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Summary and recommendations 

This report provides the Environmental Protection Authority’s advice and 
recommendations to the Minister for Environment on the outcomes of its 
environmental impact assessment of the proposal by Cliffs Asia Pacific Iron Ore 
Pty Ltd to develop and operate the Yilgarn Operations Koolyanobbing Range F 
Deposit iron ore mine and associated infrastructure. Cliffs Asia Pacific Iron Ore 
Pty Ltd was nominated as the proponent responsible for the proposal. 
 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 requires that the 
Environmental Protection Authority prepare a report on the outcome of its 
assessment of a proposal and provide this assessment report to the Minister 
for Environment. The report must set out:  

 the key environmental factors identified by the Environmental 
Protection Authority in the course of the assessment; and 

 the Environmental Protection Authority’s recommendations as to 
whether or not the proposal may be implemented, and, if the 
Environmental Protection Authority recommends that implementation 
be allowed, the conditions and procedures to which implementation of 
the proposal should be subject.  

The Environmental Protection Authority may also include any other information, 
advice and recommendations in the assessment report as it thinks fit.  
 
The aims of environmental impact assessment and the principles of 
environmental impact assessment considered by the Environmental Protection 
Authority in its assessment of this proposal are set out in the Environmental 
Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative Procedures 
2012.  

Key environmental factors and principles 

The Environmental Protection Authority identified the following key 
environmental factors during the course of its assessment:  

1. Flora and vegetation;  

2. Rehabilitation and decommissioning (Integrating factor); and 

3. Offsets (Integrating factor).  

Other environmental factors were considered by the Environmental Protection 
Authority during the course of its assessment of the proposal. The 
Environmental Protection Authority’s evaluation of whether an environmental 
factor is a key environmental factor is in Appendix 3.  
 
The Environmental Protection Authority also considered the principles and 
objectives set out in section 4A of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and 
has summarised these in Appendix 3.  



ii 

Conclusion 

The Environmental Protection Authority recommends that the proposal may be 
implemented, subject to the conditions and procedures set out in Appendix 5 
and summarised in Section 5.  

Conditions 

The Environmental Protection Authority recommends that, if the proposal is 
allowed, implementation of the proposal should be subject to the 
implementation conditions set out in Appendix 5.  
 
Matters addressed in the implementation conditions include the following:  
 

(a) Condition 6 which requires no adverse effects on native vegetation on 
the Koolyanobbing Range outside of the development envelope, no 
adverse effects to greater than 313 Tetratheca erubescens  plants in the 
Stage 1 area, and no adverse effects to greater than 652 Tetratheca 
erubescens plants in the Stage 2 area.  

(b) Condition 7 requires the proponent to construct the F3 pit wall to ensure 
it will remain stable, and appropriate placement and construction of 
abandonment bunding. 

(c) Condition 8 which requires the proponent to prepare, submit and 
implement a Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan to the 
requirements of the CEO prior to the commencement of ground 
disturbing activities. 

(d) Condition 9 prohibits any ground disturbance in the Stage 2 mining area 
until the CEO is satisfied that the objective in condition 8 has been met. 

(e) Condition 10 requires the proponent to prepare, submit and implement 
a Stage 2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan to the requirements of the 
CEO prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities within 
the Stage 2 mining area. 

Recommendations 

That the Minister for Environment notes:  

1. that the proposal assessed is for the development and operation of the 
Koolyanobbing Range F Deposit iron ore mine and associated 
infrastructure;  

2. the key environmental factors identified by the Environmental 
Protection Authority in the course of its assessment are Flora and 
Vegetation, Rehabilitation and Decommissioning, and Offsets, and are 
set out in Section 4; and 

3. the Environmental Protection Authority has concluded that the proposal 
may be implemented to meet the Environmental Protection Authority’s 
objectives, provided the implementation of the proposal is carried out 
in accordance with the recommended conditions and procedures set 
out in Appendix 5 and summarised in Section 4. 
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1 Introduction and background 

This report provides the advice and recommendations of the Environmental 
Protection Authority (EPA) to the Minister for Environment on outcomes of the 
EPA’s environmental impact assessment of the proposal by Cliffs Asia Pacific 
Iron Ore Pty Ltd (the proponent) to develop and operate the Koolyanobbing 
Range F Deposit mine and associated infrastructure (the proposal).  
 
Cliffs Asia Pacific Iron Ore Pty Ltd was nominated as the proponent responsible 
for the proposal.  
 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) requires that the 
EPA prepare a report on the outcome of its assessment of a proposal and 
provide this assessment report to the Minister for Environment. The report must 
set out:  

 the key environmental factors identified by the EPA 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 of the 
proposal should be subject.  

 
The EPA may also include any other information, advice and recommendations 
in the assessment report as it thinks fit.  
 
The aims of environmental impact assessment and the principles of 
environmental impact assessment considered by the EPA in its assessment of 
this proposal are set out in the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV 
Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative Procedures 2012.  
 
The proponent referred the proposal to the EPA on 16 July 2014. On 
17 September 2014 the EPA set the level of assessment at public 
environmental review (PER) with a four-week review period. The Environmental 
Scoping Document (ESD) for the proposal was approved on 23 December 2014 
(EPA, 2014a). The final PER document (Cliffs, 2015) was released for public 
review from 5 October 2015 to 2 November 2015. 
 
Appendix 6 contains a summary of submissions from the public review period 
and the proponent’s response to submissions and Appendix 7 contains the 
proponent’s response to EPA and modification of the proposal (on CDs at the 
back of this report and at www.epa.wa.gov.au). These are included for 
information only and do not form part of the EPA’s report and recommendations. 
Relevant significant environmental issues identified from this process have 
been taken into account by the EPA during its assessment of the proposal.  
 
This report provides the EPA advice and recommendations in accordance with 
section 44 of the EP Act.  
 

http://www.epa.wa.gov.au/
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2 Assessment context 

The Koolyanobbing Range is part of the cluster of high biodiversity and high 
conservation significance banded iron formation (BIF) ranges in the greater 
Mount Manning area in the Yilgarn Craton. 
 
The BIF ranges of the Yilgarn Craton are isolated and elevated ancient ranges 
of distinct geology, set in a predominantly flat, semi-arid landscape. Although 
forming a very small proportion of each bioregion, these island-like 
environments display high levels of species endemism, rare and geographically 
restricted species, and high levels of species turnover among ranges. Each BIF 
range tends to be biologically different, supporting different ecological 
communities and often endemic species.  
 
The proponent owns and operates iron ore mines on several BIF ranges in the 
greater Mount Manning area, including the Koolyanobbing, Windarling and 
Mt Jackson Ranges, and the Deception deposit (Figure 1).  
 
History of previous assessment and policy decisions relevant to the 
Koolyanobbing Range 
 
The Koolyanobbing Range has been subject to active iron ore mining 
operations since the mid 1900s. The EPA previously considered a mining 
expansion of the current mining operations, which was for new mining on the 
Windarling and Mt Jackson Ranges and in December 2002 released EPA 
Report No. 1082 Koolyanobbing Iron Ore Expansion (EPA, 2002a).  
 
In EPA Report 1082, the EPA concluded that, ‘based upon the impact of the 
proposal on the Declared Rare Flora Tetratheca paynterae and the unique 
vegetation communities in the Windarling Range, mining should not be 
undertaken in the Range unless, through an appropriate and comprehensive 
research program, it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Minister on 
advice from CALM that other measures can be adopted to ensure conservation 
of Tetratheca paynterae and the vegetation communities in the wild’. The 
proponent’s preferred option would have resulted in removal of 89 per cent of 
the rare flora species T. paynterae ssp. paynterae, the majority being from the 
W3 pit area at Windarling Range. 
 
On consideration of the proposal, the then Minister for Environment (the 
Minister) determined in April 2003 to restrict mining at Windarling initially to no 
more than 30 per cent direct impact to the T. paynterae ssp. paynterae 
population. The Minister provided for the expansion of further mining (Area B) 
to a total maximum direct impact of 50 per cent of the population, upon 
completion of research and recovery plans which demonstrate that the 
remaining T. paynterae ssp. paynterae population will be viable. The Minister 
also determined that mining was not allowed in an exclusion zone (Area A) 
which contained 50 per cent of the T. paynterae ssp. paynterae population 
(Ministerial Statement 627, as amended by Ministerial Statement 982).  
 
Following the Minister’s approval to mine on the Windarling Range and 
Mt Jackson Ranges, the Minister requested that the EPA provide advice under 
section 16e of the EP Act on areas of the highest conservation value in the 
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Mount Manning area. In May 2007 the EPA released Report No. 1256 Advice 
on areas of the highest conservation value in the proposed extensions to Mount 
Manning Nature Reserve (EPA, 2007). 
 
EPA Report 1256 recommended that the Mount Manning area be recognised 
as a ‘Biodiversity Hotspot’ and that areas of the highest conservation value be 
protected from mining through establishment of a class A nature reserve. The 
EPA ranked nine regions in order of environmental value; the fourth area was 
the southern end of the Koolyanobbing Range.  
 
Report 1256 recommended, ‘Reserve at least 5 km of the southeast end of the 
Koolyanobbing Range in A Class Nature Reserve, with a linkage to Jaurdi 
Conservation Park via Lake Seabrook, to protect the habitat and populations of 
Declared Rare Flora and outstanding landscape values’. The current proposal 
impacts a portion of the area recommended by the EPA to be reserved. 
 
The Koolyanobbing Range was identified in the Government’s 2007 Strategic 
Review of the Banded Iron Formation Ranges of the Midwest and Goldfields 
(BIF Strategic Review) (DOIR/DEC, 2007) as having both high biodiversity 
conservation, and high prospectivity values. The BIF Strategic Review also 
recognised that the Koolyanobbing Range has been subject to extensive mining 
operations, with much of the potential for broad scale conservation of the range 
having been lost. While some of the information within the BIF Strategic Review 
is now dated, the information on the biodiversity of BIF ranges released since 
2007 largely reinforces the basic understanding of the distribution of key BIF 
range values reported in the BIF Strategic Review. 
 
In September 2010, the State Government announced new nature conservation 
and mining arrangements for the Mount Manning area. This announcement 
included the establishment of a number of reserves under the Conservation and 
Land Management Act 1984, including a Class A nature reserve over the Die 
Hardy Range. The announcement also retained the existing Mount Manning – 
Helena-Aurora Ranges Conservation Park. The agreed aim of the proposed 
arrangements for the Mount Manning area was to provide for processes and 
decisions that will achieve a balance between conservation and mining 
interests.  
 
The Koolyanobbing Range was not included in the boundary of areas 
considered in the new nature conservation and mining arrangements. It should 
be noted that any development proposals in the Mount Manning area continue 
to be subject to the requirements of the EP Act and the Mining Act 1978, which 
includes assessment and advice and recommendations from the EPA.  
 

3 The proposal 

3.1 Proposal summary 

The proponent proposes to extend its existing Yilgarn mining operations to 
include the Koolyanobbing Range F Deposit (the proposal), located on the 
southern Koolyanobbing Range, approximately 50 kilometres (km) north-east 
of the town of Southern Cross (Figures 1 and 2). 
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The proposal outlined in the PER document includes:  

 direct clearing of 194 hectares (ha) of native vegetation within a 211 ha 
development envelope; 

 three open cut open cut pits (34 ha); 

 nine million tonnes of ore mined over the four-year life of mine; 

 waste rock landform (76 ha); and 

 supporting infrastructure including, haul road connecting new pits and 
infrastructure to the existing Koolyanobbing Range mine operations, 
and stockpiles, gravel pits, administration and workshop facilities, 
chemical and hydrocarbon storage, water storage and treatment 
facilities and power generation facilities (101 ha). 

 
In December 2015, during the EPA’s assessment of the proposal, the 
proponent advised the EPA that it intended to modify its proposal to include an 
access ramp not previously accounted for in the mine design. The proposed 
access ramp required an additional three hectares of vegetation clearing at the 
northern pit. Further, in March 2016 the proponent advised the EPA that it 
intended to modify the boundary of the southern mine pit in an effort to reduce 
impacts on the endemic, threatened flora taxon Tetratheca erubescens; 
although this slight change in pit boundary did not alter the spatial extent of the 
mining proposal.  
 
The EPA considered that these two changes to the proposal were unlikely to 
significantly increase any impact that the proposal may have on the 
environment and consented to the proponent’s changes to the proposal under 
section 43A of the EP Act in April 2016. 
 
In April 2016, the EPA provided early advice to the proponent regarding the 
proposal; specifically its concerns with the proposed direct and indirect impacts 
of the proposal on the endemic, threatened flora taxon T. erubescens. This 
advice was provided following receipt of an independent peer review of the 
proponent information and technical advice provided by decision-making 
authorities (DMAs) during the assessment, this is further discussed in Section 
3.2 Consultation. 
 
The proponent responded to the EPA concerns in May 2016, and in June 2016 
advised the EPA that it intended to further modify the proposal in an effort to 
further reduce direct impact to T. erubescens. The changes to the proposal 
reduced the size and configuration of the mine pits and included a staged 
approach to mining over three years (Figure 3).  

 Stage 1 – development of the central mine pit (F2) and the southern 
mine pit (F3). The F2 and F3 pits would be connected by a mine access 
road for one year, after which it would be rehabilitated; and  

 Stage 2 – development of the northern mine pit (F1). (Figure 4) 

 
The EPA considered that this additional change to the proposal was unlikely to 
significantly increase any impact that the proposal may have on the 
environment and consented to the proponent’s change to the proposal under 
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section 43A of the EP Act in July 2016. The proposal assessed and considered 
in this report is the approved modified proposal. 
 
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Table 1, consistent 
with Environmental Assessment Guideline (EAG) No. 1 Defining the Key 
Characteristics of a Proposal. The updated location and proposed extent are 
provided in Tables 2 and 3. A detailed description of the proposal is provided in 
section 1 of the PER document (Cliffs, 2015). 
 
The potential impacts of the proposal on the environment identified by the 
proponent in the PER document (Cliffs, 2015) and the proposed management 
are summarised in Table E-2 (Cliffs 2015, Executive Summary). 
 
Table 1: Summary of key proposal characteristics 

Proposal title Yilgarn Operations, Koolyanobbing Range F 
Deposit 

Short description The proposal is for the mining of iron ore and 
development of pits, waste rock landforms, roads, 
stockpiles, gravel pits, administrative and workshop 
facilities, chemical and hydrocarbon storage, water 
storage and treatment facilities, and power 
generation facilities at the F Deposit area, located 
on the southern Koolyanobbing Range 
approximately 50 km north-east of the town of 
Southern Cross.  

 
Table 2: Location and proposed extent of physical and operational 
elements of Stage 1 

Element Location Authorised extent 

Mine pits (F2 and 
F3) Figures 2, 3 and 4 

Clearing of no more than 24 ha 
in the 203 ha development 
envelope. 

Waste rock 
landform  Figures 2, 3 and 4 

Clearing of no more than 73 ha 
within the 203 ha development 
envelope. 

Supporting mine 
infrastructure  
 

Figures 2, 3 and 4 
Clearing of no more than 96 ha 
within the 203 ha development 
envelope. 

 
Table 3: Location and proposed extent of physical and operational 
elements of Stage 2 

Element Location Authorised extent 

Mine pit (F1) 
Figures 2, 3 and 4 

Clearing of no more than 9 ha 
in the 203 ha development 
envelope. 

Supporting mine 
infrastructure Figures 2, 3 and 4 

Clearing of no more than 1 ha 
in the 203 ha development 
envelope 
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Figure 1: Regional location of the proponent’s Yilgarn 
Operations and the F Deposit proposal location
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Figure 2: Proposal Development Envelope  
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Figure 3: Proposal Development Envelope changes to the proposal since the 

PER 
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Figure 4: Proposal Stage 1 and Stage 2  and indicative proposal layout
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3.2 Consultation 

Three agency submissions, one community group and two individual public 
submissions were received during the public review period. The key issues 
raised in submissions relate to:  

 concern at the loss of endemic, threatened flora species;  

 impact to Priority flora species; 

 cumulative impact to Yilgarn BIF ranges (landforms); 

 indirect impacts not being adequately addressed; 

 adequacy of the proposed management measures and rehabilitation 
works; 

 adequacy of the proposed offsets; 

 impact to fauna species; 

 impact to vegetation communities; and  

 concern at the rationale provided for the impact predictions. 

 
The proponent has provided its response to the issues raised in the final 
Response to Submissions documentation that was received by the EPA on 
31 March 2016 (Appendix 6). The potential impacts of the proposal on the 
environment identified by the proponent in the PER document and its proposed 
management are summarised in Table 1-2 in the Response to Submissions 
document.  
 
In March 2016 the EPA engaged an independent expert to review all of the 
information provided on the impacts of the mining proposal with regard to the 
endemic, threatened flora taxon T. erubescens. 
 
In April 2016, the peer reviewer provided the EPA with a detailed analysis of 
the above having regard to the proponent and DMA advice (van Etten, 2016). 
This is included in sections 4.1 and 4.3. 
 
The proponent was provided an opportunity to comment on the peer reviewer’s 
report, and the proponent’s response to this report and the EPA’s early advice 
is in Appendix 7.  
 
In assessing the proposal and considering the submissions, the EPA notes that 
the proponent sought to avoid and minimise impacts associated with the 
proposal by: 

 avoiding invertebrate taxa and Specially Protected fauna habitat;  

 developing appropriate corridors for pollination between plants;  

 staging the proposal to reduce direct and indirect impacts;  

 preparing a mine closure plan; and 

 changing the proposal design to minimise impacts on Priority and 
threatened flora species. 
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4 Key environmental factors 

In undertaking its assessment of this proposal and preparing this report and 
recommendations, the EPA has had regard for the object and principles 
contained in s4A of the EP Act to the extent relevant to the particular matter 
being considered. Appendix 4 provides a summary of the principles and how 
the EPA applied the relevant principles in its assessment.  
 
Having regard to: 

 the proponent’s PER document; 

 public and agency comments on the PER document; 

 the proponent’s response to submissions; 

 the peer reviewer’s report; 

 the section 43A changes to the proposal; 

 Environmental Assessment Guideline No. 8 Environmental Principles, 
Factors and Objectives (EPA, 2015a); and 

 Environmental Assessment Guideline No. 9 Application of a 
Significance Framework in the Environmental Impact Assessment 
Process (EPA, 2015b),  

the EPA identified the following key environmental factors during the course of 
its assessment:  

1. Flora and vegetation – direct and indirect impacts to threatened, 
endemic flora species and direct impact to vegetation communities 
within the development envelope; 

2. Rehabilitation and decommissioning (Integrating factor) – 
feasibility of rehabilitation and the cumulative impacts in the 
surrounding area; and 

3. Offsets (Integrating factor) – the use of a staged approach and the 
requirements to offset the loss of threatened and endemic flora species. 

 
Other environmental factors relevant to the proposal which the EPA determined 
not to be key environmental factors are discussed in the proponent’s PER 
document (Cliffs, 2015).  
 
Appendix 3 contains the environmental factors identified through the course of 
the assessment and the EPA’s evaluation of whether an environmental factor 
is a key environmental factor for the proposal.  
 
The EPA’s assessment of the proposal’s impacts on the key environmental 
factors is provided in sections 4.1 – 4.3. These sections outline the EPA’s 
conclusions as to whether or not the proposal can be managed to meet the 
EPA’s objective for a particular factor and, if so, the recommended conditions 
and procedures that should apply if the proposal is implemented.  
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In assessing this proposal, the EPA has also considered relevant published 
EPA policies and guidelines. Appendix 4 lists the relevant policies and guidance 
documents for each of the key environmental factors for this assessment and 
identifies the relevant matters discussed in, and principles derived from, each 
policy and guidance document. The EPA has discussed the application of the 
relevant policy and guidance for each factor in Section 4.   
 
The EPA notes that the following policy and guidance relating to the key 
environmental factors replaced, or amended policy and guidance since the ESD 
was released: 

 Environmental Assessment Guideline No. 8 Environmental Principles, 
Factors and Objectives (EPA, 2015a); 

 Environmental Assessment Guideline No. 9 Application of a 
Significance Framework in the Environmental Impact Assessment 
Process (EPA, 2015b); 

 Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 23 Guidance on the EPA’s 
Landforms factor (EPA 2015c);  

 Technical Guide – Flora and vegetation surveys for environmental 
impact assessment (EPA and DPAW 2015); and 

 Guidelines for preparing mine closure plans (DMP & EPA, 2015). 

 
The EPA considered the above current policy and guidance (policy and 
guidance amended since the ESD was released) in its assessment (see 
sections 4.1 – 4.3 for further detail). 
 
Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 19 EPA involvement in mine closure 
(EPA, 2013) was not identified as a relevant policy document during scoping 
however consideration has been given to this policy by the EPA during the 
assessment. 
 
The EPA notes that other published policies and guidelines were also 
considered. 

4.1 Flora and Vegetation 

EPA objective 
 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain representation, 
diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, population and 
community level.  
 
Relevant EPA policy and guidance 
 
The EPA policy and guidance applicable to Flora and Vegetation for this 
assessment and the relevant matters discussed in the policy and guidance are 
outlined in Appendix 4. The EPA considers that the following policy and 
guidance is relevant to its assessment of the proposal in relation to this factor:  
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 Guidance Statement (GS) No. 51 – Terrestrial flora and vegetation 
surveys for environmental impact assessment in Western Australia 
(EPA, 2004a);  

 Position Statement (PS) No. 2 – Environmental protection of native 
vegetation in Western Australia (EPA, 2000); and 

 Position Statement (PS) No. 3 – Terrestrial biological surveys as an 
element of biodiversity protection (EPA, 2002b).  

 
EPA assessment 
 
Flora and vegetation values 
 
The final development envelope for the proposal is 203 ha, of which 
approximately 189 ha is covered in native vegetation.  
 
The proponent commissioned a Level 2 flora and vegetation survey of the 
southern Koolyanobbing Range, which was carried out in August-September 
2013. The survey study area extends from south of the existing Koolyanobbing 
mining operations, across the BIF ridges and adjacent areas, down to the 
southern-most tip of the Range (Figure 1). The survey study area fully envelops 
the F Deposit proposal area. The flora and vegetation survey methodology was 
undertaken consistent with the requirements of GS 51 and PS 3. The Technical 
Guide – Flora and vegetation surveys for environmental impact assessment 
was released after the flora and vegetation surveys were conducted. 
 
The condition of the majority of the vegetation in the survey study area is ranked 
as ‘Excellent’ condition. The Priority Ecological Community (PEC) 
Koolyanobbing Vegetation Complexes (Banded Iron Formation) – 
(Koolyanobbing PEC) coincides with the survey study area. 
 
Sixteen vegetation units were mapped in the survey study area, of which eight 
(4, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 16) are potentially restricted to the southern 
Koolyanobbing Range. Two hundred and fifty flora taxa were identified in the 
survey study area; including 10 Priority flora species and one threatened flora 
species.  
 
Predicted impacts of the proposal 
 
Koolyanobbing Range Priority Ecological Community, vegetation units and 
Priority flora species 

The Koolyanobbing PEC is ranked as Priority 1 (Parks and Wildlife, 2014), and 
has been mapped across the northern and southern extents of the 
Koolyanobbing Range. Its values include threatened and Priority flora species 
and restricted vegetation units. The Koolyanobbing PEC boundary generally 
corresponds with the boundary of the Koolyanobbing Range landform; so is at 
a broad scale, however it is currently subject to cumulative impacts from mining.  
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PECs are listed by the Department of Parks and Wildlife (Parks and Wildlife) 
but are not currently listed under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 (WC Act). 
 
The proposal would impact nine of the 16 mapped vegetation units. Four are 
potentially restricted vegetation units within the PEC, and the proposal would 
impact less than 10 per cent of the extent of each vegetation unit occurrence 
on the southern Koolyanobbing Range. This level of impact is below the 30 per 
cent threshold specified for remnant vegetation in PS 2. 
 
The proposal would impact six of the 10 identified Priority flora species. Only 
one of the six species is a priority one species; the others are priority three or 
four species. Beyeria rostellata (P1) is more restricted than the other species; 
occurring on the Koolyanobbing and Mt Jackson Ranges, plus a small 
population on the Helena-Aurora Range. Only 1.5% of B. rostellata would be 
impacted by the proposal.  

 
Threatened flora 

The endemic, threatened flora taxon Tetratheca erubescens identified in the 
survey study area is a low, woody, almost leafless shrub. Its flowers are white 
with pink flecks, and its species name erubescens (derived from the Latin 
erubesco) means ‘blushing’. The predominantly white colour of the petals 
appears to be unique to T. erubescens (Bull, 2007). 
 
The species is endemic to the Koolyanobbing Range, and is limited to 
approximately 1.6 km along the southern part of the Koolyanobbing Range. It 
occupies small rock crevices on steep ironstone faces and upper rocky slopes. 
It is a geographically restricted species, with its extent of occurrence 
approximately 64 ha, and its area of occupancy is estimated at 3.5 ha due to its 
habitat preferences e.g. cliff faces.  
 
Unlike other ironstone hills in the Yilgarn, extensive vertical cliff faces are rare 
within the Koolyanobbing Range. Since its distribution is determined by the 
location of prominent exposed ridges, T. erubescens is confined to the upper 
reaches of the southern Koolyanobbing Range (Bull, 2007).  
 
The breeding system of the species is largely unknown but has been inferred 
from floral morphology and studies of close relatives nearby as being insect 
pollinated, most likely via sonication (buzz pollination) by native bees. Seed 
dispersal vectors are also unknown, but the presence of a seed aril suggests it 
is likely to be ant dispersed (Bull, 2007). 
 
A census of T. erubescens (within the survey study area) was conducted in 
2013, and opportunistic sightings were recorded by the proponent in 2014. The 
census and recent recordings identified a total of 6,333 individual plants in four 
sub-populations, which have been arranged into 14 ‘sites’ (Figure 5).  
 
T. erubescens is specially protected under the WC Act as a threatened species, 
and is currently listed under Schedule 3 – Flora that are considered likely to 
become extinct or rare, as vulnerable flora. 
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The extent of the T. erubescens species is concentrated in and around the 
proposed mine pits. The PER document identified direct impact of up to 1,383 
individuals (22%) of the T. erubescens species. From consultation with DMAs 
during the assessment, the proponent modified the mine design of the F3 pit to 
reduce direct impact to 1,281 individuals (20%) of the T. erubescens species.  
 
Following the advice in the independent peer review (van Etten, 2016), the 
proponent further modified the proposal to reduce direct impact to 
T. erubescens. The change to the proposal (consented to by the EPA in July 
2016) will result in the direct impact of up to 965 T. erubescens individuals 
(15%); 313 (5%) in Stage 1, and 652 (10%) in Stage 2 (Figure 4). The EPA 
notes that the proponent’s further modifications undertaken to reduce direct 
impact to T. erubescens, is consistent with PS 3 and allows a cautious staged 
approach with the initial impact limited to only five per cent of the population. 
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Figure 5: Location of Tetratheca erubescens plants on the 

Koolyanobbing Range 
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Analysis of the predicted impacts from the proposal 
 
Koolyanobbing Range Priority Ecological Community, vegetation units and 
Priority flora species 

In the PER document and section 43A applications, the proponent has provided 
its evaluation of the predicted impacts on Priority flora, vegetation units and the 
Koolyanobbing PEC as a result of implementation of the proposal.  
 
From the public review on the PER document, submitters raised several issues 
in relation to impacts to conservation significant flora and vegetation including: 
cumulative impacts on the Koolyanobbing PEC, indirect impacts on 
conservation significant flora species and vegetation communities, impact 
analysis undertaken for vegetation communities, and the proposed monitoring 
and management measures.  
 
In its evaluation of the proposal, the proponent considers that impact to the 
Koolyanobbing PEC (73 ha) would not be significant given its broad extent 
across the Koolyanobbing Range. Similarly for vegetation units, the proponent 
considers impacts from the proposal would not be significant based on the low 
amount of clearing of each vegetation unit, and that all of the impacted 
vegetation units occur in other areas on the southern Koolyanobbing Range. 
The EPA notes that this is consistent with the requirements of PS 2. 
 
In regard to the predicted impact on the 10 Priority flora species, the proponent 
considers that, as populations of the flora species occur outside of the proposal 
area and in other locations, the impacts associated with the proposal would not 
be significant.  
 
The proponent proposes to manage impacts of the proposal on conservation 
significant flora and vegetation through a Flora and Vegetation Management 
Plan which would include a monitoring program and reporting system.  
 
As Parks and Wildlife is a key advisory agency for the proposal, the EPA 
requested comment from Parks and Wildlife in regard to the proponent 
responses to the issues raised in its submission. The EPA notes that, in its 
review of the proponent responses, Parks and Wildlife did not provide any 
further comment for Priority flora species, restricted vegetation units or the 
Koolyanobbing PEC that was not provided in its submission on the PER 
document.  
 
The EPA has considered all of the information provided by the proponent and 
information provided in the public submissions, plus undertaken consultation 
with the key advisory agency, regarding the predicted impacts of the proposal 
on Priority flora species, restricted vegetation units and the Koolyanobbing 
PEC. 
 
From its analysis of the predicted impact to Priority flora species, the EPA notes 
that all of the species are located in other areas on the southern Koolyanobbing 
range, and in other locations in the region. For vegetation units, the EPA notes 
that all of the vegetation units are located in areas outside of the proposal area. 
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For the Koolyanobbing PEC, the EPA notes that this PEC could be further 
refined through additional work however also notes that it occurs on both the 
southern and northern extents of the Koolyanobbing Range in areas that are 
not currently subject to mining. Therefore, the EPA considers that the direct 
impacts of the proposal on these elements are acceptable, and indirect impacts 
can be managed through the general requirements of a flora and vegetation 
management plan. For these reasons the proposal is consistent with PS 2.  
 
Threatened flora 

In the PER document and section 43A applications, the proponent has provided 
its evaluation of the predicted impacts on the endemic, threatened flora taxon 
T. erubescens as a result of implementation of the proposal. 
 
From the public submissions received for the proposal, the predicted impact on 
T. erubescens was identified as a key issue. Parks and Wildlife raised a broad 
range of issues on the PER pertaining to the species, including: 

 proponent devised “benchmarks” for impact to threatened flora; 

 proponent’s assessment of the International Union for Conservation of 
Nature (IUCN) criteria; 

 indirect and cumulative impacts; 

 management, monitoring and rehabilitation proposed; and 

 feasibility of the proposed offset strategy. 

 
The EPA notes that the proposal has been modified since the PER which would 
change both the direct and indirect impacts on T. erubescens.   
 

i. Direct impacts to threatened flora 

Direct impacts associated with development of the proposal relate to the 
removal of T. erubescens plants and its associated habitat. T. erubescens 
occurs in highly restricted habitat on the southern Koolyanobbing Range, 
specifically rock crevices on steep ironstone faces and upper rocky slopes.  
Direct impacts associated with the proposal would result in the removal of this 
restricted habitat type as well as individual plants.  
 
The Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority (BGPA) investigated the distribution 
and habitat of T. erubescens. The study found that T. erubescens was found 
on almost two-thirds of the cliff line modelled as having the highest likelihood of 
species occurrence (BGPA, 2015). The study also found that, in accordance 
with model parameters, some areas within the southern Koolyanobbing Range 
without individuals seemed well-suited habitat (BGPA, 2015). The BGPA 
advised that the study hypothesis would best be tested through formal 
experimentation (BGPA, 2015). 
 
The proponent considers that the area of habitat that would be removed as a 
result of the proposal, is consistent with the proportion of T. erubescens 
individuals that would be removed. The proponent also considers that there is 
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sufficient potential habitat area within existing T. erubescens occupied areas in 
the vicinity of the proposal area, and in other areas that are not currently 
occupied by T. erubescens elsewhere on the Koolyanobbing Range.  
 
Parks and Wildlife raised concern at the loss of T. erubescens restricted habitat 
in its public submission on the PER document. In its recent advice to the EPA 
(DPaW, 2016), Parks and Wildlife considered that further study of hydrological 
and soil substrate attributes of locations with presence and absence of T. 
erubescens would be of value for further defining habitat for the species.  
 
The peer reviewer noted that the BGPA study had identified additional potential 
habitat for T. erubescens and that the modelling parameters used to identify the 
habitat were suitable (van Etten, 2016). 
 
The EPA notes that there is the potential for unoccupied habitat to exist for 
T. erubescens on the range. The EPA considers that, based on the current 
understanding of T. erubescens habitat, further work such as translocation 
studies could be undertaken to confirm if the additional unoccupied habitat 
identified by BGPA is suitable for sustainable populations of T. erubescens.  
 
As a strategy to reduce direct impact on T. erubescens, the proponent modified 
the proposal to include a staged approach:  

 Stage 1 – development of the central mine pit (F2) and the southern 
mine pit (F3). The F2 and F3 pits would be connected by a mine access 
road for one year, after which it would be rehabilitated; and  

 Stage 2 – development of the northern mine pit (F1) (Figure 4). 

 
The proponent has stated that the implementation of Stage 2 of the proposal is 
dependent on demonstration of its devised ‘proof of concept’ for translocation 
of T. erubescens, which it predicts to be within 12–18 months from the 
commencement of the proposal. The proponent considers that if a significant 
number of individuals are established in the field, then it could proceed with 
Stage 2.  
 
The EPA considers that Stage 1 would have the lowest direct impact on the 
species and the five per cent direct removal of the population represents a 
significantly lower direct impact than that proposed in the PER. The EPA notes 
from the proponent’s strategy of mine staging (to reduce the extent and risk of 
direct impacts), that implementation of Stage 2 of the proposal should be 
contingent on the success of Stage 1. The EPA advises that the success of 
Stage 1 should not be based on time but should be based on success criteria.  
 

ii. Indirect impacts to threatened flora 

Key indirect impacts associated with development of the proposal relate to 
impacts from population fragmentation, disruption of pollinators, instability of 
landforms and dust deposition. 
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The peer reviewer (van Etten, 2016) considered an earlier version of the 
proposal, which was impacting 20 per cent of the T. erubescens population, 
and was  not certain of the proponent's prediction that indirect impacts would 
be minimal, due to the relatively large number of plants very close to edge of 
mine pits (e.g. Figures 3 and 4). However, van Etten (2016) was of the view 
that shifting the edge of mine pits further away from those plants would reduce 
the likelihood and magnitude of impacts. The proponent has moved the edge 
of the pit further away from the plants through the changes to the proposal.  
 
Habitat fragmentation 

The BPGA study on the genetic variation and spatial structuring of the 
T. erubescens population found that the most genetically distinct sites are H, F, 
J and E (BGPA, 2014). Of these, only site F is wholly located inside the F2 pit 
(Figure 5). Due to the similarities between sites E and F, the BGPA report 
identified that the remaining plants at site E (outside of the development 
envelope) may be of significance for conserving the relative genetic variation, 
given that site F would be wholly removed by mining at F2 pit.  
 
The BGPA study advised that genetic impacts to the species can best be 
minimised by retention of as many individuals in non-impacted, geographically 
adjacent sites, as possible. In its advice to the EPA, the proponent considers 
that the retention of site N will provide an ecological corridor connecting retained 
groups, and that the mine access road connecting the F2 and F3 pits would be 
rehabilitated upon completion of Stage 1 allowing movement of pollinators 
between retained areas (Figure 4). 
 
In its recent advice to the EPA, Parks and Wildlife advised that the proposed 
ecological corridor between the F1 and F2 pits appears sufficient to facilitate 
retention of additional plants and the maintenance of pollinator connectivity. 
Parks and Wildlife also advised that if pollinator movement is disrupted in the 
short term, pollinators could reasonably be expected to return and use this 
corridor after mining ceases. 
 
Pit wall stability 

Having regard to impact associated with instability of landforms as a result of 
excavation and blasting, the proponent has advised that stability of the mine 
pits was considered as part of its mine design. 
 
The Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP) provided a geotechnical review 
of the pit wall stability and required bunding for the proposal (DMP, 2016). In its 
advice, the DMP stated that the mine design is unlikely to have a detrimental 
effect on nearby T. erubescens plants. The DMP also advised that a well-
designed pit might be underperforming as a result of poor mining practices, 
therefore the DMP provided detail of conditions on proposal elements that could 
be imposed to ensure good mining practices, including:  

 Open pit design 

o Factor of Safety for the final F3 pit wall adjacent to the hill crest be 
not less than 2; 
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o final separation distance between the southern edge of the open F3 
pit and the crest of the hill to be a minimum of 20 m; and 

o final F3 pit wall adjacent to the hill crest be established by means of 
a cut-back operation.  

 Open pit operational aspects 

o rock strength parameters and geotechnical data used to verify the 
early assumptions; 

o vibration monitoring and measurements for blasting; and 

o establishment of a full 18 m height batter along 150 m of strike at the 
F3 pit to enable geotechnical data collection/analysis/verification 
prior to the final pit wall being established. 

 Post-mining safety abandonment bunding  

o bund position and construction specifications. 

 
The EPA notes the information provided by the proponent and the DMP advice, 
and notes that risks associated with pit stability could be managed with 
appropriate conditions. The EPA therefore recommends that, if the proposal is 
implemented, a condition is applied which requires the proponent to manage 
pit wall stability and bunding in an appropriate manner, consistent with the 
advice from the DMP.  
 
Dust 

Having regard to the impact of dust deposition on nearby T. erubescens plants, 
the proponent advised the EPA that the duration of the mine will be reduced 
from four years to approximately three years. The proponent considers that the 
shorter mining duration for the proposal will limit the potential for exposure of 
T. erubescens to dust emissions.  
 
Following initial mining to develop the first mine bench in the F3 pit, the 
proponent considers that the retained ridge section will act as a physical barrier 
and protect the remaining T. erubescens plants. This initial development is 
predicted to take approximately three months of mine development. To support 
its prediction, the proponent cited dust monitoring data from an area known as 
‘Penny’s Wall’ at its Windarling mining operation, which demonstrated that 
higher dust deposition took place within the first six months of mining and 
declined after the first mine bench was in place.  
 
Parks and Wildlife queried the suitability of T. paynterae ssp. paynterae as a 
surrogate for T. erubescens for impact predictions. Parks and Wildlife noted 
that it is not possible to identify any causal relationship between plant health 
and mining from the monitoring program undertaken at Windarling. Parks and 
Wildlife note that the relative risk to the conservation status of T. erubescens 
from mining related activities compared to T. paynterae ssp. paynterae is likely 
to be higher. Such factors include that T. erubescens has a smaller range than 
T. paynterae ssp. paynterae and that the spatial distribution of T. erubescens 
plants relative to the proposed mining areas places a larger percentage of the 
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population in close proximity to the pit boundary than T. paynterae ssp. 
paynterae at Windarling.  
 
The peer reviewer determined that T. paynterae ssp. paynterae at Windarling 
is a suitable surrogate species to aid in impact predictions, however the 
available data for T. paynterae ssp. paynterae is insufficient to make definite 
conclusions on the impacts of mining on this species. In particular, the peer 
reviewer identified that the design of the current monitoring and analyses 
prevents apportioning any detected changes to a particular cause. The peer 
reviewer did note that from the evidence presented, changes detected in the 
monitored plants at Windarling seemed to be within natural fluctuations for this 
species, although concluded that more analysis and monitoring might be 
required to confirm it. 
 
The EPA notes the information provided by the proponent, peer reviewer and 
Parks and Wildlife, and notes that there is some uncertainty in regard to the 
consequence of dust impacts on Tetratheca species. The EPA therefore 
recommends that, if the proposal is implemented, a condition is applied which 
requires the proponent to prepare and implement a Condition Environmental 
Management Plan which is to be developed in consultation with an independent 
expert in the assessment and management of dust impacts on plants. The EPA 
also considers that triggers for contingency management actions for dust are 
conservative to predict any impacts early.  
 
Other indirect impacts 

Parks and Wildlife is of the view that the permanent change to the landform 
above the T. erubescens sub-populations, and the potential impact this may 
have on hydrology (altered run-off and storage) or the micro-climate and habitat 
are likely to be beyond the predicted direct impacts. Parks and Wildlife is of the 
view that the associated overall risk to the long-term viability of the species 
might be significant, with impacts on the viability and persistence of the affected 
sub-populations of T. erubescens, which are additional to the proposed direct 
removal of T. erubescens plants. 
 
The peer reviewer did not consider changes to the hydrology and micro-climate 
to be the main indirect impacts but did consider stability of cliff faces; 
inadvertent physical damage due to proximity of mining; and dust impacts to be 
the main indirect impacts. 
 
Management of impacts 

The EPA considers that the proponent has reduced direct impacts to 
T. erubescens as much as possible, and notes the use of mine staging as a 
strategy to achieve this. The EPA considers the loss of up to five per cent of the 
T. erubescens population from the Stage 1 mining to be an acceptable impact. 
The EPA notes that consistent with the staged approach to mining, 
implementation of Stage 2 of the proposal would be contingent on the success 
of Offsets for Stage 1. An analysis of Offsets relating to Stage 1 and 2 is further 
discussed in Section 4.3 Offsets.  
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For indirect impacts, the EPA notes that the ecological corridors proposed 
between the F1 and F2 pits are likely to allow for pollinator movement, and the 
DMP advice that risk of mine instability could potentially be managed through 
appropriate conditions on the mining approach. For these reasons, impacts 
associated with habitat fragmentation and pit wall stability are likely to be 
manageable, consistent with the relevant considerations of PS 2. 
 
The EPA considers that the greatest potential indirect impact to T. erubescens 
is likely to be from dust. The EPA notes the proponent’s proposed management 
measures, and the complexity in implementing effective dust control measures 
due to the steep topography of where T. erubescens occurs. 
 
In response to the EPA’s concerns, the proponent proposed an additional 
commitment for the monitoring of dust emissions in its draft Tetratheca 
erubescens Monitoring Plan and Flora and Vegetation Management Plan, using 
both ‘real-time’ monitoring and dust deposition gauges. The dust emissions 
data collected are to be used to identify locations or time periods where dust 
emissions from the proposal may be elevated, and accordingly, allow for 
management responses to minimise such emissions. 
 
In its recent advice to the EPA, Parks and Wildlife stated that the Plan proposed 
by the proponent is not of an adequate scope and level of definition to provide 
certainty or confidence in the proposed activities or their outcomes. Also, the 
trigger criteria presented are not appropriate for threatened flora populations as 
the trigger criteria presented could result in an annual decline in health 
(condition) of 15 per cent, or mortality of 10 per cent of T. erubescens without 
triggering any reporting, investigation or management actions. Parks and 
Wildlife considers that such a decline would be highly significant for this species 
and would not be an appropriate level to trigger actions to avoid non-compliance 
or compromise the environmental outcome.  
 
Parks and Wildlife advise that as the proposal has only a three-year mine life 
significant (or permanent) impacts may not be observed within the development 
time period. Therefore, monitoring needs to be able to detect indications that 
change is likely to occur so remedial measures can be implemented before any 
irreversible change occurs, including after the life of the mine. 
 
The peer reviewer also advised that a properly designed monitoring plan is 
crucial to detect and minimise indirect impacts on T. erubescens, and it needs 
the necessary detail which demonstrates that it would be able to detect and 
apportion impacts. 
 
In considering the above, the EPA has recommended a condition which has 
been prepared relevant to the circumstance of the Koolyanobbing Range F 
Deposit mining proposal. The condition requires that there are no adverse 
effects on native flora and vegetation outside of the Stage 1 and 2 development 
envelopes. The condition also sets limits on the extent of impact to 
T. erubescens in Stage 1 and 2 of the proposal. The condition requires that 
trigger criteria, threshold criteria and monitoring be developed and implemented 
through a Condition Environmental Management Plan. The Plan includes 
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development of contingency actions that are to be taken should monitoring 
indicate that trigger and/or threshold criteria are exceeded. The condition also 
requires the proponent to report on any exceedance within a specified 
timeframe and consult with Parks and Wildlife.  

Summary 

Having particular regard to:  

a) relevant EPA policy and guidance pertaining to Flora and Vegetation; 

b) the low degree of direct impact on priority species and communities; 

c) the change to the mine design to reduce impacts to the threatened flora 
taxon Tetratheca erubescens; 

d) the proponent’s use of mine staging to reduce direct impacts on 
Tetratheca erubescens;  

e) the low level of direct impacts to Tetratheca erubescens from Stage 1; 

f) that implementation of Stage 2 of the proposal is contingent on the 
success of strategies proposed for Stage 1; 

g) the inclusion of ecological corridors that appear sufficient to facilitate 
retention of additional Tetratheca erubescens plants and the 
maintenance of pollinator connectivity; 

h) DMP advice that the instability of the mine pits is unlikely to result from 
the mine design if the mine is operated using good mining practices;  

i) the inclusion of consultation with an independent expert in 
management of dust impacts on plants in a condition; 

j) the requirement to consult with Parks and Wildlife on the condition; and 

k) the EPA’s assessment that there remains a significant residual impact 
resulting from the removal of 313 Tetratheca erubescens plants in 
Stage 1 and 652 Tetratheca erubescens plants in Stage 2, which is 
capable of being offset, 

 
the EPA considers that the impacts to Flora and Vegetation are acceptable and 
the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s objective for Flora and 
Vegetation, subject to the following: 

 Condition 6 which requires no adverse effects on native vegetation on 
the Koolyanobbing Range outside of the development envelope, no 
adverse effects to greater than 313 Tetratheca erubescens plants in the 
Stage 1 area, and no adverse effects to greater than 652 Tetratheca 
erubescens plants in the Stage 2 area; 

 Condition 7 requires the proponent to construct the F3 pit wall to ensure 
it will remain stable, and appropriate placement and construction of 
abandonment bunding; 

 Condition 8 which requires the proponent to prepare, submit and 
implement a Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan to the 
requirements of the CEO prior to the commencement of ground 
disturbing activities; 
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 Condition 9 prohibits any ground disturbance in the Stage 2 mining area 
until the CEO is satisfied that the objective in condition 8 has been met; 
and 

 Condition 10 requires the proponent to prepare, submit and implement 
a Stage 2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan to the requirements of the 
CEO prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities within 
the Stage 2 mining area. 

4.2 Rehabilitation and Decommissioning (Integrating factor) 

EPA objective 
 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to ensure that premises are 
decommissioned and rehabilitated in an ecologically sustainable manner.  
 
Relevant EPA policy and guidance 
 
The EPA policy and guidance applicable to Rehabilitation and 
Decommissioning and the relevant considerations are outlined in Appendix 4. 
The EPA policy and guidance considered by the EPA to be relevant for this 
factor for this assessment are:  

 Guidelines for preparing mine closure plans (DMP & EPA, 2015);  

 Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 19 – EPA involvement in mine 
closure (EPA, 2013).  

 
Since the ESD and PER were released, the EPA and DMP revised the 2013 
version of the Guidelines for preparing mine closure plans. The proponent has 
given consideration to the current 2015 version in the Mine Closure Plan 
provided in its response to submissions document (Cliffs, 2016a) which is 
specific to the proposal. The EPA considered the current 2015 version in its 
assessment.  
 
Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 19 was not identified as a relevant policy 
document during scoping however consideration has been given to this policy 
by the EPA during the assessment because Rehabilitation and 
Decommissioning was considered as a Key Environmental Factor. 
 
EPA assessment 
 
The proposal is subject to regulation under the Mining Act 1978. In accordance 
with the Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans (DMP & EPA, 2015), and 
Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 19 (EPA, 2013), the EPA has assessed 
Rehabilitation and Decommissioning for this proposal as it may represent a 
potentially significant impact or risk.  
 
A waste rock landform will be constructed within a 73 ha area and will remain 
post closure. The waste rock landform will be rehabilitated with native 
vegetation progressively during mining, and above-ground infrastructure within 
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the infrastructure area will be removed upon completion of the proposal and the 
area rehabilitated with native vegetation. 
 
The EPA notes that the majority of surveyed vegetation is of ‘Excellent’ quality. 
The only areas of vegetation not considered ‘Excellent’ were several small 
areas that had previously been disturbed by mining activities (Woodman 
Environmental Consulting, 2014). Surveys identified 12 introduced flora 
(weeds), including weeds rated as high impact such as ruby dock and ward’s 
weed.  
 
Waste rock geochemical characterisation testing (SRK Consulting, 2015) 
indicated that the risk of metalliferous drainage for the waste rock material is 
likely to be low with the majority of elements leached at concentrations that 
were close to the limit of detection. 
 
The proponent intends to undertake standard procedures in accordance with 
its existing Koolyanobbing Mine Closure Plan (Cliffs, 2012). The proponent’s 
preferred approach is to consolidate mine closure for its entire Yilgarn 
Operations into a single revised Mine Closure Plan, using a generic approach 
for its entire operations.  
 
A mine closure plan for this proposal was provided by the proponent in its 
response to the public submissions. The Koolyanobbing Range F Deposit Mine 
Closure Plan (Cliffs, 2016a) identifies that the post mining land use and 
associated rehabilitation objectives need to be developed during mining. The 
plan also includes: 

 An interim completion criteria which would be refined in light of 
rehabilitation trials; and 

 Weeds would be managed to ensure that weed cover is not greater than 
reference sites.  

 
The EPA notes that the mine closure plan would need to be updated to reflect 
the revised pit design. Monitoring and management of native vegetation needs 
to be against pre-determined reference sites, and compared to an initial 
baseline survey. 
 
The proponent has stated that its rehabilitation objectives relate to the 
establishment of native vegetation generally, and does not include re-
establishment of the endemic, threatened flora taxon T. erubescens. 
 
In its geotechnical review of pit wall stability for the proposal, the DMP stated 
that the mine design is unlikely to have a detrimental effect on nearby 
T. erubescens plants. The DMP also provided detail of conditions on proposal 
elements that could be imposed to ensure good mining practices are 
undertaken. This is detailed in Section 4.1. 
 
The DMP has noted that the life of mine is short and therefore a revised 
Koolyanobbing Range F Deposit Mine Closure Plan will be required prior to 
decommissioning. The DMP recommends that the current Mine Closure Plan 
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should be amended to provide a post-mining land use in accordance with the 
Mine Closure Guidelines, particularly in terms of consultation with key 
stakeholders. In addition, closure objectives need to be specific to the part of 
the Koolyanobbing Range being impacted.  
 
The EPA considers that the values of the Koolyanobbing area identified in EPA 
Report 1256 (section 16e advice) should be taken into consideration when 
determining the post mining land use.  
 
Summary 

Having particular regard to: 

1. the relevant EPA policy and guidance pertaining to rehabilitation and 
decommissioning; 

2. the matters raised in relation to rehabilitation and decommissioning 
during the assessment being able to be addressed under the joint 
EPA/DMP Guidelines for preparing Mine Closure Plans; 

3. rehabilitation of the endemic, threatened flora species, Tetratheca 
erubescens, by way of translocation required as part of an offset 
conditions discussed in section 4.3;  

4. the need to manage pit wall stability during and after mining; and  

5. advice from DMP that the general requirements for rehabilitation and 
decommissioning can be managed and regulated via the Mine Closure 
Plan required under the Mining Act, 

the EPA considers that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
objective for Rehabilitation and Decommissioning provided that: 
 

 condition 7 requires the proponent to construct the F3 pit wall to ensure 
it will remain stable, and appropriate placement and construction of 
abandonment bunding; 

 the proponent prepares a Mine Closure Plan in accordance with the 
Guidelines for preparing Mine Closure Plans, May 2015 (or any 
subsequent revisions of the guidelines); and 

 the proponent is under an obligation to implement the approved Mine 
Closure Plan. 

 
The EPA notes that a Mine Closure Plan (prepared in accordance with the 
Guidelines for preparing Mine Closure Plans) is a statutory obligation under the 
Mining Act and that the Guidelines for preparing Mine Closure Plans is a joint 
document prepared by the EPA and DMP to meet both Mining Act and EP Act 
regulatory requirements. The DMP has confirmed that it would require a Mine 
Closure Plan as a condition of the Mining Lease under section 74 of the Mining 
Act. The EPA’s view is that the requirements of the condition for this proposal 
can be adequately regulated through the Mining Act, rather than a condition 
under Part IV of the EP Act. 
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4.3 Offsets (Integrating factor) 

EPA objective 
 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to counterbalance any 
significant residual environmental impacts or uncertainty through the 
application of offsets.  
 
Relevant EPA policy and guidance 
 
The EPA policy and guidance applicable to Offsets and the relevant 
considerations are outlined in Appendix 4. The EPA policy and guidance 
considered by the EPA to be relevant for this factor for this assessment are:  

 WA Environmental Offsets Policy (Government of WA, 2011); 

 WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines (Government of WA, 2014) 

 Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 1 – Environmental Offsets (EPA, 
2014c). (EPB 1) 

 
EPA assessment 
 
In accordance with the WA Environmental Offsets Policy 2011, offsets will be 
used to compensate for significant residual impacts and be designed to achieve 
long-term outcomes, building upon existing conservation programs and 
initiatives. Assessment and decision-making processes in relation to the use of 
environmental offsets are underpinned by six principles.  
 
Consistent with Principle 1 of the WA Environmental Offsets Policy, the 
proponent has applied the mitigation hierarchy to avoid, minimise and mitigate 
the proposal’s potential impacts on the environment though: 

 avoiding invertebrate taxa and Specially Protected fauna habitat 

 developing appropriate corridors for pollination between plants;  

 staging the proposal to reduce direct and indirect impacts; and 

 modifying the mine design to minimise impacts on T. erubescens and 
Priority flora species. 

 
The proponent has included re-establishment of the endemic, geographically 
restricted, threatened flora taxon T. erubescens in its evaluation of the overall 
impacts of the proposal, and notes that residual impacts on the species might 
be considered environmentally significant.  
 
Following the implementation of all avoidance and mitigation measures, the 
EPA notes that the proposal will have a significant residual impact from the 
direct clearing of: 

 313 plants of the threatened flora species T. erubescens during Stage 
1 of the proposal (five per cent); and 



29 

 652 plants of the threatened flora species T. erubescens during Stage 
2 of the proposal (cumulative impact 10 per cent). 

 
This impact represents a total impact of 965 plants and 15 per cent of the total 
species population. The EPA considers the identified impacts from both mine 
stages to T. erubescens represent a significant residual impact that requires an 
offset. 
 
T. erubescens is a geographically restricted species which is endemic to the 
southern Koolyanobbing Range. It occupies a restricted habitat type, and flora 
surveying has recorded only 6,333 individual plants. In the PER (Cliffs, 2015) 
the proponent considered a contribution towards the preparation and 
implementation of a Tetratheca erubescens Recovery Plan. As rationale for the 
suitability of its proposed offset, the proponent provided a summary of 
monitoring, research and field trials undertaken over a 10-year period for 
T. paynterae ssp. paynterae at its Windarling operations.  
 
The development of Recovery Plans is the responsibility of the Parks and 
Wildlife. During public submissions Parks and Wildlife raised concerns over the 
development of a recovery plan as a suitable offset, due to the difficulty in 
developing actions that would have a high likelihood of success in improving or 
mitigating impacts. The EPA is of the view that development of a Tetratheca 
erubescens Recovery Plan is not an appropriate offset in this case. 
 
The peer review (van Etten, 2016) recognised there is potential for restoring 
numbers of T. erubescens via seeding, and perhaps transplanting, but 
concluded that the general lack of success with similar species nearby suggests 
it is a difficult and risky conservation strategy with no guarantee of success. The 
peer review also noted the inherent low and highly variable rates of 
establishment in the field trials. The peer review advised that to undertake 
works of this nature would require a commitment by the proponent to a 
sustained restoration effort, which requires a number of years. 
 
In response to the EPA’s concerns about the development of a recovery plan 
as a proposed offset, the proponent has revised the previously proposed 
Tetratheca erubescens Environmental Offsets Plan (Cliffs, 2016b) to 
incorporate: 

 Increased Year 1 commitment to demonstrate ‘proof of concept’ 
during Stage 1 of the proposal, including: 

o Intensive seed collection program during Q3/Q4 2016; 

o First seeding in Q2 2017, allowing for first germination from 
Q4 2017; 

o Research on habitat properties; and 

o Consideration of field treatments (e.g. watering), 

 Years 2 to 5 to expand on implementation of field restoration works, 
including monitoring; and 

 Increased financial commitment to support an increased scope. 
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The proponent has acknowledged that there is an inherent level of uncertainty 
as to whether new individuals can be established, and that it cannot provide 
absolute certainty with regards to the translocation of T. erubescens as this may 
take 10 to 20 years to demonstrate the establishment of individuals with multiple 
generations reaching reproductive maturity and recruitment. The proponent 
contends that this is problematic when considering the duration of the proposal 
is three years. 
 
In considering Principles 4, 5 and 6, the EPA notes that from the proponent’s 
10 years of studies and field trials with T. paynterae subsp. paynterae at the 
Windarling mining operations, the proponent has not been able to demonstrate 
success in establishing self-sustaining T. paynterae subsp. paynterae plants 
which persist today. The EPA also considers that the proposed five-year program 
may not provide adequate time to determine whether the research and 
translocation field trials have been successful. 
 
The EPA considers that many of the issues previously raised during the 
assessment require further demonstration through field work. As T. erubescens 
has naturally low germination rates and naturally high juvenile mortality rates, 
the evidence required to provide confidence in the likelihood of success of the 
offsets plan would be the establishment and survival of reproductively mature 
plants. The EPA does not support a “proof of concept” approach as proposed 
by the proponent. The EPA considers that to enable the desired outcome of a 
self-sustaining population, sufficient time must be allowed.  
 
The EPA notes the advice from the peer reviewer which indicated there was 
the potential for restoring numbers of T. erubescens, but it would require a 
commitment of sustained restoration effort by the proponent.  
 
Based on the advice of the independent peer reviewer, and noting the 
proponent’s staged approach to mining to reduce direct impacts on 
T. erubescens, the EPA considers that offset conditions could be applied which 
requires the proponent to submit and implement a translocation plan, including 
research, and that the objectives and methods of the proposed translocation 
works are developed to the satisfaction of the CEO, prior to any ground 
disturbing activities that impact T. erubescens. 
 
Where there may be uncertainty in relation to the translocation of T. 
erubescens, the EPA considers that the use of a staged implementation, which 
restricts the area of impact until a self-sustaining T. erubescens population is 
demonstrated, reduces the risk to the species and contributes to the knowledge 
of this species, which may improve environmental assessment of future 
projects. This is consistent with EPB 1 based on the EPA’s consideration of the 
merits of the proposal. 
 
In considering the above, and in considering Principle 3, the EPA has prepared 
the offset conditions 8, 9 and 10 for the proposal. The conditions have been 
prepared to be relevant to the specific circumstance of the mining proposal, and 
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proportionate to the extent of impact on the endemic, threatened flora species 
T. erubescens.  
 
Condition 8 requires the re-establishment of T. erubescens plants 
commensurate with the impact of the Stage 1 mining proposal. Condition 8 
requires the proponent to continue to implement the offset until the objective 
has been achieved (i.e. a self-sustaining population of a number of individuals 
commensurate with the impact). Condition 8 requires that if the offset has not 
been achieved within 10 years the proponent must resubmit a new offsets plan 
to the CEO, and also allows the CEO to require the proponent to revise the 
offsets plan at any stage if it is apparent that the offset will not be successful.  
 
Condition 9 requires that the proponent demonstrates successful completion of 
the Stage 1 offset before any ground disturbance can occur within the Stage 2 
mining area. 
  
Condition 10 requires the re-establishment of T. erubescens plants 
commensurate to impact of the Stage 2 mining proposal, building on the 
research and findings from the Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan 
under condition 8. 
 
Monitoring and reporting is crucial in ensuring that the offset is being 
implemented and that the objective is being achieved, and therefore the 
proponent will be required to report annually. Conditions 8 and 10 require the 
proponent to make the annual report publically available.  

Summary 

Having particular regard to:   

 relevant EPA and WA Government policy and guidance pertaining to 
Offsets; and 

 the significant residual impact to the threatened flora taxon Tetratheca 
erubescens, 

 
the EPA considers that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
objectives for Flora and Vegetation and Offsets provided that offset conditions 
8, 9 and 10 are imposed.  

5 Conditions 

Section 44 of the EP Act requires that this assessment report must set out:  

 what the EPA considers to be 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.  
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5.1 Recommended conditions 

The EPA has developed a set of conditions that the EPA recommends be 
imposed if the proposal is approved for implementation.  
 
These conditions are presented in Appendix 5. Matters addressed in the 
conditions include the following:  

(a) Condition 6 requires no adverse effects on native vegetation on the 
Koolyanobbing Range outside of the development envelope, no adverse 
effects to greater than 313 Tetratheca erubescens  plants in the Stage 1 
area, and no adverse effects to greater than 652 Tetratheca erubescens 
plants in the Stage 2 area.  

(b) Condition 7 requires the proponent to construct the F3 pit wall to ensure 
it will remain stable, and appropriate placement and construction of 
abandonment bunding. 

(c) Condition 8 requires the proponent to prepare, submit and implement a 
Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan to the requirements of the 
CEO prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities. 

(d) Condition 9 prohibits any ground disturbance in the Stage 2 mining area 
until the CEO is satisfied that the objective in condition 8 has been met. 

(e) Condition 10 requires the proponent to prepare, submit and implement 
a Stage 2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan to the requirements of the 
CEO prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities within 
the Stage 2 mining area. 

5.2 Consultation 

In developing these conditions, the EPA consulted with the proponent, the 
Parks and Wildlife, the DMP and an independent peer reviewer on matters of 
fact, technical feasibility and potential difficulties with implementation.  

6 Recommendations 

That the Minister for Environment notes:  

1. that the proposal assessed is for the development and operation of the 
Koolyanobbing Range F Deposit mining proposal and associated 
infrastructure;  

2. the key environmental factors identified by the Environmental Protection 
Authority in the course of its assessment are Flora and Vegetation, 
Rehabilitation and Decommissioning, and Offsets, and are set out in 
Section 4; and 

3. the EPA has concluded that the proposal may be implemented to meet 
the EPA’s objectives, provided the implementation of the proposal is 
carried out in accordance with the recommended conditions and 
procedures set out in Appendix 5 and summarised in Section 4. 
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1. Department of Aboriginal Affairs 
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Appendix 3 
 
 

Summary of identification of key environmental factors and principles 
 
 



Summary of identification of key environmental factors 

Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

LAND 

Flora and 
vegetation 

The proposal would result in 
the direct loss through 
clearing and disturbance of 
approximately 189 ha of 
native vegetation. 
 
The proposal would result in 
direct impact to: 

 Up to 313 (5%) in Stage 
1 and 652 (10%) in 
Stage 2 of the endemic, 
threatened flora taxon 
Tetratheca erubescens 
species extent; 

 6 Priority flora species; 

 73 ha of the 
Koolyanobbing Range 
Priority Ecological 
Community (PEC); and 

 9 vegetation units – 4 of 
which are restricted to 
the southern 
Koolyanobbing Range. 

 
Due to the orientation of the 
proposed pits, the proposal 
would also have extensive 

Department of Parks and Wildlife 

 The extent of direct and indirect impacts on 
Tetratheca erubescens, taking into account the 
currently available information, indicates that the 
proposal is likely to change the IUCN threat category 
ranking for this species. 

 The direct and indirect loss of Tetratheca 
erubescens from the current proposal is likely to 
present a risk to the species. 

 Cumulative impacts on the Koolyanobbing PEC and 
Priority flora species have not been appropriately 
addressed. 

 Concern raised at the use of monitoring data from 
other sites to interpret the impacts of the proposal, 
due the limitation of the monitoring program 
parameters.  

 The proposed monitoring currently described in the 
PER is not of an adequate scope and level of 
definition to provide certainty or confidence in the 
proposed activities or their outcomes. 

 
Wildflower Society of Western Australia 

 The proposed 10 m buffer cannot be considered an 
effective buffer, and is inconsistent with the 50 m 
buffer defined for Environmentally Sensitive Areas. 

 The flora and vegetation work should be checked for 
currency and updated as required. 

Flora and Vegetation was identified as 
a preliminary key environmental factor 
in the Environmental Scoping 
Document for the proposal. 
 
Having regard to the potential impacts 
of clearing on ‘Excellent’ condition 
vegetation and conservation 
significant flora and vegetation, the 
EPA identified Flora and Vegetation 
as a key environmental factor. 

 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

indirect impacts on 
threatened flora species. 

 The PER does not address the representation of 
diversity, viability and ecological function at the 
community level, or provide a regional assessment 
of the conservation significance of the vegetation 
types present. 

Landforms The proposal area is 
located on the southern 
Koolyanobbing Range.   
 
The proposal would impact 
Banded Iron Formations 
(BIF) and the habitat(s) it 
supports e.g. ridges, cliff 
faces, outcrops, crevices, 
etc. which host the 
environmental values 
associated with the Range 
including threatened flora 
species.   
  
The Koolyanobbing Range 
has an extensive mining 
history, and is currently 
subject to mining in the 
central sections of the 
Range.  

Department of Parks and Wildlife 

 The PER does not provide a review of the available 
scientific literature and other contextual information 
on the conservation significance of the BIF ranges of 
the Yilgarn Craton, or the significance of the Mount 
Manning cluster within this broader geological 
region. 

 The conclusion by the proponent that “The habitats 
forming the Koolyanobbing Range landform (e.g. 
soils, vegetation) which coincide with the Proposal 
area are considered to be well represented across 
the Koolyanobbing Range beyond the area of the 
Proposal” does not take into consideration the 
evidence that habitats for (in particular) conservation 
significant species like Tetratheca erubescens have 
restricted distributions. 

 The statement that the proposal is not expected to 
be visible from public viewpoints does not appear to 
take into account the road to the north of the range 
(the ‘Koolyanobbing Track’) that provides access 
into the Mount Manning – Helena-Aurora Ranges 
Conservation Park and viewpoints from scenic 
public visitation sites like Bungalbin East on the 
Helena-Aurora Range in the conservation park, from 
which the proposal area could be visible. 

Landforms was identified as a 
preliminary key environmental factor 
in the Environmental Scoping 
Document for the proposal. 
 
The EPB 23 - Guidance on the EPA 
Landforms factor (EPA 2015) was 
released subsequent to the approval 
of the ESD. Therefore the proponent 
did not assess the landform factor in 
accordance with the EPB 23.  
 
EPA has considered EPB 23 in its 
assessment of the proposal. The 
EPA’s assessment was based on the 
definition of geomorphologically 
significant potential BIF landforms 
(areas with slope of 5 degrees or 
greater and a 50 m buffer) within the 
Bungalbin Area. The Koolyanobbing F 
landform area forms part of the 
Koolyanobbing Range. The 
Koolyanobbing F landform is the 
seventh largest of 867 landforms with 
an area of 538 ha. Regionally it is 
located in one of the lower ranges. At 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

 The landform unit proposed by the proponent is the 
Priority 1 ‘Koolyanobbing vegetation complexes 
(banded ironstone formation)’ PEC. As a landform is 
defined as both geology and morphology, using the 
PEC boundary (which has been amended to 
exclude previous PEC occurrences which have 
been mined / removed) is not appropriate. A 
landform unit boundary should be determined in 
consultation with the OEPA. 

 The cumulative impact of the mining and exploration 
activities on the southern Koolyanobbing Range 
should be reassessed based on the agreed 
landform unit rather than on the PEC boundary. A 
simple calculation should be able to be determined 
by the proponent on the level of existing (and 
proposed) impact on the landform. 

 Rehabilitation actions will not fully mitigate the 
impact of mining the affected landform. 

 
Wildflower Society of Western Australia 

 The proponent need to address the Landforms 
factor in accordance with EAG 23 so that the factor 
of Landforms can be properly assessed. 

a local scale the height of the 
Koolyanobbing Range increases from 
north to south with the first landforms 
having a maximum height of 
approximately 400 AHD and the 
Koolyanobbing F landform with a 
maximum height of approximately 500 
AHD. There are a number of 
proposed or undeveloped mining 
activities on the Koolyanobbing F 
landform and some previous 
exploration. Vegetation condition has 
been rated as ‘Excellent’ over the 
majority of the range the exception 
being the areas of exploration. On the 
north-west corner of the 
Koolyanobbing F landform is the 
closed gold mine Golden Friday, 
which was part of the historic gold 
mining activity across the Yilgarn.  
 
Having regard to EPB 23 - Guidance 
on the EPA Landforms factor (EPA 
2015) and EAG 9 - Application of a 
Significance Framework in the 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
Process (EPA 2015b) and given:  

 Variety – Koolyanobbing F is the 
seventh largest landforms in the 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

region although of lower elevation 
in comparison to regional ranges. 

 Integrity –the landform has had 
some previous gold mining and 
other exploration activities. In 
terms of vegetation the overall 
condition is ‘Excellent’ with small 
areas of ‘Poor’ condition where 
exploration has taken place. The 
quality of the vegetation is 
addressed in the body of the 
report under the Flora and 
Vegetation, and Rehabilitation and 
Decommissioning sections. 

 Ecological importance – the 
landform provides a habitat for the 
threatened flora taxon Tetratheca 
erubescens. Impacts to this 
species are discussed under the 
Flora and Vegetation Section of 
this report. 

 Scientific importance – the 
landform is not a known area of 
geomorphological or geological 
importance. 

 Rarity – Regionally the 
Koolyanobbing Range is not in the 
top five large intact landforms and 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

is one of the lower relief 
landforms. 

the EPA considers that it is unlikely 
that the proposal would have a 
significant impact on landforms and 
the proposal can meet the objectives 
for this factor. Accordingly, the EPA 
did not identify Landforms as a key 
environmental factor but impact to 
habitat supporting threatened flora 
species is discussed in Section 4.1. 

Terrestrial fauna Clearing and mining related 
activities have the potential 
to impact 4 conservation 
significant fauna species in 
the proposal area: 

 Malleefowl; 

 Rainbow Bee-eater; 

 Major Mitchells 
Cockatoo; and 

 Tree-stem Trapdoor 
Spider. 

The Malleefowl and 
Rainbow Bee-eater are 
protected under the Wildlife 
Conservation Act 1950 (WC 
Act), and the 

Individual 2 

 A proportion of fauna habitat would be removed by 
the proposal. This will displace fauna from the area, 
and there is only limited elevated habitat available 
that is similar to that of the Koolyanobbing Range. 

Terrestrial Fauna was identified as a 
preliminary key environmental factor 
in the Environmental Scoping 
Document for the proposal. 
 

Having regard to PS 3 - Terrestrial 
biological surveys as an Element of 
Biodiversity Protection (EPA 2002b), 
GS 56 - Terrestrial Fauna Surveys for 
Environmental Impact Assessment in 
WA (EPA 2004), Technical Guide on 
Terrestrial Vertebrate Fauna (EPA 
2010) and EAG 9 - Application of a 
Significance Framework in the 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
Process (EPA 2015b) and given:  

 all of the conservation significant 
species that occur in the proposal 
area are found in areas outside of 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

Commonwealth 
Environment Protection 
Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 1999 (EPBC Act); 
 
Major Mitchells Cockatoo is 
protected under the WC 
Act. 
 
The Tree-stem Trapdoor 
Spider is listed as a Priority 
4 species by Parks and 
Wildlife. 

the proposal area on the southern 
Koolyanobbing Range, and in 
other parts of the region; and 

 the relatively small amount of 
habitat area that would be 
impacted by the proposal,  

the EPA considers that it is unlikely 
that the proposal would have a 
significant impact on terrestrial fauna 
and the proposal can meet the 
objectives for this factor. Accordingly, 
the EPA did not identify Terrestrial 
Fauna as a key environmental 
factor.  

Subterranean 
fauna 

The southern 
Koolyanobbing Range is 
considered to have a 
diverse community of 
troglobitic subterranean 
fauna compared to other 
areas in the Yilgarn. 
 
Subterranean fauna 
sampling recorded 19 
troglofauna species within 
the survey area, of those 10 
were recorded in the 
proposal area only. 
 

Department of Parks and Wildlife 

 There are a number of potential short range 
endemic and troglofauna taxa that are currently only 
known from (and apparently restricted to) the 
proposal area. Further, it appears that some short 
range endemic and troglofauna taxa may have 
already been impacted by mining at other pits on the 
southern Koolyanobbing Range. It is difficult to 
assess the risks posed by the proposal to these 
fauna taxa based on a review of the discussion (or 
maps) presented in the PER, or from the appended 
specialist reports. There is no discussion on the 
conservation significance of the fauna community 
and the specialist reports do not address this. 

 Whilst the PER also includes comments that further 
sampling would likely record short range endemic 

Subterranean Fauna was identified as 
a preliminary key environmental factor 
in the Environmental Scoping 
Document for the proposal. 
 
Having regard to EAG 12 – 
Consideration of subterranean fauna 
in EIA in WA (EPA 2013b) and EAG 9 
- Application of a Significance 
Framework in the Environmental 
Impact Assessment Process (EPA 
2015b) and given:  

 the habitat area continues outside 
of the proposal area;  



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

None of the troglobitic 
species identified in the 
proposal area are Listed 
conservation significant 
species.  
 
The subterranean fauna 
survey identified that 
troglofauna habitat 
extended beyond the 
survey area (which 
envelops the proposal 
area). Surveying also noted 
that 9 species recorded in 
the survey area also occur 
up to 100 km away, and 
that the apparent localised 
ranges of the other 10 
species is likely to be a 
result of limited sampling 
locations. 
 
The proposal area does not 
coincide with potential 
habitat for stygofauna, and 
mining is to be undertaken 
above the natural 
groundwater level.  
 
 

and troglofauna taxa beyond the proposal area; it is 
unclear if adequate survey has been conducted or 
available information on continuity of habitat is 
adequate. Further information or guidance should be 
sought from others with technical capabilities on this 
matter. 

 the large range of some species; 
and  

 for this reason it is likely that 
subterranean fauna species occur 
across a wider area as exhibited 
by related species,  

the EPA considers that it is unlikely 
that the proposal would have a 
significant impact on subterranean 
fauna and the proposal can meet the 
objectives for this factor. Accordingly, 
the EPA did not identify 
Subterranean Fauna as a key 
environmental factor.  

WATER 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

Hydrological 
Processes 

The proposal requires 
abstraction of groundwater 
for dust suppression. As 
mining is proposed above 
the groundwater level, 
dewatering is not required. 
The proponent has 
committed to continue 
liaison with the Department 
of Water in regard to the 
proposal and associated 
works. 
 
The proposal area is 
located approximately 1.5 
km south east of Lake 
Seabrook, and 
approximately 4 km west of 
Lake Deborah. 

Department of Water 

 The DoW, under the Rights in Water and Irrigation 
Act 1914 (RIWI Act), is responsible for the licensing 
of water abstraction. In regards to the proposal this 
involves the taking of groundwater for processing 
and dust suppression requirements. The subject site 
is located within the Goldfields Groundwater Area, 
proclaimed under the RIWI Act. The subject site is 
not a proclaimed surface water area under this Act.  

 The proposal did not involve potential impacts to 
hydrological processes, due to there being no 
requirements for dewatering and DoW has issued 
groundwater licenses.  

 
Individual 2 

 Lake Deborah is destined to receive via a pipeline 
some of the saline groundwater extracted from the 
mine pit. The impact of this activity should be 
modelled and monitored. 

Hydrological Processes was not 
identified as a preliminary key 
environmental factor in the 
Environmental Scoping Document for 
the proposal.  
 
Having regard to Environmental 
Assessment Guideline 9 - Application 
of a Significance Framework in the 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
Process (EPA, 2015b) and given:  

 that no mining development or 
mining related activities 
associated with the proposal are 
on, or near to, Lake Seabrook or 
Lake Deborah; and 

 the mining will occur above the 
watertable and therefore not 
require dewatering or dewater 
discharge, 

the EPA considers that it is unlikely 
that the proposal would have a 
significant impact on hydrological 
processes and the proposal can meet 
the objectives for this factor.  
Accordingly, the EPA did not identify 
Hydrological processes as a key 
environmental factor at the 
conclusion of its assessment. 
 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

The EPA also notes the ability of the 
Department of Water to regulate 
abstraction of groundwater under the 
provisions of the Rights in Water and 
Irrigation Act 1914. 

PEOPLE 

Heritage The proposal area does not 
contain any registered 
Aboriginal heritage sites. 
The nearest registered 
Aboriginal heritage site is 
located approximately 1 km 
from the proposal area. The 
proponent has committed to 
continue liaison with the 
Department of Aboriginal 
Affairs in regard to the 
proposal and associated 
works. 

Department of Aboriginal Affairs 

 There are currently no Aboriginal heritage places 
known to DAA within the area subject of the PER. 

 It is noted that the proponent was formerly Portman 
Iron Ore Pty Ltd (Portman) and that a section 18 
consent (Ref 0318370) was issued to Portman in 
2003 for an area that partially covers the PER Area. 

 It is suggested that the proponent contact DAA 
should they have any heritage concerns. 

Heritage was not identified as a 
preliminary key environmental factor 
in the Environmental Scoping 
Document for the proposal.  
 
Having regard to Guidance Statement 
No. 41 – Assessment of aboriginal 
heritage (EPA 2004c) and EAG 9 - 
Application of a Significance 
Framework in the Environmental 
Impact Assessment Process (EPA 
2015b), the EPA considers that it is 
unlikely that the proposal would have 
a significant impact on the physical 
and biological surroundings that would 
affect Aboriginal Heritage and that the 
proposal can meet the objectives for 
this factor. Accordingly, the EPA did 
not identify Heritage as a key 
environmental factor at the 
conclusion of its assessment. 
 
The EPA notes that the proposal 
could be managed through the 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

provisions of the Aboriginal Heritage 
Act 1972, and notes the proponent’s 
commitment to continue liaison with 
the Department of Aboriginal Affairs.  

INTEGRATING FACTORS 

Rehabilitation and 
Decommissioning 

The proposal would disturb 
214/203 ha of land which 
would require rehabilitation. 
 
The proponent intend to 
implement the 
Koolyanobbing Range F 
Deposit Mine Closure Plan. 

 
The proponent intend to 
leave the mine pits as open 
voids upon mine closure. 
The waste rock landform 
would be rehabilitated with 
native vegetation 
progressively during mining, 
and above-ground 
infrastructure within the 
infrastructure area would be 
removed upon mine 
closure. 

Department of Parks and Wildlife 

 The proponent has made comments in the PER that 
rehabilitation success has been demonstrated, and 
that rehabilitation works will seek to restore many of 
the flora values of the proposal area. Evidence 
based data (including rehabilitation methods used 
previously and proposed for F deposit; monitoring 
methods used and proposed; results of monitoring 
for species and communities in other areas; and 
discussions on development of completion criteria) 
should be provided to support an assessment on the 
likelihood of rehabilitation success at F deposit. 

 
Individuals and Wildflower Society of Western Australia 

 Submitters contend that restoration of BIF ranges is 
not possible and rehabilitation will only return a 
portion of species, and the unique genetic 
composition would be lost forever. 

 Submitters note that aerial photos highlight that little 
or no rehabilitation has taken place. No further 
expansion should be allowed until the proponent has 
demonstrated that rehabilitation is possible. 

 Saline water is proposed for dust suppression, this 
will not facilitate rehabilitation and run off may 
adversely affect surrounding vegetation. 

Rehabilitation and Closure (now 
renamed Rehabilitation and 
Decommissioning) was identified as a 
preliminary key environmental factor 
in the Environmental Scoping 
Document for the proposal. 
 
Having regard to Guidelines for 
Preparing Mine Closure Plans (DMP 
& EPA 2015), GS 6 – Rehabilitation of 
Terrestrial Ecosystems (EPA 2006) 
and EPB 6 – EPA involvement in mine 
closure (EPA 2013a) and given the: 

 significance of the flora located on 
the Koolyanobbing range; and 

 the need for rehabilitation of, 
endemic threatened flora 
Tetratheca erubescens, 

The EPA identified Rehabilitation 
and Decommissioning as a key 
integrating factor. 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

 
Individual 2 

 The cessation of mining on the Koolyanobbing 
Range would remove the urgency to develop a 
Tetratheca erubescens recovery plan, and points 
out that a recovery plan does little for a species if 
the habitat is destroyed. 

Offsets The F Deposit mining 
proposal would result in the 
direct loss of up to 5% 
Stage 1 and 10% Stage 2 of 
the endemic, threatened 
flora taxon Tetratheca 
erubescens, and its 
restricted habitat.  
 
To offset the loss of 
Tetratheca erubescens, The 
proponent originally 
proposed to fund a 
Recovery Plan for the 
species. As a result of the 
public submissions process 
and an effort to reduce 
uncertainty regarding 
translocation the proponent 
now proposes a five year 
offset program which 
includes the translocation of 
individuals of 
Tetratheca erubescens. 

Department of Parks and Wildlife 

 The direct and indirect level of impact of the current 
proposal on Tetratheca erubescens would place the 
viability of Tetratheca erubescens at risk. 

 BIF ranges in general are distinct from each other 
and from other habitats and ecosystems and are not 
considered replaceable though rehabilitation. As a 
result, significant impacts on BIF ranges, their 
associated species and communities, cannot be 
mitigated with actions over alternate ranges.  

 The preparation of a formal species recovery plan by 
a development proponent for approval at the State 
or National level is no longer considered 
appropriate. It may be acceptable for a proponent to 
prepare a research and conservation plan with a 
defined objective for conservation of the species in 
geographic areas defined within the approval 
conditions. This would need to be prepared prior to 
consideration of approval.  

 The proposed level of funding is not likely to be 
adequate to offset the level of impact and risk from 
the proposed mining operation. 

 A four year program to implement recovery actions 
will not provide adequate time for information to be 

Offsets was identified as a preliminary 
key environmental factor in the 
Environmental Scoping Document for 
the proposal. 
 
Consistent with the WA Environmental 
Offsets Guidelines (Government of 
WA 2014) an offset is required where 
there are significant residual impacts 
to a species protected by statute.   
 
Having regard to the clearing of 
individuals of the threatened flora 
Tetratheca erubescens, the EPA 
identified Offsets as a key 
integrating factor. 

 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

gathered to be able to conclude actions have been 
successful (but in some cases may be adequate to 
determine their failure).  

 Although the specific details of proposed recovery 
actions are unknown, it is likely to be difficult, based 
on the outcomes of research on Tetratheca 
paynterae subsp. paynterae (or the research by 
Yates et al., 2011) to develop actions that have a 
high likelihood of success in improving or mitigating 
the impact of the proposal on the species’ viability in 
the wild. 

 Previous work on translocations of Tetratheca 
paynterae subsp. paynterae at Windarling over 
approximately 10 years have failed to successfully 
establish a new population on the small scale. 
Translocation of Tetratheca erubescens is 
considered a high risk strategy which, based on 
Tetratheca paynterae subsp. paynterae experience 
and Yates et al. (2011), does not provide any level 
of confidence or evidence that the likely outcome for 
Tetratheca erubescens will be a success. 

 
Individual 1 

 A submitter notes that with continued monitoring and 
due care, only around 25% of the DRF would be 
lost. The submitter considers that the proponent has 
accumulated a significant amount of experience 
dealing with Tetratheca paynterae subsp. paynterae 
at Windarling Range. The proponent considers that 
this background and the capital commitment of $375 



Environmental 
factors 

Description of the 
proposal’s likely 
impacts on the 
environmental factor 

Government agency and public comments on 
the PER 

Evaluation of whether a factor is 
a key environmental factor 

000 to offset and attempts at re-establishment 
should result in reasonable success. 

 
Individual 2 

 Offset funding could be applied to develop a 
regional recovery plan for the Malleefowl. 

 
Individuals and Wildflower Society of Western Australia 

 Submitters contend that should this proposal be 
implemented, it is essential that the Helena Aurora 
Range be placed into A class reserve, with 
management funding provided by the proponent. 

 

  



Summary of identification of principles 

Principle Consideration 

Environmental principles of the EP Act 

1. The precautionary principle 

Where there are threats of serious or irreversible 
damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be 
used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent 
environmental degradation.   

In application of this precautionary principle, decisions 
should be guided by – 

 careful evaluation to avoid, where practicable, 
serious or irreversible damage to the 
environment; and 

 an assessment of the risk-weighted 
consequences of various options. 

The EPA notes that, based on scientific evidence currently available, the proposal is 
likely to cause serious or irreversible damage to Tetratheca erubescens and therefore 
measures are required to prevent that damage occurring.   

The EPA notes the changes to the proposal requested by the proponent (which have 
been approved) and the implementation management initiatives proposed 
(recommended conditions), are directed towards avoiding, were practicable, serious or 
irreversible damage to Tetratheca erubescens. 

Following a careful evaluation and assessment of the risk weighted consequences, the 
EPA has concluded that the threat of serious or irreversible damage to Tetratheca 
erubescens is sufficiently low provided that: 

 the proposal is implemented in stages, with the implementation of stage 2 being 
predicated on the successful translocation of a self – sustaining population of 
Tetratheca erubescens; and 

 subject to the recommended additional offsets requirements, mining design and 
management requirements. 

2. The principle of intergenerational equity 

The present generation should ensure that the health, 
diversity and productivity of the environment is 
maintained and enhanced for the benefit of future 
generations.   

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that the proponent has taken measures to 
avoid, minimise, rehabilitate impacts in accordance with the mitigation hierarchy in the 
WA Environmental offsets guidelines (Government of WA, 2014). In assessing this 
proposal, the EPA has recommended that conditions be imposed on the proponent in 
relation to managing impacts on Flora and Vegetation.  

In assessing this proposal the EPA has recommended adaptive management 
mechanisms (through conditions requiring environmental management plans) be 
implemented to maintain ecological processes. The EPA has also recommended an 
offset for the significant residual impacts to Tetratheca erubescens. 

A Mine Closure Plan is required in accordance with the DMP and EPA 2015 
Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans.  The EPA’s view is that the requirements 



Principle Consideration 

of the condition for this proposal can be adequately regulated through the Mining Act, 
rather than a condition under Part IV of the EP Act. 

3. The principle of the conservation of biological 
diversity and ecological integrity 

Conservation of biological diversity and ecological 
integrity should be a fundamental consideration.   

The EPA has had regard to the principle of the conservation of biological diversity and 
ecological integrity in its assessment of the proposal, in assessing whether the proposal 
is likely to meet it environmental objectives for the environmental factors. 

The EPA notes that the proposal would result in local impacts to Flora and Vegetation. 
In assessing the proposal, the EPA has considered these impacts and has taken into 
account measures proposed by the proponent to avoid and minimise impacts to Flora 
and Vegetation including the threatened flora species Tetratheca erubescens.   

The EPA has concluded that the proposal would not compromise the biological 
diversity or ecological integrity within this region. 

4. Principles relating to improved valuation, pricing 
and incentive mechanisms 

 Environmental factors should be included in the 
valuation of assets and services.   

 The polluter pays principles – those who generate 
pollution and waste should bear the cost of 
containment, avoidance and abatement.    

 The users of goods and services should pay prices 
based on the full life-cycle costs of providing goods 
and services, including the use of natural resources 
and assets and the ultimate disposal of any waste.   

 Environmental goals, having been established, 
should be pursued in the most cost effective way, 
by establishing incentive structure, including market 
mechanisms, which enable those best placed to 
maximise benefits and/or minimise costs to develop 
their own solution and responses to environmental 
problems.   

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that the proponent would bear the cost 
relating to waste and pollution, including avoidance, containment, decommissioning, 
rehabilitation and closure. The proponent would also be responsible for the costs 
relating to rehabilitation and decommissioning. 

The EPA had regard to this principle during the assessment of this proposal. 



Principle Consideration 

5. The principle of waste minimisation 

All reasonable and practicable measures should be 
taken to minimise the generation of waste and its 
discharge into the environment.   

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that waste from the proposal is proposed to 
be stored in waste landforms. 

The proponent has addressed the waste hierarchy and minimised the generation of 
unavoidable wastes. Liquid and solid waste created as a result of implementation of 
the proposal would be disposed of according to relevant regulations and legislation. 
The EPA notes that the discharge of atmospheric pollutants and liquid and solid 
wastes can be adequately regulated by the DER via appropriate Works Approval and 
Licence conditions under Part V of the Environmental Protection Act 1986.   

The EPA had regard to this principle during the assessment of this proposal. 

a) Best practice 

When designing proposals and implementing 
environmental mitigation and management actions, the 
contemporary best practice measures available at the 
time of implementation should be applied. 

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that, the proponent has developed design 
considerations and mitigation measures to manage the potential risks, particularly 
related to impacts to flora and vegetation.  

The EPA had regard to this principle during the assessment of this proposal. 

b) Continuous Improvement 

The implementation of environmental practices should 
aim for continuous improvement in environmental 
performance.   

The proponent operates under a management system which sets out a framework of 
adaptive management. 

The EPA has recommended conditions requiring the development of environmental 
management plans. As outlined in EAG 17 - Preparation of management plans under 
Part IV of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EPA, 2015c), the EPA encourages 
adaptive management and continual improvement through environmental 
management plans. 

The EPA had regard to this principle during the assessment of this proposal. 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 4 
 
 

Relevant EPA policies and guidance and identified matters 
  



The EPA reviewed its policies and guidance documents for each environmental 
factor to determine their relevance to the assessment of the proposal.  The EPA 
has outlined the relevant matters discussed in each policy and guidance 
document for the key environmental factors below. 
 

1. Flora and Vegetation 
 
The EPA considers that the policy and guidance that are relevant for Flora and 
Vegetation for this assessment are: 

 Guidance Statement No. 51 – Terrestrial flora and vegetation surveys 
for environmental impact assessment in Western Australia (EPA, 
2004a);  

 Position Statement No. 2 – Environmental protection of native 
vegetation in Western Australia (EPA, 2000); 

 Position Statement No. 3 – Terrestrial biological surveys as an Element 
of Biodiversity Protection (EPA, 2002b); and 

 
The EPA notes that the Technical Guide – Flora and Vegetation Surveys for 
Environmental Impact Assessment was released in December 2015. This was 
after flora and vegetation surveys were undertaken for the proposal (and after 
the proponent’s Response to Submissions on the PER). 
 
Guidance Statement No. 51 – Terrestrial flora and vegetation surveys for 
environmental impact assessment in Western Australia 

The relevant matters in Guidance Statement No. 51 are outlined below. 

1. Surveys are planned and designed appropriately. 

2. The analysis, interpretation and reporting is of a suitable quality and 
consistent methodology to enable the EPA to judge the impacts of 
proposals on flora and vegetation. 

3. The environment, in particular significant flora and vegetation 
biodiversity is identified and protected. 

 
Position Statement No. 2 – Environmental protection of native vegetation 
in Western Australia 

The relevant matters in Position Statement No. 2 are outlined below. 

1. No known species of plant or animal is caused to become extinct as a 
consequence of the development and the risks to threatened species 
are considered to be acceptable. 

2. No association or community of indigenous plants or animals ceases to 
exist as a result of the project. 

3. There would be an expectation that a proposal would demonstrate that 
the vegetation removal would not compromise any vegetation type by 
taking it below the "threshold level" of 30% of the pre-clearing extent of 
the vegetation type. 



4. The on-site and off-site impacts of the project are identified and the 
proponent demonstrates that these impacts can be managed. 

 
Position Statement No. 3 – Terrestrial biological surveys as an element of 
biodiversity protection 

The relevant matters in Position Statement No. 3 are outlined below. 

1.  The EPA expects proponents to demonstrate in their proposals that all 
reasonable measures have been undertaken to avoid impacts on 
biodiversity.  Where some impact on biodiversity cannot be avoided, it 
is for the proponent to demonstrate that the impact will not result in 
unacceptable loss. 

2. The EPA expects proponents to ensure that terrestrial biological surveys 
provide sufficient information to address both biodiversity conservation 
and ecological function values within the context of the type of proposal 
being considered and the relevant EPA objectives for protection of the 
environment. 

3. In the absence of information that could provide the EPA with assurance 
that biodiversity will be protected, the EPA will adopt the precautionary 
principle. 

Position Statement No. 3 refers to definitions, principles and objectives in the 
first national biodiversity strategy National Strategy for the Conservation of 
Australia’s Biological Diversity (Commonwealth of Australia 1996). The EPA 
notes that the most recent version of the strategy, Australia’s Biodiversity 
Conservation Strategy 2010-2030 (Commonwealth of Australia 2010) refers to 
a shortened definition of biological diversity and contains different principles. 
The 2010 Strategy also notes that a review of the 1996 Strategy found it difficult 
to objectively measure performance against the qualitative objectives in the 
1996 Strategy and that there have been shifts in environmental management 
approaches regarding biodiversity conservation. Therefore, the EPA has not 
considered the matters relating to the 1996 Strategy to be relevant for this 
assessment. 
 

2. Rehabilitation and Decommissioning 

The EPA considers that the policy and guidance that are relevant for 
Rehabilitation and Decommissioning for this assessment are: 

 Guidelines for preparing mine closure plans (EPA and DMP 2015); and 

 Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 19 – EPA involvement in mine 
closure (EPA 2015f). 

 
The EPA notes that Guidance Statement No. 6 – Rehabilitation of terrestrial 
ecosystems (EPA 2006b) was prepared in 2006 to guide the preparation of 
documentation for the environmental impact assessment process of EPA and 
to help produce management plans to rehabilitate vegetation. The more recent 
Guidelines for preparing Mine Closure Plans (2011 and revised 2015) also 
guides the preparation of environmental impact assessment documentation 
and mine closure plans (which include the rehabilitation of vegetation) for 

http://intranet.oepa.localnet/documents/10180/171744/Joint-Guidelines-for-preparing-mine-closure-plans.pdf/4ceca6b6-c76d-4663-b017-823034bb1c4d


mining proposals.  The EPA considers that for mining proposals, the more 
recent Guidelines for preparing Mine Closure Plans is more relevant to its 
assessment than Guidance Statement No. 6. 
 

Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans 

The relevant matters in the Mine Closure Plan Guidelines are outlined below. 

1. Mine closure planning should be an integral part of mine development 
and operations planning and is a progressive process. 

2. The EPA requires that Mine Closure Plans be prepared in accordance 
with these guidelines. 

3. Where mining projects are subject to the Mining Act and rehabilitation 
and decommissioning is considered a key integrating factor by the 
EPA, both DMP and the EPA will assess the Mine Closure Plan. 

4. Where the EPA concludes that Rehabilitation and Decommissioning is 
a Key Integrating Factor in its report on the proposal, the EPA will 
recommend a condition requiring a Mine Closure Plan to be prepared 
that is consistent with these guidelines. 

Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 19 – EPA involvement in mine closure  

The relevant matters for Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 19 are outlined 
below. 

1. DMP and the EPA may both assess mine closure when an impact or 
risk is significant. The EPA is most likely to consider an impact or risk 
significant when an environmental asset with special or unique 
characteristic is being impacted, or a certain aspect of mine closure 
poses a high environmental risk. 

2. Where it is considered that regulatory efficiencies would be gained, 
compliance monitoring of these conditions may be delegated to the 
DMP. 

3. Offsets 

The EPA considers that the policy and guidance that are relevant for Offsets for 
this assessment are: 

 WA Environmental Offsets Policy (Government of WA 2011);  

 WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines (Government of WA 2014); and 

 Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 1 – Environmental Offsets (EPA 
2014b). 

 
WA Environmental Offsets Policy 

The relevant matters in the WA Environmental Offsets Policy are the six 
principles identified within the Policy, which are outlined below. 

1.  Environmental offsets will only be considered after avoidance and 
mitigation options have been pursued. 

http://intranet.oepa.localnet/documents/10180/171744/Joint-Guidelines-for-preparing-mine-closure-plans.pdf/4ceca6b6-c76d-4663-b017-823034bb1c4d


2.  Environmental offsets are not appropriate for all projects 
(circumstances). 

3.  Environmental offsets will be cost-effective, as well as relevant and 
proportionate to the significance of the environmental value being 
impacted. 

4.  Environmental offsets will be based on sound environmental 
information and knowledge. 

5.  Environmental offsets will be applied within a framework of adaptive 
management. 

6.  Environmental offsets will be focussed on longer term strategic 
outcomes. 

 
WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines 

The WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines complement the Offsets Policy by 
clarifying the determination and application of environmental offsets in Western 
Australia, with reference to the offsets principles in the Offsets Policy. 

In addition to guidance on the application of the principles contained within the 
Offsets Policy, the relevant matters in the Offsets Guidelines for this 
assessment are outlined below. 

1.  Environmental offsets will only be applied where the residual impacts 
of a project are determined to be significant, after avoidance, 
minimisation and rehabilitation have been pursued. 

2.  Proponents must apply the mitigation hierarchy (avoid, minimise, 
rehabilitate and offset) to reduce the potential impacts of a proposal on 
the environment. 

3.  The residual impact significance model outlines how significance is 
determined and when an offset is likely to be required, or may be 
required, in relation to relevant EPA environmental factors. 

 
Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 1 – Environmental Offsets 

The relevant matters in Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 1 for this 
assessment are outlined below. 

1. The EPA adopts the WA Environmental Offset Policy and WA 
Environmental Offset Guidelines for application through the 
environmental impact assessment process. 

2. The EPA assesses each proposal on it merits and so there may be 
circumstances when the EPA may depart from the Guidelines. 
However, in these cases the EPA will explain its position and rationale 
in its report to the Minister for Environment. 

3. Where the EPA is of the view that a significant residual impact remains 
after avoidance, minimisation and rehabilitation efforts, the EPA will 
ensure that any offsets are recommended as conditions of approval in 
the EPA's report to the Minister for Environment, as well as including 
details on the rationale for the offset. 



4. It is the EPA’s preference to recommend specific offset conditions to 
the Minister rather than identifying the need for an offset plan to be 
developed post-approval. 

5. As part of an Environmental Review document, proponents must 
include a section discussing how it has applied the mitigation hierarchy 
to its proposal. Offsets should be addressed in a separate section of 
the document, after the assessment of environmental factors. 

6. If it is likely that a proposal will have a significant residual impact, the 
proponent should provide further details on the proposed offset, as 
outlined in the bulletin. The final decision on the need for and 
appropriateness of any offsets will be determined by the EPA at the 
end of the assessment process. 

 



 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 5 
 
 

Identified decision-making authorities and 
recommended environmental conditions 

 
  



 
 
 
 

Identified decision-making authorities 
 

Section 44(2) of Environmental Protection Act 1986 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) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 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 (DMAs) have been identified for this 
consultation:  
 

Decision-making authority Approval 

1. Minister for Environment  Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 

2. Minister for Water Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 
1914 

3. Minister for Aboriginal Affairs Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972  

4. Minister for Mines and Petroleum Mining Act 1978 

5. CEO, Department of Environment 
Regulation 

Part V of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1986  

6. Director, Environment Division, 
Department of Mines and Petroleum 

Mining Act 1978  

7. State Mining Engineer, Department 
of Mines and Petroleum 

Mine Safety and Inspection Act 
1994 

8. Chief Dangerous Goods Officer, 
Department of Mines and Petroleum 

Dangerous Goods Safety Act 
2004 

9. Shire of Yilgarn Health Act 1911 

 
Note: In this instance, consultation and agreement is only required with DMAs 
1-4, since these DMAs are Ministers. 
 
 

  



Statement No. xxx 
 

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
 

STATEMENT THAT A PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED 
(Environmental Protection Act 1986) 

 
 

YILGARN OPERATIONS, KOOLYANOBBING RANGE F DEPOSIT 
 
 

Proposal:  To mine iron ore and construct mine infrastructure 
at the F Deposit area, located on the southern 
Koolyanobbing Range, approximately 50 
kilometres north-east of the town of Southern 
Cross. 

Proponent: Cliffs Asia Pacific Iron Ore Pty Ltd 
Australian Company Number 001 892 995 

Proponent Address: Level 11, 1 William Street, Perth WA 6000 
 
Assessment Number: 2023 

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: 1581 

Pursuant to section 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 it has been 
agreed that the proposal described and documented in Tables 1 and 2 of 
Schedule 1 may be implemented and that the implementation of the proposal 
is subject to the following implementation conditions and procedures: 

Note: Words and expressions used in these conditions shall have the same 
respective meanings as in the Act or as provided for in Schedule 1. 

1 Proposal Implementation 

1-1 When implementing the proposal, the proponent shall not exceed the 

authorised extent of the proposal as defined in Table 2 in Schedule 1, 

unless amendments to the proposal and the authorised extent of the 

proposal have 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 twenty eight (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. 
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3 Time Limit for Proposal Implementation 

3-1 The proponent shall not commence implementation of the proposal after 

five (5) years from the date on this Statement, and any commencement, 

prior to this date, must be substantial. 

3-2 Any commencement of implementation of the proposal, on or before five 

(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 five (5) years from the date of this Statement. 

4 Compliance Reporting 

4-1 The proponent shall prepare, submit and maintain a Compliance 

Assessment Plan to the CEO at least six (6) months prior to the first 

Compliance Assessment Report required by condition 4-6, or prior to 

implementation, whichever is sooner. 

4-2 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 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Compliance 

Assessment Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 4-2 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 (7) days of that non-compliance being known. 

4-6 The proponent shall submit to the CEO a Compliance Assessment 

Report by 30 April each year addressing compliance in the previous 

calendar year, or as agreed in writing by the CEO. The first Compliance 

Assessment Report shall be submitted by 30 April 2017 addressing the 

compliance for the period from the date of issue of this Statement, 



notwithstanding that the first reporting period may be less than 12 

months. 

The Compliance Assessment Report shall: 

(1) be endorsed by the proponent’s CEO or a person delegated to 

sign on the CEO’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, survey results, reports)) 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 these data publicly available.  In making such a request the 
proponent shall provide the CEO with an explanation and reasons why 
the data should not be made publicly available. 

6 Flora and Vegetation Management 

6-1 Prior to the commencement of any ground disturbing activities, or as 

otherwise agreed in writing by the CEO, the proponent shall prepare and 

submit a Condition Environmental Management Plan to the satisfaction 

of the CEO, on advice of the Department of Parks and Wildlife, to 

demonstrate that the following environmental outcomes will be met: 

 



(1) No adverse effects on native flora and vegetation outside the 
Stage 1 and 2 development envelopes as shown in Figure 2 in 
Schedule 1 and delineated by coordinates in Schedule 2; 

(2) No adverse effects on greater than 313 Tetratheca erubescens 
plants within the Stage 1 development envelope as shown in 
Figure 3 in Schedule 1 and delineated by coordinates in Schedule 
2; and 

(3) No adverse effects on greater than 652 Tetratheca erubescens 
plants within the Stage 2 development envelope as shown in 
Figure 3 in Schedule 1 and delineated by coordinates in Schedule 
2 until the requirements of condition 9 have been met. 

 
6-2 The plan required by condition 6-1 shall include provisions required by 

condition 6-3 to address indirect impacts on native flora and vegetation 
(including Tetratheca erubescens and Priority flora species) and 
vegetation health and condition including from, but not limited to dust, 
weeds and fire as a result of implementation of the proposal. The plan 
shall be developed in consultation with an independent expert in the 
assessment and management of dust impacts on plants, to be endorsed 
in writing by the CEO.  

 
6-3 The Condition Environmental Management Plan shall: 
 

(1)  include the results of a suitable, contemporary baseline flora and 
vegetation survey to determine flora and vegetation health and 
condition pre-ground disturbance; 

(2) specify trigger criteria that will trigger the implementation of trigger 
level actions if exceeded; 

(3)  specify threshold criteria that: 

(a)  provides a limit, which the proponent must not exceed, 
beyond which the environmental outcome identified in 
condition 6-1 is not achieved; and 

(b)  will trigger the implementation of threshold contingency 
actions if exceeded. 

(4)  specify monitoring and analysis to determine if trigger criteria and 
threshold criteria are exceeded; 

(5)  specify trigger level actions to be implemented in the event that 
trigger criteria have been exceeded; 

(6)  specify threshold contingency actions to be implemented in the 
event that threshold criteria are exceeded; 

(7)  provide the format and timing for the reporting of monitoring 
results and analysis against threshold criteria to demonstrate that 



condition 6-1 has been met over the reporting period in the 
Compliance Assessment Report required by condition 4; and 

(8) provide for reporting of exceedances of the threshold criteria. 

6-4 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Condition 
Environmental Management Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 
6-3 for condition 6-1, prior to the commencement of ground disturbing 
activities, unless otherwise agreed by the CEO, the proponent shall: 

 
(1) commence implementation of the provisions of the Condition 

Environmental Management Plan; 

(2) monitor the health and condition of the remaining Tetratheca 
erubescens plants at the Koolyanobbing Range. Parameters to 
be monitored include, but are not limited to, mortality, recruitment, 
vegetation health and reproductive health; 

(3) monitor the health and condition of Priority 1 flora species and 
native vegetation adjacent to the Development Envelope; and 

(4)   continue to implement the Condition Environmental Management 
Plan until the CEO has confirmed by notice in writing that the 
proponent has demonstrated the outcome specified in condition 
6-1 has been met. 

 
6-5  In the event that monitoring indicates exceedance of threshold criteria 

specified in the Condition Environmental Management Plan, the 
proponent shall: 

(1)  report the exceedance in writing within seven (7) days of the 
exceedance being identified; 

(2)  immediately implement the threshold contingency actions 
specified in the Condition Environmental Management Plan and 
continue implementation of those actions until the trigger criteria 
are being met, or until the CEO has confirmed by notice in writing 
that it has been demonstrated that the environmental outcome in 
conditions 6-1 is being met and implementation of the trigger level 
actions and/or threshold contingency actions are no longer 
required; 

(3)  investigate to determine the cause of the threshold criteria being 
exceeded; 

(4)  identify additional measures required to prevent the threshold 
criteria being exceeded in the future; 

(5)  investigate to determine potential environmental harm or 
alteration of the environment that occurred due to threshold 
criteria being exceeded; and 



(6)  provide a report to the CEO within ninety (90) days of the 
exceedance being reported. The report shall include: 

(a)  details of threshold contingency actions implemented; 

(b)  the effectiveness of the threshold contingency actions 
implemented, monitored and measured against trigger 
criteria and threshold criteria; 

(c)  the findings of the investigations required by condition 6-
5(3) and 6-5(5); 

(d)  additional measures to prevent the threshold criteria being 
exceeded in the future; and 

(e)  measures to control or abate the significant adverse 
environmental impacts which may have occurred. 

6-6  The proponent: 

(1)  may review and revise the Condition Environmental Management 
Plan, or 

(2)  shall review and revise the Condition Environmental Management 
Plan as and when directed by the CEO. 

6-7  The proponent shall implement the latest revision of the Condition 
Environmental Management Plan, which the CEO has confirmed by 
notice in writing, satisfies the requirements of condition 6-3. 

7 F3 Pit Wall Stability and Abandonment Bunding 

7-1 The proponent shall design and operate the F3 pit, as shown in Figure 3 
in Schedule 1, to ensure stability of the southern pit wall during mining 
and post closure so that the Tetratheca erubescens plants adjacent to 
the southern pit wall, as shown in Figure 3 in Schedule 1, are not 
adversely impacted. 

7-2 The Factor of Safety for the final southern wall of the F3 pit, as shown in 
Figure 3 in Schedule 1, to be no less than 2; 

7-3 The final separation distance between the edge of the southern wall of 
the F3 pit and the adjacent development envelope as shown in Figure 3 
in Schedule 1, is to be a minimum of 20 metres. 

7-4 The final pit wall along the southern side of the F3 pit is to be established 
by means of a cut-back operation of a full 18 metre height batter along 
150 metres of strike. 

7-5 During operations rock strength parameters and geotechnical data to be 
obtained from a deep hole drilled in close proximity to the F3 pit wall. 
This data to be used to verify assumptions made relating to rock strength 



parameters, geotechnical data and early analysis, structural data and 
early analysis and results from the initial rock tests conducted. 

7-6 Prior to ground disturbing activities, prepare and submit a Stability 
Monitoring Program to the satisfaction of the DMP, and submit to the 
CEO. The Program shall include: 

(1) routine geotechnical and geological mapping and data 
interpretation for each established batter along the southern F3 
pit wall and continuous slope stability monitoring by means of 
radar technology of the southern F3 pit wall; and 

(2) vibration monitoring and measurements for each pit firing. 

7-7 Ground vibrations along the southern edge of the F3 pit adjacent to the 
development envelope are not to exceed the following specifications in 
Table 1 and be included in the Stability Monitoring Program required by 
condition 7-6. 

Table 1. Blast Vibration Limits 

Blast Frequency Vibration PPV Limit 

No blast greater than 10 mm/sec 

90% of the blasts per year 5 mm/sec 

9 out of 10 consecutive blasts less 
than 

5 mm/sec 

7-8 Implement the Stability Monitoring Program required by condition 7-6. 

7-9 Prepare and submit a Stability Monitoring Report in consultation with the 
DMP, and submit to the CEO with the Compliance Assessment Report 
required by condition 4-6. 

7-10 In the event that stability monitoring required by condition 7-7 and 7-8 
and/or the report required by condition 7-9 indicates instability of the pit 
wall, the proponent shall immediately: 

(1) investigate to determine the reason(s) for such findings; 

(2) implement contingency management actions and changes to 
proposal activities, on advice of the DMP; and 

(3) advise the CEO within seven (7) days. 

7-11 Post mining safety abandonment bunding and windrows to be installed 
at locations which ensure that the outcomes in condition 6-1 are met. 

7-12 Six (6) months prior to closure, the proponent shall prepare and submit 
an independent peer reviewed Close Out Report to the satisfaction of 
the CEO, on advice of the DMP, to demonstrate that condition 7-1 can 
be met. The Close Out Report is to be based on the analysis of Stability 
Monitoring Reports required by condition 7-9 and implementation of any 
contingency management actions and changes to proposal activities 
required by condition 7-10.  



In the event that the analysis indicates that condition 7-1 may not be met, 
identify additional contingency management actions and changes to 
proposal activities within the Close Out Report. 

7-13 The proponent shall implement any additional contingency management 
actions and changes to proposal activities identified in the Close Out 
Report required in condition 7-12, until the CEO has confirmed by notice 
in writing, satisfies the requirements of condition 7-1. 

8 Stage 1 Offsets  

8-1 The proponent shall provide an offset to counterbalance the significant 
residual impact on Tetratheca erubescens as a result of implementation 
of Stage 1 of the proposal, as defined in Table 2 of Schedule 1 and 
delineated by coordinates in Schedule 2. 

8-2 Prior to commencement of any ground-disturbing activities that impact 
Tetratheca erubescens, or as unless otherwise agreed by the CEO, the 
proponent shall prepare and submit a Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens 
Offset Plan to the satisfaction of the CEO on advice of Parks and Wildlife, 
as described in conditions 8-2 to the CEO. 

The objectives of the Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan are to: 

(1) determine the methods to support translocation of Tetratheca 
erubescens; and 

(2) ensure a self-sustaining population of at least 313 mature 
individuals of Tetratheca erubescens. 

8-3 The Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following: 

(1) develop a research program to identify methods to translocate 
and establish Tetratheca erubescens in the field.  The outcomes 
of the research program are to be provided to the CEO and Parks 
and Wildlife; 

(2) detail the plant material to be used for translocation, to promote 
the viability of the species, on advice of Parks and Wildlife; 

(3) identify and map suitable translocation sites on previously 
disturbed areas, or areas otherwise agreed to by Parks and 
Wildlife, and provide a scientifically robust analysis of the habitat 
requirements of the species; 

(4) identify the number of mature plants that each translocation site 
could support; 

(5) identify the area of translocation sites within which new plants will 
be established, in relation to the area of occupancy for the species 
impacted by implementation of the proposal; 



(6) describe the ongoing protection measures afforded to the 
translocated plants from threats including, but not limited to, fire, 
grazing and the proponent’s future exploration and mining; 

(7) identify success criteria to demonstrate that the translocated 
plants have established, are in good health and reproducing, in 
consultation with Parks and Wildlife; 

(8) identify timeframes and responsibilities for implementation; 

(9) identify reporting procedures, including the content, format, timing 
and frequency for the reporting of monitoring data against the 
success criteria, in accordance with condition 8-3; 

(10) identify management and contingency measures should success 
criteria not be met, on advice of Parks and Wildlife; and 

(11) identify any ongoing management requirements for the 
translocation sites post completion of the plan. 

8-4 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Stage 1 Tetratheca 
erubescens Offset Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 8-3, the 
proponent shall: 

(1) implement the Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan; and 

(2) continue to implement the Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset 
Plan until the CEO has confirmed by notice in writing that it has 
been demonstrated that the outcome in condition 8-1 has been 
met. 

8-5 The proponent shall monitor the success of implementation of the Stage 
1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan required by condition 8-2 and 
provide a written report, including monitoring data, to the CEO and Parks 
and Wildlife every twelve (12) months on the progress of this 
implementation of the Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan until 
success criteria have been met. The first report must be submitted within 
fifteen (15) months of receiving the notice under condition 8-4. 

8-6 Should the outcome of the Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan 
required by condition 8-2 not be achieved within ten (10) years from the 
approval of the Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan, the 
proponent shall submit a revised Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset 
Plan to the satisfaction of the CEO, outlining management strategies to 
achieve the outcome specified in condition 8-2. The revised plan must 
be submitted within three months of the ten (10) year period lapsing. 

8-7 The proponent: 

(1)  may review and revise the Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset 
Plan, or 



(2)  shall review and revise the Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens Offset 
Plan as and when directed by the CEO. 

8-8 The proponent shall implement the latest revision of the Stage 1 
Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan, which the CEO, on advice of Parks 
and Wildlife, has confirmed by notice in writing, satisfies the 
requirements of condition 8-2. 

9 Access to Stage 2 Mining Area   

9-1 No ground disturbance may occur within the Stage 2 mining area as 

shown in Figure 3 in Schedule 1 and delineated by coordinates in 

Schedule 2 until:  

(1) the CEO has confirmed by notice in writing that the proponent has 
demonstrated that the objectives in condition 8-2 have been met; 
and 

(2) the proponent has received notice in writing from the CEO that 

ground disturbance may occur within the Stage 2 mining area as 

shown in Figure 3 in Schedule 1 and delineated by coordinates in 

Schedule 2. 

10 Stage 2 Offsets   

10-1 The proponent shall provide an offset to counterbalance the significant 
residual impact on Tetratheca erubescens as a result of implementation 
of Stage 2 of the proposal, as defined by Table 3 in Schedule 1 and 
delineated by coordinates in Schedule 2. 

10-2 Prior to commencement of any ground-disturbing activities within the 
Stage 2 mining area as shown in Figure 3 in Schedule 1, the proponent 
shall prepare and submit a Stage 2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan, 
using the research and findings from the Stage 1 Tetratheca erubescens 
Offset Plan required under Condition 8-2, to the satisfaction of the CEO 
on advice of Parks and Wildlife, as described in condition 10-3 to the 
CEO. 

The objective of the Stage 2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan as 
defined in Table 3 in Schedule 2 is to: 

(1) ensure a self-sustaining population of at least 652 mature 
individuals of Tetratheca erubescens. 

10-3 The Stage 2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan shall specify the 
research and management actions to be undertaken to ensure the 
outcomes specified in condition 8-2 are met. The Stage 2 Tetratheca 
erubescens Offset Plan Shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

(1) build on the research and findings from the Stage 1 Tetratheca 
erubescens Offset Plan; 



(2) detail the plant material to be used for translocation, to promote 
the viability of the species, on advice of Parks and Wildlife; 

(3) identify suitable translocation sites on previously disturbed areas, 
or areas otherwise agreed to by Parks and Wildlife, and provide a 
scientifically robust analysis of the habitat requirements of the 
species; 

(4) identify the number of mature plants that each translocation site 
could support; 

(5) identify the area of translocation sites within which new plants will 
be established, in relation to the area of occupancy for the species 
impacted by implementation of the proposal; 

(6) describe the ongoing protection measures afforded to the 
translocated plants from threats including, but not limited to, fire, 
grazing and the proponent’s future exploration and mining; 

(7) identify success criteria to demonstrate that the translocated 
plants have established, are in good health and reproducing, in 
consultation with Parks and Wildlife; 

(8) identify timeframes and responsibilities for implementation; 

(9) identify reporting procedures, including the content, format, timing 
and frequency for the reporting of monitoring data against the 
success criteria, in accordance with condition 10-4; 

(10) identify management and contingency measures should success 
criteria not be met, on advice of Parks and Wildlife; and 

(11) identify arrangements for the translocation sites post completion 
of the plan. 

10-4 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Stage 2 Tetratheca 
erubescens Offset Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 10-3, the 
proponent shall: 

(1) implement the research and management actions in accordance 
with the requirements of the Stage 2 Tetratheca erubescens 
Offset Plan; and 

(2) continue to implement the research and management actions in 
accordance with the requirements of the Stage 2 Tetratheca 
erubescens Offset Plan until the CEO has confirmed by notice in 
writing that it has been demonstrated that the objective in 
condition 10-2 has been met. 

10-5 The proponent shall monitor the success of implementation of the Stage 
2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan required by condition 10-2 and 
provide a written report, including monitoring data, to the CEO and Parks 
and Wildlife every twelve (12) months on the progress of this project until 



success criteria have been met. The first report must be submitted within 
fifteen (15) months of receiving the notice under condition 10-4. 

10-6 Should the outcome of the Stage 2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan 
required by condition 10-2 not be achieved within ten (10) years from 
implementation of the Plan, the proponent shall submit a revised Stage 
2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan to the satisfaction of the CEO, 
outlining management strategies to achieve the outcome specified in 
condition 10-2. The revised plan must be submitted within three months 
of the ten (10) year period lapsing. 

10-7 The proponent: 

(1)  may review and revise the Stage 2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset 
Plan, or 

(2)  shall review and revise the Stage 2 Tetratheca erubescens Offset 
Plan as and when directed by the CEO. 

10-8 The proponent shall implement the latest revision of the Stage 2 
Tetratheca erubescens Offset Plan, which the CEO, on advice of Parks 
and Wildlife, has confirmed by notice in writing, satisfies the 
requirements of condition 10-3. 

11 Staging of Plans 

11-1 Where a plan, program, report, survey, strategy or other document is 
required by these conditions to be prepared, submitted or endorsed by 
the CEO, prior to commencement of an activity, the plan, program, 
report, survey, strategy or other document may be prepared, submitted 
and endorsed by the CEO as per the relevant condition requirements, 
for a component of, or stage of the proposal or activity, provided the 
implementation of that component or stage of the proposal does not 
make the condition obsolete insofar as it applies to the remaining 
components or stages of the proposal or activity. 

11-2 Condition 11-1 does not apply to conditions relating to the submission of 
environmental baseline surveys or environmental baseline reports. 

 

 

 
  



Schedule 1 
 

Table 1: Summary of the Proposal 

Proposal title Yilgarn Operations, Koolyanobbing Range F Deposit 

Short description The proposal is for the mining of iron and 
development of mine pits, waste rock dumps, roads, 
stockpiles, gravel pits, administrative and workshop 
facilities, chemical and hydrocarbon storage, water 
storage and treatment facilities, and power 
generation facilities at the F Deposit area, located 
on the southern Koolyanobbing Range 
approximately 50 km north-east of the town of 
Southern Cross. 

 
Table 2: Location and authorised extent of physical and operational 
elements of Stage 1 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 

Elements Location Authorised extent 

Mine pits (F2 and 
F3) Figures 2 and 3 

Clearing of no more than 24 ha 
in the 203 hectares 
development envelope. 

Waste rock dump  
Figure 2 

Clearing of no more than 73 
hectares within the 203 ha 
development envelope. 

Supporting mine 
infrastructure  Figure 2 

Clearing of no more than 96 
hectares within the 203 ha 
development envelope. 

 
Table 3: Location and proposed extent of physical and operational 
elements of Stage 2 

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 

Element Location Authorised extent 

Mine pit (F1) 
Figures 2 and 3 

Clearing of no more 
than 9 ha in the 203 ha 
development envelope. 

Supporting mine 
infrastructure Figures 2 and 3 

Clearing of no more 
than 1 ha in the 203 ha 
development envelope. 

 
  



 
Table 4: Abbreviations and Definitions 

Acronym or 
Abbreviation 

Definition or Term 

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. 

Cut-back operation The action of mining an interim pit wall, up to the 
final designed pit wall position. 
The purpose of the interim pit wall is to establish 
a “free-face” for the last cut to establish the final 
pit wall. The interim pit wall will also provide the 
site with an opportunity to gather geotechnical 
and geological information in order to determine 
the appropriateness of the final pit wall design. 

DMP Department of Mines and Petroleum 

EPA Environmental Protection Authority 

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 

Factor of Safety As per the Department of Mines and Petroleum 
Geotechnical Considerations in Open Pit Mines 
Guideline August 1999, or as amended by the 
Department of Mines and Petroleum. 

ha Hectare 

km Kilometre  

OEPA Office of the Environmental Protection Authority 

Parks and Wildlife Department of Parks and Wildlife 

Self-sustaining A population that is self-perpetuating (able to 
continue indefinitely) without external assistance. 

Strike The orientation of a rock outcrop. 

 
 
Figures (attached) 

Figure 1 Regional location of the proponent’s Yilgarn Operations and the F 
Deposit proposal location 

Figure 2 Proposal development envelope and indicative infrastructure layout 

Figure 3  Proposal Stage 1 and Stage 2 

 



Figure 1. Regional location of the proponent’s Yilgarn Operations and the 
F Deposit proposal location



 
Figure 2. Proposal Development Envelope and indicative proposal layout 



 
Figure 3. Proposal Stage 1 and Stage 2 and indicative proposal layout 



Schedule 2 

 
Coordinates defining the Yilgarn Operations, Koolyanobbing Range F Deposit 
development envelope are held by the Office of the Environmental Protection 
Authority, Document Reference Number 2016-1472799769212 and 2016-
1472799770052. 

 
  



 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 6 
 
 

Summary of submissions and 
proponent’s Response to Submissions 

 
 

Provided on CD in hardcopies of this report and on the EPA’s website at 
www.epa.wa.gov.au  
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