
Report and recommendations  
of the Environmental Protection Authority

Report 1658 

December 2019

Reward Minerals Ltd

Lake Disappointment Potash Project



Lake Disappointment Potash Project 

ii Environmental Protection Authority

Environmental impact assessment process timelines 

Date Progress stages Time 
(weeks) 

13/07/2016 EPA decides to assess – level of assessment set 

25/10/2016 EPA approved Environmental Scoping Document 15 

29/01/2019 EPA accepted Environmental Review Document 117 

04/02/2019 Environmental Review Document released for public 
review 

1 

18/03/2019 Public review period for Environmental Review Document 
closed 

6 

12/09/2019 EPA accepted Proponent Response to Submissions 25 

24/10/2019 EPA completed its assessment 6 

04/12/2019 EPA provided report to the Minister for Environment 6 

09/12/2019 EPA report published 3 days 

23/12/2019 Close of appeals period 2 

Timelines for an assessment may vary according to the complexity of the proposal 
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provide a report to the Minister. 
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Summary 

The Lake Disappointment Potash Project (the proposal) was referred to the 
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) by Reward Minerals Ltd on 13 June 2016. 

Reward Minerals Ltd proposes to produce sulfate of potash from potassium-rich 
brine abstracted from the sediments of the Lake Disappointment playa, located 
approximately 320 kilometres east of the town of Newman, Western Australia, in the 
Little Sandy Desert Region. 

On 18 July 2016, the EPA published its decision to assess the proposal and set the 
level of assessment at Public Environmental Review with a public review period of 
six weeks. The EPA approved the Environmental Scoping Document for the 
proposal on 25 October 2016. The Environmental Review Document was released 
for public review from 4 February 2019 to 18 March 2019. 

The EPA has concluded that the proposal may be implemented, subject to 
conditions (Appendix 4) which include environmental management plans and offsets 
for the clearing of vegetation within the Chichester and Fortescue lnterim 
Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia (IBRA) subregions. 
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1. Introduction 

This report provides the advice and recommendations of the Environmental 
Protection Authority (EPA) to the Minister for Environment on the outcomes of the 
EPA’s environmental impact assessment of the Lake Disappointment Potash Project 
(the proposal). The proponent is Reward Minerals Ltd. The proposal is to extract 
potassium-rich brines from sediments of the Lake Disappointment playa and use 
solar evaporation of the brine to produce potassium sulfate (potash) (SOP).    
 
The EPA has prepared this report in accordance with section (s.) 44 of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act). This section of the EP Act requires the 
EPA to 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:  

 what the EPA considers to be the key environmental factors identified during 
the assessment 

 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 proponent referred the proposal to the EPA on 13 June 2016. On 18 July 2016 
the EPA published its decision to assess the proposal and set the level of 
assessment at Public Environmental Review with a public review period of six 
weeks. The EPA approved the Environmental Scoping Document for the proposal on 
25 October 2016. The Environmental Review Document was released for public 
review from 4 February 2019 to 18 March 2019. 
 

1.1 EPA procedures  

The EPA introduced a new suite of environmental impact assessment procedures on 
13 December 2016. The EPA approved the Environmental Scoping Document for 
the proposal under the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) 
Administrative Procedures 2012.  
 
The EPA followed the procedures in the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV 
Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative Procedures 2012, Environmental Impact 
Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative Procedures 2016 and the 
Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Procedures Manual 
2016, to the extent that it was appropriate and practicable. The EPA consulted the 
proponent on the application of the current procedures to its assessment of the 
proposal. 
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1.2 Commonwealth assessment 

The proposal was determined to be a controlled action by a delegate of the 
Commonwealth Minister for the Environment under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 on 23 May 2018 as it will, or is likely to have, a 
significant impact on the following Matters of National Environmental Significance: 

 Migratory species. 
 
The Department of the Environment and Energy has elected to conduct a separate 
assessment of the proposal, rather than assess it as an accredited assessment 
between the Commonwealth and Western Australian governments.  
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2. The proposal 

2.1 Proposal summary 

The proponent, Reward Minerals Ltd, proposes to produce sulfate of potash from 
potassium-rich brine abstracted from the sediments of the Lake Disappointment 
playa, located approximately 320 kilometres (km) east of the town of Newman, 
Western Australia, in the Little Sandy Desert Region (Figure 1). 
 
A network of benched trenches up to six metres (m) deep will be installed across the 
playa surface to collect brine. The brine will drain by gravity into the trenches and 
then flow into a main feed canal, from where it will flow 20 km to the evaporation 
ponds at a rate of around 2,000 litres per second (approximately 63 gigalitres per 
annum (GL/a)). Approximately 133 km of trenches will be required to provide the 
volumes of brine required to produce eight million tonnes of sulfate of potash over 
the 20-year project life (Figure 2). Brine from the collector trenches is directed to a 
series of shallow ponds where it will be concentrated by solar evaporation.  
 
The resulting sulfate of potash product will be transported by road to Newman, then 
to Port Hedland for export, or to Perth or Geraldton for domestic use. By the third 
year of operations (full production), approximately 1,200 tonnes per day of product 
will be produced on average. The number of truck shipments per day will range 
between 15 and 20 (in one direction) all year round, weather permitting. 
 
The main by-products arising from potash manufacture are halite (sodium chloride 
salt) and a high magnesium brine. Halite will precipitate from the brine and be 
deposited in the halite ponds. From about the sixth year of operations, it will be 
necessary to harvest halite from the ponds to maintain the evaporation capacity. 
Halite will be stockpiled on the playa surface in stacks up to 13.4 m high and to a 
maximum extent at project completion of 2,000 hectares (ha). The halite stockpiles 
will remain post-closure and gradually reintegrate into the playa via rainfall infiltration 
over a period of 250 years. 
 
Support infrastructure 

The following infrastructure will be required for the proposal: 

 upgrades to existing tracks 

 accommodation village 

 airstrip 

 operations centre comprising administration offices, workshops, power station, 
fuel farm, water treatment facility, laboratory, stockpile areas and general 
laydown compounds. 

 
Road upgrades 

Movements of vehicles, people and materials, including potash product, will 
generally follow routes defined by the existing Willjabu Track and Talawana Track. 
The total footprint for the combined Talawana and Willjabu access routes is about 
406 ha, which includes 180 ha that is already cleared for the existing tracks. 
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The key characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Tables 1 and 2 below. A 
detailed description of the proposal is provided in section 2 of the Environmental 
Review Document (Reward Minerals Ltd 2019a). 
 
Table 1: Summary of the proposal 

Proposal title Lake Disappointment Potash Project 

Short 
description 

The proposal is to abstract potassium-rich brine from sediments 
associated with Lake Disappointment to produce sulfate of 
potash by means of solar evaporation of harvested salts, 
followed by a washing step to remove impurities.  

The proposal includes the construction and use of associated 
mine infrastructure (evaporation ponds, water supply borefield, 
processing plant, offices, workshop, accommodation and roads). 
Waste salt will be stored in stockpiles on the Lake 
Disappointment playa. The resulting potash product would be 
transported by road to Newman, and then to regional centres for 
sale and/or export. 

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

Element Location Proposed extent 

Physical elements 

Mine and associated 
infrastructure 

Figure 2 Disturbance of up to 7,776 ha of which 
410 ha is vegetated, with the remaining 
land forming part of the playa surface of 
Lake Disappointment. 

Rehabilitation and 
decommissioning 

 Approximately 5,763 ha of disturbed 
land would be rehabilitated. The 
remaining disturbed land (2,013 ha) 
would remain as halite stockpiles. 

Operational elements 

Brine abstraction  Up to 63 GL/a (average annual brine 
abstraction) from shallow trenches over 
a period of 20 years. 

Fresh to brackish 
groundwater abstraction 
(for ore processing and 
operational purposes) 

 Up to 3.4 GL/a over a period of 20 years. 

Potash production  Production and transport of up to 
400,000 tpa of potassium sulfate 
(potash) salt over a period of 20 years. 
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Figure 1: Proposal location 
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Figure 2: On playa infrastructure – indicative layout 
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Figure 3: Off-playa infrastructure (not including Talawana Track upgrade) 
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2.2 Context 

Using the lnterim Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia (IBRA) (Thackway and 
Cresswell 1995, as updated (IBRA7)), Lake Disappointment, and the majority of the 
proposal development envelope, lies within the Trainor subregion of the Little Sandy 
Desert IBRA Region. The proposed transport route extends north into the Rudall 
subregion of the Little Sandy Desert IBRA Region, and west into the Chichester and 
Fortescue subregions of the Pilbara IBRA Region. 
 
Lake Disappointment lies within the Shires of East Pilbara and Meekatharra. All 
support infrastructure for the proposal will be within the Shire of East Pilbara. 
 
The climate in the proposal area is arid, with hot summers and mild winters. Average 
annual rainfall is in the order of 371 mm (millimetres), with most rainfall occurring 
during the summer months (December through March). The annual average 
evaporation rate exceeds 4,000 mm, and evaporation significantly exceeds rainfall in 
every month. The region occasionally experiences intense cyclonic rainfall events.  
 
Land tenure within the area is predominantly held by Aboriginal Traditional Owners, 
with nearly all of the proposal area within the determined Native Title claim area held 
by the Martu People. The proponent has entered into an Indigenous Land Use 
Agreement with the Martu People that sets out the terms and conditions of 
development of the Lake Disappointment proposal from the Martu perspective. 
There is limited pastoral leasehold in the region. At the time of the most recent 
comprehensive rangelands survey in 2008, it was estimated that only two per cent of 
the Little Sandy Desert bioregion is grazed, with land mainly being used for 
Aboriginal purposes and ecosystem services. Less than 0.05 per cent of the Shire of 
East Pilbara is affected by mining disturbance. 
 
 
 
 
   



Lake Disappointment Potash Project 

 

9  Environmental Protection Authority

3. Consultation 

The EPA advertised the referral information for the proposal for public comment in 
June and July 2016 and received six submissions. Three submissions requested 
‘Assess – Assessment on Proponent Information category B’ (environmentally 
unacceptable) and three submissions requested ‘Assess – Public Environmental 
Review’. 
 
The proponent consulted with government agencies and key stakeholders during the 
preparation of the Environmental Review Document (ERD). The issues raised and 
the proponent’s response are detailed in Appendix C of the proponent’s ERD 
(Reward Minerals 2019a).   
 
Five agency submissions and 141 public submissions were received during the 
public review period. The key issues raised relate to:  

 Flora and Vegetation  

 Terrestrial Fauna 

 Subterranean Fauna 

 Inland Waters 

 Social Surroundings. 
 
The proponent addressed the issues raised in the Lake Disappointment Potash 
Project - Response to Public Comments document (Reward Minerals 2019b), and in 
a further response to agency submissions provided to the EPA on 10 September 
2019.   
 
The EPA considers that the consultation process has been appropriate and that 
reasonable steps have been taken to inform the community and stakeholders about 
the proposed development. The EPA acknowledges the significant interest of 
members of the public and community organisations which submitted numerous 
helpful pieces of information regarding the birdlife and other fauna that use Lake 
Disappointment. The significant environmental issues identified from this process 
were considered by the EPA during its assessment of the proposal.   
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4. Key environmental factors 

In undertaking its assessment of this proposal and preparing this report, the EPA 
had regard for the object and principles contained in s. 4A of the EP Act to the extent 
relevant to the particular matters that were considered. 
 
The EPA considered the following information during its assessment: 

 the proponent’s referral information and ERD 

 public comments received on the referral, stakeholder comments received 
during the preparation of the proponent’s documentation 

 the proponent’s response to submissions  

 information gathered during a site visit 

 the EPA’s own inquiries 

 the EPA’s Statement of Environmental Principles, Factors and Objectives  

 the relevant principles, policy and guidance referred to in the assessment of 
each key environmental factor in sections 4.1 to 4.5. 

 
The Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) identified the preliminary key 
environmental factors as Flora and Vegetation, Subterranean Fauna, Terrestrial 
Fauna, Hydrological Processes, Inland Waters Environmental Quality, Heritage, 
Rehabilitation and Decommissioning (Integrating Factor) and Offsets (Integrating 
Factor). In accordance with the Statement of Environmental Principles Factors and 
Objectives (EPA 2018b), Heritage is now termed Social Surroundings, Hydrological 
Processes and Inland Waters Environmental Quality are now addressed under the 
one factor of Inland Waters, and Rehabilitation and Decommissioning and Offsets 
are considered within each factor and not as stand-alone factors.  
 
The ESD also required Amenity and Landforms to be addressed as ‘other factors’ in 
the ERD. The EPA considers these have been adequately addressed within the 
Social Surroundings key environmental factor. 
 
Having regard to the above information, the EPA identified the following key 
environmental factors during the course of its assessment of the proposal:  

 Terrestrial Fauna – direct disturbance of habitat known to be used by 
conservation significant fauna species, and potential indirect impacts to 
conservation significant fauna species. 

 Subterranean Fauna – groundwater drawdown in aquifers known to contain 
stygofauna species. 

 Flora and Vegetation – direct and indirect disturbance of native vegetation. 

 Inland Waters – potential impact to surface and groundwater hydrology. 

 Social Surroundings – potential impacts to areas of cultural significance. 
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The EPA considered other environmental factors during the course of its assessment 
of the proposal. Appendix 3 contains an evaluation of why these other environmental 
factors were not identified as key environmental factors. 
 
Having regard to the EP Act principles, the EPA considered that the following 
principles were particularly relevant to its assessment of the proposal: 

1. The precautionary principle – the EPA notes that the proposal could have a 
significant impact on fauna species, and has recommended conditions to 
ensure potential impacts are avoided and/or minimised. 

2. The principle of intergenerational equity – the EPA notes that the 
proponent has identified measures to avoid or minimise impacts. The EPA 
has considered these measures during its assessment and has concluded the 
proposal can be managed to maintain the environment for the benefit of future 
generations. 

3. The principle of the conservation of biological diversity and ecological 
integrity – the EPA has concluded that provided the recommended 
conditions are imposed on the proposal, the proposal would not compromise 
biological diversity or ecological integrity. 

4. Principles relating to improved valuation, pricing and incentive 
mechanisms – the proponent would bear the cost relating to waste and 
pollution, including avoidance, containment, decommissioning, rehabilitation 
and closure. 

5. The principles of waste minimisation – the EPA notes that the proponent 
proposes to minimise the generation of waste and its discharge into the 
environment by adopting the waste hierarchy of avoid, reduce, reuse, recycle, 
recover, treat, and disposal.   

 
Appendix 2 provides a summary of the principles and how the EPA considered these 
principles in its assessment.  
 
The EPA’s assessment of the proposal’s impacts on the key environmental factors is 
provided in sections 4.1 to 4.5. These sections outline whether or not the EPA 
considers that the impacts on each factor are manageable. Section 6 provides the 
EPA’s conclusion as to whether or not the proposal as a whole may be implemented. 
 

Changes to EPA environmental policy and guidance  

The EPA introduced a new suite of environmental guidance for environmental impact 
assessment (EIA) on 13 December 2016. This replaced EPA policy and guidance 
current at the time of referral and approval of the ESD. 
 
In its assessment of the proposal, the EPA considered and gave due regard to, 
where relevant, its current EIA policy and guidance documents, unless otherwise 
stated. The EPA consulted the proponent on the application of the current EIA policy 
and guidance documents relevant to its environmental review and the EPA’s 
assessment of the proposal. 
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4.1 Terrestrial Fauna 

EPA objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to protect terrestrial fauna so that 
biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained.   
 

Relevant policy and guidance 

The EPA considers that the following current environmental policy and guidance is 
relevant to its assessment of the proposal for this factor: 

 Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Fauna (EPA 2016d) 

 Technical Guidance – Sampling Methods for Terrestrial Vertebrate Fauna 
(EPA 2016g). 

 
The EIA considerations for this factor are outlined in Environmental Factor Guideline 
– Terrestrial Fauna (EPA 2016d).  
 
In addition to the relevant current policy and guidance above, the EPA also had 
regard to the Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans (DMP and EPA 2015).  
 

EPA assessment 

Based on vegetation and landform characteristics, seven main terrestrial vertebrate 
habitat types have been defined in the proposal area. The dominant habitat type 
within the disturbance footprint (379 ha or about 80 per cent of the vegetated land) is 
described as ‘swales and dune crests with shrubs over spinifex with few or no trees’.  
 
Conservation significant fauna 

Vertebrates 
The following conservation significant fauna species have been recorded in or near 
the development envelope: 

 Night parrot (Pezoporus occidentalis) – Critically Endangered (WA). 
Not sighted but calls identified in targeted surveys using acoustic recorders. 

 Greater bilby (Macrotis lagotis) – Vulnerable. 
Not directly observed and no evidence of diggings, burrows or scats found in 
fauna surveys. Martu Traditional Owners reported sightings within the wider 
Lake Disappointment region. 

 Lake Disappointment dragon (Ctenophorus nguyarna) – Priority 1. 
Observed directly and through secondary evidence (burrows) at various 
locations around the Lake Disappointment shore line within samphire habitat. 

 Lake Disappointment ground gecko (Diplodactylus fulleri) – Priority 1. 
Observed directly (trapped) within samphire habitat. 

 Unpatterned robust lerista (Lerista macropisthopus remota) – Priority 2. 
Four individuals captured within sand dunes north of Lake Disappointment. 
These observations represent a significant eastward expansion of known 
records of the species. 
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 Northern marsupial mole (Notoryctes caurinus) – Priority 4. 
Not directly observed but multiple records of tracks and tunnels. Martu 
Traditional Owners confirm presence in Lake Disappointment area.  

 Princess parrot (Polytellis alexandrae) – Priority 4. 
A single flock observed flying overhead during a fauna survey. Likely only 
infrequent visitors in the proposal area due to the lack of large trees they 
require for roosting and nesting. 

 
Conservation significant species that were not recorded in the development 
envelope during baseline investigations, but are considered likely to occur in the 
locality, include: 

 Great desert skink (Liopholis kintorei) – Vulnerable. 

 Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) – Other Specially Protected. 

 Brush-tailed mulgara (Dasycercus blythi) – Priority 4. 
No direct or secondary evidence through baseline and targeted fauna 
surveys, but Martu (Kanyirninpa Jukurrpa) observers report seeing mulgara in 
the wider Lake Disappointment region. 

 
Night parrot 
Targeted acoustic surveys for night parrot were carried out between June 2017 and 
July 2019 within and near the Lake Disappointment development envelope (15 
surveys totalling 616 recording nights). The recordings were compared with known 
night parrot reference calls, and calls of the pallid cuckoo which has a similar call. 
The results indicate that on some survey occasions between June 2017 and August 
2018 there were night parrots foraging across one of the study areas. To date no 
calls or call patterns have been identified that would suggest the presence of diurnal 
roosts. The results are consistent with the presence of a small number of birds in the 
district, probably year-round, since June 2017. However, since September 2018 no 
calls have been detected that can be classified as night parrot with a high degree of 
confidence (Bat Call WA 2019). 
 
Waterbirds 
The results of a baseline survey during an exceptionally large flooding event in early 
2017, which is likely to have shown maximal waterbird use of Lake Disappointment 
in the following months, showed that six waterbird species bred on the main saline 
playa in March 2017 (Bennelongia 2017). Banded stilt accounted for 99 per cent of 
nesting activity, although there was also significant breeding by red-necked avocet, 
gull-billed tern and grey teal. The gull-billed tern is listed under Schedule 5 of the 
Wildlife Conservation Act 2016 (Migratory Birds protected under an international 
agreement). Although not specifically protected under legislation, the banded stilt is 
considered of conservation significance for this proposal due to the importance of 
Lake Disappointment as a breeding site. 
 
Invertebrates 
Surveys of Lake Disappointment and the surrounding clay pans identified 18 new 
species of aquatic invertebrate only known from the Lake Disappointment area. All 
species were found outside the development envelope, with the surrounding clay 
pans displaying far more species richness than the lake itself. As the potential 
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hydrological changes to surface water will be restricted to the lake playa, the EPA is 
satisfied the conservation status of these species is unlikely to be affected by the 
proposal. 
 
No confirmed Short Range Endemic (SRE) terrestrial invertebrates were identified in 
the fauna surveys, however five species were considered potential SRE species 
based on the fact that other members of the same genus are often recognised as 
SRE species. None of the species were collected from within the proposed 
disturbance area, and all were collected from sand dune habitat, which is 
widespread throughout the region. The EPA is satisfied the conservation status of 
these species is unlikely to be affected by the proposal. 
 
Fauna pest species 
The fauna surveys identified seven introduced vertebrate animal species (camel, cat, 
fox, house mouse, European cattle, rabbit and the Asian house gecko). 
 
Potential impacts 

The proposal requires 410 ha of direct disturbance of native vegetation, which 
includes habitat and potential habitat for conservation significant fauna species. 
 
There is also the potential for indirect impacts through: 

 vehicle strike 

 entrapment in trenches or ponds 

 habitat fragmentation 

 alteration of hydrological processes – changing water flow frequency, duration 
or extent, establishment of permanent water impoundments (evaporation 
ponds, process water ponds) 

 alteration of hydrological processes – effects on vegetation health/occurrence 
resulting from reduction in groundwater levels 

 anthropogenic activity – dust, noise, light and general disturbance 

 changed fire regimes – more frequent or less frequent fires 

 edge effects, affecting habitat and predation 

 introduction of or change to existing populations of introduced pest fauna 

 contamination of surface water and groundwater 

 attraction of fauna to new habitat areas (salt ponds) 

 weed invasion or introduction of pathogens. 
 
Given their conservation status and potential impacts of the proposal, the EPA gave 
particular attention to the night parrot and breeding waterbirds (banded stilt). 
 
Night parrot 
The night parrot is listed as Critically Endangered under the Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 2016. There is limited knowledge of the ecological requirements of 
the species due to its cryptic nature, low population numbers and remote habitat. 
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Recent information indicates the night parrot’s preferred habitat is Triodia (spinifex) 
grasslands, chenopod shrublands, shrubby samphire and floristically diverse habitats 
dominated by large-seeded species. The night parrot nests under Triodia, and is 
thought to be relatively sedentary with a low flying habit and chiefly active at night. 
 
Direct disturbance of habitat is likely not significant in comparison to the extent 
remaining in the region, however there is potential for indirect impacts such as 
vehicle strike. The proposal includes upgrades of existing tracks and will result in a 
significant increase in traffic through confirmed and potential night parrot habitat. 
 
Waterbirds  
Lake Disappointment is one of a number of arid-zone wetlands that provide 
important breeding habitat for the banded stilt (the key others being Lake Torrens 
and Lake Eyre North in South Australia and Lakes Barlee, Ballard and Marmion in 
Western Australia). The March 2017 survey (Bennelongia 2017) recorded 94,046 
adult banded stilts, 49,321 nests on 10 islands, and 7,388 chicks on the main playa. 
These numbers represent between 25–46 per cent of the entire species’ population, 
and a failed breeding event due to impacts from the proposal could have a 
potentially significant impact on the species as a whole. 
 
Banded stilts require an ephemerally flooded, hypersaline wetland to provide 
abundant brine shrimp and ostracod food sources. Major breeding events depend on 
suitable rainfall occurring at one of the above-mentioned lakes, and mostly occur at 
intervals of between one and three times per decade. Lake Disappointment is 
thought to be especially suitable as a breeding site as the islands formed in the lake 
during a flooding event provide protection from predators. 
 
The major threats to banded stilt breeding success centre around water persistence, 
water depth, water quality and predation. A flooding period of more than 80 days is 
thought to be necessary for a successful breeding event, to ensure the food source 
is available for sufficient time, and to prevent predators from accessing the nesting 
islands. Breeding events under natural conditions are not always successful as the 
birds begin breeding in flooding events that do not last the required time, resulting in 
high chick mortality. 
 
Predation by silver gulls has caused breeding failure at other sites. Silver gulls were 
observed at Lake Disappointment during the 2017 breeding event, but there were 
too few to affect the large banded stilt colonies. Establishment of silver gulls around 
project infrastructure and fresh water supplies would increase the threat to banded 
stilt breeding success. 
 
Reptiles 
The Lake Disappointment ground gecko and Lake Disappointment dragon are likely 
short-range endemic reptile species and are currently only known from Lake 
Disappointment. Both species inhabit the narrow samphire habitat that fringes the 
playa. Samphire habitat may be impacted indirectly through changes in surface and 
groundwater hydrology. Due to the large amount of samphire habitat surrounding 
Lake Disappointment that will not be impacted by the proposal, and the proposed 
implementation condition requiring monitoring and management of Tecticornia-
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dominated riparian vegetation, the EPA is satisfied the conservation status of these 
species is unlikely to be impacted by the proposal. 
 
Mitigation and management 

For Terrestrial Fauna, the proponent has proposed mitigation and management 
measures including: 

 where practicable, siting project infrastructure on existing cleared areas or 
areas devoid of vegetation 

 adopting designs and operational practices (such as stacking of halite) to 
minimise the overall project disturbance footprint 

 conducting pre-clearing inspections of proposed disturbance areas to check 
for the possible presence of nests, burrows and conservation-significant fauna 

 implementing feral animal control programs to reduce predation and 
competition pressures that threaten native fauna. 

 
For breeding waterbirds, the proponent has identified the key concern is to minimise 
changes in playa surface hydrology, and proposed mitigation measures including: 

 a network of pipes and culverts to enable incoming flood waters to pass 
through the bunded drainage channel system 

 no on-playa infrastructure to be sited within 200 m of any island 

 two yearly reviews and updates of hydrological modelling 

 on-playa operations to cease following major rainfall events (greater than 150 
mm in under a week) 

 management controls to prevent feral animal and silver gull access to food 
waste from the camp. Netting or other bird deterrents will be provided to limit 
silver gull access to fresh water sources in the project operations area.  

 
The EPA is satisfied that direct impacts to Terrestrial Fauna as a result of the 
proposal will not be significant, due to the design of the proposal, the mitigation 
measures proposed by the proponent, and the minimal disturbance required for the 
proposal in comparison to the remaining habitat in the region. 
 
The EPA considers there is still some uncertainty regarding indirect impacts to 
Terrestrial Fauna due to the current lack of knowledge of night parrot ecology, and 
uncertainty in predicting the effects of proposal infrastructure on surface water 
hydrology and consequently waterbird (banded stilt) breeding success. The EPA 
notes the proponent’s commitment to ongoing surveys and investigations to increase 
knowledge in these areas.  
 
Due to the conservation significance of the Terrestrial Fauna likely to be impacted by 
the proposal, and the importance of Lake Disappointment as a breeding site for 
waterbirds, the EPA considers it appropriate to set a condition on the proposal 
requiring monitoring and management with the objective of avoiding and minimising 
impacts to Terrestrial Fauna.  
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Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to the: 

 Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Fauna (EPA 2016d) 

 Technical Guidance – Sampling Methods for Terrestrial Vertebrate Fauna 
(EPA 2016g) 

 fauna surveys and investigations conducted by the proponent 

 area of habitat proposed to be impacted 

 mitigation measures proposed by the proponent. 
 
The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and 
environmental objective for Terrestrial Fauna that the impacts to this factor are 
manageable and would no longer be significant, provided there is: 

 control through authorised extent in Schedule 1 of the Recommended 
Environmental Conditions 

 the implementation of measures to manage potential impacts through the 
preparation, submission and implementation of a management plan, the 
objective of which is to avoid and minimise impacts to night parrots, breeding 
waterbirds and other conservation significant fauna (condition 7). 

 
In addition to the recommended implementation conditions, the EPA notes that there 
is a requirement for the proponent to submit a mine closure plan to the Department 
of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety under the Mining Act 1978, and this plan 
would need to be reviewed and updated every three years. 
 
The EPA also notes the proposal is being assessed under the Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 because of potential impacts to 
migratory birds, and any approval under this Act will likely include conditions relating 
to migratory birds. 

4.2 Inland Waters  

EPA objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain the hydrological 
regimes and quality of groundwater and surface water so that environmental values 
are protected. 

Relevant policy and guidance 

The EPA considers that the following current environmental policy and guidance is 
relevant to its assessment of the proposal for this factor: 

 Environmental Factor Guideline – Inland Waters (EPA 2018a). 
 
The considerations for EIA for this factor are outlined in Environmental Factor 
Guideline – Inland Waters (EPA 2018a). 
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In addition to the relevant current policy and guidance above, the EPA also had 
regard to the Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans (DMP and EPA 2015).  
 

EPA assessment 

Lake Disappointment is the terminus of the southern portion of the larger Sandy 
Desert Basin catchment. The main surface water features that drain to the lake are 
Savory Creek from the west, an unnamed drainage system from the south-east, and 
local runoff from the escarpment to the east of the lake. McKay Creek, an ephemeral 
creekline arising in the McKay Range, runs from west to east, discharging seasonally 
into a delta approximately 23 km north of the Lake Disappointment playa. There is 
no evidence of hydraulic connection between McKay Creek and the Lake 
Disappointment Playa. 
 
The Lake Disappointment/Savory Creek System (WA052) is currently listed on the 
Directory of Important Wetlands in Australia under the following criteria: 

1) it is a good example of a wetland type occurring within a biogeographic region 
in Australia 

2) it is a wetland which is important as the habitat for animal taxa at a vulnerable 
stage in their life cycles, or provides a refuge when adverse conditions such as 
drought prevail. 

 
In 1975 the EPA recommended the southern end of Lake Disappointment be 
declared as a Class A reserve for the purpose of Conservation of Flora and Fauna 
and Aboriginal Anthropological sites (EPA 1975). Part of the proposed brine trench 
network extends into the proposed reserve. The Department of Biodiversity, 
Conservation and Attractions was consulted regarding this proposal and did not raise 
any concerns in relation to the proposed reserve. 
 
Groundwater 

The depth to groundwater beneath the playa is very shallow, typically in the order of 
0–0.5 m. The water level is relatively stable with fluctuations over the annual cycle in 
the order of 0.5 m. During dry periods the groundwater levels remain relatively 
stable, but following a rainfall event can respond quickly and rise by up to 0.5 m. 
 
The subsurface stratigraphy at and surrounding Lake Disappointment comprises a 
variable thickness of Quaternary and Tertiary age transported material overlying 
older weathered Neoproterozoic sedimentary basement rock (sandstone, siltstone 
and shale). The hydrogeological setting is described in detail in the proponent’s ERD 
(Reward Minerals 2019). 
 
The proposal includes abstraction of fresh-to-brackish water from the Cory borefield, 
which targets the Gunyana sandstone fractured rock aquifer, and the Northern 
Borefield which targets the deeper units of the Tertiary sequence of sands, clays and 
sandy clays above the basement rock. 
 
Potential impacts 

The establishment and use of on-playa infrastructure (trenches, causeways, ponds, 
halite stockpiles) could alter flooding regimes in one or more of the following ways: 
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 Depth of flooding – the proposed ponds and other infrastructure will result in 
the lake losing some storage capacity, which could increase the flood levels 
resulting from storm events. 

 Distribution of wetting – the infrastructure, particularly the infiltration trenches, 
will impact the flow patterns on the playa surface. 

 Duration of wetting – establishment of ponds, stockpiles and other barriers to 
water movement could affect how long water ponds in a particular part of the 
playa. Abstraction of brine could also give rise to changes in shallow sediment 
hydrology, leading to reduction in duration of ponding following rainfall events. 

 Velocity of flow – the modification of flow patterns could cause localised 
changes in the rate of water flow, causing erosion or sediment deposition. 

 
Increased ponding 
The proposed evaporation pond infrastructure will cover approximately 3.5 per cent 
of the total playa area. Flood modelling has been conducted to evaluate whether the 
ponds and other on-playa infrastructure could result in greater flooding depths due to 
restriction of surface water flows, as greater flooding depths could potentially impact 
on riparian vegetation intolerant of submergence. The modelling indicated the 
increase in ponding depth would be in the order of 10 mm for a 1-in-500 year flood. 
Given the average daily evaporation rates in the Lake Disappointment area typically 
range between 5 mm/day and 11 mm/day, the EPA is satisfied that it is unlikely the 
predicted increase in ponding depth would persist long enough to significantly impact 
riparian vegetation health. 
 
Reduction in ponding duration/extent 
Brine extraction from trenches will cause localised reduction in the depth of the 
groundwater table over parts of the playa and could potentially lead to increased 
infiltration of water that would normally pond on the playa surface. If this resulted in a 
reduction in the extent or duration of ponding it could potentially impact on waterbirds 
such as the banded stilt that rely on a minimum flooding period for breeding success. 
The extent and duration of ponding is important to the birds for providing a food 
source and a physical barrier to prevent predation of their nests on the islands on the 
lake playa. A minimum surface water persistence of more than 80 days with a water 
depth greater than 10 centimetres is necessary to support a recruitment event.  
 
Potential impacts to surface water quality include sediment mobilisation resulting in 
increased turbidity, oxidation of shallow sediments resulting in acidification and 
mobilisation of metals, discharge of salt to playa from brine ponds and salt 
stockpiles, contamination from hydrocarbon or chemical spills. 
 
The proposal includes placement of salt into stacks on the playa surface. At 
maximum extent, the salt stacks will occupy an area of up to 2,013 ha. Rainfall runoff 
from the salt stack will be directed to the low point in the salt stack area and then 
flow out onto the lake surface through a permeable zone in the containment bund.  
 
The abstraction of groundwater has the potential for impacts as discussed in the 
Subterranean Fauna and Flora and Vegetation, key environmental factors. Potential 
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impacts to groundwater quality include contamination from hydrocarbon or chemical 
spills, septic waste or leachate of domestic landfill waste. 
 
Management and mitigation 

Proposed measures to maintain surface water hydrology include: 

 floodways or corridors through and around the pond system so that surface 
water running off the north-west playa shoreline zone can migrate unimpeded 
to the central pond channel 

 2,000 m floodway design (gap) in the linear trench system to accommodate 
substantial stream flow from Savory Creek feeding into the central pond 
channel 

 surface (including optional submerged) culverts throughout all trench 
embankments to enable the steady migration of water captured in between 
embankments (which would otherwise contribute to dam effects) towards the 
central pond channel.  

 
At closure, causeways will be removed and brine trenches will be backfilled. The 
evaporation ponds and halite stockpiles will remain on the playa, with drainage 
diversions retained around these structures to maintain surface water flow. Pond 
embankments will be breached to allow rainfall to flow from the pond surface to 
natural flow paths on the playa. Off-playa disturbance will be rehabilitated at closure. 
 
The EPA is satisfied that the proponent has conducted sufficient hydrological 
investigations to inform the management of Inland Waters. However, the EPA 
considers there is still some uncertainty regarding the potential impacts of changes 
in surface water hydrology, and has recommended conditions be set on the proposal 
that will ensure impacts to waterbirds and Tecticornia-dominated riparian vegetation 
are avoided and minimised. The EPA’s recommended conditions will require the 
proponent to develop and implement management plans, including trigger and 
threshold criteria, to monitor and evaluate the effects of the proposal and ensure the 
impacts are not greater than predicted. 

Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to the: 

 Environmental Factor Guideline – Inland Waters (EPA 2018a) 

 hydrological investigations conducted 

 mitigation and management measure proposed by the proponent to avoid 
impacts to hydrological processes. 

 
The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and 
environmental objective for Inland Waters that the impacts to this factor are 
manageable and would no longer be significant, provided there is: 

 control through authorised extent in schedule 1 of the Recommended 
Environmental Conditions (Appendix 4) 



Lake Disappointment Potash Project 

 

21  Environmental Protection Authority

 implementation of measures to avoid and minimise impacts to waterbirds 
through the preparation and implementation of an Environmental 
Management Plan (condition 7) 

 implementation of measures to avoid and minimise impacts to Tecticornia-
dominated riparian vegetation through the preparation and implementation of 
an Environmental Management Plan (condition 8). 

4.3 Flora and Vegetation 

EPA objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to protect flora and vegetation so 
that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained.   
 

Relevant policy and guidance 

The EPA considers that the following current environmental policy and guidance is 
relevant to its assessment of the proposal for this factor: 

 Environmental Factor Guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016a) 

 Technical Guidance – Flora and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EPA 2016e). 

The considerations for EIA for this factor are outlined in Environmental Factor 
Guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016a).  
 
In addition to the relevant current policy and guidance above, the EPA also had 
regard to the Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans (DMP and EPA 2015).  
 

EPA assessment 

Flora and vegetation surveys identified 14 vegetation types located within six 
different landform types. Each of the vegetation types surveyed retains more than 99 
per cent of its original (pre-European) extent. 
 
The majority of the proposal infrastructure will be located on the non-vegetated 
playa. There will be up to 410 ha of direct disturbance to vegetated areas for the off-
playa infrastructure. 
 
Upgrades to the Talawana Track will require some clearing of ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ 
vegetation within the Chichester and Fortescue IBRA subegions. 
 

Vegetation 

No Threatened Ecological Communities or Priority Ecological Communities listed 
under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 were recorded within the development 
envelope or are expected to be affected by the proposal. 
 
Although not formally protected under legislation, two vegetation types were 
identified as being of conservation significance: 
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 Tecticornia-dominated vegetation fringing Lake Disappointment (heath of 
mixed Tecticornia species on salt lake edges). This vegetation type contains a 
Priority 1 flora species and three potentially new species identified during the 
flora surveys. 

 McKay Creek riparian vegetation (open low woodland of Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis/Corymbia species over mid-dense hummock grass of Triodia 
species in creeklines).  

 
The Tecticornia species’ surveys were not consistent with the EPA’s Technical 
Guidance – Flora and Vegetation Surveys for Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EPA 2016e). However, as there is no direct disturbance proposed, the EPA 
considers the information provided to be sufficient to assess the proposal. 

Flora 

The Priority 1 flora species Tecticornia sp. Sunshine Lake, and three potentially new 
species Tecticornia sp. Nov. A, Tecticornia sp. Nov. B, and Tecticornia aff. 
Calyptrata, have been identified within the development envelope, but not within the 
proposed disturbance footprint.  
 
One introduced species, Cenchrus cilliaris (buffel grass), was identified in six 
vegetation types within the survey area. This species is not a Declared Plant under 
s. 22 of the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007, but is considered a 
threatening factor affecting vegetation condition in the proposal area. 
 
Potential impacts 

The proposal requires clearing of up to 410 ha of native vegetation. There is also the 
potential for indirect impacts through: 

 changes to surface water hydrology  

 groundwater abstraction 

 introduction of weeds 

 altered fire regimes 

 dust deposition. 
 
The predicted direct and indirect impacts of the proposal will not significantly reduce 
the pre-European extent of any of the vegetation associations.  
 
Tecticornia-dominated vegetation 
There is no proposed direct disturbance to any Tecticornia-dominated vegetation. 
There is potential for indirect impacts from altered hydrological regimes, such as 
changes in extent and duration of flooding, as discussed in section 4.1 of this report 
on Inland Waters.  
 
McKay Creek vegetation 
The vegetation associated with McKay Creek is likely to be reliant on periodic inflow 
of surface water along McKay Creek, which intermittently recharges the shallow 
unconfined sediments of the McKay Creek delta. It is possible that the large 
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Eucalyptus camaldulensis trees in this area are also accessing groundwater during 
drought conditions. The proposal includes direct disturbance of 33 ha of the total 628 
ha of the McKay Creek riparian vegetation through clearing for the Northern 
Borefield and haul road creek crossings. The proposed abstraction from the Northern 
Borefield has the potential for indirect impacts to this vegetation if groundwater 
drawdown affects the shallow unconfined aquifer. However, the borefield will target 
the deeper confined aquifer and the presence of a thick aquitard makes it unlikely 
there will be discernible groundwater responses in the shallow strata. 
 
Mitigation and management 

The proponent proposes to minimise direct impacts to vegetation by siting proposal 
infrastructure on existing disturbed areas and/or on unvegetated areas, to the extent 
that this is compatible with other environmental requirements (avoiding important 
habitat areas, avoiding flood zones, avoiding culturally significant areas).  
 
Tecticornia-dominated vegetation 
The proposed project layout avoids direct disturbance of Tecticornia-dominated 
vegetation. The brine trench network will be no closer than 200 m to the vegetated 
riparian zone as specified under the Indigenous Land Use Agreement. The brine 
abstraction network has been designed so that the whole of the system does not 
need to be drained simultaneously and parts of the network can be active or rested, 
as required. A network of shallow groundwater piezometers will be established and 
maintained to enable verification of groundwater responses to brine abstraction. 
 
McKay Creek vegetation 
The proponent has proposed monitoring of water levels in the shallow, unconfined 
alluvial aquifer associated with McKay Creek to ensure operation of the Northern 
Borefield does not impact this aquifer and consequently any vegetation associated 
with it. The EPA notes the Cory Borefield has no associated groundwater dependent 
vegetation, and would provide contingencies for operation. 
 
The EPA notes groundwater abstraction will also be subject to licence requirements 
including a Groundwater Operating Strategy under the Rights in Water and Irrigation 
Act 1914.  
 
The EPA considers the proposed management and mitigation measures to be 
appropriate. However, due to some uncertainty remaining regarding potential indirect 
impacts the EPA recommends a condition requiring monitoring and management 
with the objective of avoiding and minimising impacts to Tecticornia-dominated 
vegetation and the McKay Creek riparian vegetation. 
 
The EPA considers the proposed clearing of ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ vegetation within 
the Chichester and Fortescue IBRA subregions represents a significant residual risk 
due to its contribution to cumulative impacts in these Regions. This is addressed 
further under Offsets. 
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Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to the: 

 Environmental Factor Guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016a) 

 flora and vegetation investigations conducted 

 mitigation and management measures proposed by the proponent to avoid 
impacts to flora and vegetation, including the siting of infrastructure and 
proposed monitoring. 

 
The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and 
environmental objective for Flora and Vegetation that the impacts to this factor are 
manageable and would no longer be significant, provided there is: 

 control through authorised extent in schedule 1 of the Recommended 
Environmental Conditions (Appendix 4) 

 implementation of measures to avoid and minimise impacts to riparian 
vegetation and groundwater dependent vegetation through the preparation 
and implementation of an Environmental Management Plan (condition 8) 

 implementation of offsets (see section 5 and condition 10 ) to counterbalance 
the significant residual impacts of clearing native vegetation in ‘good to 
excellent’ condition within the Chichester and Fortescue IBRA subregions. 

4.4 Subterranean Fauna 

EPA objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to protect subterranean fauna so 
that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained.   
 

Relevant policy and guidance 

The EPA considers that the following current environmental policy and guidance is 
relevant to its assessment of the proposal for this factor: 

 Environmental Factor Guideline – Subterranean Fauna (EPA 2016c) 

 Technical Guidance – Subterranean Fauna Survey (EPA 2016h) 

 Technical Guidance – Sampling Methods for Subterranean Fauna (EPA 
2016f). 

 
The considerations for EIA for this factor are outlined in Environmental Factor 
Guideline – Subterranean Fauna (EPA 2016c).  
 
In addition to the relevant current policy and guidance above, the EPA also had 
regard to the Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans (DMP and EPA 2015).  
 

EPA assessment 

Potential subterranean fauna habitats in the vicinity of Lake Disappointment include 
shallow, unconfined alluvial and colluvial sediments, unconfined fractured sandstone 
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systems and confined fractured rock aquifers. The sediments beneath the Lake 
Disappointment playa are generally considered unsuitable to support subterranean 
fauna because the depth to groundwater is too shallow to provide suitable habitat for 
troglofauna, groundwater salinity is above the range normally tolerated by 
stygofauna and playa sediments lack fissures and voids typically associated with 
stygofauna habitat. 
 
The proposal includes the abstraction of brackish groundwater from the Cory and 
Northern Borefields to the north of Lake Disappointment. The Cory Borefield will 
target Gunyana Sandstone fractured rock aquifer. The Northern Borefield will target 
a confined aquifer comprising a sequence of Tertiary age sands, clays and sandy 
clays overlying the Proterozoic rock basement. Groundwater will be drawn from a 
nominal depth of approximately 75–100 m below the ground surface. Stygofauna 
have been collected from both borefields.  
 
Potential impacts – Stygofauna 

Potential impacts to stygofauna are loss of habitat, mortality of individuals and 
alterations to habitat due to groundwater abstraction and associated drawdown. 
There will be no physical disturbance (excavation) to subterranean habitats.  
 
Cory Borefield 
The subterranean fauna investigations found the Cory Borefield to host a richer and 
more abundant stygofauna community than the Northern Borefield.  
 
Two species identified in the field surveys are known only from locations within the 
Cory Borefield or the area of predicted drawdown: 

 Atopobathynella sp. B27 

 Dussartstenocaris sp. B08. 
 

The proponent considers the actual distributions of both of these to be greater than 
shown by the field surveys because of the likely connectivity of available stygofauna 
habitat throughout the Gunanya Sandstone, and the locally extensive ranges of other 
stygofauna species recorded during survey. 
 
Northern Borefield 
Potential stygofauna habitat in the Northern Borefield consists of the upper aquifer in 
surficial alluvial and colluvial deposits, which likely extends beyond the proposed 
borefield in association with McKay Creek. 
 
Two species are known only from locations within the Northern Borefield or its 
predicted drawdown area: 

 Enchytraeidae sp. B18 (LD) 

 Enchytraeidae sp. B19. 
 

The proponent considers the actual distribution of these species is likely to be more 
widespread than indicated by surveys to date. The connectivity of suitable habitat 
outside the Northern Borefield has been demonstrated by both hydrogeology and 
ranges of other species. Further sampling would be likely to increase the known 
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ranges for these species. Enchytraeidae sp. B18 and Enchytraeidae sp. B19 are 
also probably better treated as amphibious species, rather than stygofauna, requiring 
only a very moist environment rather than an aquifer. Regardless of species ranges, 
there will be minimal drawdown in the upper aquifer. 
 
The EPA is satisfied the studies and surveys have been conducted in accordance 
with and meet the minimum standard of EPA guidance for subterranean fauna 
(Technical Guidance – Subterranean fauna survey, Technical Guidance – Sampling 
methods for subterranean fauna). The EPA notes however, that sampling effort was 
relatively low owing to the limited availability of bores throughout the study area and 
that the proposal area likely has a depauperate stygofauna assemblage with few 
species and specimens to provide evidence to adequately demonstrate habitat 
connectivity.  
 
Mitigation and management 

The proponent’s proposed mitigation and management measures include: 

 Screening of production bores in the Northern Borefield only in the deeper 
confined aquifer, to avoid producing groundwater drawdown in the more 
prospective shallow groundwater aquifer associated with McKay Creek. 

 Establishment of distributed production bore networks with some redundancy 
so that selected bores can be temporarily shut off if unacceptable drawdown 
effects become apparent during borefield operation. 

 Updating/recalibration of the groundwater models at least three-yearly, based 
on input of actual monitoring and abstraction data. This will allow comparison 
of predicted and actual groundwater drawdowns and will enable the 
stygofauna impact assessment to be updated. 

 
The EPA considers the proposed mitigation methods are appropriate, however due 
to some remaining uncertainty regarding habitat connectivity and the extent that 
abstraction from the Northern Borefield will impact on stygofauna habitat, the EPA 
considers it appropriate to set a condition on the proposal requiring monitoring and 
management with the objective of avoiding and minimising impacts to stygofauna. 
 

Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to the: 

 Environmental Factor Guideline – Subterranean Fauna (EPA 2016c) 

 subterranean fauna investigations conducted by the proponent 

 likely extent of stygofauna habitat within and outside the development 
envelope 

 mitigation measures proposed by the proponent. 
 
The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and 
environmental objective for Subterranean Fauna that the impacts to this factor are 
manageable and would no longer be significant, provided there is: 
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 control through authorised extent in Schedule 1 of the Recommended 
Environmental Conditions 

 the implementation of measures to manage potential impacts from 
groundwater abstraction through the preparation, submission and 
implementation of a subterranean fauna management plan, the objective of 
which is to minimise impacts to stygofauna habitat (condition 9). 

 
The recommended implementation condition requires the proponent to develop a 
management plan prior to abstraction of groundwater, with the objective of avoiding 
and minimising impacts to stygofauna and stygofauna habitat. 
 
The EPA notes that in addition to the recommended implementation conditions, 
abstraction of groundwater will also be subject to licence requirements under the 
Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914, including a Groundwater Operating Strategy 
and conditions including abstraction limits, the design of the monitoring well network, 
and a reporting regime. 
 
The EPA notes there is also a requirement for the proponent to submit a mine 
closure plan to the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety under the 
Mining Act 1978, and the mine closure plan would need to be reviewed and updated 
every three years. 

4.5 Social Surroundings 

EPA objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to protect social surroundings 
from significant harm. 

Relevant policy and guidance 

The EPA considers that the following current environmental policy and guidance is 
relevant to its assessment of the proposal for this factor: 

 Environmental Factor Guideline – Social Surroundings (2016b). 
 
The considerations for EIA for this factor are outlined in Environmental Factor 
Guideline – Social Surroundings (EPA 2016b).   
 

EPA assessment 

Aboriginal Culture and Heritage 

Lake Disappointment lies in the north-western part of the Western Desert Lands 
traditionally occupied by the Martu people. In addition to supporting customary uses 
such as foraging and hunting, parts of the Lake Disappointment area have significant 
spiritual/religious values for the Traditional Owners. Lake Disappointment itself and 
parts of the surrounding area are registered with the Department of Planning, Lands 
and Heritage (DPLH) as a ‘ceremonial/mythological’ site. The site is classified as a 
‘closed site’, meaning that specific information about the site and its heritage values 
is only available to, or with the express permission of, the original providers of the 
information or their descendants. 
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The most recent heritage assessment of the project area identified seven registered 
heritage sites, one site for which insufficient information is available to allow 
assessment and two sites for which information was lodged with the Department of 
Aboriginal Affairs (now the DPLH). All of the registered sites have ‘restricted access’ 
meaning that exact coordinates and details are not available and it is not known 
whether the sites are within the proposed disturbance area. Sites requiring clearance 
will be disclosed in conjunction with further heritage surveys. 
 
Other social and heritage values 

Lake Disappointment lies to the south and east of the Canning Stock Route, an 
historic pastoral route established in 1908 to support the movement of cattle from 
Halls Creek in the Kimberley to Wiluna in the northern Goldfields. No longer used for 
this purpose, the route has become a popular four wheel drive track with estimates 
of around 1100 recreational vehicles a year. 
 
The Canning Stock Route was classified by the National Trust in July 2000.  
At its nearest point, the Canning Stock route passes within approximately four km of 
the proposed on-playa facilities. 
 
Potential impacts 

The implementation of the proposal has the potential to impact social surroundings 
through: 

 allowing access to areas which under customary law have restricted access 

 causing ground disturbance to known or unknown Aboriginal heritage sites 

 limiting access to land required by Traditional Owners for customary purposes 

 visual impacts discernible to tourists and other travellers along the Canning 
Stock Route  

 introducing potential for conflict between mine traffic and tourists or other 
users of the Canning Stock Route (e.g. by Aboriginal rangers who manage 
and maintain the route). 

 
The proposed on-playa ponds and salt stockpiles are located in the north-western 
section of the Lake Disappointment playa. At maximum extent, the on-playa 
infrastructure will occupy an area of approximately 7,190 ha or slightly less than five 
per cent of the playa surface area. Most of the infrastructure is low to the ground, 
except the halite stockpiles which when constructed to full height of 13.4 m (after 20 
years of operations) will be visible to travellers on the Canning Stock Route over two 
sections of road, each approximately 5 km in length. The halite stockpiles will remain 
post-closure. 
 
Management and mitigation 

The proponent has entered into an Indigenous Land Use Agreement with the Martu 
Traditional Owners. The agreement emphasises the avoidance of culturally 
significant sites, and no project infrastructure will be located within heritage exclusion 
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areas such as the location where Savory Creek discharges into Lake 
Disappointment, and the islands on the Lake Disappointment playa. 
 
The proponent has proposed the following measures to avoid and minimise impact 
on Aboriginal heritage and cultural values: 

 where practicable, avoid culturally significant areas identified in consultation 
with Traditional Owners 

 formally recognise agreed exclusion areas through land use agreements 

 seek advice on heritage matters from Traditional Owners on an ongoing basis 
through the implementation of cultural heritage management plans 

 conduct targeted surveys of proposed disturbance areas before finalising 
infrastructure design 

 actively encourage Traditional Owners’ participation and input throughout the 
operating life of the project and in the post-closure period 

 where project activities cannot avoid heritage sites, seek formal consent to 
access/disturb the site under s. 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1971. 

 
The proposal will not make use of the Canning Stock Route. The proposed mine 
access road along the Willjabu Track will intersect the Canning Stock Route in two 
places, and the proponent has proposed measures to manage these intersections. 
There will be some visual impacts close to the Lake playa, and on limited sections of 
the Canning Stock Route. 

Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to the: 

 Environmental Factor Guideline – Social Surroundings (EPA 2016b) 

 heritage surveys conducted 

 mitigation and management measures proposed by the proponent to avoid 
impacts to social surroundings. 

 
The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and 
environmental objective for Social Surroundings that the impacts to this factor are 
manageable and would no longer be significant, provided there is: 

 control through authorised extent in schedule 1 of the Recommended 
Environmental Conditions (Appendix 4) 
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5. Offsets 

Relevant policy and guidance 

The EPA considers that the following policy and guidance is relevant to its 
assessment of offsets for the proposal: 

 WA Environmental Offsets Policy (Government of Western Australia 2011) 

 WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines (Government of Western Australia 
2014) 

 Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Procedures 
Manual 2016. 

 
The EPA has considered its strategic advice on Cumulative environmental impacts 
of development in the Pilbara Region – Advice of the Environmental Protection 
Authority to the Minister for Environment under Section 16 (e) of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1986 (EPA 2014) for the assessment of offsets. 
 

EPA Assessment 

Environmental offsets are actions that provide environmental benefits which 
counterbalance the significant residual impacts of a proposal. The EPA may apply 
environmental offsets where it determines that a proposal’s residual impacts are 
significant, after avoidance, minimisation, and rehabilitation have been pursued. 
In its advice on the cumulative impacts in the Pilbara (EPA 2014), the EPA 
considered that, without intervention, the increasing cumulative impacts of 
development and land use in the Pilbara region will significantly impact on 
biodiversity and environmental values. 
 
A portion of the proposed transport route for the Lake Disappointment proposal is 
within the Fortescue and Chichester IBRA subregions. Although the area of clearing 
required for the proposal is likely to be less than fifty hectares, the EPA considers 
that the clearing of native vegetation and impacts on other associated environmental 
values in the Pilbara IBRA bioregion is significant where the cumulative impact may 
reach critical levels if not managed.  
 
Consistent with the Residual Impact Significance Model in the WA Environmental 
Offsets Guidelines, where the cumulative impact may reach critical levels if not 
managed, the clearing of native vegetation in ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition requires 
an offset to counterbalance the significant residual impact of the clearing.  
 
Conservation areas in the Pilbara bioregion total about 8 per cent of the area, with 
the remainder mostly crown land overlain with mining tenements and pastoral 
leases. The EPA recognises that the opportunity for proponents to undertake 
individual offsets in the Pilbara region is constrained by overlapping land tenure 
arrangements and limited land access. As such, traditional approaches to offsets, 
namely land acquisition and management offsets, are therefore limited. In its advice 
on cumulative impacts in the Pilbara (EPA 2014), the EPA proposed the 
establishment of a strategic conservation initiative for the Pilbara as a mechanism to 
pool offset funds to achieve biodiversity conservation outcomes. Such an approach 
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would provide a mechanism to overcome some of the offset implementation 
constraints. A pooled offset approach is consistent with the WA Environmental 
Offsets Policy, which states that environmental offsets will be focused on longer-term 
strategic outcomes (Principle 6). Strategic approaches, such as the use of a fund, 
can provide a coordinating mechanism to implement offsets across a range of land 
tenure (Government of Western Australia 2014). A contribution to a strategic 
conservation initiative focused on these, or similar types of actions, will allow for an 
outcome that counterbalances the significant residual impacts from this proposal. 
 
The EPA considers that there should be a clear target outcome for each offset 
project supported by the offset funds. A clear link must be drawn between the 
outcomes and the significant residual impacts of the individual proposal. Funds 
should be used for landscape scale on-ground actions in the Pilbara IBRA region 
and indirect actions (such as research) that will directly counterbalance the 
significant residual impacts and contribute to biodiversity conservation outcomes in 
the region. 
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6. Conclusion 

The EPA has considered the proponent’s proposal to develop the Lake 
Disappointment Potash Proposal, located approximately 320 km east of the town of 
Newman, Western Australia. 
 

Application of mitigation hierarchy 

Consistent with relevant policies and guidance, the proponent has addressed the 
mitigation hierarchy by identifying measures to avoid, minimise and rehabilitate 
environmental impacts including: 

 locating as much infrastructure as possible on the non-vegetated playa 
surface 

 avoiding direct disturbance to Tecticornia-dominated vegetation 

 using existing tracks where possible to reduce clearing 

 designing the on-playa infrastructure to minimise impacts to surface water 
hydrology, riparian vegetation and breeding waterbirds. 

 

Offsets 

The EPA considers that the proposal would have a significant residual impact 
through the clearing of native vegetation in the Chichester and Fortescue IBRA 
subregions due to the proposed upgrade of the Talawana Track requiring: 

 some clearing of ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ vegetation in the Chichester IBRA 
subregion 

 some clearing ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ vegetation in the Fortescue IBRA 
subregion. 

 

Conclusion 

The EPA has taken the following into account in its assessment of the proposal as a 
whole, including the: 

 impacts to all the key environmental factors 

 EPA’s confidence in the proponent’s proposed mitigation measures 

 relevant EP Act principles and the EPA’s objectives for the key environmental 
factors 

 EPA’s view that the impacts to the key environmental factors are manageable, 
provided the recommended conditions are imposed. 

 
Given the above, the EPA has concluded that the proposal may be implemented 
subject to the conditions recommended in Appendix 4.  
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7. Recommendations 

That the Minister for Environment notes:  

1. That the proposal assessed is for the Lake Disappointment Potash Project, 
located approximately 320km east of the town of Newman, Western Australia.  

2. The key environmental factors identified by the EPA in the course of its 
assessment are Terrestrial Fauna, Inland Waters, Flora and Vegetation 
Subterranean Fauna and Social Surroundings, set out in section 4. 

3. The EPA has concluded that the proposal may be implemented, provided the 
implementation of the proposal is carried out in accordance with the 
recommended conditions and procedures set out in Appendix 4. Matters 
addressed in the conditions include the following:  

a) environmental management plans to avoid and minimise impacts to 
terrestrial fauna, flora and vegetation and subterranean fauna. 

b) offsets for the clearing of ‘good to excellent’ vegetation within the 
Chichester and Fortescue IBRA subregions. 
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Appendix 1: List of submitters 

Organisations 
Albany Bird Group 
BirdLife Australia 
Centre for Ecosystem Science, UNSW Sydney 
The Busselton Dunsborough Environment Centre Inc. 
Denmark Bird Group 
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions 
Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety 
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 
Friends of Shorebirds SE 
Geraldton Environmental 
University of NSW 
University of Queensland Green Fire Science Research Group 
Wildflower Society of WA (Inc.) 
Western Highway Conservation Group 
Wetlands Conservation Society Inc. 
 
Individuals 
122 submissions from members of the public. 
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Appendix 2: Consideration of principles 

EP Act Principle Consideration 

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. 

The EPA has had regard to the precautionary principle with respect to the 
environmental factor of Terrestrial Fauna. 
 
There is a threat of serious or irreversible damage to night parrot and 
banded stilt as a result of implementation of the proposal. This threat is 
identified as a significant reduction in population numbers due to indirect 
impacts such as vehicle strike for night parrot, or to changes in 
hydrological processes leading to failed breeding events in the case of 
banded stilt. 
 
The EPA notes, in relation to the above threats, that while investigations 
on the biological and physical environment have been undertaken by the 
proponent, there is a lack of full scientific certainty with respect to night 
parrot ecological requirements and current population numbers, and with 
respect to the potential impacts of the proposal infrastructure on surface 
hydrology and consequently banded stilt breeding success. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent has identified measures to avoid or 
minimise impacts. The EPA has considered these measures during its 
assessment. 
 
The EPA has assessed the risk-weighted consequences of a significant 
reduction in population numbers of these species, and carefully evaluated 
whether the proposed precautionary measures will reduce and 
counterbalance the risk. 
 
The EPA has formed the view that the precautionary measures proposed 
by the proponent and given effect through the EPA’s recommended 
conditions will adequately reduce and counterbalance the risk. 
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EP Act Principle Consideration 

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 Terrestrial Fauna, 
Subterranean Fauna, Flora and Vegetation, Inland Waters and Social 
Surroundings could be significantly impacted by the proposal. The 
assessment of these impacts is provided in this report. 
 
The EPA notes the proponent has identified measures to avoid or 
minimise impacts. The EPA has considered these measures during its 
assessment. 
 
From its assessment of this proposal the EPA has concluded that that the 
environmental values will be protected and that the health, diversity and 
productivity of the environment will be maintained 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.   

This principle is a fundamental and relevant consideration for the EPA 
when assessing and considering the impacts of the proposal on the 
environmental factors of Terrestrial Fauna, Subterranean Fauna and Flora 
and Vegetation. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent has identified measures to avoid or 
minimise impacts. The EPA has considered these measures during its 
assessment. 
 
The EPA notes that impacts may affect biological diversity and ecological 
integrity due to impacts to night parrots and banded stilt. The proposal may 
also impact on groundwater dependent vegetation of restricted 
occurrence. 
 
The EPA considers the mitigation measures proposed by the proponent 
will counterbalance the risk, and has recommended conditions requiring 
monitoring and management to ensure impacts to Terrestrial Fauna, 
Subterranean Fauna and Flora and Vegetation are avoided and 
minimised. 
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EP Act Principle 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.   

(4) 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 EPA has had regard to this principle during the assessment of the 
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 the proponent proposes to 
implement the waste hierarchy of avoid, reduce, reuse, recycle, recover, 
treat and dispose.   
 
The EPA has had regard to this principle during the assessment of the 
proposal. 
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Appendix 3: Evaluation of other environmental factors 

Environmental 
factor 

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

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

LAND 
Landforms Lake Disappointment is a 

significant landform in the 
region. The proposal 
includes construction of 
infrastructure on the playa 
surface, some of which will 
remain post-closure.  

Twelve public comments were received 
expressing concern that the lake bed would be 
permanently damaged. 

The proposed infrastructure will cover a 
small percentage of the Lake surface, and 
will not significantly alter the form or 
function of the Lake in the landscape. 
Trenches will be backfilled at closure, and 
although ponds and halite stockpiles will 
remain at closure these will eventually be 
reintegrated into the Lake surface. 
 
The EPA has considered the potential 
impacts to the ecological functioning of 
the Lake in the context of impacts to 
Terrestrial Fauna, Inland Waters and 
Riparian Vegetation.  
Impacts to the amenity of the Lake are 
considered under Social Surroundings. 
 
Accordingly, the EPA did not consider 
landforms to be a key environmental 
factor at the conclusion of its 
assessment. 

AIR 
Air quality Greenhouse gas 

emissions will come from: 

 diesel fired 10MW 
power station 

There were no comments on this factor 
received during consultation with other 
agencies. 

As stated in the EPA’s Environmental 
Factor Guideline – Air Quality, the EPA 
may decide to assess greenhouse gas 
emissions within the environmental impact 
assessment process if a proposal’s 
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Environmental 
factor 

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

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

 heavy and light 
vehicles running off 
diesel or petrol 

 diesel bore pumps 
and pump stations 

 accommodation camp 
power 

expected total greenhouse gas emissions 
are deemed to be significant. The EPA 
defines this as proposals that have the 
potential to significantly increase the 
State’s greenhouse gas emissions  
 
Having regard to predicted greenhouse 
gas emissions being below 100,000 
tonnes per annum, the EPA considers it is 
unlikely that the proposal would have a 
significant impact on greenhouse gas 
emissions and that the impacts to this 
factor are manageable.  
 
Accordingly, the EPA did not consider 
greenhouse gas emissions to be a key 
environmental factor at the conclusion of 
its assessment. 
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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 (DMAs), 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:  
 

Decision-making Authority Legislation (and Approval) 

1. Minister for Environment Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 
- Taking of flora and fauna 

2. Minister for Water Rights in Water and Irrigation act 1914 
- Groundwater abstraction licence 
- licence to construct bores 

3. Minister for Aboriginal Affairs Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 
- Section 18 clearances 

4. Minister for Mines and Petroleum Mining Act 1978 
- Mining proposal) 

5. CEO, Department of Water and 
Environmental Regulation 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 
- Works Approval and Licence 
- clearing permit) 

6. Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety 
 
Executive Director, Resource and 
Environmental Compliance Division 
 
Mining Registrar 
 
 
State Mining Engineer 
 

 
 

Chief Dangerous Goods Officer 

 
 
 
Mining Act 1978 

- Mining proposal 
 
Mining Act 1978 

- Miscellaneous licences 
 
Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994 

- Approval to commence mining 
operations 
 

Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004 
- Dangerous goods 

7. Shire of East Pilbara Building Act 2011 
- Building permit 

Note: In this instance, agreement is only required with DMA 1, 2, 3 and 4 since these 
DMAs are Ministers. 
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RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

 
 

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

 
LAKE DISAPPOINTMENT POTASH PROJECT 

 
Proposal:  The proposal is to abstract potassium-rich brines from 

sediments associated with Lake Disappointment to produce 
sulfate of potash by means of solar evaporation of harvested 
salts. 

Proponent: Reward Minerals Ltd 
Australian Company Number 009 173 602 
 

Proponent Address: 159 Stirling Highway 
NEDLANDS WA 6009 

Assessment Number: 2087 

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: 1659 

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

1 Proposal Implementation 

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

extent of the proposal as defined in Table 2 of 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 Time Limit for Proposal Implementation 

3-1 The proponent shall not commence implementation of the proposal after five (5) 

years from the date of this Statement, and any commencement, prior to this date, 

must be substantial.  
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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, and maintain a Compliance Assessment Plan which 

is submitted to the CEO at least six (6) months prior to the first Compliance 

Assessment Report required by condition 4-6, or prior to implementation of the 

proposal, 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 the first Compliance Assessment Report 

fifteen (15) months from the date of issue of this Statement addressing the twelve 

(12) month period from the date of issue of this Statement and then annually from 

the date of submission of the first Compliance Assessment Report, or as otherwise 

agreed in writing by the CEO. 

The Compliance Assessment Report shall: 
 
(1) be endorsed by the proponent’s Chief Executive Officer or a person 

delegated to sign on the Chief Executive Officer’s behalf; 



Lake Disappointment Potash Project 

 

45  Environmental Protection Authority 

(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)), 

management plans and reports relevant to the assessment of this proposal and 

implementation of this Statement. 

5-2 If any data referred to in condition 5-1 contain particulars of: 

(1) a secret formula or process;  

(2) confidential commercially sensitive information; or 

(3) culturally or environmentally 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 Management-Based Condition Environmental Management Plans  

6-1 The proponent shall prepare and submit Condition Environmental Management 

Plans: 

(1) prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities, or as otherwise 

agreed in writing by the CEO, to demonstrate that the environmental 

objectives in conditions 7-1, 8-1 and 9-1 will be met. 

6-2 The Condition Environmental Management Plan(s) shall: 

(1) specify the environmental objectives to be achieved, as specified in 

conditions 7-1, 8-1 and 9-1; 
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(2) specify risk-based management actions that will be implemented to 

demonstrate compliance with the environmental objectives specified in 

conditions 7-1, 8-1 and 9-1; 

(3) specify measurable management target(s) to determine the effectiveness 

of the risk-based management actions; 

(4) specify monitoring 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; 

(5) specify a process for revision of management actions and changes to 

proposal activities, in the event that the management targets are not 

achieved. The process shall include an investigation to determine the 

cause of the management target(s) not being achieved; 

(6) provide the format and timing to demonstrate that conditions 7-1, 8-1 and 

9-1 have been met for the reporting period in the Compliance Assessment 

Report required by condition 4-6 including, but not limited to: 

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

(b) reporting on the effectiveness of management actions against 

management target(s). 

6-3 The proponent must not commence ground disturbing activities until the CEO has 

confirmed by notice in writing that the Condition Environmental Management 

Plan(s) satisfies the requirements of condition 6-2. After receiving notice in writing 

from the CEO that the Condition Environmental Management Plan(s) satisfies the 

requirements of condition 6-2 for conditions 7-1, 8-1 and 9-1, the proponent shall: 

(1) implement the provisions of the Condition Environmental Management 

Plan(s); and 

(2) continue to implement the Condition Environmental Management Plan(s) 

until the CEO has confirmed by notice in writing that the proponent has 

demonstrated the objectives specified in conditions 7-1, 8-1 and 9-1 have 

been met. 

6-4 In the event that monitoring, tests, surveys or investigations indicate non-

achievement of management target(s) specified in the Condition Environmental 

Management Plan(s), the proponent shall: 

(1) report the non-achievement in writing to the CEO within twenty-one (21) 

days of the non-achievement being identified; 

(2) investigate to determine the cause of the management targets  not being 

achieved; 



Lake Disappointment Potash Project 

 

47  Environmental Protection Authority 

(3) provide a report to the CEO within ninety (90) days of the non-achievement 

being reported as required by condition 6-4(1). The report shall include: 

(a) cause of management targets being exceeded; 

(b) the findings of the investigation required by conditions 6-4(2); 

(c) details of revised and/or additional management actions to be 

implemented to prevent non-achievement of the management 

target(s); and 

(d) relevant changes to proposal activities. 

6-5 In the event that monitoring, tests, surveys or investigations indicate that one or 

more management actions specified in the Condition Environmental Management 

Plan(s) have not been implemented, the proponent shall: 

(1) report the failure to implement management action(s) in writing to the CEO 

within seven (7) days of identification; 

(2) investigate to determine the cause of the management action(s) not being 

implemented; 

(3) 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; 

(4) provide a report to the CEO within twenty-one (21) days of the reporting 

required by condition 6-5(1). The report shall include: 

(a) cause for failure to implement management actions; 

(b) the findings of the investigation required by conditions 6-5(2) and 6-

5(3); 

(c) relevant changes to proposal activities; and 

(d) measures to prevent, control or abate the environmental harm which 

may have occurred. 

6-6 The proponent: 

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

or 

(2) shall review and revise the Condition Environmental Management Plan(s) 

as and when directed by the CEO. 

6-7 The proponent shall implement the latest revision of the Condition Environmental 
Management Plan(s) which the CEO has confirmed by notice in writing, satisfies 
the requirements of condition 6-2. 



Lake Disappointment Potash Project 

 

 

48  Environmental Protection Authority 

 
7 Terrestrial Fauna 

7-1 The proponent shall manage the implementation of the proposal to meet the 

following environmental objectives: 

(1) avoid, where possible, and minimise direct and indirect impacts to 

populations of waterbirds breeding at Lake Disappointment. 

(2) avoid, where possible, and minimise direct and indirect impacts to night 

parrots (Pezoporus occidentalis) and night parrot habitat. 

(3) avoid, where possible, and minimise direct and indirect impacts to fauna 

listed under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016, and their habitats. 

8 Flora and Vegetation 

8-1 The proponent shall manage the implementation of the proposal to meet the 

following environmental objectives: 

(1) avoid, where possible, and minimise direct and indirect impacts to 

Tecticornia-dominated vegetation associated with Lake Disappointment; 

and 

(2) avoid, where possible, and minimise direct and indirect impacts to riparian 

vegetation associated with McKay Creek. 

9 Subterranean Fauna 

9-1 The proponent shall manage the implementation of the proposal to meet the 

following environmental objective: 

(1) avoid, where possible, and minimise direct and indirect impacts to 

stygofauna species and stygofauna habitat associated with groundwater 

abstraction for the proposal. 

10 Offsets 

10-1 In view of the significant residual impacts and risks as a result of implementation 

of the proposal, the proponent shall contribute funds to the Pilbara Environmental 

Offset Fund calculated pursuant to condition 10-2. 

10-2 The proponent’s contribution to the Pilbara Environmental Offset Fund shall be 

paid biennially, with the amount to be contributed calculated based on the clearing 

undertaken in each year of the biennial reporting period in accordance with the 

rates in condition 10-3. The first biennial reporting period shall commence from 

vegetation clearing activities for the environmental values identified in condition 

10-3. 

10-3 Calculated on the 2018-2019 financial year, the contribution rates are: 
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(1) $771 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of ‘Good to Excellent’ condition 

native vegetation cleared within the Chichester IBRA subregion; and 

(2) $1,632 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of ‘Good to Excellent’ condition 

native vegetation cleared within the Fortescue IBRA subregion. 

10-4 From the commencement of the 2018-2019 financial year, the rates in condition 

10-3 will be adjusted annually each subsequent financial year in accordance with 

the percentage change in the CPI applicable to that calendar year. 

10-5 Within three (3) months of the issue of this Statement, the proponent shall prepare 

and submit an Impact Reconciliation Procedure to the CEO, for the CEO to 

provide written confirmation that the Impact Reconciliation Procedure satisfies the 

requirements of condition 10-6. 

10-6 The Impact Reconciliation Procedure required pursuant to condition 10-5 shall: 
 
(1) state that the clearing calculation for the first biennial reporting period will 

commence from the date this statement is issued in accordance with 

condition 10-2 and end on the second 30 June following this date;  

 
(2) state that clearing calculations for each subsequent biennial reporting 

period will commence on 1 July of the required reporting period, unless 

otherwise agreed by the CEO; 

(3) include a methodology to calculate the amount of vegetation clearing 
undertaken during each year of the biennial reporting period to enable the 
contribution pursuant to condition 10-1 to be calculated; and 
 

(4) indicate the timing and content of the Impact Reconciliation Reports. 
 

10-7 The proponent shall submit an Impact Reconciliation Report in accordance with 

the Impact Reconciliation Procedure approved in condition 10-5. 

10-8 The Impact Reconciliation Report required pursuant to condition 10-7 shall 
provide the location and spatial extent of the clearing of each environmental value 
pursuant to condition 13-3 undertaken for the proposal during each year of the 
biennial reporting period. 

10-9 The proponent may apply in writing and seek the written approval of the CEO to 
reduce all or part of the contribution payable under condition 10-2 where: 

(1) a payment has been made to satisfy a condition of an approval under the 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 in relation 
to the proposal; and 

(2) the payment counterbalances impacts of the proposal on matters of 
national environmental significance. 
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Schedule 1 

Table 1: Summary of the proposal 

Proposal Title Lake Disappointment Potash Project 

Short Description The proposal is to abstract potassium-rich brines from 
sediments associated with Lake Disappointment to produce 
sulfate of potash by means of solar evaporation of harvested 
salts, followed by a washing step to remove impurities. The 
resulting potash product would be transported by road. 

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

Element Location Authorised extent 

Physical elements 

Mine and associated 
infrastructure 

On-playa 

Figure 2 

Up to 7,776 ha within the 
development envelope 

Vegetation disturbance Off-playa 

Figure 1 

Figure 3 

Up to 410 ha within the 
development envelope 

Halite stockpiles On-playa 

Figure 2 

Up to 2,013 ha within the 
development envelope 

Operational elements 

Brine abstraction  Up to 63 GL/a (average 
annual brine abstraction) from 
shallow trenches over a period 
of 20 years. 

Fresh to brackish 
groundwater abstraction 
(for ore processing and 
operational purposes) 

 Up to 3.4 GL/a over a period of 
20 years 

Potash production  Production and transport of up 
to 400,000 tpa of potassium 
sulfate (potash) salt over a 
period of 20 years. 
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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. 

Condition 
environmental 
objective 

The proposal-specific desired state for an environmental factor/s, to 
be achieved from the implementation of management-based 
Condition EMP provisions, as required in a management-based 
implementation condition 

CPI The All Groups Consumer Price Index numbers for Perth compiled 
and published by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. 

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 

ha Hectare 

GIS Geographical Information System 

GL/a Gigalitres per annum 

Ground 
disturbing 
activity 

Activities that are associated with the substantial implementation of a 
proposal including but not limited to, digging (with mechanised 
equipment), blasting, earthmoving, vegetation clearance, grading, 
gravel extraction, construction of new or widening of existing roads 
and tracks. 

IBRA Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia 

Management 
actions 

Identified actions undertaken to mitigate the impacts of 
implementation of a proposal on the environment and achieve the 
condition environmental objective. 

Management 
target 

A measurable boundary of acceptable impact with proposal or sites 
specific parameters, that assesses the efficacy of management 
actions against the condition environmental objective and beyond 
which management actions have to be reviewed and revised. 
Proposal- or site-specific parameters may include location, scale, 
time period, specific species/ population/community and a relative 
benchmark (e.g. baseline or reference). 

Pilbara 
Environmental 
Offsets Fund 

The special purpose account that has been created pursuant to 
section 16(1)(d) of the Financial Management Act 2006 by the 
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation. 

Threshold 
criteria 

Environmental criteria representative of the limit of acceptable impact 
beyond which indicate that the environmental outcome is not being 
met 

Threshold 
contingency 
actions 

Response actions that are implemented when monitoring shows that 
threshold criteria have been exceeded. 

tpa Tonnes per annum 

Trigger criteria  Environmental criteria that forewarn of the approach of the threshold 
criteria and signal the need to undertake trigger level actions to 
ensure the threshold criteria are not exceeded. 

Trigger level 
actions 

Response actions that are implemented when monitoring shows that 
trigger criteria have been exceeded. 
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Figures (attached)  

Figure 1  Lake Disappointment Potash Project Development Envelope 
Figure 2 Lake Disappointment Potash Project – on-playa infrastructure indicative 

footprint  
Figure 3  Lake Disappointment Potash Project – off-playa infrastructure indicative 

footprint (not including Talawana Track) 
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Figure 1: Lake Disappointment Potash Project Development Envelope
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Figure 2: Lake Disappointment Potash Project – on-playa infrastructure indicative  
               footprint 



Lake Disappointment Potash Project 

 

55  Environmental Protection Authority 

 
Figure 3: Lake Disappointment Potash Project – off-playa infrastructure indicative  

footprint (not including Talawana Track) 
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Schedule 2 

 
Coordinates defining the areas shown in Figures 1, 2 and 3 are held by the 
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation under the following reference 
number: 

Development Envelope: DWERDT211476. 

All coordinates are in metres, listed in Map Grid of Australia Zone 50 (MGA Zone 
50), datum of Geocentric Datum of Australia 1994 (GDA94). 
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