger levels for monitoring the health of 
mangrove communities as described in the Mangrove Health 
Monitoring Program as a component of Lumsden Point General Cargo 
Facility Construction and Dredge Management Plan (September 2013); 
and 

(5) include the corrective actions that will be implemented in the event that 
the implementation of the proposal causes the triggers identified in 



 

condition 6-3(4) not met as described in the Mangrove Health 
Monitoring Program as a component of Lumsden Point General Cargo 
Facility Construction and Dredge Management Plan (September 2013). 

6-4 Prior to the commencement of construction of the proposal, unless otherwise 
agreed by the CEO, the proponent shall implement the approved Mangrove 
Monitoring and Management Plan, or a revised version, required by condition 
6-2. 

6-5 In the event that trigger levels identified in condition 6-3(4) are exceeded, as a 
result of the implementation of the proposal, the proponent shall report the 
findings to the CEO within fourteen (14) days, along with a description of the 
corrective management actions to be taken. 

6-6 The proponent shall implement the actions identified in condition 6-5 until the 
CEO determines that the remedial actions may cease.  

6-7 The proponent shall submit spatial data showing the realised extent of 
mangrove loss caused by implementation of the proposal has not exceeded 
the requirements of condition 6-1 to the CEO, within:  

a) six months; and  
b) five years;  

of completion of construction, unless otherwise approved by the CEO. 

7  Marine Environmental Quality – Dewatering from dredge material 
management areas 

7-1  The proponent shall ensure that the quality of the return water discharge from 
the Dredge Material Management Areas shown in Figure 1 of Schedule 1 is 
consistent with a ‘high’ level of ecological protection (as defined in the table 
below) in South Creek and South East Creek.  

 *ANZECC and ARMCANZ (2000)  
** Proposed alternatives need to be supported with relevant baseline 
information including sampling and analysis methodologies. 

Water quality 
parameter 

Management trigger levels 
(High Protection Level Area) 

Turbidity (NTU) Median > 80th percentile of the control sites 

Temperature Median < 20th or > 80th percentile of the 
control sites 

pH Median < 20th or > 80th percentile of 
of the control sites 

Dissolved Oxygen < 60% saturation 
Conductivity Median < 20th or > 80th percentile of the 

control sites 
Metals  
(Arsenic, Chromium,   
Copper, Nickel and Zinc) 

99% species protection trigger level* or an 
alternative level as approved by the CEO** 
 
(weekly monitoring for the first four weeks) 



 

7-2 To ensure that the requirements of condition 7-1 have been met, prior to the 
commencement of construction of the proposal, unless otherwise agreed by 
the CEO, the proponent shall prepare and submit a Marine Water Quality 
Monitoring Plan for approval by the CEO.  

 
7-3 The Marine Water Quality Monitoring Plan required by condition 7-2 shall: 

(1) include the design of a survey to acquire sufficient baseline data: 
a. at control sites within South Creek and South East Creek; and 
b. unimpacted reference sites; 
for the water quality parameters detailed in condition 7-1; 

(2) include water quality monitoring locations in the South Creek and South 
East Creek as shown in Figure 1, any control sites identified in 7-3(1)a 
and reference sites identified in 7-3(1)b, with coordinates and detailed 
on a map of suitable scale; 

(3) include daily monitoring for turbidity (NTU), temperature, pH, dissolved 
oxygen, and conductivity, during discharge activities under a range of 
tidal conditions; 

(4) include weekly monitoring of metals for an initial four weeks, 
commencing at the beginning of the return water discharge; 

(5) include the application of the water quality management trigger levels 
based for a ‘high’ level of ecological protection detailed in condition 7-1, 
or approved alternative; 

(6) include contingency management measures that will be implemented in 
the event that a ‘high’ level of ecological protection is not being 
achieved in the South Creek and South East Creek as result of the 
proposal; and 

(7) include procedures for reporting the results of water quality monitoring, 
exceedance of any water quality trigger levels and effectiveness of the 
contingency management measures. 
 

7-4  Prior to the commencement of construction of the proposal, unless otherwise 
agreed by the CEO, the proponent shall implement the approved Marine 
Water Quality Monitoring Plan required by condition 7-2.  

 



 

Schedule 1 
 
Table 1: Summary of the Proposal 
Proposal Title Lumsden Point General Cargo Facility 
Short Description The proposal is to undertake dredging and construction to 

develop and operate a general cargo facility at Lumsden 
Point, located in the Port of Port Hedland (Figure 1). 

The infrastructure within the development envelope includes: 

• Two Handymax berths with a total length of 500 m; 

• Dredging for access channel and berth pockets; 

• Development of land immediately behind the berths; 
and 

• Establishment of causeway for access from land-
based facilities to the wharf area. 

 
 
Table 2: Location and authorised extent of physical and operational elements 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 
Element Location Authorised Extent 

Clearing and 
disturbance for:  
• land-backed wharf  
• causeway, 
• berths, 
• temporary pipeline 

corridor; and 
• discharge channels.  

Located within the 
development envelope as 
shown in Figure 1. 
 

Total area of disturbance up to 
51 ha within the development 
envelope, including up to 
10.6 ha mangrove 
communities within the 
intertidal zone. 
 

Dredging for; 
• berths pockets, 
• shipping channel 

and turning basin. 
 
Reclamation for land-
backed wharf. 
 

Located within the 
development envelope as 
shown in Figure 1. 
 

Up to two million m3 of material 
to be dredged.  
 
Maximum depth of -12 m chart 
datum for shipping channel 
and -13.5 m chart datum for 
berth pockets.  
 
 

Discharge from 
dewatering. 

Located within the 
development envelope as 
shown in Figure 1.  
From Dredge Material 
Management Area 
(DMMA) C and DMMA B-
North. 

To meet the ‘high’ ecological 
protection level or approved 
alternative in South and South 
East Creek. 



 

 
 
 
Table 3: Abbreviations 
Abbreviation Term 
ha hectares 
km kilometres  
m metres 

Abbreviation Term 
DMMA Dredge Material 

Management Areas 

 
 
Figures (attached) 
Figure 1 - Location and layout Lumsden Point General Cargo Facility 
Figure 2 - Proposal key infrastructure components 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Figure 1: Location and layout of Lumsden Point General Cargo Facility 
  



 

 
Figure 2: Proposal key infrastructure components 



 

Schedule 2 

Term or 
Phrase 

Definition 

CEO The Chief Executive Officer of the Department of the Public Service of 
the State responsible for the administration of section 48 of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986, or his delegate. 

EPA Environmental Protection Authority 
EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 
ANZECC 
guidelines 

Australian and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council 
and Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and 
New Zealand 2000, Australian Water Quality Guidelines for Fresh and 
Marine Waters 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Schedule 3 
 
LUMSDEN POINT GENERAL CARGO FACILITY  
 
Coordinates that define the project development envelope 
 
 
Coordinates defining the Development Envelopes as shown in Figure 1 of the 
Ministerial statement are held by the Office of the EPA, dated 4 February 2014. 
 
 



 

Notes 
The following notes are provided for information and do not form a part of the 
implementation conditions of the Statement: 
1. The proponent for the time being nominated by the Minister for Environment 

under section 38(6) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 is responsible 
for the implementation of the proposal unless and until that nomination has 
been revoked and another person is nominated. 

2. If the person nominated by the Minister, ceases to have responsibility for the 
proposal, that person is required to provide written notice to the Environmental 
Protection Authority of its intention to relinquish responsibility for the proposal 
and the name of the person to whom responsibility for the proposal will pass 
or has passed.  The Minister for Environment may revoke a nomination made 
under section 38(6) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and nominate 
another person. 

3. To initiate a change of proponent, the nominated proponent and proposed 
proponent are required to complete and submit Post Assessment Form 1 – 
Application to Change Nominated Proponent. 

4. The General Manager of the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority 
was the Chief Executive Officer of the Department of the Public Service of the 
State responsible for the administration of section 48 of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1986 at the time the Statement was signed by the Minister for 
Environment. 

 
 



 

 
 

Appendix 4 
 
 
 

Proponent’s ER documentation  
 

Provided on CD in hardcopies and available on the EPA’s website 
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