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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 Top Iron Pty 
Ltd (Top Iron) to develop and operate a shallow open pit iron ore mine and 
associated infrastructure. 
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, 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 
Top Iron proposes to develop and operate the Mummaloo iron ore project, located 
approximately halfway between Wubin and Paynes Find, in the Mid West of Western 
Australia (Figure 1). 
The project is situated on the Mount Gibson Pastoral Lease. This lease is currently 
held by the Australian Wildlife Conservancy (AWC), which is progressively destocking 
and managing the land as a wildlife sanctuary. AWC is undertaking a number of 
conservation management programs within the sanctuary, including actions taken in 
collaboration with the Department of Parks and Wildlife (previously DEC), such as 
translocation of threatened flora and fauna species. 
The proposal would involve mining of the Mummaloo Channel Iron Deposit (CID) 
using shallow open pit strip mining. Clearing would be no more than 300 hectares 
(ha) within a 440 ha development envelope. Clearing would consist of 190 ha for 
mine pits and 110 ha for waste dumps and other associated infrastructure. Figure 2 
shows the project development envelope. All waste material would be backfilled into 
the pit.  
The expected life of the mine would be 7-15 years. Infrastructure required would 
include a dry processing plant, initial waste dumps (to be reclaimed into the mined out 
pits), access road, power station or generators, domestic and industrial rubbish tip, 
accommodation camp, product stockpiles and administration and technical offices. No 
onsite bore field or dewatering would be required. Water would be trucked or piped 
from a separately approved off-site source. Ore would be transported by road train via 
the Great Northern Highway to the Geraldton Port for export. 
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in the table below.   
Table 1: Summary of key proposal characteristics 

Element Description 
Mine pits Clearing of no more than 190 ha within a 

440 ha development envelope. 

Infrastructure and Waste Rock 
Landforms 

Clearing of no more than 110 ha within a 
440 ha development envelope. All Waste 
Rock dumps to be backfilled into the mine 
pits. 

 
The potential impacts of the proposal are discussed by the proponent in the referral 
document (Enviroworks 2013). 
 

3. Consultation  
During the preparation of the API, the proponent has undertaken consultation with 
government agencies and key stakeholders. The agencies, groups and organisations 
consulted, the comments received and the proponent’s response are detailed in the 
proponent’s referral document (Enviroworks 2013). 
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The EPA considers that the consultation process has been appropriate and that 
reasonable steps have been taken to inform the community and stakeholders on the 
proposed development. 
 

4. Key environmental factors 
It is the EPA’s opinion that the following key environmental factors relevant to the 
proposal require evaluation in this report: 

(a) Terrestrial fauna; and 
(b) Offsets (Integrating factor). 

The key environmental factors are discussed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2. The description 
of each factor shows why it is relevant to the proposal and how it will be affected by 
the proposal.  The assessment of each factor is where the EPA decides whether or 
not a proposal meets the environmental objective set for that factor. 
Appendix 2 describes preliminary key environmental factors identified in the EPA 
prepared Scoping Guideline 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 Terrestrial fauna 
Description 
The proponent has conducted desktop surveys, database searches and field surveys 
for terrestrial fauna (Enviroworks 2012b). The EPA considers that the level of survey 
and information presented in the API document is adequate.  
Four conservation significant fauna species were identified in the area during field 
surveys, with a further five species considered likely to occur in the area. Fauna 
habitat assessment indicated that no more than 1% of available habitat within a 
15 kilometre radius for any conservation significant species would be impacted by the 
proposal (Enviroworks 2012). 
Of the nine species identified during the proponent’s studies as conservation 
significant, the proposal is most likely to impact the Malleefowl (Leipoa ocelata), and 
the Major Mitchell’s Cockatoo (Cacatua leadbeateri). Both species have been 
recorded within the project area.  
There is potential for Major Mitchell’s Cockatoo to be impacted by the clearing of 
habitat trees. Thirty-three habitat trees have been identified in the area. A maximum 
of 13 of these trees would be cleared. It should be noted that, while Major Mitchell’s 
Cockatoos were identified in the project area during surveys, it is unclear whether the 
area is used for breeding or foraging purposes.  
Impacts to Malleefowl associated with the proposal are likely to include clearing of 
mounds and mortality associated with vehicle strikes and clearing activities. Surveys 
identified one active mound, two recently active mounds and four inactive mounds in 
the project area. A number of additional mounds were also identified in the vicinity of 
the project (Enviroworks 2012a). 
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Figure 1. Regional location 
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Figure 2. Development envelope and areas of mineralisation 
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Assessment 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain representation, 
diversity, viability and ecological function of terrestrial fauna at the species, population 
and assemblage level. 
The proposal would be implemented consistent with the recommended Ministerial 
Statement that authorises the extent of clearing in the key characteristics table and 
the attached figure showing the project development envelope (Figure 2), limiting the 
potential impacts on fauna to that described by the proponent.     
The proponent has committed to limiting clearing of trees containing potential 
breeding hollows to times outside the breeding season for Major Mitchell’s Cockatoo 
or clearing will only occur if inspection by a qualified fauna ecologist confirms that 
hollows are not being utilised for breeding. In the event that a hollow is being used for 
breeding, relocation of the birds would be attempted only if a relocation plan is 
approved by the Department of Parks and Wildlife (DPaW). 
The proponent has also committed to ensuring that all clearing of Malleefowl habitat 
would occur outside the Malleefowl breeding season (September – March inclusive). 
Any clearing of recently active and inactive mounds would be avoided where 
practicable. In the event an active Malleefowl mound is unable to be avoided, a 
DPaW approved Regulation 15 licence under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 is 
required; and the proponent also has obligations to report Malleefowl injuries or 
deaths directly to the DPaW.  
The EPA notes that the AWC, as manager of the land, is an established organisation 
dedicated to managing land for conservation purposes and conservation of native 
fauna. The EPA considers that, while the area is not part of a formal reserve system, 
management by the AWC adds conservation value to the broader area and, in 
particular, fauna habitat. 
The EPA considers that the proposal would have a significant residual impact relating 
to the loss of important habitat in an area with an established history of being 
managed for conservation purposes outside of the formal conservation reserve 
system. The EPA has therefore recommended a condition requiring the proponent to 
offset the significant residual impact to terrestrial fauna and habitat. 
Noting the proponent’s proposed management actions, the EPA considers that the 
impacts to terrestrial fauna can be managed to meet the EPA’s objectives for this 
factor, provided that the recommended condition 6 relating to offsets is implemented 
by the proponent. Offsets are discussed further below.   
Summary  
The EPA considers that the issue of Terrestrial fauna has been adequately addressed 
and the proposal can meet the EPA’s objectives for this factor provided that the 
recommended condition 6 relating to the provision of offsets is implemented. 
 

4.2 Offsets 
Description 
The proposal is located in the Avon Wheatbelt 1 Interim Biogeographic 
Regionalisation for Australia (IBRA) subregion. This subregion is poorly represented 
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in the formal conservation reserve system, with only 1.88% formally reserved. 
Therefore, areas being managed for conservation outside of the formal reserve 
system are important to maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological 
function. The AWC has an established history of managing the Mount Gibson 
Pastoral Lease for conservation purposes since 2001. 
Where there are limited conservation reserves in an area or sub-region, off-reserve 
conservation activities are an important supplement to the formal reserve system.  
The proposal would include clearing of up to 300 ha of terrestrial fauna habitat in an 
area with an established history of being managed for conservation purposes outside 
of the formal conservation reserve system. 
Assessment 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to counterbalance any significant 
residual impacts or uncertainty through the application of offsets. 

The EPA considers that the clearing of 300 ha of terrestrial fauna habitat for this 
proposal would have significant adverse impacts on the representation of fauna as it 
involves the loss of an area being privately managed for conservation purposes. In 
reaching this conclusion, the EPA has considered Position Statement 9 – 
Environmental Offsets which identifies critical and high value environmental assets. If 
residual impacts to these assets are significant, but not so significant that the activity 
is likely to be found environmentally unacceptable, offsets should be considered. 
Position Statement 9 identifies that the principles for clearing of native vegetation in 
Schedule 5 of the EP Act should be considered in relation to offsets. 
The principles for clearing native vegetation identified in Schedule 5 relevant to this 
proposal are: 

(b) it comprises the whole or a part of, or is necessary for the maintenance of, 
a significant habitat for fauna indigenous to Western Australia; and 
(h) the clearing of the vegetation is likely to have an impact on the 
environmental values of any adjacent or nearby conservation area. 

In this context ‘conservation area’ is defined as: 
 …any other land or waters reserved, protected or managed for the purpose of, 
or purposes including, nature conservation. 

The AWC Mount Gibson property fits within this description of conservation area. 
Furthermore, it is an important supplement to the conservation reserve system in an 
area where the formal reserves system is not adequate.   
The EPA has determined an appropriate value for the offset based on the costs 
associated with the AWC’s conservation activities on the Mount Gibson property. The 
EPA believes that the proponent should contribute an amount proportionate to the 
extent of its impacts. A contribution to an existing conservation program is consistent 
with the WA Environmental Offsets Policy (2011). 
The AWC is currently undertaking a conservation project over 6,000 ha at a cost of 
$5.3 m, equating to an approximate cost of $883/ha. The proposal impacts 300 ha. 
Using a positive ratio of 1.5:1, the EPA recommends a contribution of $400,000. 
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The EPA notes that the proponent has reached an in-principle agreement with the 
AWC to provide $1.375 million over five years to contribute to the overall 
management of the Mount Gibson property. 
From the EPA’s assessment, it is concluded that offsets are only required to 
counterbalance the significant residual impacts to terrestrial fauna and habitat, and 
consequently the EPA has recommended a condition that requires a $400,000 
contribution to the AWC for the management of this element of biodiversity 
conservation. 
This contribution is considered to be consistent with the EPA’s offsets policies and 
environmental factors and objectives for the reasons outlined above. 
The EPA commends Top Iron for its commitment to the environment beyond its 
requirements.   
Summary  
It is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective for this factor provided that the recommended condition 6 
relating to the provision of offsets is implemented. 
 

5. Recommended conditions  
Having considered the information provided in this report, the EPA has developed a 
set of conditions that the EPA recommends be imposed if the proposal by Top Iron 
Pty Ltd to develop and operate a shallow open pit mine on the Mount Gibson Pastoral 
lease is approved for implementation. These conditions are presented in Appendix 3. 
 

6. Other advice 
The EPA notes that the environmental acceptability of this proposal is subject to  
appropriate mine planning, rehabilitation and closure. The EPA considers that these 
activities can be appropriately managed by the Department of Mines and Petroleum 
through the Mining Proposal and Closure Plan that is required under the Mining Act 
1978.  
The EPA considers that in preparing the Mining Proposal and Closure Plan, the 
proponent should have regard to the following: 

• avoidance of Salmon Gum Woodlands where practicable in locating 
infrastructure and temporary waste rock dumps; 

• development of appropriate rehabilitation criteria for Priority flora species; and 

• maintenance of drainage lines and creation of appropriate landforms following 
closure and rehabilitation. 

The DMP has advised the EPA that it can have regard to these matters when 
considering the Mining Proposal and Closure Plan.  
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7. Conclusions 
The EPA has considered the proposal by Top Iron Pty Ltd to develop and operate a 
shallow open pit mine on the Mount Gibson Pastoral lease.  
The EPA notes that, of the nine fauna species identified during the proponent’s 
studies as conservation significant, the proposal is most likely to impact the 
Malleefowl (Leipoa ocelata), and the Major Mitchell’s Cockatoo (Cacatua leadbeateri).  
The proponent has committed to limiting the clearing of trees containing potential 
breeding hollows to outside the breeding season for Major Mitchell’s Cockatoo, and to 
ensuring that all clearing of Malleefowl habitat would occur outside the Malleefowl 
breeding season (September – March inclusive). Any clearing of recently active and 
inactive mounds would be avoided where practicable. 
The EPA notes that the AWC has an established history of managing the Mount 
Gibson Pastoral Lease for conservation purposes since 2001. The EPA considers 
that areas being managed for conservation outside of the formal reserve system are 
important to maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological function.   
The EPA considers that the proposal would have a significant residual impact relating 
to the loss of important fauna habitat in an area with an established history of being 
managed for conservation purposes outside of the formal conservation reserve 
system. The EPA has therefore recommended an offset condition requiring the 
proponent to contribute to the AWC for use in projects related to conservation of 
terrestrial fauna and habitat. 
The EPA has concluded that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objectives, provided the proposal is implemented consistent with the 
recommended Ministerial Statement (Appendix 3) that authorises the extent of 
clearing, limiting the potential impacts on fauna to that described by the proponent, 
and satisfactory implementation of the recommended conditions included in the 
statement. 
 

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 

and operation of a shallow open pit iron ore mine on the Mount Gibson Pastoral 
lease; 

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 Statement 
and conditions set out in Appendix 3; and 

4. That the Minister imposes the conditions and procedures recommended in 
Appendix 3 of this report. 
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Appendix 2  
 

Factors that do not require further evaluation in the EPA Report 



 

Factors that were not considered to be preliminary key factors in the Scoping 
Guideline due to there being adequate available information when the 
decision was made to assess the proposal: 

• Subterranean fauna; 

• Landforms; 

• Terrestrial environmental quality; 

• Hydrological processes;  

• Inland waters environmental quality; and 

• Heritage. 
 

Preliminary key factors identified in the Scoping Guideline, but not requiring 
further evaluation in the EPA report 

Factor and EPA 
objective 

Activities and Potential 
impacts 

Relevant 
legislation 
and policy 

Assessment and, 
management and 

mitigation of impacts 
Flora and Vegetation 
To maintain 
representation, 
diversity, viability 
and ecological 
function at the 
species, 
population and 
community level. 
 

The proposal would 
require clearing of up to 
300 ha of vegetation 
ranging from good to very 
good condition.  
Priority Flora species 
identified in the project 
area are locally common or 
have a broader 
distribution.  
Up to 7.32% of the Salmon 
Gum Woodlands in the 
project area could be 
impacted by the proposal. 
 

Mining Act 
1978 
 

The proponent has carried 
out adequate flora and 
vegetation surveys and 
studies. No more than 10% 
of any vegetation type in 
the project area would be 
impacted. 
The proponent has 
committed to locating 
infrastructure to avoid 
Salmon Gum Woodlands 
wherever practicable. The 
proponent has outlined 
management actions to 
minimise clearing and to 
manage potential impacts 
associated with weeds. The 
EPA considers that efforts 
should be made to ensure 
that Priority flora species 
are well represented in 
rehabilitation objectives 
and completion criteria. 
The proposal is unlikely to 
have adverse impacts to 
vegetation if clearing is 
carried out in accordance 
with the proposal as 



 

described in the API 
document. The proposal 
will be implemented 
consistent with the 
recommended Ministerial 
Statement that authorises 
the extent of clearing in the 
key characteristics table 
and figure demonstrating 
the project development 
envelope (Figure 2 of 
Appendix 3). 
The DMP has advised the 
EPA that it can regulate 
and manage matters 
concerning limiting impacts 
to Salmon Gum woodlands,  
managing of weeds and 
addressing Priority flora in 
rehabilitation plans when 
considering the Mining 
Proposal and Closure Plan 
required under the Mining 
Act 1978  
The EPA has provided 
advice to DMP about these 
matters.   

Rehabilitation and Closure 
To ensure that 
premises are 
closed, 
decommissioned 
and rehabilitated in 
an ecologically 
sustainable 
manner, consistent 
with agreed 
outcomes and land 
uses, and without 
unacceptable 
liability to the state.  

The proponent has 
provided a framework and 
management actions for 
closure and rehabilitation. 
These include reclamation 
of all waste dumps into the 
mined out pits. 
 

Mining Act 
1978 
 

It is anticipated that mine 
voids will be able to be 
filled and landscaped 
consistent with the 
surrounding landscape.  
The proposed rehabilitation 
actions are adequate and 
have a reasonable chance 
of success. 
The DMP has provided 
advice that Mine Closure 
and Rehabilitation can be 
managed under the Mining 
Act 1978. 
Given the proponent’s 
proposed closure and 
rehabilitation actions, 
including backfilling of all 
mine pit voids, and the 



 

advice of DMP, the EPA is 
satisfied that the proposal 
can be regulated and 
managed by the DMP to 
meet the EPA’s objectives 
for Mine Closure and 
Rehabilitation. 
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Identified Decision-Making Authorities 
and 

Recommended Environmental Conditions 
 

 



 

 
 

 
Identified Decision-making Authorities 

 
Section 44(2) of the 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 
 

Decision-making authority 
 

1. Minister for Aboriginal Affairs Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 – s18 
approval   

2. Minister for Environment Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 
Taking of protected flora and fauna 

3. Director General 
Department of Environmental 
Regulation 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 

Works approval and licence 

4. Director General 
Department of Mines and 
Petroleum 

Dangerous Goods 
Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004  

Storage and handling of hazardous 
materials 
Chief Dangerous Goods Officer 
Mine Safety 
Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994 

District Inspector, Resources Safety 
Branch 
Mining proposal 
Mining Act 1978 

Program of works for prospecting 
licences 
Director, Environment Division 

Note: In this instance, the Minister for Environment only requires agreement with 
DMA #1, since this DMA is a Minister. 



 

 
Statement No. XXX 

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
STATEMENT THAT A PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED 

(PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 1986) 

 
Mummaloo Iron Ore project 

Proposal: Construct and operate a shallow open pit iron ore mine 
and associated infrastructure on the Mt Gibson Pastoral 
Lease in the Mid-West of Western Australia.  

Proponent: Top Iron Pty Ltd 
Australian Company Number 146 947 060 

Proponent Address: Level 1, 8 Outram Street 
WEST PERTH  WA  6005 

Assessment Number: 1952 
Report of the Environmental Protection Authority Number: 1485 
This Statement authorises the implementation of the Proposal described and 
documented in Columns 1 and 2 of Table 2 of Schedule 1. The implementation of 
the Proposal is subject to the following implementation conditions and procedures 
and Schedule 2 details definitions of terms and phrases used in the implementation 
conditions and procedures. 
1 Proposal Implementation 
1-1 When implementing the proposal, the proponent shall not exceed the 

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

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

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

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

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

3-2 Any commencement of implementation of the proposal, within 5 years from 
the date of this statement, must be demonstrated as substantial by providing 
the CEO with written evidence, on or before the expiration of 5 years from 
the date of this statement. 



 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

delegated to sign on the Chief Executive Officer’s behalf; 
(2) include a statement as to whether the proponent has complied with 

the conditions; 
(3) identify all potential non-compliances and describe corrective and 

preventative actions taken; 
(4) be made publicly available in accordance with the approved 

compliance assessment plan; and 
(5) indicate any proposed changes to the compliance assessment plan 

required by condition 4-1. 
5 Public Availability of Data 
5-1 Subject to condition 5-2, within a reasonable time period approved by the 

CEO of the issue of this statement and for the remainder of the life of the 
proposal the proponent shall make publicly available, in a manner approved 



 

by the CEO, all validated environmental data (including sampling design, 
sampling methodologies, empirical data and derived information products 
(e.g. maps)) relevant to the assessment of this proposal and implementation 
of this Statement. 

5-2 If any data referred to in condition 5-1 contains particulars of: 
(1) a secret formula or process; or 
(2) confidential commercially sensitive information, 

 the proponent may submit a request for approval from the CEO to not make 
this data publically available. In making such a request the proponent shall 
provide the CEO with an explanation and reasons why the data should not 
be made publically available. 

6 Residual Impacts and Risk Management Measures  
6-1  In view of the significant residual impacts and risks to an area managed for 

conservation purposes as a result of implementation of the proposal, the 
proponent shall contribute funds for improvements in conservation values of 
terrestrial fauna habitat on the Mount Gibson Pastoral Lease in accordance 
with the payment schedule pursuant to condition 6-2.  

6-2  Pursuant to condition 6-5, the proponent shall provide funding to the 
Australian Wildlife Conservancy in accordance with the following schedule: 

• $80,000 per year for five years, with the first payment being made within 
12 months of first ground disturbance. 

6-3  The proponent shall provide the CEO with evidence of each payment within 
one month of being paid in accordance with the payment schedule in 
condition 6-2. 

6-4  The proponent shall provide the CEO a report on the expenditure of funds by 
the Australian Wildlife Conservancy twelve months following the final 
payment. This report must also include information on improvements in 
conservation values of terrestrial fauna habitat on the Mount Gibson Pastoral 
Lease from these activities. 

6-5 In the event that the Australian Wildlife Conservancy is unable to implement 
a fauna habitat conservation project, or that the reports required by condition 
6-4 demonstrate that the expenditure of funds by the Australian Wildlife 
Conservancy are not effective in conserving fauna habitat, the proponent 
shall provide the balance of any unpaid funds to an alternative project 
approved by the CEO. 

 
 



 

 
Schedule 1 

Table 1: Summary of the Proposal 
Proposal Title Mummaloo Iron Ore Project 

Short Description Top Iron Pty Ltd proposes to construct and operate an iron 
ore mine and associated infrastructure on the Mount Gibson 
Pastoral Lease located approximately halfway between 
Wubin and Payne’s Find (Figure 1). 
 
The proposal would involve open strip mining practices using 
conventional mining equipment within the Mummaloo 
Channel Iron Deposit. Infrastructure would include dry 
processing plant, initial waste dumps to be reclaimed into pits, 
access roads, power station or generators, domestic and 
industrial landfills, accommodation camp, product stockpiles 
and administration and technical offices. 

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

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 
Element Location Authorised Extent 

Mine pits Within “Area of 
Mineralisation” shown in 
Figure 2. 

Clearing of no more than 
190 ha within a 440 ha 
development envelope. 

Infrastructure and 
Waste Rock Landforms 

Within Project 
Development Envelope 
shown in Figure 2 

Clearing of no more than 
110 ha within a 440 ha  
development envelope. All 
Waste Rock dumps to be 
backfilled into the mine pits. 

 
 
Figures  
Figure 1 - Regional location  
Figure 2 - Project development envelope and areas of mineralisation. 



 

Schedule 2 
Term or 
Phrase 

Definition 

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

EPA Environmental Protection Authority 

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 

ha Hectares  

 



 

Schedule 3 
 
 

 
 
MUMMALOO IRON ORE PROJECT, MOUNT GIBSON PASTORAL LEASE 
 
Coordinates that define the Development Envelope 
 
Coordinates defining the Development Envelope as shown in Figure 2 of the 
Ministerial Statement are held by the Office of the EPA. Coordinates were entered 
under A545810 on 12 September 2012.



 

 
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 Environmental Protection Act 1986 is responsible for 
the implementation of the proposal unless and until that nomination has been 
revoked and another person is nominated. 

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

• 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 Environmental 
Protection Act 1986 at the time the Statement was signed by the Minister for 
Environment. 
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