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1 Introduction and background 
This report provides the Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) 
advice and recommendations to the Minister for Environment on the 
proposal by Gindalbie Metals Ltd to develop an iron ore mine located 
approximately 68 kilometres (km) south-east of Yalgoo and 30 km north-
east of the Greater Karara Iron Ore Project in the Shire of Yalgoo.  The 
mine includes pits, waste dumps and ancillary infrastructure such as a run 
of mine pad, crushing and screening facilities, workshops, explosives 
magazine and roads.  
 
The iron ore will be transported by road train to the Blue Hills North 
minesite for crushing and screening, then by road train to the Karara rail 
loop for transport by rail to the Port of Geraldton for export.  Transport 
infrastructure has previously been approved and is not part of this proposal.  
 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) requires the 
EPA to report to the Minister for Environment on the outcome of its 
assessment of a proposal.  The report must set out: 

• the key environmental factors identified in the course of the 
assessment; and 

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

 
The EPA may include in the report any other advice and recommendations 
as it sees fit. 
 
The proponent has submitted an Assessment on Proponent Information 
(API) document setting out the details of the proposal, potential 
environmental impacts and proposed commitments to manage those 
impacts.   
 
The EPA considers that the proposal, as described, can be managed to 
meet the EPA’s environmental objectives, and can be implemented subject 
to the EPA’s recommended conditions being made legally binding. 
 
This report provides the EPA advice and recommendations in accordance 
with section 44 of the EP Act.   
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2 The proposal 
The Shine Iron Ore Project (SIOP) is to develop an iron ore mine approximately 
68 kilometres (km) south-east of Yalgoo and 30 km north-east of the Greater 
Karara Iron Ore Project (Figure 1) being the Karara Iron Ore Project (KIOP) and 
the Mungada Iron Ore Project (MIOP).  The proponent is Gindalbie Metals Ltd.  
 
The minesite is within the Shire of Yalgoo, and within Mining Tenements 
M59/406, M59/421 and M59/731.   
 
The SIOP will mine an estimated five million tonnes of iron ore, with the current 
mine design allowing for an expected mine life of five years at a mining rate of 
one to two million tonnes per annum (Mtpa).  The proposal will include a new 
minesite and supporting service infrastructure.  The total expected disturbance 
footprint is 200 hectares (ha) within a development envelope of 646 ha.  
Detailed environmental surveys have been undertaken in the development 
envelope (Figure 2).  
 
Mined material will be road-hauled to the existing crushing and screening plant 
at the Blue Hills North minesite (part of the approved MIOP project, Ministerial 
Statement 806), and does not form part of this proposal.  There is potential that 
an additional new crushing and screening plant may be required at SIOP, and 
the disturbance footprint has been designed to accommodate this (Figure 3).  
 
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in the table below.   
 
Table 1: Summary of key proposal characteristics  
 
Element Description 
Clearing (total) 
 
 

Up to 200 ha within the 646 ha 
Development Envelope.  
 

Clearing of Floristic 
Community Types (FCTs) 
2 and 3  

Up to 103 ha within the Development 
Envelope (included within the 200 ha of 
total clearing).  
 

 
The potential impacts of the proposal are discussed by the proponent in the 
environmental review document, Gindalbie Metals Ltd (2012a).  
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Figure 1 Regional locality map 
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Figure 2 Shine development envelope 
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Figure 3 Shine development envelope and disturbance footprint 
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3 Consultation  
During the preparation of the API, the proponent has undertaken consultation 
with government agencies and key stakeholders.  The agencies and 
organisations consulted, the topics discussed and outcomes are detailed in 
Table 7 (page 15) of the proponent’s environmental review document, Gindalbie 
Metals Ltd (2012a).  
 
The EPA considers that the consultation process has been appropriate and that 
reasonable steps have been taken to inform the stakeholders on the proposed 
development.  

4 Key environmental factors 
It is the EPA’s opinion that the following key environmental factor relevant to the 
proposal requires evaluation in this report:  
(a) Flora and Vegetation.  
 
This key environmental factor is discussed in Section 4.1.  The description of 
the factor shows why it is relevant to the proposal and how it will be affected by 
the proposal.  The assessment of a factor is where the EPA decides whether or 
not a proposal meets the environmental objective set for that factor.  
 
Appendix 3 describes preliminary key environmental factors identified in the 
scope of the API which, at the conclusion of the assessment, were not 
considered to be key environmental factors warranting discussion and 
evaluation in the EPA’s assessment report.  

4.1 Flora and Vegetation  

Description 
The proponent proposes to clear up to 200 ha of land for mine pits (68 ha), 
waste dump (84 ha) and ancillary infrastructure (48 ha).   
 
The disturbance footprint is located within the Minjar/Gnows Nest vegetation 
complexes Banded Ironstone Formation Priority 1 Ecological Community 
(PEC).  
 
No Threatened Ecological Communities pursuant to Commonwealth legislation 
or listed by the Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) were 
recorded within the disturbance footprint.  
 
Floristic Community Types (FCTs) 2 and 3 were identified as vegetation types 
which form part of the Minjar/Gnows Nest PEC.  Approximately 103 ha of these 
FCTs would be impacted by the proposal, representing 2.3% impact on a 
regional basis by area.  Including impacts from other mining operations, the 
overall impact would be 3.5% on a cumulative basis in the regional area.  
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A level 2 flora survey was carried out in the area of the Shine Project covering a 
total of approximately 646 ha (Botanica Consulting (2012)).  No Declared Rare 
Flora, nor Threatened Flora pursuant to Commonwealth legislation, were found 
in the survey.  However, three Priority 3 flora species were identified within the 
disturbance footprint: Calytrix uncinata, Drummondita fulva and Micromyrtus 
trudgenii. 
 
The proposal would remove three out of 662 (approximately 0.5%) of the 
individual plants in the population of C. unicata in the survey area; 4,978 out of 
14,574 (approximately 34%) of individuals of D. fulva in the survey area, and 
1,230 out of 17,765 (approximately 7%) individuals of M. trudgenii in the survey 
area.   
 
All three of these priority species are more widely distributed within the region.  
In particular, although 34% of plants of the population of D fulva in the Shine 
project survey area will be removed, this species has also been recorded at 
rocky areas with ironstone outcropping on the slopes and crests of ridges within 
the Karara-Mungada area, mainly within the Mungada Ridge area and in the 
Chulaar and Minjar areas.   

Assessment 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain representation, 
diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, population and 
community levels.  
 
The EPA notes that approximately 103 ha of these FCTs would be impacted by 
the proposal, representing 2.3 % impact on a regional basis, and that on a 
cumulative basis, the impact would be 3.5 %.  The EPA concludes that this 
would not significantly impact the viability and ecological function of the PEC.   
 
In regard to the three priority flora species, the EPA notes that for two of the 
species, the proposal will involve removing only small percentages of the 
individual plants in the local populations and in addition both species are more 
widely distributed in the region.  For the third species, approximately 34% of the 
plants in the local population would be removed, but again the species is more 
widely distributed in the region.  The EPA therefore considers that the impacts 
on these three priority flora species would not be significant. 
 
The EPA therefore considers that EPA’s objective for Flora and Vegetation can 
be met.   
 
It is recommended that the location and authorised extent of clearing be limited 
to a total disturbance area of 200 ha within the development envelope as 
described and spatially defined in the recommended statement that the 
proposal can be implemented (see Appendix 2).  The maximum area of the 
PEC which can be cleared is 103 ha, a subset of the total clearing allowed 
(200 ha).  No further conditions to manage Flora and Vegetation are 
recommended as being necessary.   
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Summary  
The EPA considers that the issue of Flora and Vegetation has been adequately 
addressed and that the proposal can meet the EPA’s objective for this factor.  
The recommended statement that the proposal can be implemented describes 
and spatially defines the authorised extent of clearing of the PEC which is 
limited to 103 ha.  

5 Recommended conditions  
Having considered the information provided in this report, the EPA has 
developed a set of conditions which the EPA recommends be imposed if the 
proposal by Gindalbie Metals Ltd to develop an iron ore mine located 
approximately 68 km south-east of Yalgoo in the Shire of Yalgoo is approved for 
implementation.  These conditions are presented in Appendix 2.   

6 Other advice 
Mine closure and rehabilitation  
The proponent has provided a draft mine closure plan as an appendix to the 
API document.  From the information provided it would appear unlikely that the 
proposal would entail any fatal flaws with regard to mine closure and 
rehabilitation.  The proponent predicts that the mine pit lake will form a 
groundwater sink in which case there should be low risk of water flowing from 
the pit lake and affecting the quality of surrounding groundwater.  Further, the 
proponent’s preliminary geochemical screening indicates that there is negligible 
risk of acid mine drainage being produced by the rock materials at this site.   
 
The Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) has provided 
technical advice and has noted that there should be negligible risk of acid mine 
drainage.  The DEC has also noted that the proponent has not yet determined 
whether water quality which will evolve in the pit lake after closure will pose an 
ongoing threat to wildlife (predominantly birds) which may utilise the lake as a 
source of food such as insect larvae and brine shrimps. The DEC has further 
noted that, although water in the pit lake after closure is likely to maintain near-
neutral pH as it slowly reaches a state of chemical equilibrium over a period of 
several decades, there is a risk that the combined effects of water-rock 
reactions and evaporation will cause concentrations of metalloids such as 
arsenic and selenium and some metal oxyanions to reach levels of 
environmental concern in the lake.  The DEC has therefore recommended that 
further water balance, and geochemical modelling, supported by further 
geochemical test work is required. 
 
In regard to rehabilitation, it will not be possible to fully “restore” or “recreate” 
the original pre-mining ecosystem.  The proponent’s proposed approach to 
rehabilitation is pragmatic and focuses on returning suitable soils on waste 
landforms to allow establishment of a sustainable and functioning vegetation 
community composed of local native plant species.  The proponent proposes to 
carry out further studies on the soil and water requirements of key native plant 
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species which occur at the site.  This will be important as a basis for planning 
the rehabilitation program. 
 
Consistent with the joint Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP)/EPA 
(2011) Guidelines on Preparing Mine Closure Plans and the Mining Act 1978, 
the proponent will be required to submit a full closure plan to the DMP for 
detailed assessment prior to commencing mining. 
 
Although there appears to be negligible risk of acid mine drainage and it is 
predicted that the pit lake will form a ground water sink, the EPA notes there 
may be potential for adverse geochemical changes to the water quality of the pit 
lake from non-acid (metalliferous) mine drainage post-closure.  The EPA also 
considers that there may be potential for downstream impacts of any leakage 
from the pit, and for inflows from the nearby upstream gold mine into the pit 
void.  The EPA would expect the proponent to ensure the maintenance of 
appropriate water quality in the pit after closure.  
 
The EPA expects that these issues, and the DEC’s recommendations for further 
work noted above, will be addressed more fully in the mining proposal and mine 
closure planning process regulated by DMP.  

7 Conclusions 
The EPA has considered the proposal by Gindalbie Metals Ltd to develop an 
iron ore mine located approximately 68 km south-east of Yalgoo in the Shire of 
Yalgoo.  The mine will include pits, waste dumps and ancillary infrastructure.   
 
The EPA has concluded that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objectives, and can be implemented provided there is 
satisfactory implementation by the proponent of the recommended conditions 
(Appendix 2) noting that the extent of clearing is spatially defined and limited to 
a maximum of 200 ha.  Only 103 ha (a subset of the 200 ha) of the PEC can be 
cleared.   

8 Recommendations  
The EPA submits the following recommendations to the Minister for 
Environment:  
1. That the Minister notes that the proposal being assessed is for the 

development of an iron ore mine located approximately 68 km south-east 
of Yalgoo in the Shire of Yalgoo.  

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

3. That the Minister notes that the EPA has concluded that the proposal can 
be managed to meet the EPA’s environmental objectives, provided there is 
satisfactory implementation by the proponent of the recommended 
conditions set out in Appendix 2. 
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4. That the Minister imposes the conditions and procedures recommended in 
Appendix 2 of this report.  
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Identified Decision-making Authorities 
and 

Recommended Environmental Conditions 
 

 
  



 

 
 

Identified Decision-making Authorities 
 

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

 
Decision-making Authority Approval 

1. Minister for Environment Wildlife Conservation Act 1950  
2. Minister for Water  Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 - 

Water extraction licence  
3. Minister for Mines and Petroleum  Mining Act 1978 - Mining tenement 

conditions  
4. Minister for Aboriginal Affairs   Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972, s18 

approval  
5. Department of Environment and 

Conservation 
Environmental Protection Act 1986, Part V 
- Works Approval and Licence 

6. Department of Mines and 
Petroleum  

Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994, 
Mines safety requirements  
Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004  

 
Note: For this proposal, agreement is only required with DMAs 1 to 4 inclusive since 
these DMAs are Ministers.  
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Statement No. XXX 



 

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

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

SHINE IRON ORE PROJECT 

Proposal: The proposal is to develop an iron ore mine located 
approximately 68 kilometres south-east of Yalgoo and 30 
kilometres north-east of the Greater Karara Iron Ore Project 
in the Shire of Yalgoo.  

Proponent: GINDALBIE METALS LTD  
Australian Company Number  060 857 614   

Proponent Address: GINDALBIE METALS LTD  
216 St George’s Terrace  
PERTH  WA  6000  

Assessment Number: 1935 

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority Number: 1472 

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

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

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

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

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

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



 

3-2 Any commencement of implementation of the proposal, within five 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 years from 
the date of this statement. 

4 Compliance Reporting 
4-1 The proponent shall prepare and maintain a compliance assessment plan to 

the satisfaction of the CEO. 
4-2 The proponent shall submit to the CEO the compliance assessment plan 

required by condition 4-1 at least six months prior to the first compliance 
assessment report required by condition 4-6, or prior to implementation, 
whichever is sooner.  The compliance assessment plan shall indicate: 
(1) the frequency of compliance reporting; 
(2) the approach and timing of compliance assessments; 
(3) the retention of compliance assessments; 
(4) the method of reporting of potential non-compliances and corrective 

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

4-3 The proponent shall assess compliance with conditions in accordance with the 
compliance assessment plan required by condition 4-1. 

4-4 The proponent shall retain reports of all compliance assessments described in 
the compliance assessment plan required by condition 4-1 and shall make 
those reports available when requested by the CEO. 

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

4-6 The proponent shall submit to the CEO the first compliance assessment report 
15 months from the date of issue of this Statement addressing the 12 month 
period from the date of issue of this Statement and then annually from the 
date of submission of the first compliance assessment report.  The compliance 
assessment report shall: 
(1) be endorsed by the proponent’s Managing Director / General Manager / 

Chief Executive Officer or a person delegated to sign on the Managing 
Director’s / General Manager’s / Chief Executive Officer’s behalf; 

(2) include a statement as to whether the proponent has complied with the 
conditions; 

(3) identify all potential non-compliances and describe corrective and 
preventative actions taken; 

(4) be made publicly available in accordance with the approved compliance 
assessment plan; and 

(5) indicate any proposed changes to the compliance assessment plan 
required by condition 4-1. 



 

5 Public Availability of Data 
5-1 Subject to condition 5-2, within a reasonable time period approved by the CEO 

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

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

 
 



 

Schedule 1 
Table 1: Summary of the Proposal 
Proposal Title SHINE IRON ORE PROJECT 
Short Description The development of an iron ore mine located approximately 

68 km south-east of Yalgoo and 30 km north-east of the 
Greater Karara Iron Ore Project in the Shire of Yalgoo.  The 
mine includes pits, waste dumps and ancillary infrastructure 
such as a run of mine pad, crushing and screening facilities, 
workshops, explosives magazine and roads. 
 
 

 
 
Table 2: Location and authorised extent of physical and operational elements 
Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 
Element Location Authorised Extent 
Development Envelope 
 

See Figure 2 and 
geographic coordinates of 
Development Envelope in 
Schedule 2. 

Total area of clearing up to 
200 ha within the 646 ha 
Development Envelope.  
 
Clearing of up to a combined 
total of 103 ha of FCTs 2 and 3 
within the Development 
Envelope.  
 
 

 
 
Abbreviation 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 EP Act, or his Delegate 

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 
ha hectare 
FCT Floristic Community Type  
km kilometres 

 

Figures (attached) 
Figure 1 Location of the Shine Iron Ore Project 
Figure 2 Shine Development Envelope  
  



 

Figure 1 Location of the Shine Iron Ore Project  
  



 

 
 

Figure 2 Shine Development Envelope 



 

Schedule 2  
 
 

SHINE IRON ORE PROJECT, SHIRE OF YALGOO  
 

Coordinates that define the Development Envelope and Active Malleefowl 
Mounds  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Coordinates defining the Development Envelope and Active Malleefowl Mounds are 
held by the Office of the EPA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Notes 
The following notes are provided for information and do not form a part of the 
implementation conditions of the Statement: 

• The proponent for the time being nominated by the Minister for Environment 
under section 38(6) of the EP Act is responsible for the implementation of the 
proposal unless and until that nomination has been revoked and another person 
is nominated. 

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

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

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

  



 
 

Appendix 3 
 
 

Preliminary key factors not requiring further evaluation in the EPA report. 
 
 

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



 
Factor and EPA 

objective 
Activities and potential 

impacts 
Relevant 

legislation 
and policy 

Assessment, management 
and mitigation of impacts 

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

 
Shield-backed trapdoor 
spider 
 
Clearing and disturbance 
associated with mining 
operations has the 
potential to impact 
populations of the species.   
 
Surveys undertaken for the 
Shield-backed trapdoor 
spider indicate clearing 
and disturbance would 
represent approximately 
1.6% of the population.   
 
 
 
Malleefowl 
 
Two active mounds have 
been recorded, and one 
bird observed, within the 
disturbance footprint.   
 
 

 
Wildlife 
Conservation 
Act 1950 (WC 
Act). 

 
Surveys undertaken for the 
Shield-backed trapdoor 
spider in the Greater Karara 
Iron Ore Project region 
support the view that this 
species is present both in and 
outside the impact areas.   
 
The Department of 
Environment and 
Conservation (DEC) has 
identified some limitations in 
the survey methodology 
however, it has also advised 
that they are not considered 
so great as to significantly 
affect the prediction of 
potential impacts to the 
populations of the spider.   
 
The potential impact on the 
regional population of Shield-
backed trapdoor spiders 
within the disturbance 
footprint of this proposal 
would be in the order of 1.6% 
and this is not expected to 
significantly impact the 
species or its regional 
representation.  
 
Malleefowl 
 
The potential impacts on the 
Malleefowl mounds likely to 
be impacted are not 
considered to be significant 
and can be regulated and 
managed by the DEC.   
 
In the event an active 
Malleefowl mound is unable 



to be avoided, a DEC-
approved Regulation 15 
licence under the WC Act is 
required; and the proponent 
also has obligations to report 
Malleefowl injuries or deaths 
directly to the DEC.  
 

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

 
Mining of Banded Iron 
Formation (BIF) ranges 
has the potential to remove 
stygofauna habitat.    
 
Stygofauna sampling 
within the disturbance 
footprint yielded one site 
with potential stygofauna – 
Nematodes.   

  
In accordance with Guidance 
Statement No. 54a, there is 
no requirement to identify 
Nematoda to lower taxonomic 
levels for environmental 
impact assessment.  The BIF 
ranges are not considered to 
represent significant habitat 
for styofauna and hence the 
potential impacts on 
subterranean fauna are not 
significant.   

Hydrological Processes  
 
To maintain the 
hydrological 
regime of 
groundwater and 
surface water so 
that existing and 
potential uses, 
including 
ecosystem 
maintenance are 
protected.   
 

 
The proposal will require 
approximately 225 000 kL 
of water in the first year 
and 450 000 kL in 
subsequent years.  Water 
for mining is proposed to 
be sourced from 
abstraction bores located 
within or adjacent to the 
mining operations.   
 
 

 
Rights in 
Water and 
Irrigation Act 
1914 (RIWI 
Act). 

 
The water required for mining 
operations can be regulated 
and managed by the 
Department of Water (DoW) 
under the provisions of the 
RIWI Act and in accordance 
with DoW’s water in mining 
guidelines.  
  
 

Heritage 
 
 

Potential impact on 
Aboriginal cultural 
materials.  

Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 
1972 (AH Act).  

The Department of 
Indigenous Affairs (DIA) has 
advised that the proponent 
has already received consent 
for the project under section 
18 of the AH Act.  The 
potential impacts on 
Aboriginal heritage can be 
managed and regulated by 
the DIA.  



Offsets 
To 
counterbalance 
any significant 
residual 
environmental 
impacts or 
uncertainty 
through the 
application of 
offsets. 

 
The proposal would result 
in the clearing and 
disturbance of up to 200 
ha of vegetation.  This 
clearing and disturbance 
has potential impacts on 
Flora and Vegetation, and 
Terrestrial Fauna.    
 

  
There are no Declared Rare 
Flora nor Threatened 
Ecological Communities in 
the proposal area, and the 
scale of the proposal and the 
area to be impacted would 
not warrant offsets.  
  
Malleefowl and the Shield-
backed trapdoor spider 
populations will not be 
significantly impacted.  There 
are not likely to be significant 
Residual Impacts on these 
species.   
 
In view of the above, Offsets 
are not required.   
 

Rehabilitation and closure 
 
To ensure that 
the premises can 
be closed, 
decommissioned 
and rehabilitated 
in an ecologically 
sustainable 
manner 
consistent with 
agreed outcomes 
and landuses, 
and without 
unacceptable 
liabilities to the 
State.  

 
Following mining the 
mining pits and other 
disturbed areas will require 
rehabilitation.   

 
Mining Act 
1978 

 
The proponent is required 
under the Mining Act 1978 to 
submit a Mining Proposal and 
a Mine Closure Plan.   
 
Rehabilitation and Closure 
can be regulated and 
Managed by the DMP in 
accordance with DMP/EPA 
joint guidelines, Guidelines 
on Preparing Mine Closure 
Plans (2011).  The EPA has 
provided Other advice in 
Section 6 of its assessment 
report about matters to be 
considered by the DMP when 
evaluating the mining 
proposal and mine closure 
plan.  
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