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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 the outcomes of
its environmental impact assessment of the proposal by Gold Road Resources
Limited to develop a gold mine, the Gruyere Gold Project. The Minister has
nominated Gold Road Resources Limited 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:

e what the EPA considers to be the key environmental factors
identified in the course of the assessment; and

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

The EPA may 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 2 March 2016. On 15 June
2016 the EPA set the level of assessment at Assessment on Proponent
Information — Category A (APl — A). The proponent has submitted an
Environmental Referral Document and supporting documents (including
technical studies). These documents describe the proposal, outcomes of
consultation, environmental studies undertaken, and the proponent’s
assessment of impacts on environmental factors and application of the
mitigation hierarchy to manage those impacts (Appendix 5).

This report provides the EPA advice and recommendations in accordance with
section 44 of the EP Act.



2. The proposal

2.1 Proposal summary

The proponent, Gold Road Resources Limited, proposes to develop the
Gruyere Gold Project which is located on the Yamarna Pastoral Station
approximately 150 kilometres (km) north-east of Laverton (Figure 1). Figure 2
shows the development envelope and the indicative footprint of the proposal.

The proposal, if approved, would result in the following total likely impacts:

e total clearing of up to 2,260 hectares (ha). The clearing is required for
the development of pits, infrastructure and associated waste dumps
(Figure 2); and

e dewatering of up to 5.8 gigalitres per annum (GL/a).

The key characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Tables 1 and 2
consistent with Environmental Assessment Guideline No. 1 (EAG 14) Defining
the Key Characteristics of a Proposal. A detailed description of the proposal is
provided in the proponent’s Environmental Referral Document (MBS, 2016)
which is attached as Appendix 5.

Table 1: Summary of key proposal characteristics

 Proposal Title Gruyere Gold Project

‘ Proponent name | Gold Road Resources Limited

Short Description | The proposal is to develop an open pit mine and will
result in an integrated waste landform consisting of a
tailings storage facility and waste dump at Gruyere Gold
Project, approximately 200 kilometres north-east of
Laverton.

Table 2: Proposal elements

Element Location Authorised Extent
Mine and associated | Figure 2 Clearing of no more than
infrastructure 2,260 ha (which includes

up to 7 ha of the
groundwater dependent
ecosystem DD-MWS1),
within an 18,629 ha
development envelope.

Groundwater Figure 2 Up to 5.8 gigalitres per
abstraction/dewatering annum.

The potential impacts of the proposal on the environment identified by the
proponent and their proposed management are summarised in Table 13 of the
Environmental Review (Appendix 5, MBS, 2016).



In assessing this proposal, the EPA notes that the proponent has sought to
avoid, minimise, and rehabilitate environmental impacts associated with the
proposal by:
e minimising potential impacts to a potential groundwater dependent
ecosystem DD-MWS1 to 2% of the total 358 ha,;

e reducing groundwater abstraction/dewatering from 8.6 GL/a down to
5.8 GlL/a;

e minimising the proposal development envelope size wherever
practicable; and

e reinjecting saline water into the Werillup Formation Aquifer at key
locations should trigger levels for drawdown be exceeded and where
other adaptive management has not prevented potential impacts on
stygofauna.

Since referring the Proposal to the EPA, the proponent has modified their
proposal to refine the Development Envelope. This resulted in an increase in
clearing from 1,160 ha to 2,260 ha to facilitate the modification of the borefield.
In addition, the change has resulted in a decrease of the amount of groundwater
abstraction/dewatering for operational use from up to 8.6 GL/ato 5.8 GL/a. The
EPA considered this change in the context of section 43A of the EP Act and
determined that the change is unlikely to significantly increase the impact that
the proposal may have on the environment.

During the preparation of the Environmental Review (APIl) document, the
proponent consulted with government agencies and key stakeholders. The
agencies and stakeholders consulted, the issues raised and the proponent’s
response are detailed in Table 5 of the proponent’s Environmental Review
document (see Appendix 5, MBS, 2016).

The EPA considers that the consultation process has been appropriate and that
reasonable steps have been taken to inform the community and stakeholders
on the proposed development.

2.2 Regional context

The proposal is located on the Yamarna Pastoral Station approximately 150 km
northeast of Laverton. Based on the Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation of
Australia (IBRA) the proposal is located within the Great Victoria Desert (GVD)
bioregion of Western Australia. The GVD bioregion of Western Australia is
divided into four subregions. Of these, the proposal is located within the Shield
and Central subregions.

The dominant land uses of the Shield subregion include: Aboriginal reserves
(12.3%), Conservation Reserves (7%), grazing-native pastures (24.8%),
unallocated crown land (UCL) and Crown Reserves (55.7%) and other — lake
and major watercourse (0.1%). The Central subregion dominant land uses
include; Aboriginal reserves (7.4%), Conservation Reserves (9.1%), grazing-



native pastures (4.4%), UCL and Crown Reserves (78.9%) and other — lake
and major watercourse (0.2%) (Botanica, 2016).

The project areas are not located within any Department of Parks and Wildlife
managed land. However, the Yeo Lake Nature Reserve, which is listed as a
Class “A” Nature Reserve and is managed by the DPaW, is located
approximately 13 km to the east of the project (MBS, 2016).

2.3 Consultation

During the preparation of the Environmental Referral Document, the proponent
consulted with government agencies and key stakeholders including traditional
owners. The agencies and stakeholders consulted, the issues raised and
proponent’s response are detailed in Table 5 of the proponent’s Environmental
Referral Document (see Appendix 5, MBS, 2016).

The EPA considers that the consultation process has been appropriate and that
reasonable steps have been taken to inform the community and stakeholders
on the proposed development.
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Figure 1: Proposal location
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Figure 2: Development envelope



3. 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 to
be considered. Appendix 2 provides a summary of the principles and how the
EPA considered these principles in its assessment.

Having regard to:
e the proponent’s referral information;
e public comments on referral information;

e consultation undertaken by the proponent and presented in the referral
information and the Final Environmental Referral Document;

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

e 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 of the proposal:

1. Subterranean Fauna - potential impacts on stygofauna habitat and
species from the abstraction of groundwater from the Yeo and Anne
Beadell borefields for production water, noting that abstraction of
groundwater would be from the aquifer lying beneath the calcrete habitat
of the stygofauna; and

2. Flora and Vegetation — direct impacts from the clearing of 2,260 ha of
flora and vegetation within the development envelopes.

Other environmental factors relevant to the proposal which the EPA determined
not to be key environmental factors are discussed in the proponent’s
Environmental Review Document (Appendix 5, MBS, 2016).

Appendix 2 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, integrating factors, and a discussion of the application of relevant policy
and guidance, is detailed in Table 3, consistent with Environmental Assessment
Guideline for Preparation of an APl — Category A Environmental Review
Document (EAG 14) (EPA, 2015c). This table outlines 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.



In preparing this report and recommendations, the EPA has had regard for the
object and principles contained in s4A of the EP Act.

In assessing this proposal, the EPA has also considered relevant published
EPA policies and guidelines. Appendix 3 lists the relevant policies and guidance
documents for each of the key environmental factors and integrating factors for
this assessment and identifies the relevant matters discussed in, and principles
derived from, each policy and guidance document.

The EPA notes that there were no changes to EPA policy and guidance since
the proposal was referred in March 2016. The EPA considered current policy
and guidance in its assessment.

The EPA notes that other published policies and guidelines were considered.



Table 3: Assessment of Key Environmental Factors

Inherent Impact

Environmental
Aspect/s

Mitigation actions to
address residual impacts

Proposed regulatory
mechanisms for
ensuring mitigation

Outcome to demonstrate
that the proposal meets
EPA objective

3.1 Subterranean Fauna

To maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, po

pulation and assemblage level.

Context

The proposal includes the
abstraction of groundwater from the
Yeo Palaeochannel. This formation
includes a calcrete layer that
provides habitat for stygofauna and
is up to 40 metres thick at its
surface, and the Werrillup Aquifer,
from which water is proposed to be
abstracted. Between these two
layers is the Perkolili Shale, which is
approximately 29 metres in
thickness and acts as an aquitard.

A brackish-saline water borefield
located within the Central
Palaeochannel (Anne Beadell
borefield) would be used to supply
the raw water system during the
construction phase (1-2 years) and
thereafter to supply non-process
water requirements during the
operational phase (10-15 years).

The abstraction
of groundwater
/dewatering
consists of

5 GL/a from the
Yeo borefield
and up to

0.8 GL/a from
the Anne
Beadell
borefield/mine

pit.

Groundwater abstraction
from the Werillup Formation
Aquifer lying beneath the
calcrete aquifer, may result
in impacts to the calcrete
aquifer. The Department of
Water advice suggests that
there is unlikely to be
connectivity between these
aquifers.

Avoid

The proponent will redesign
the borefield to avoid
impacts to subterranean
fauna.

Minimise
The proponent will design

the borefield based on a
predictive model to achieve

Groundwater
abstraction authorised
in the implementation of
the proposal would be
no more than 5 GL/a
from the Yeo borefield
and 0.8 GL/a from the
Anne Beadell
borefield/mine pit — see
Schedule 1 of the
Recommended
Environmental
Conditions (Appendix
4).

The EPA recommends
condition 5 that
requires the proponent
to prepare, submit and
implement a
management plan to
minimise the potential
impacts to stygofauna
habitat.

Having particular regard to

the:

e relevant EPA policy and
guidance pertaining to
Subterranean Fauna;

e predicted maximum
drawdown of
groundwater levels in the
calcrete aquifer;

e proposed measures to
mitigate drawdown
within the stygofauna
habitat; and

e good continuity of
stygofauna habitat within
the Yeo Palaeochannel
borefield area;

the EPA considers that the
proposal can be managed to
meet the EPA’s objective for
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Inherent Impact

Environmental
Aspect/s

Mitigation actions to
address residual impacts

Proposed regulatory
mechanisms for
ensuring mitigation

Outcome to demonstrate
that the proposal meets
EPA objective

A hypersaline water borefield
located within the Yeo
Palaeochannel would be used for
process water during the operation
phase (10-15 years). This borefield
has the potential to cause drawdown
within the surface calcrete aquifer.

Policy and guidance

The EPA policy and guidance
applicable to Subterranean Fauna
for this assessment and relevant
matters discussed in the policy and
guidance are outlined in Appendix 3.
The EPA considers that the
following policy and guidance is
relevant to its assessment of the
proposal in relation to this factor:

e Environmental Assessment
Guideline No. 12 (EAG 12) -
Consideration of subterranean
fauna in environmental impact
assessment in EIA in WA (EPA,
2013b); and

o Guidance Statement 54a —
Sampling methods and survey

satisfactory water table
management;
Comparing actual versus
predicted groundwater
levels throughout the
Gruyere project life; and

Proactive adaptation of the
spread of abstraction at any
point in time across the
agreed borefield.

Mitigate

Gold Road has committed
to redesigning the borefield
and turning off bores to

manage drawdown impacts.

The proponent also has the
option to re-inject into the
Werillup Formation Aquifer
to mitigate any impacts.

Subterranean Fauna
provided there is:

e restriction of dewatering
from aquifers (Schedule
1);

¢ the implementation of
measures to manage
potential impacts from
dewater drawdown
through the preparation,
submission and
implementation of a
subterranean fauna
management plan, the
objective of which is to
minimise impacts to
stygofauna habitat
(condition 5).




TT

Inherent Impact

Environmental
Aspect/s

Mitigation actions to
address residual impacts

Proposed regulatory
mechanisms for
ensuring mitigation

Outcome to demonstrate
that the proposal meets
EPA objective

considerations for subterranean
fauna in Western Australia,
August 2007.

It is the EPA’s view that the
proponent has carried out
subterranean fauna studies in
accordance with Environmental
Assessment Guideline 12 and
Guidance Statement 54a.

Key (Survey) Findings

Surveys of subterranean fauna
within the Yeo Palaeochannel found
61 species of stygofauna, with three
of these only occurring in the
proposed Yeo Borefield impact area.

Impacts

There is a potential impact on the
three species found only within the
Yeo Palaeochannel Borefield impact
area, however there is good
continuity of stygofauna habitat
within the palaeochannel and it is
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Inherent Impact

Environmental
Aspect/s

Mitigation actions to
address residual impacts

Proposed regulatory
mechanisms for
ensuring mitigation

Outcome to demonstrate
that the proposal meets
EPA objective

unlikely that there will be significant
impacts on these species.

3.2 Flora and Vegetation

To maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, po

pulation and community level.

Context

The Proposal falls within the Great
Victoria Desert (GVD) region of
Western Australia of the Eremaean
Province known in the region as the
Helms Botanical District, with the
majority of the survey area being
located within the Shield (GVD1)
subregion.

The proposal involves the clearing
of up to 2,260 ha of native
vegetation in ‘Good to Excellent’
condition.

Policy and guidance

The EPA policy and guidance
applicable to Flora and Vegetation
for this assessment and relevant
matters discussed in the policy and

Clearing of
native
vegetation

In line with Position
statement No. 3, the
proponent has
demonstrated the
application of the mitigation
hierarchy in the proposal
design including minimising
impacts to groundwater
dependent ecosystems
(GDE).

Avoid

The proposal has been
designed to avoid GDE
where possible.

Minimise

Gruyere Gold Project and

borefields design will
consider location of

e The extent of
clearing authorised
in the
implementation of
the proposal would
be no more than
2,260 ha. This
figure includes an
impact of up to 7 ha
of the GDE DD-
MWS1 - see
Schedule 1 of
Recommended
Environmental
Conditions
(Appendix 4).

e The proposal is
subject to
rehabilitation under
the Mining Act 1978
including a mine
closure plan in

Having particular regard to:

e the small proportion of
one GDE (DD-MWS1), 7
ha of 358 ha, being
impacted by the
proposal;

e there being no
Threatened or Priority
flora; and

e the absence of PECs or
TECs within the project
area;

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

e clearing of vegetation is
limited to the authorised
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Inherent Impact

Environmental
Aspect/s

Mitigation actions to
address residual impacts

Proposed regulatory
mechanisms for
ensuring mitigation

Outcome to demonstrate
that the proposal meets
EPA objective

guidance are outlined in Appendix 3.
The EPA considers that the
following policy and guidance is
relevant to its assessment of the
proposal in relation to this factor:

e Guidance Statement No. 51 —
Terrestrial Flora and Vegetation
Surveys for Environmental
Impact Assessment in WA (EPA,
2004a);

e Position Statement No. 2 —
Environmental Protection of
Native Vegetation in WA (EPA,
2000); and

o Position Statement No. 3 —
Terrestrial Biological Surveys as
an Element of Biodiversity
Protection (EPA, 2002).

It is the EPA’s view that the
proponent has carried out flora and
vegetation surveys in accordance
with Guidance Statement No. 51
and Position Statement No. 3. The
proposal is also consistent with the

drainage lines and flood
levels with the aim of
minimising disturbance of
these areas;

Clearing activities will be
managed to ensure it is
strictly limited to that
necessary for the
operations.

Rehabilitate

Progressive rehabilitation of
disturbed areas would be
implemented as they
become available.

The proponent will follow
the current DMP/EPA
Guidelines for Preparing
Mine Closure Plans 2015.

accordance with the
DMP/EPA Mine
Closure Guidelines,
May 2015.

extent as defined within
Table 2 of Schedule 1 of
the recommended
environmental
conditions.
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Inherent Impact

Environmental
Aspect/s

Mitigation actions to
address residual impacts

Proposed regulatory
mechanisms for
ensuring mitigation

Outcome to demonstrate
that the proposal meets
EPA objective

relevant matters in Position
Statement No. 2.

Key (Survey) Findings

e There was 32 vegetation
communities mapped in the
study area.

o Based on the Keighery
vegetation health rating scale
(1994) all 32 vegetation
communities were rated as ‘very
good’.

¢ No Threatened Ecological
Communities (TECs) or Priority
Ecological Communities (PECs)
or plant species listed as
Threatened Flora under Wildlife
Conservation Act 1950 were
identified within the Eastern
Ridge Development Envelope.

e No Priority Flora taxa as listed

by DPaW were identified within
the autumn 2015 survey area
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Inherent Impact

Environmental
Aspect/s

Mitigation actions to
address residual impacts

Proposed regulatory
mechanisms for
ensuring mitigation

Outcome to demonstrate
that the proposal meets
EPA objective

(Botanica 2015b) or spring 2015
survey area (Botanica 2016).

e During the spring 2015 Gruyere
borefields flora survey one GDE
was identified that would be
potentially impacted by the
proposal. This was the open tree
mallee of Eucalyptus concinna
over low scrub of Melaleuca
interioris and low grass of
Eragrostis pergracilis in drainage
depression (DD-MWS1).

Impacts

e Direct impacts from the clearing
of 2,260 ha of flora and
vegetation within the
Development Envelope.

e Groundwater Dependent
Ecosystem (GDE) CD-AFW2 will
not be impacted upon as no
disturbance is proposed within
this vegetation community.
Approximately 7 ha (2%) of the
mapped extent of GDE,
vegetation community DD-
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MWS1 (358 ha) will be
disturbed.




4. Conclusion and recommended conditions

The EPA has concluded that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s
objectives and therefore recommends that the proposal may be implemented.

The EPA has developed a set of conditions that the EPA recommends be
imposed if the proposal by Gold Road Resources Limited to develop and
operate the Gold Road Project is approved for implementation (Appendix 4).

Matters addressed in the conditions include condition 5 requiring the proponent
to minimise impacts to stygofauna habitat.

5. Recommendations

That the Minister for Environment notes:

1. that the proposal being assessed is to construct and develop a mine at
the Gruyere Gold Project;

2. the key environmental factors of Subterranean Fauna, and Flora and
Vegetation were identified by the EPA in the course of its assessment
and are set out in Section 3;

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 4 and summarised in Section 4.

17
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Appendix 2

Summary of Identification of Key Environmental Factors and Principles



Summary of identification of key environmental factors

Environmental

Proposal Characteristics

Evaluation of whether a factor is a key

Factors environmental factor
LAND
Subterranean The proposal includes the dewatering of two aquifers for construction water Subterranean Fauna was identified as a
Fauna and processing water. preliminary key environmental factor in the
decision to assess the proposal.
Surveys identified 61 species of stygofauna of which three are restricted to
the potential impact area. Having regard to the potential impact on
stygofauna species that may be restricted to
the impact area, the EPA identified Flora and
Vegetation as a key environmental factor at
the conclusion of its assessment.
Flora and The proposal would result in clearing up to 2,260 ha of native vegetation, all Flora and Vegetation was identified as a
vegetation of which is considered in ‘Good to Excellent’ condition, including some Preliminary Key Environmental Factor in the

vegetation that is groundwater dependent.

decision to assess the proposal.

Having regard to the scale of vegetation
clearing that will be undertaken, and the
potential impact on ‘Good to Excellent’ and
groundwater dependent vegetation, the EPA
identified Flora and Vegetation as a key
environmental factor at the conclusion of its
assessment.




Environmental

Proposal Characteristics

Evaluation of whether a factor is a key

Factors environmental factor
WATER
Hydrological Water for non-processing requirements would consist of drawing from the Hydrological Processes was not identified as
Processes aquifer (Anne Beadell borefield) of up to 0.8 GL/a for up to two years, and Preliminary Key Environmental Factor in the

thereafter to supply non-process water requirements during the operational
stage (10-15 years). A small borefield has been developed by Gold Road
within the Yeo Palaeochannel which is located approximately 25 kilometres
west of the Gruyere Project. This borefield does not have sufficient resources
to sustain the minimum expected Gruyere Project water demand of 5 GL/a.

The additional 5 GL/a of water would be required for processing.

Hydrological studies undertaken have shown that modelled drawdown does
not demonstrate adverse impacts on sub surface flows to Lake Throssell or
Yeo Lake. A water balance model is further being developed by
hydrogeological consultants and will consider all water sources and uses from
construction, through to operations and for the remaining life of Project. The
water balance currently indicates that the Gruyere Project will not need to
discharge excess water.

The Department of Water’s advice is that the Hydrological Report complies
with Operational policy 5.12 — Hydrogeological reporting associated with a
groundwater well licence (DoW, 2009). The studies indicate that the required
water can be abstracted with acceptable impacts on groundwater reserves
and other users. A viable contingency has also been provided. However, not
all environmental studies have been completed at this stage. The take of any
water requires licensing from the DoW in accordance with the Rights in Water
and Irrigation Act 1914 and would therefore be subject to the DoW licensing
process.

decision to assess the proposal. However, it
was considered as part of the analysis of the
impact on subterranean fauna.

Having regard to:

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

¢ DoW advice on the suitability of the
hydrological studies;

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.

The EPA notes that the proposal would
require a licence under the Rights in Water
Irrigation Act, 1914.




Environmental

Proposal Characteristics

Evaluation of whether a factor is a key

Factors environmental factor
PEOPLE
Heritage The proponent has conducted a search of the Heritage Council’s State Heritage was identified as a preliminary key

Heritage Register and the DAA register of heritage places for a radius of 20
km around the Gruyere Project area. Registered heritage sites occur within
the wider Gruyere area. No registered heritage sites are within the mining
lease.

The proposal includes the clearing of 2,260 ha within the development
envelope and the abstraction of processing water. A Native Title Claim
(WC2008/005) was registered over the Gruyere Gold Project and on 29 June
2016 the claim was determined that native title exists over the area. A Native
Title Mining Agreement between the Yilka People and Gold Road has been
finalised. The Native Title Holder group took part in all baseline surveys which
provided the proponent with an insight into flora that is culturally significant to
their people.

A confidential survey was conducted within the Yamarna exploration area
during 2004 where it was agreed on areas that would not be accessed and
have exclusion zones to the north-west of the Gruyere Gold Project.

environmental factor in the decision to assess
the proposal.

Having regard to GS 41 — Assessment of
Aboriginal Heritage (EPA 2004)
Environmental Assessment Guideline No. 9 —
Application of a Significance Framework in
the Environmental Impact Assessment
Process (EPA, 2015b) and in consideration
of:

¢ the importance of physical, biological and
social surroundings including waterways,
traditional hunting activities and bush
tucker;

¢ the Native Title Holder group taking part
in baseline surveys;

e exclusion zones to the north-west of the
Gruyere Gold Project; and

e that there are no heritage sites within the
mining lease;

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




Environmental
Factors

Proposal Characteristics

Evaluation of whether a factor is a key
environmental factor

environmental factor at the conclusion of its
assessment.

INTEGRATING FA

CTORS

Rehabilitation and
Decommissioning

The proposal is located on a mining lease, four miscellaneous, and two
pending miscellaneous licences and is therefore subject to the Mining Act
1978.

The proposal involves the excavation of a mine pit which at the cessation of
mining a pit lake will form and act as a groundwater sink.

Analysis of waste rock samples has indicated that samples contained low
sulphur concentrations and were not-acid forming. Analysis also showed low
concentrations of environmentally significant metals, and no concentrations of
metals or metalloids of environmental significance to the local environment in
water leachate. Tailings also had low sulphur levels but with the acid
neutralising capacity sufficient to compensate such levels. Concentration of
soluble metals were well below ANZECC 2000 livestock guidelines.

The proposal involves the excavation of a mine pit approximately 1900
metres in length, 1000 metres in width, and 450 metres deep, the
construction of an integrated waste landform that will include a waste rock
dump and tailings storage facility and other mining related infrastructure. At
the cessation of mining a pit lake will form and act as a groundwater sink.

The proposal would result in a waste landform, tailings storage facility and a
pit lake that will form and act as a groundwater sink.

The most significant residual risks to rehabilitation and decommissioning were
identified as being a failure to rehabilitate the tailings storage facility and the

Rehabilitation and Decommissioning was
identified as a preliminary integrating factor in
the decision to assess the proposal.

Having regard to:

e relevant EPA policy and guidance
pertaining to Rehabilitation and
Decommissioning;

e the low risk of acid mine drainage or
metalliferous drainage occurring due to
the characteristics of the tailings;

o the likely formation of a pit lake once
operations have ceased;

e the capping of the tailings storage facility;

e progressive rehabilitation of waste
landforms; and

e the requirement to prepare a mine closure
plan under the DMP/EPA Guidelines,




Environmental

Proposal Characteristics

Evaluation of whether a factor is a key

Factors environmental factor

waste rock storage facilities and the potential impacts from open mine pits the EPA considers that the proposal can

and pit lakes. meet the objectives for this factor.
Accordingly, the EPA did not identify

The proponent would construct a tailings storage facility that would be caped | Rehabilitation and Decommissioning as a key

and included as part of an integrated waste form. integrating factor at the conclusion of its
assessment.

Gruyere Gold Project and borefields design will consider location of drainage

lines and flood levels with the aim of minimising disturbance of these areas.

Progressive rehabilitation of waste landforms would be undertaken.

A Mine Closure Plan will be prepared for the mine component of the proposal,

in accordance with the Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans, May

2015 (or any subsequent revisions of the guidelines) and requires the Mine

Closure Plan to be reviewed and revised at intervals not exceeding three

years. The Department of Mines and Petroleum have confirmed that this can

be achieved under the Mining Act 1978 (Mining Act).

Offsets The proposal would result in the additional clearing up to 2,260 ha of ‘Good to | Offsets was not identified as a preliminary

Excellent’ condition vegetation within the Great Victoria Desert region of
Western Australia.

key environmental factor for the proposal.

Consistent with the Environmental Protection
Bulletin No. 1 — Environmental Offsets, EPA
(2014), WA Environmental offsets guidelines
(Government of Western Australia, 2014) and
the WA Environmental Offsets Policy
(Government of Western Australia, 2011),
environmental offsets are not appropriate for
all projects and will only be considered after




Environmental
Factors

Proposal Characteristics

Evaluation of whether a factor is a key
environmental factor

avoidance and mitigation options have been
pursued.

Having regard to the Environmental
Assessment Guideline 9 — application of a
Significance Framework in the Environmental
Impact Assessment Process (EPA, 2015b)
and given:

e subterranean fauna species found have
been located either outside the
disturbance area or will be managed to
minimise impacts;

e there are no Threatened Flora or
Threatened Ecological Communities in
the Proposal area;

e the minimised clearing of 2% of GDE DD-
MWS1,;

¢ the clearing of vegetation in the Great
Victoria Desert of Western Australia will
not result in a significant residual
environmental impact which requires an
offset to counterbalance the impacts; and

e cumulative impacts are not at a critical
level;

the EPA considers the proposal can be
managed to meet the EPA’s objectives for
Subterranean Fauna and Flora and
Vegetation. It is unlikely that there would be




Environmental
Factors

Proposal Characteristics

Evaluation of whether a factor is a key
environmental factor

significant residual environmental impacts or
uncertainty requiring environmental offsets.

Accordingly, the EPA did not identify Offsets
as a key integrating factor at the conclusion
of its assessment.




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 —

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

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

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that Subterranean Fauna could be
significantly impacted by this proposal. The assessment of these impacts is provided
in this report.

Investigations on the biological and physical environment undertaken by the
proponent have provided sufficient certainty to assess risks and identify measures to
avoid or minimise impacts. The EPA has recommended conditions to ensure
relevant measures are undertaken by the proponent.

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 and rehabilitate impacts in accordance with the mitigation
hierarchy in the WA Environmental offsets guidelines (Government of Western
Australia, 2014). In assessing this proposal the EPA has recommended adaptive
management mechanisms (through conditions requiring environmental management
plans) be implemented to maintain ecological processes. From its assessment of this
proposal, the EPA has concluded that the health, diversity and productivity of the
environment can be maintained and enhanced for the benefit of future generations.

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

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

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that the proposal would result in impacts
to Subterranean Fauna species habitat. In assessing the proposal the EPA has
considered these impacts and has taken into account measures proposed by the
proponent to minimise impacts to the affected species. The EPA has concluded that
the proposal would not compromise biological diversity or ecological integrity.




Principle

Consideration

Through this assessment, the EPA has demonstrated that the conservation of
biological diversity and ecological integrity was a fundamental consideration.

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

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

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

(3) 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 minimize 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 EPA has demonstrated due regard to this principle during the assessment of this
proposal.

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 products created as a result of
implementation of the proposal would be disposed of according to relevant
regulations and legislation.

The EPA has demonstrated due regard to this principle during the assessment of this
proposal.




Principle

Consideration

Environmental principles of the EPA

1. 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 to minimise impacts to drainage line vegetation.

Whilst the backfilling of pits, which is preferred by the EPA is not part of the proposal,
the EPA notes that the pit lake would be a groundwater sink.

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 groundwater and stygofauna habitat management.

2. Continuous Improvement

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

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, 2015d), the EPA encourages
adaptive management and continual improvement through environmental
management plans.

The EPA has demonstrated due regard to this principle during the assessment of this
proposal.







Appendix 3

Relevant EPA Policies and Guidance and identified matters



The EPA reviewed its policies and guidance documents for each environmental factor
and integrating 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 and integrating factors below.

1. Subterranean Fauna

The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain representation,
diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, population and assemblage
level.

The EPA has determined that the policy and guidance relevant for Subterranean
Fauna are:

e Guidance Statement No. 54a — Sampling Methods and Survey Considerations
for Subterranean Fauna in Western Australia, (EPA 2007); and

e Environmental Assessment Guideline No. 12 — Consideration of subterranean
fauna in environmental impact assessment in Western Australia (EPB 2013b).

Guidance Statement No. 54a — Sampling Methods and Survey Considerations for
Subterranean Fauna in Western Australia

The relevant considerations for Guidance Statement No. 54a are:

1. Surveys should be planned and designed appropriately including preliminary
investigations (desktop review and pilot study) and if required comprehensive
surveys;

2. The use of appropriate sampling methods, effort and survey design, including both
within and outside the area of impact, employing a reasonable sampling effort that
will collect most species and provide sufficient information to demonstrate whether
the project is likely to impact on species of conservation concern; and

3. Reporting should be clearly written and contain all relevant information presented
at a sufficient quality to enable the EPA to judge the impacts of proposals.

Environmental Assessment Guideline No. 12 - Consideration of subterranean
fauna in environmental impact assessment in Western Australia

The relevant considerations for EAG 12 are:

1. Appropriate level of survey required based on the likely presence of subterranean
fauna and the potential impact on its habitat.

2. Survey design, including:

e Sufficient survey using the most contemporary techniques and standards, to
ensure that the subterranean fauna is adequately understood in the context of
the project footprint and surrounding areas;

¢ the amount of sampling required being based on the site characteristics, likely
significance of impacts, and existing sampling information;

e the use of genetics to resolve uncertainty regarding species identification and
distribution; and



3. Specimen vouchering and lodgement of data and DNA sequences with State
collections to improve the knowledge of subterranean fauna.

4. Adequate interpretation and reporting of the results to allow an understanding of the
subterranean fauna present in the project area, and analysis to consider the
significance of the predicted impact on subterranean fauna.

2. Flora and Vegetation

The EPA considers that the following policy and guidance is relevant to its assessment
of the proposal in relation to this factor:

e Guidance Statement No. 51 — Terrestrial Flora and Vegetation Surveys for
Environmental Impact Assessment in WA (EPA, 2004a);

e Position Statement No. 2 — Environmental Protection of Native Vegetation in WA
(EPA, 2000); and

e Position Statement No. 3 — Terrestrial Biological Surveys as an Element of
Biodiversity Protection (EPA, 2002).

Guidance Statement No. 51 — Terrestrial Flora and Vegetation Surveys for
Environmental Impact Assessment in WA

Guidance Statement No. 51 provides the general standards and common framework
for terrestrial flora and vegetation surveys for environmental assessment in Western
Australia. The relevant considerations in Guidance Statement No. 51 for this
assessment are:

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 2 - Environmental Protection of Native Vegetation in Western
Australia

Position Statement No. 2 provides guidance on the clearing of native vegetation with
a particular emphasis on clearing in agricultural areas of Western Australia. The
relevant considerations in Position Statement No. 2 for this assessment are:

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. Where a proposal would result in a reduction below the 30% level, the EPA
would expect alternative mechanisms to be put forward to address the
protection of biodiversity.

5. There is a comprehensive, adequate and secure representation of scarce
endangered habitats within the project area and/or in areas which are
biologically comparable to the project area, protected in secure reserves.

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

Position Statement 3 — Terrestrial Biological Surveys

Position Statement No. 3 sets out the EPA’s broad expectations with regards to the
provision of biological survey data for environmental impact assessment and states
that the quality of information and scope of field surveys should meet the requirements
and protocols as determined and published by the EPA.

The relevant considerations in Position Statement No. 3 for this assessment are:

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. The EPA requires that the quality of information and scope of field surveys
meets the standards, requirements and protocols as determined and published
by the EPA.

4. 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
gualitative 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.



Appendix 4

Identified Decision-making Authorities
and
Recommended Environmental Conditions



Identified Decision-making Authorities

Section 44(2) of EP Act specifies that the EPA’s report must set out (if it recommends
that implementation be allowed) the conditions and procedures, if any, to which
implementation should be subject. This Appendix contains the EPA’s recommended
conditions and procedures.

Section 45(1) requires the Minister for Environment to consult with decision-making
authorities, and if possible, agree on whether or not the proposal may be implemented,
and if so, to what conditions and procedures, if any, that implementation should be
subject.

The following decision-making authorities have been identified for this consultation:

Decision-making Authority Approval
Minister for Water Rights in Water Irrigation Act 1914
CEO Department of Part V of the Environmental Protection
Environment Regulation Act 1986

Chief Dangerous Goods Officer | Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994
Department of Mines and
Petroleum

Chief Dangerous Goods Officer, | Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004
Department of Mines and
Petroleum

Director, Environment Division Mining Act 1978
Department of Mines and
Petroleum

District Inspector, Department Mining Act 1978
of Mines and Petroleum

Mining Registrar Mining Act 1978

Chief Executive Officer — Shire Planning and Development Act 2005
of Laverton

Note: In this instance, agreement is only required with DMA 1 since this DMA is a
Minister.



Statement No. xxx
RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

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

GRUYERE GOLD PROJECT

Proposal: Proposal to develop an open pit mining operation to
extract and process gold from the Gruyere deposit.

Proponent: Gold Road Resources Limited
Australian Company Number 109 289 527

Proponent Address: Level 2, 26 Colin Street
West Perth WA 6005

Assessment Number: 2083

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: 1587

Pursuant to section 45, read with section 45B of the Environmental Protection Act
1986, it has been agreed that:

1. the Proposal described and documented in Schedule 1 may be implemented,

2. the implementation of the Proposal is subject to the following implementation
conditions:

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.

3 Compliance Reporting

3-1 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 3-6, or prior to implementation, whichever is
sooner.

3-2  The Compliance Assessment Plan shall indicate:
(1) the frequency of compliance reporting;



3-3

3-4

3-5

3-6

(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.

After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Compliance Assessment
Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 3-2 the proponent shall assess
compliance with conditions in accordance with the Compliance Assessment
Plan required by condition 3-1.

The proponent shall retain reports of all compliance assessments described in
the Compliance Assessment Plan required by condition 3-1 and shall make
those reports available when requested by the CEO.

The proponent shall advise the CEO of any potential non-compliance within
seven (7) days of that non-compliance being known.

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 1 October 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.

e 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 3-1.

Public Availability of Data

Subject to condition 4-2, within a reasonable time period approved by the CEO
of the issue of this Statement and for the remainder of the life of the proposal
the proponent shall make publicly available, in a manner approved by the CEO,
all validated environmental data (including sampling design, sampling
methodologies, empirical data and derived information products (e.g. maps))
relevant to the assessment of this proposal and implementation of this
Statement.



4-2

5-2

If any data referred to in condition 4-1 contains particulars of:
(1) asecret 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.

Subterranean Fauna Management Plan

Prior to groundwater abstraction from the Yeo Palaeochannel Borefield the
proponent shall prepare and submit a Management-based Condition
Environmental Management Plan with the objective of:

(1) maintaining the biodiversity and ecological integrity of subterranean
Fauna in the Yeo Palaeochannel.

The Condition Environmental Management Plan shall:

(1)  specify risk-based management actions that will be implemented to
demonstrate compliance with the environmental objectives specified in
conditions 5-1. Failure to implement one or more of the management
actions represents non-compliance with these conditions;

(2) specify measurable management target(s) to determine the
effectiveness of the risk-based management actions;

(3) specify monitoring and analysis to measure the effectiveness of
management actions against management targets, including but not
limited to, parameters to be measured, baseline data, monitoring
locations, and frequency and timing of monitoring;

(4)  specify the process for a revision of management actions and changes
to the proposal activities that could be undertaken, in the event that the
management targets are not achieved;

(5) provide the format and timing to demonstrate that conditions 5-1 has
been met for the reporting period in the Compliance Assessment Report
required by condition 3-1 including, but not limited to:

(@) verification of the implementation of management actions; and

(b) reporting on the effectiveness of management actions against
management target(s).



5-3

5-4

5-5

After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Condition Environmental
Management Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 5-2, the proponent

shall:

(1)

(2)

implement the provisions of the Condition Environmental Management
Plan; and

continue to implement the Condition Environmental Management Plan
until the CEO has confirmed by notice in writing that the proponent has
demonstrated the objective specified in condition 5-1 has been met.

In the event that monitoring, tests, surveys or investigations indicate
exceedance of management target(s) specified in the Condition Environmental
Management Plan, the proponent shall:

(1)

)

3)

report the exceedance in writing to the CEO within 21 days of the
exceedance being identified;

investigate to determine the cause of the management targets being
exceeded;

provide a report to the CEO within 90 days of the exceedance being
reported as required by condition 5-4(1). The report shall include:

(@) cause of management targets being exceeded;
(b)  the findings of the investigation required by condition 5-4(1);

(c) details of revised and/or additional management actions to be
implemented to prevent exceedance of the management target(s);

(d) relevant changes to proposal activities.

In the event that one or more management actions specified in the Condition
Environmental Management Plan(s) have not been implemented, the proponent

shall:

(1)
)
3)

(4)

report the failure to implement management action/s in writing to the CEO
within 7 days of becoming aware of the failure;

investigate to determine the cause of the management action/s not being
implemented,;

investigate to provide information for the CEO to determine potential
environmental harm or alteration of the environment that occurred due to
the failure to implement management actions;

provide a report to the CEO within 21 days of the reporting required by
condition 5-5(1). The report shall include:

(@) cause for failure to implement management actions;

(b)  the findings of the investigation required by conditions 5-5(2) and
5-5(3);

(© relevant changes to proposal activities; and

(d) measures to prevent, control or abate the environmental harm
which may have occurred.



5-6  The proponent:

(2) May review and revise the Condition Environmental Management Plans,
or

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

5-7 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 5-2.

Schedule 1
Table 1: Summary of the Proposal
Proposal Title Gruyere Gold Project
Short Description The proposal is to develop a below water table gold deposit

and associated infrastructure at Gruyere Gold Project, located
approximately 200 km north-east of Laverton in Western
Australia.

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

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3

Element Location Authorised Extent
Mine and associated | Figure 1 Clearing of no more than 2,260 ha (which
infrastructure includes up to 7 ha of the groundwater

dependent ecosystem DD-MWS1) within the
18,629 ha development envelope.

Groundwater Up to 5.8 gigalitres per annum.
dewatering and
abstraction




Table 3: 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.

EPA Environmental Protection Authority

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986

OEPA Office of the Environmental Protection Authority
ha Hectare

Figures (attached)

Figure 1 Gruyere Gold Project Development Envelopes (This figure is a
representation of the coordinates referred to in Schedule 2)
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Figure 1: Gruyere Gold Project Development Envelope



Schedule 2
Geographic spatial data coordinates
Coordinates defining the Development Envelope are held by the Office of the

Environmental Protection Authority, Document Reference Number 2016-
1476324782697.



Appendix 5

Proponent’s APl Environmental Review documentation

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



http://www.epa.wa.gov.au/
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