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TABLE 1: RESPONSE TO OEPA COMMENTS 

Issue 

No. 
Office of the EPA comment Response to comment 

1. Flora and vegetation 

1 Impacts on flora and vegetation have been calculated with the addition 

of an “indirect impact buffer” of 20m surrounding the disturbance 

footprint.  

Provision of scientific evidence used to determine the size of the buffer 

(20m) is required. 

There is limited scientific information available on the quantification of 

indirect impacts.  MRL has, however, reviewed a number of 

assessments that considered potential impacts on vegetation adjacent 

to mining or industrial activities (see Attachment 5, Table A5-1). These 

assessments comprise one journal publication, one post graduate 

thesis and two consultancy reports. The results range from ‘no impact’ 

to a reduction in plant health and condition in adjacent vegetation. In 

one case (Turner 2013)
1
, impacts were recorded on some species but 

not others. This was attributed to the relationship between dust load 

and leaf morphology, in particular the size, number and position of 

stomata. None of the reports recorded a decrease in plant numbers 

attributable to indirect impacts but there is sufficient data to suggest 

indirect impacts could occur at J5 or Bungalbin East.  

Indirect impacts, should they occur, will likely comprise a complex mix 

of dust load, other environmental factors such as changes in 

microclimate, and individual species responses to environmental 

conditions. To better understand the risk of indirect impacts to 

threatened and P1 taxa, MRL plotted the occurrence of these taxa in 

and around areas of proposed direct disturbance using data from 

transects and targeted searches (Attachment 5, Figure A5-1). The 

plots show that, for Leucopogon spectabilis (T), Tetratheca aphylla 

                                                

1
 Turner GT (2013). Vulnerability of Vegetation to Mining Dust at the Jack Hills, Western Australia. M.Sc. thesis, University of Western Australia. 
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Issue 

No. 
Office of the EPA comment Response to comment 

subsp. aphylla (T) and Acacia adinophylla (P1), very substantial 

proportions of the local population occur over 250 m from areas 

proposed for direct disturbance. For Lepidosperma bungalbin (P1), this 

is also the case but significant numbers of plants also occur within 20-

250 m of the proposed direct impacts. 

While the plots presented above gives an insight into the potential for 

indirect impacts, for the reasons stated above a precise calculation of 

the number of potential affected plants is not readily achieved. MRL 

has conducted its analysis using the assumptions identified in 

Attachment 5 (Table A5-2). The 20 m indirect impact buffer offers a 

conservative approach to EIA whereby the total loss of plants in the 

buffer is assumed rather than simply a decrease in plant health and 

condition.  

To test this approach, MRL has explored an alternative method. As 

indirect impacts are often attributed to dust load, MRL has assessed 

potential indirect impacts using the Air Quality Assessment presented 

in the PER (Appendix 10-D). This assessment used a dust deposition 

guideline of 4.2 g/m
2
/month (inclusive of background levels). This was 

drawn from Turner (2013) but is comparable with the annual limit 

applied in NSW for air quality assessments (NSW DEC 2005)
2
. Using 

the contour line modelled to the 4.2 g/m
2
/month guideline value (PER 

Appendix 10-D, Figure 6.12), MRL has determined the number of 

plants of each conservation–significant taxon occurring within the 

contour (see Attachment 5, Table A5-3). While plant losses have not 

been reported in other assessments (Attachment 5, Table A5-1), MRL 

has conservatively assumed an attrition rate of 5% for plants from each 

taxon occurring within the contour line. In comparing the potential 

                                                

2
 Department of Environment and Conservation (NSW) (2005). Approved Methods for the Modelling and Assessment of Air Pollutants in New South Wales. 
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Issue 

No. 
Office of the EPA comment Response to comment 

impacts within the ‘20 m buffer’ with those within the ‘dust contour’, the 

results for threatened and P1 taxa were similar, but less so for some 

P3 taxa such as Neurachne annularis and Stenanthemum newbeyi. 

MRL concluded that the current approach of assuming total loss of 

plants within the 20 m buffer provides a reasonable approximation of 

indirect impacts for EIA purposes. 

Finally, MRL has not relied solely on statements from Cliffs or any 

other mining company in undertaking the assessment. The publications 

listed in Attachment 5 (Table A5-1) were all subject to peer review, 

either internally or externally. 

2 The PER often combines four significant species together in its 

considerations, especially in the indirect impact section, despite 

differences in their distribution, biology and ecology that would likely 

result in differing vulnerabilities to impacts.  

Please provide a summary of the likely indirect impacts on a species-

by-species basis. 

The PER describes the direct impacts for each taxon individually. The 

PER (p5-45 to 5-51) discusses indirect impacts and includes 

information on particular taxa where available. The impact tables have 

been updated and are included in Attachment 1. These impact tables 

are at the species by species level for rare and priority flora and also 

resolve any confusion by explicitly listing the direct and indirect impact 

in each iteration of the Proposal. 

The key determinant for indirect impacts to Tetratheca aphylla subsp. 

aphylla, Leucopogon spectabilis, Lepidosperma bungalbin and Acacia 

adinophylla is proximity to areas of disturbance. This is accounted for 

through the application of a 20 m buffer around each area of 

disturbance and providing a count of the number of each of these four 

taxa occurring within the buffer (see also Attachment 5, Figure A3-1). 

Information on other indirect impacts is presented in the PER. For ease 

of interpretation, the data has been compiled into a supplementary 

table (Attachment 5, Table A5-4) and modified to take into account the 

revised footprint and any other information subsequently obtained. 

Note that the impact assessment in the PER concluded that some 

potential indirect impacts – alteration of surface water flows, changes 

to fire regime, fly and rill rock, and grazing by stock or feral animals – 
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No. 
Office of the EPA comment Response to comment 

are very unlikely to have more than negligible impacts as a result of the 

proposal and are not considered further.  

The information within Table A5-4 indicates some potential for 

accumulation of dust on foliage of each of the four taxa considered with 

the possible exception of Leucopogon spectabilis, which may not be 

affected due to the distance from disturbed areas and the taxon’s leaf 

morphology. The potential for other indirect impacts on each taxon is 

summarised in Table A5-4 but none appear to be material to the 

assessment of impacts, although the prevention of weed incursion is a 

high priority. 

3 Lepidosperma bungalbin is a Priority 1 species, endemic to the Helena 

– Aurora Range and restricted to BIF habitat. 

The proposal will impact upon 39.7% of L. bungalbin (38% directly, 

1.7% in the 20m “indirect impact buffer”). The OEPA notes that the 

proposal area is the most concentrated occurrence of this species. 

MRL acknowledges the degree of impact on Lepidosperma bungalbin 

and has again reviewed the proposal to identify all practicable 

opportunities to reduce the impacts on this taxon. MRL has proposed a 

revised footprint (the “Section 43A” footprint) which excludes the 

northern section of the Bungalbin East footprint, as shown in the PER. 

Under this revised footprint (see Attachment 2, Figure 5-20), direct and 

indirect impacts on L. bungalbin will be 3,806 plants or 8.3 % of the 

known population, reduced from 39.7% in the final PER. As a result, 

the potential impacts of the Proposal on L. bungalbin are materially 

reduced. This is a practical demonstration of MRL’s ongoing 

commitment to the avoidance of impacts to the greatest extent 

possible.  

Furthermore, MRL is proposing a staged approach by which only 5.4 % 

of plants can be taken (Stage 1 – southern pit mining plus drilling over 

northern pit area) with the remainder (Stage 2 – northern pit mining) 

only available to MRL if the company meets criteria determined by the 

Minister for the Environment. MRL has proactively adopted this staged 

approach to development, consistent with recent EPA 

recommendations and the precautionary principle. 

With regard to indirect impacts, this issue is canvassed extensively the 
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Office of the EPA comment Response to comment 

response to items 1 and 2. 

With regard to the criteria the Minster could consider as appropriate to 

allow MRL to progress from Stage 1 to Stage 2, MRL suggests the 

following: 

1. Satisfactory implementation of the Conservation Significant 

Species Management Plan throughout the life of Stage 1 

mining, inclusive of monitoring and reporting against trigger 

and threshold values for impacts to threatened and priority 

flora, and implementation of required management responses.  

2. Progressive achievement of the EPA’s objective for 

rehabilitation and decommissioning in respect of Stage 1, 

being to ensure that the waste rock landform is progressively 

rehabilitated in an ecologically sustainable manner.  

3. Satisfactory implementation of an agreed offset package to 

counterbalance significant residual impacts. 

As a result of the proposed footprint revision, MRL considers the 

impacts to L. bungalbin can no longer be considered significant and the 

EPA’s objective for flora and vegetation can clearly be met.  

The proposal would split the occurrence of L. bungalbin such that there 

would be a gap of approximately 1.2km between the remaining 

population areas. The sections of the PER that discuss fragmentation 

and impacts to ecosystem processes do not address the potential 

impact of this gap between remaining plants on the demography, 

reproductive success or genetics of the species. Although wind 

pollinated, the presence of a void and reduction in number of source-

plants for pollen is likely to result in a degree of genetic isolation 

between the two remaining areas and may result in a reduction in 

overall reproductive rates. Additional information on the implications of 

the 1.2km separation to the viability of the remaining plants is required. 

MRL note that the Bungalbin East population of L. bungalbin is already 

separated into nine distinct sub-populations (PER, Figure 5-19), a 

result of discontinuous habitat along the ridge. The OEPA comment 

regarding fragmentation is in reference to one of these sub-

populations, albeit the largest. It is apparent from the survey results 

that a degree of fragmentation occurs naturally. The implementation of 

the proposal would result in the number of sub-populations moving 

from nine to ten.  

The brief for the genetic assessment provided with the PER was to 

assess the impacts attributable to the direct removal of plants. This 

brief has been met and the results discussed within the PER. The 
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Most of the plants proposed to be removed belong to a distinct genetic 

cluster that would not be removed in its entirety but would be 

substantially reduced. It is not clear in the PER or the genetic 

assessment (Appendix 5-E) what the implications of the loss of this 

cluster are to the viability of L. bungalbin. Please provide further 

information. 

The Curtin University Population Genetics Assessment (requirement 

4(f) of the ESD) concludes by stating that, for L. bungalbin, T. aphylla 

subsp. aphylla and A. adinophylla, “the longer term genetic 

consequences of reducing the number of individuals both overall and 

in particular genetic groups is unclear, as is increasing the geographic 

isolation of remaining plants. An understanding of pollinators, seed 

dispersal and reproductive success is required to properly understand 

the impacts of this proposal on genetic processes and structure, and 

would prove critical in managing impacts should mining proceed.”  

assessment has been updated to take account of the revised footprint 

(Appendix B). The concluding statements within the revised genetics 

assessment indicated areas where further work could be done. Should 

the Proposal be implemented, further work may be undertaken to 

inform future management of key taxa.  

The proposed revised footprint (the “Section 43A” footprint - see 

Attachment 2) will reduce fragmentation compared to that described in 

the PER. Impact on the “distinct genetic cluster” referred to in the 

comment will be significantly reduced. 

MRL cannot predict what will be the most likely causes of indirect 

impacts and the scale of those impacts to L. bungalbin. Stochastic 

effects by the true meaning suggests that these are impossible causes 

to predict, however through effective monitoring throughout the life of 

the Proposal, any possible indirect impacts could be determined, and 

the appropriate management actions implemented. 

The PER proposes restoring some habitat, replacing the number of 

plants cleared and replacing genetic material in the partially back-filled 

southern pit at Bungalbin East. The PER states that this area could 

support vegetation and taxa of conservation significance. “Specifically, 

MRL would aim to reinstate particular genetic identities occurring within 

the Proposal disturbance area for two taxa, Tetratheca aphylla subsp. 

aphylla and Lepidosperma bungalbin.” The approach proposed “would 

involve seed collection well in advance of land clearing, for the 

purposes of seedling establishment and use in direct seeding.”  

As far as the OEPA is aware there have been no specific studies on 

MRL notes the OEPA’s comments regarding L. bungalbin and 

acknowledge that, currently, there is limited information available on 

the biology of this taxon. In response we make the following points: 

 MRL offered in the PER to fund the preparation and 

implementation of a Research and an Interim Recovery Plan for L. 

bungalbin as a component of an offsets package.  

 L. bungalbin is unlikely to be restricted to fissures. In his review, 

Barrett
3
 recorded this taxon as occurring on steep mid-slopes on 

red loam soils with banded ironstone rock (massive in places) and 

                                                

3
 Barrett, R.L. (2007). New species of Lepidosperma (Cyperaceae) associated with banded ironstone in southern Western Australia. Nuytsia 17: 37–60. 
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the breeding systems, demography, propagation or establishment of L. 

bungalbin. It is therefore unknown to what degree the species might be 

fissure dependent, how it might respond to reintroduction or what its 

breeding systems are, all of which are important to determine prior to 

reintroduction activities. Previous research on other species of 

Lepidosperma suggests that use of seeds for propagation is 

challenging, and that more success is likely with separating or moving 

existing clumps. In the case of L. bungalbin, which occurs on skeletal 

soils or in fissures on massive ironstone, and may only persist due to 

competitive advantage in this extreme environment, it is unknown 

whether planting clumps is an effective method of propagation.  

Any successful reintroduction would need to consider how to confer 

competitive advantage over more widespread species. Research and 

trials would be required to provide confidence in this approach. 

As such, the OEPA advises that inclusion of L. bungalbin in 

rehabilitation activities would be a high risk approach to mitigation. 

gravel. 

 Some success has been achieved with investigations into another 

Lepidosperma, L. gibsonii, also restricted to BIF
4
. This includes an 

understanding of seed banks and seed dormancy, and successful 

translocation of separated clumps to ironstone substrates with up 

to 70% survival after nine months. 

The revised footprint (S43A – see above) significantly reduces the 

impacts on this taxon and consequently the risk to the population as a 

whole. In accordance with the mitigation hierarchy, MRL first and 

foremost has pursued all practical opportunities to avoid impacts; 

however, the taxon also remains a candidate for reintroduction to 

disturbed areas as a further mitigation measure. The relative level of 

risk associated with proposed mitigation measures must be viewed in 

context of the substantial avoidance of impact that has been achieved. 

Please provide evidence to support the statements in the PER above 

and provide a level of confidence in the proposed actions to mitigate 

the proposals impacts to these species. In particular, further 

information is required on the indirect and secondary impacts on the 

viability of the remaining species and populations.   

See responses above. 

4 Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla is a threatened species specially 

protected under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999 

and the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 (ranked as vulnerable). It is 

endemic to the Helena – Aurora Range and restricted to BIF habitat. 

With regard to Tetratheca paynterae subsp. paynterae, Cliffs
5
 has the 

following to say: 

“The population remains healthy and viable after >10 years of mine 

operations, with the key outcomes identified including the maintenance 

                                                

4
 Mount Gibson Mining (2015). Mount Gibson Range, Mine Operations at Iron Hill Deposits. Public Environmental Review, November 2015. 

5
 Cliffs (2015). Yilgarn Operations, Koolyanobbing Range F Deposit. Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA), Response to Public Submissions and 
Additional Information, December 2015. 
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The proposal will impact upon 29.4% of T. aphylla subsp. aphylla 

(28.5% directly, 0.9% in the 20m “indirect impact buffer”), and there are 

also likely to be impacts from fragmentation, isolation and loss of 

genetic diversity. The PER (p. 5-29) mentions Tetratheca paynterae 

subsp. paynterae as an example of a related species that has had a 

similar level of direct impact. Evidence to support the inference that 

there has not been an impact on T. paynterae subsp. paynterae needs 

to be provided.  

The differences between the impacts on T. paynterae subsp. 

paynterae and the proposed impacts on T. aphylla subsp. aphylla 

should also be addressed, such as the difference in the geographical 

location of the impacts in the two scenarios (T. paynterae subsp. 

paynterae had one end of its distribution removed, rather than a 

disruption in the centre of its distribution). This would inform the degree 

to which the example provided can be applied to the assessment of 

this proposal’s impacts to T. aphylla subsp. aphylla. 

In addition to the impact of the direct removal of plants, the project will 

split the occurrence of T. aphylla subsp. aphylla such that there would 

be a gap of approximately 600m along the edge of the pit between the 

remaining areas (based on map 5-15). Evidence to support the 

statement in the PER that “the population at Bungalbin Hill will not be 

fragmented to the extent that plants become isolated” is required. 

The sections of the PER that discuss fragmentation and impacts to 

ecosystem processes do not address the potential impact of this gap 

between remaining plants on the demography, reproductive success or 

genetics of the species. As this species is likely to be pollinated by 

small native bees, which only have a limited range, the proposal is 

of population health, flowering/fruiting continuing, and germination of 

new individuals within the population “ 

MRL does not interpret this finding to mean there have been no 

impacts attributable to the Windarling mine operations but rather that 

impacts, if they occur, are within the range of impacts occurring within 

populations outside of the mine’s influence.  

The parallels between T. paynterae subsp. paynterae and T. aphylla 

subsp. aphylla are remarkable. They are members of the same genus 

and have a similar form and habit. Both taxa are restricted to BIF 

ridges. In the case of the former, they include plants occurring 

immediately adjacent to an open pit operations which removed a 

section of the eastern end of a ridge – a directly comparable situation 

to the current proposal. However, MRL also acknowledges there are 

some differences – the proposed impacts on T. aphylla subsp. aphylla 

are not at an extreme of the taxon’s distribution, as is the case with T. 

paynterae subsp. paynterae. T. aphylla subsp. aphylla also has a 

substantially greater population size - > 70,000 plants (even after the 

proposed impacts are considered) compared with < 10,000 plants
6
 for 

T. paynterae subsp. paynterae.   

Under the revised footprint (the “Section 43A” footprint) discussed 

above, direct and indirect impacts on T. aphylla subsp. aphylla will be 

17,346 plants or 19.7 % of the known population, reduced from a 

proposed impact of 29.4 % outlined in the PER. As a result, the 

potential impacts of the Proposal on T. aphylla subsp. aphylla are 

materially reduced. This is a practical demonstration of MRL’s ongoing 

commitment to the avoidance of impacts to the greatest extent 

                                                

6
 MRL does not have access to data on the number of extant plants of T. paynterae subsp. paynterae but understands it to be less than 10,000. 
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likely to disrupt the pollination systems such that the two remaining 

areas of the population become genetically isolated. Additional 

information on the implications of the 600m separation to the viability of 

the remaining plants is required. 

The Curtin University Population Genetics Assessment (Appendix 5-E) 

found that the proposal would result in the loss of “a significant amount 

of the species genetic diversity, and may impact on its ability for future 

adaptation and persistence, although this is difficult to quantify.”  The 

Curtin University Population Genetics Assessment concludes by 

stating that there is a lack of understanding of pollinators, seed 

dispersal and reproductive success for L. bungalbin, T. aphylla subsp. 

aphylla and A. adinophylla.  Additional information is required to 

address the Curtin University Population Genetics Assessment 

conclusions, particularly in regard to the impact of the proposal on the 

viability of these species and appropriate management measures to 

mitigate any impacts in the absence of this information. 

As with L. bungalbin, the PER proposes restoring habitat, replacing 

numbers and replacing genetic material of T. aphylla subsp. aphylla in 

the partially back-filled southern pit at Bungalbin East. 

BGPA (2010) reports on some preliminary research on T. aphylla 

subsp. aphylla. The research incorporated a suite of experiments to 

inform seedling production for a translocation trial. Few of the 

experiments were complete at the time of the report, including 

examining seed germination, preparing cuttings for a translocation trial, 

and seed viability within the soil seedbank. It appears from the report 

that although germination rates for seeds were very low, the species 

strikes well from cuttings and establishes well under greenhouse 

possible.  

Furthermore, MRL is proposing a staged approach by which only 10.5 

% of plants can be taken (Stage 1) with the remainder (Stage 2) only 

available to MRL if the company meets criteria determined by the 

Minister for the Environment (see response to item 3 for suggested 

criteria). MRL has proactively adopted this staged approach to 

development, consistent with recent EPA recommendations and the 

precautionary principle. 

The Section 43A footprint also significantly reduces fragmentation in T. 

aphylla subsp. aphylla. Separation distances are now comparable to 

those occurring naturally between sub-populations of this taxon (see 

Attachment 2, Figure 5-15).  

MRL has provided some additional information with respect to indirect 

impacts (Attachment 5). With regard to the stability of rock faces, 

Attachment 1 (Figure 5) outlines the approach to pit construction. In 

summary, pit angles will be determined by geotechnical investigations 

to be conducted during the initial phase of the project. Whatever the 

outcome of these investigations, however, the pit cannot extend 

beyond the area within which the abandonment bund would cease to 

be effective. The ‘default’ angle within the DMP guideline
7
 is 25º. Even 

if the pit walls fail in the longer term, the failure would be restricted to 

an area within the abandonment bund.   

As a result of the proposed footprint revision, MRL considers the EPA’s 

objective for flora and vegetation can clearly be met.  

The submission also raises questions about the ability to reintroduce 

plants to rehabilitated areas. MRL agrees that there is limited 

                                                

7
 Department of Industry and Resources (1997). Safety Bund Walls Around Open Pit Mines - Guideline. 
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conditions. This is similar to findings of research on T. paynterae 

subsp. paynterae, which shows good establishment in greenhouse 

conditions but little success in establishment in field trials.  

T. aphylla subsp. aphylla has slightly broader habitat requirements 

than other BIF endemic Tetratheca species in the area. While other 

species are largely restricted to massive rock substrate, T. aphylla 

subsp. aphylla is not restricted to rock fissures, and can also grow on 

deeper soils (up to 45 cm deep), though it is possible that they take 

advantage of fissures in the rock underlying the soil. Yates et al. (2011) 

state that while it may be possible to reintroduce T. aphylla subsp. 

aphylla as seedlings (which has a generally higher success rate than 

direct seeding), there are still very high mortality rates for seedling and 

juvenile plants, suggesting that reintroduction remains a very high risk 

conservation strategy. 

As with Lepidosperma bungalbin, any successful reintroduction would 

need to consider how to confer competitive advantage over more 

widespread species. Research and trials would be required to provide 

confidence in this approach. 

As such, inclusion of Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla in rehabilitation 

activities would be a high risk approach to mitigation. 

Please provide any further evidence to provide a high level of 

confidence in the proposed actions to mitigate the proposals impacts to 

these species. In particular, further information is required on the 

indirect and secondary impacts on the viability of the remaining species 

and populations.   

information at this time on how this may proceed. However, Western 

Australia has an active research community in this regard which has 

achieved significant success in re-establishment of threatened and 

recalcitrant species. The implementation of the conditions proposed on 

the Koolyanobbing F Deposit proposal for Tetratheca erubescens will 

also yield further opportunities for learning with industrial scale 

implantation. As Cliffs have done with their F Deposit project, MRL has 

engaged Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority to assist with 

investigating suitable methods for the propagation and translocation of 

T. aphylla subsp. aphylla and is currently in discussions with the 

Western Australian Biodiversity Science Institute to define where they 

are able to assist MRL in understanding rehabilitation techniques that 

will enhance the effectiveness of these propagation and translocation 

programmes. 

In accordance with the mitigation hierarchy, MRL first and foremost has 

pursued all practical opportunities to avoid impacts, however, these 

taxa also remain candidates for reintroduction to disturbed areas as a 

further mitigation measure. The relative level of risk associated with 

proposed mitigation measures must be viewed in context of the 

substantial avoidance of impact that has been achieved. 

5 Acacia adinophylla is a Priority 1 flora species that endemic to the 

Helena – Aurora Range is a BIF specialist. 

The proposal will impact upon 12.3% of A. adinophylla (11.3% directly, 

1% in the 20m “indirect impact buffer”). In contrast to the two species 

Under the revised footprint (the “Section 43A” footprint) discussed 

above, direct and indirect impacts on A. adinophylla will be 11.9 % of 

the known population, reduced from a proposed impact of 12.3 % 

outlined in the PER (see Attachment 1 and revised Figure 5-18). 
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discussed above, this species is not restricted to the high ridgeline of 

the range and is more broadly distributed across vegetation units and 

landform elements. As such there is less fragmentation and isolation of 

the remaining population than for the Lepidosperma and Tetratheca, 

though some small subpopulations between the pit and the waste rock 

landform are likely to be isolated from the remainder of the population. 

Genetic analyses show that the proposed mining will have little impact 

on the genetic variation and spatial genetic structuring of this species. 

This species may not be as widespread as the points on map 5-16 

indicate. Some of the species location records are incorrect based on 

written descriptions of the collecting locations.  

Please clarify the source of the eastern-most records that considerably 

extend the species’ range. 

Furthermore, MRL is proposing a staged approach by which only 9.6 % 

of plants can be taken (Stage 1 – including the infrastructure, J5 pit, 

southern pit at Bungalbin East and drilling within the northern pit area), 

with the remainder (Stage 2 – mining in the northern pit at Bungalbin 

East) only available to MRL if the company meets criteria determined 

by the Minister for the Environment. 

The Flora and Vegetation Assessment (PER Appendix 5-A) has been 

reviewed internally, by a peer reviewer (PER Appendix 5-B) and in 

draft and final form by OEPA and DPaW. MRL is confident the report is 

accurate. MRL notes Acacia adinophylla occurs in 29 of the 45 

vegetation units mapped so the taxon appears to have broad habitat 

preferences and is locally common. 

Regarding the more eastern occurrence of this taxon, Mattiske 

Consulting
8
 recorded a single plant along the transport route between 

the Carina mine and the Mount Walton siding to the south, 

approximately 37km east of the Bungalbin population and a single 

plant to the NE of Carina mine is a confirmed error whereby the GPS 

data point was entered incorrectly by the consultant in 2008. 

6 Leucopogon spectabilis is a threatened species specially protected 

under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999 and the 

Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 (ranked as critically endangered). It is 

endemic to the Helena – Aurora Range and restricted to BIF habitat. 

The proposal will directly remove 0.9% of the plants of L. spectabilis. It 

would result in the removal of the two eastern-most occurrences of the 

species and it is uncertain what, if any, impact that may have on the 

population demography or genetic diversity of the species. Genetic 

Genetic investigations into Leucopogon spectabilis were not a 

component of the range of technical studies required by the EPA and 

outlined in the Environmental Scoping Document (PER Appendix 1-B). 

The proposed impact on this taxon outlined in the PER is less than 1%. 

Under the revised footprint (the “Section 43A” footprint) discussed 

above, the direct and indirect impacts on L. spectabilis will be slightly 

reduced from 0.9% to 0.8% with the northernmost occurrence of the 

species now occurring outside of the proposed footprint (see Figure 5-

                                                

8
 Mattiske Consulting (2009). Flora and Vegetation Survey of the Proposal Carina Transport Route Carina Mine to Mount Walton Road Siding. Report for 
Polaris Metals NL, October 2009. 
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impacts were not studied for this species.  

No offset is proposed for L. spectabilis in the PER. Please see the 

comments below in the Offsets section. 

12, Attachment 2), resulting in only one of the eight sub-populations 

being removed, rather than two. Investigations into genetic diversity 

have not been undertaken for this taxon but there are no outward signs 

of variability between the affected sub-population and other sub-

populations, as has been recorded in Leucopogon gnaphalioides
9
    

In MRL’s view, an impact of this small scale cannot objectively be 

considered significant.  

If, however, the EPA upon completing its environmental impact 

assessment considers that the 0.8% impact to Leucopogon spectablis 

is significant, then MRL would consider that the proposed surrender of 

its exploration tenure in the MMHARCP, subject to suitable 

conservation arrangements being put in place by government would be 

a suitable offset.  E47/842 hosts 97% of Leucopogon spectablis 

individual plants. 

7 The project will directly impact upon nine priority species which are not 

restricted to the Helena - Aurora Range but have distributions centred 

on or around BIF in the region. These species are: Grevillea 

georgeana, Hibbertia lepidocalyx subsp. tuberculata, Lepidosperma 

ferricola, Mirbelia ferricola, Neurachne annularis, Stenanthemum 

newbeyi, Banksia arborea, Eucalyptus formanii and Grevillea 

erectiloba. 

Direct impacts range from between 1.9% and 18.2% of the local 

population of these species. Clarity of Table 5-11 would be improved 

through the addition of two columns: one showing the proportion 

(rather than the number) of each species remaining after previous and 

currently approved proposals, and the second showing the overall 

A revised table has been produced which incorporates the changed 

methods of calculation requested plus the changes associated with the 

revised footprint (the “Section 43A” footprint) – see Table 5-22 in 

Attachment 1. Potential impacts on all taxa have been reduced from 

those presented in the PER. 

MRL confirms that the flora dataset includes all plants recorded by 

Cliffs NR including those at the Deception Deposit. The impact tables 

in Attachment 1 have now been updated to include impacts and 

additional approved since the PER was published at Cliffs’ 

Koolyanobbing F Deposit and also impact approved at Macarthur 

Minerals’ Ullaring Hematite Project which MRL was not aware of at the 

time of the publication of the PER. The updates to the impact tables 

                                                

9 DEC (2013). Stirling Range Beard Heath (Leucopogon gnaphalioides).Interim Recovery Plan 2013-2018. 
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cumulative impact (by adding the proportion remaining column to the 

proposal disturbance proportion) of this, previous and currently 

approved proposals on these species. The figures for proposal 

disturbance should be as a proportion of the pre-disturbance 

population, rather than plants remaining after previous and currently 

approved impacts.  

Information from other proposals should be incorporated into Table 5-

11, including Cliffs’ Deception Deposit Project and Macarthur Minerals’ 

Ularring Hematite Project.  

Please provide an updated Table 5-11. 

not only include additional impacts to priority 3 and 4 plants, but also 

additional surveyed plants near these deposits that are not approved to 

be impacted. The approach taken with all of the impact calculations is 

that if an area is approved for disturbance, it is conservatively assumed 

that the disturbance has actually occurred, even if the project is 

uneconomic and has not been developed for example. 

The predicted impact to flora and vegetation is not significant, and the 

EPA’s objective for the factor can be met in this regard. 

8 The dust emission estimates and dispersion modelling provided in this 

section do not include emissions from the construction phase of the 

project. Observations from other mine sites have shown that the 

construction phase has some of the largest dust emissions. The 

original land clearing occurs immediately adjacent to sensitive flora and 

vegetation (as opposed to the operational phase during which the 

vertical distance from sensitive flora and vegetation continually 

increases). As such the initial construction phase of the mine has the 

greatest potential for significant impact. Further information is required 

as to how dust emissions will be reduced, monitored and managed in 

the construction phase of the project. 

The PER cites the case of T. paynterae subsp. paynterae at Windarling 

as an example in the dust section, stating that the company did not 

record any difference in the health of threatened flora occurring close 

to open pits compare with control plants further away despite high dust 

levels of vegetation close to pit operations. In the following paragraph it 

notes that there was an increased mortality and decline in plant 

condition in proximity to the mine, but that, as the study included plants 

that had been approved for clearing it did not reflect “indirect” impacts. 

Further information is required on the distances at which it was found 

The emissions associated with the construction and operations phases 

were estimated based on particular suites of equipment and activities 

(PER Appendix 10-D). Construction emissions were not modelled due 

to their spatial distribution and their short term nature. MRL 

acknowledges that the Windarling experience suggests the first years 

of mining are likely to generate the highest dust loads on nearby 

vegetation, with dust loads decreasing as the pit deepens.  

With regard to the current proposal, the majority of sensitive flora and 

vegetation occur along the ridge, which features skeletal gravels 

(SMU1 – PER Appendix 12-A). This soil unit occurs discontinuously 

across the ridge. Topsoil will need to be recovered using an excavator, 

loader and trucks.  The use of water for dust suppression will not be 

possible during this phase as it may adversely affect topsoil quality. 

MRL will need to use other means to minimise dust generation. These 

include working outwards from a central point to maintain a maximum 

average distance to adjoining areas, and suspending work at times of 

unfavourable wind strength and direction.  

MRL would also consider other novel approaches to achieving a 

reduction in dust generation during the topsoil recovery process. When 
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that there was a decline in the health of T. paynterae subsp. paynterae 

at Windarling. This information may be relevant to size of indirect 

impact buffers proposed for J5 and Bungalbin East. 

Information is required to distinguish between the potentially different 

impacts of dust deposition on the different significant species based on 

their biology, ecology and morphology. For example, species that enter 

physiological dormancy during drought periods may be less 

susceptible to dust deposition than others. 

topsoil recovery is complete, other methods, such as dust suppression 

using water sprays, and blast controls, can be used, as outlined in the 

PER.  

The Windarling dust study cited in the PER
10

 stated “the observed 

change in health condition (in Tetratheca paynterae subsp. paynterae) 

was not related to the distance from the pit”. Six monitoring ‘sections’ 

were used ranging from 0-40 m from the pit to 920-940 m from the pit. 

MRL has included a more detailed assessment of indirect impacts (see 

response to items 1 and 2), including making reference to a wider 

range of existing data on dust impacts. For the potential impacts of 

dust on individual taxa, Table A5-4 (Attachment 5) provides additional 

information. Dust monitoring is also discussed in more detail within a 

revised version of the CSSCMP (Appendix C). 

With regard to impacts on particular species, see response to item 2. 

9 The PER has not addressed the impact of fragmentation of populations 

on the breeding systems of the remaining plants of the species of 

concern. For example, the proposal significantly increases distances 

between nearest occurrences of L. bungalbin and T. aphylla subsp. 

aphylla on either side of the pit. Information on the potential 

implications of the proposal for genetic transfer and pollination systems 

is required. 

Information is provided in the PER on likely pollen and seed dispersal 

vectors for key species of concern (p5-48 to 5-50) but the implications 

of these in the context of the current proposal are not discussed. The 

loss of concentrated individuals may result in reduced pollen loads 

reaching the remaining populations which may result in a decrease in 

The genetics assessment was undertaken by a subject matter expert 

and is therefore a comprehensive, objective and reliable assessment of 

the purposes of the Proposal. The assessment has been revised to 

take account of the proposed “Section 43A” footprint (Appendix B).  

With regard to the potential effects of fragmentation, the genetics 

assessment makes the following statement (with MRL’s emphasis): 

The longer-term genetic consequences of increasing the geographic 

isolation of remaining plants (e.g. L. bungalbin sites LB 1 and LB 10) 

are unclear as habitat fragmentation can have both negative and 

positive impacts on plants (Young et al. 1996). Similarly unclear are the 

longer-term genetic consequences of reducing the number of 

individuals both overall and in particular genetic groups (i.e. ‘green’ 

                                                

10
 Matsuki, M., Gardener, M.R., Smith, A., Howard, R.K. and Gove, A. (2016) Impacts of dust on plant health, survivorship and plant communities in semi-arid 
environments. Austral Ecology 41: 417-427 
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reproductive rates. Information should be provided on the potential 

impacts of the loss of a substantial, central portion of the population on 

the reproductive rates of the remaining plants. 

cluster in L. bungalbin). If the impact of local mining on dispersal 

vectors of A. adinophylla, L. bungalbin and T. aphylla subsp. aphylla is 

minimal beyond the 20 m buffer zone, any genetic effects on 

increasingly fragmented sites or sites with reduced individuals may be 

limited because isolation and small genetic neighbourhoods appear to 

be a feature of many, short range, BIF endemics (e.g. Butcher et al. 

2011). 

The available information on likely means of seed dispersal and 

pollination vectors was presented in the PER (Tables 5-18 and 5-19). 

MRL acknowledges that there is not a full and complete understanding 

of the genetics of L. bungalbin and T. aphylla subsp. aphylla. However, 

to again refer to the genetics assessment: 

Any genetic impacts of proposed mining could be minimized in situ by 

maintaining plants from the distinct geographic clusters and particularly 

geographically adjacent sites that are genetically clustered but where 

one is to be removed as part of mine development. For example, sites 

AA 3 and AA 5 are genetically very similar, with the allele frequencies 

of both sites largely captured by the plants to be retained within site AA 

3, which is partly outside the disturbance area. Similarly, the careful 

targeting and inclusion of sites in any ex situ seed collections needs to 

be guided by the genetic data. An example of this is to collect from the 

most north easterly or south westerly populations of each of the 

species, which are typically the most genetically distinct and, which, 

with the exception of AA 12, will not be impacted by proposed mining. 

MRL will adopt this approach and will ensure representative material 

from these areas is collected and used in rehabilitation. 

10 Flora surveys 

The OEPA notes that nine specimens submitted to the herbarium for 

identification have subsequently been identified, however the species 

The specimens referred to were collected as part of the flora and 

vegetation survey for the Jackson 4 mine and haul road assessment 

(EPA Report 1511). These taxa listed did not occur within the 
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list in the Flora and Vegetation Assessment (Appendix 5-A) has not 

been updated to include these species. It is unclear whether these 

specimens correspond to records on the species list that have been 

misidentified, or whether the records were not included in the species 

list. Please clarify. 

boundaries of the J5 and Bungalbin East study area. Therefore, these 

taxa are not included on the species list (see Appendix E of Appendix 

5-A to the PER) for the Proposal. Note that the species list includes 

only taxa recorded from ecologia’s J5 and Bungalbin East quadrats, 

and not taxa from regional quadrats. 

The OEPA notes that almost a third of the species recorded in the 

Flora and Vegetation Assessment have not previously been collected 

from the area and on advice of the herbarium, have not been lodged. 

This is an unexpectedly high proportion of the species not previously 

collected for an area that has undergone significant botanical survey 

over the last 30 years. Some of the species with uncertain 

identifications are very distinctive (e.g. Hakea ?preissii).  

Please clarify if species marked as uncertain in the species list have 

been submitted to the herbarium for identification. 

The recording of species not previously collected from the area is 

attributable to the intensity of survey. 

A number of identified specimens are designated with a question mark 

in the species list, and are likely to belong to the named species, but 

due to insufficient vegetative, flowering or fruiting material, a definitive 

identification could not be unambiguously made. These were, 

therefore, considered to be in poor condition rather than anomalous. 

This applies to H. ?preissii. It is likely that this specimen was in poor 

condition, and was thought most likely to belong to H. preissii, and as 

such was not considered necessary for submission for identification. 

The OEPA notes that a new targeted flora survey for T. aphylla subsp. 

aphylla and L. bungalbin was conducted in June/July 2016 with a 

substantial increase in numbers found. 

Please provide justification regarding the large increase in numbers to 

previous surveys. 

The increase in numbers of individuals of T. aphylla subsp. aphylla, 

Acacia adinophylla and L. bungalbin recorded between the draft PER 

and the final PER is a result of further targeted survey of the Helena-

Aurora Range undertaken by ecologia during June-July 2016, as 

outlined in Appendix 5-A (p22) of the PER: 

An additional targeted flora survey to increase the known distributions 

and population sizes of Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla and 

Lepidosperma bungalbin was undertaken by a team of six botanists 

between 27 June to 6 July 2016, with a survey effort totalling 48 

person-days. 

This phase of the survey was only the second ‘targeted’ survey 

conducted and was expected to significantly add to the known 

numbers of plants by concentrating on areas away from established 

quadrats and transects. 
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MRL and its consultants were conscious of the potential for transect 

density to bias the count of rare plants inside and outside of the 

disturbance area. Prior to the 2016 targeted survey, there were parts of 

the HAR with suitable habitat for rare plants that had been under-

surveyed. The 2016 survey sought to correct this, with 50m spaced 

transects across most parts of the HAR (i.e. the same transect density 

to that surveyed in the disturbance areas). There are however some 

areas of the HAR that remain surveyed on only 100-200m transects, 

making the impact calculation percentages conservative. The transects 

are illustrated in Figure 5-2 and available in the spatial dataset. 

11 Vegetation mapping 

The OEPA advises that the delineation of the “supergroups” is not 

justified by the floristic analysis presented in the Flora and Vegetation 

Assessment. 

Vegetation units that the floristic analysis showed were more closely 

related to other groups (PSRN 14-24) were incorporated into the PSRN 

supergroup based on the presence of a single species, Neurachne 

annularis. Similarly, the absence of Neurachne annularis was used as 

a reason to exclude RSWN from the PSRN supergroup despite its 

position on the range, its floristic alignment with PSRN 14-24 and being 

completely surrounded by PSRN (p. 88 of Appendix 5-A). This places 

more weight than it should on the presence/absence of a single 

species. 

In response to comments on the draft PER, the proponent stated that 

“When defining supergroups, landform variables, as well as dominant 

species within vegetation units, were taken into consideration, while 

attempting to reflect as close as practicable the clustering patterns in 

the dendrogram. The supergroups therefore do not always strictly align 

with the clustering patterns in the dendrogram, and are provided to 

assist interpretation of a very large dataset as well as identify broad 

The classification of vegetation units into supergroups was primarily 

based on the objective results of the hierarchical cluster analysis. The 

supergroups were provided to assist in interpretation of broader floristic 

patterns across the study area, and were not used nor intended to be 

used in an assessment of vegetation significance.  

As stated in the PER, when defining supergroups, landform variables, 

as well as dominant species within vegetation units, were taken into 

consideration, while attempting to reflect as close as practicable the 

clustering patterns in the dendrogram. The supergroups, therefore, do 

not always strictly align with the clustering patterns in the dendrogram, 

and are provided to assist interpretation of a very large dataset as well 

as identify broad floristic patterns within the study area.  

As shown in the dendrogram, supergroups PSRN, RSWN, SPAC, and 

SPAB are floristically similar, and are somewhat dissimilar from the 

remaining supergroups PCS, PNC, MIPL and MISP.  

Vegetation units PSRN14 to PSRN24 (included within supergroup 

PSRN) are overall more similar floristically to supergroup RSWN than 

to the remaining PSRN, but the former is considered distinct by the 

absence of Neurachne annularis, and includes, for example, quadrats 

located at Jackson Range (RSWN2) and Chameleon uplands 
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floristic patterns within the study area.” This does not account for the 

exclusion of RSWN from the PSRN supergroup, for example. 

(RSWN1). All PSRN vegetation units belonging to the PEC share 

similar floristic composition, almost always include Neurachne 

annularis, and are all closely associated with HAR BIF. 

Supergroups SPAC and SPAB, also share floristic similarities with 

PSRN and RSWN, but are considered distinct as they typically 

represent yellow sandplain or plain habitats characterised by species 

such Allocasuarina corniculata, Callitris preissii, Acacia effusifolia and 

Acacia resinimarginea.  

Therefore, supergroups RSWN, SPAC, and SPAB can be considered 

to be nested within the broader PSRN supergoup, but are considered 

distinct to assist in interpretation of vegetation patterns. 

Upon detailed technical review and analysis of the Flora and 

Vegetation Assessment in the final PER, it appears that there are four 

mapped vegetation units that are not represented by any quadrats and 

five represented only by a single quadrat. Similarly, there are eight 

quadrats that are not consistent with the vegetation within which they 

have been mapped. A more detailed examination of the description of 

the vegetation units (pages 43-87 of the Flora and Vegetation 

Assessment) appears to identify that the associated photographs do 

not always represent the vegetation units (e.g. MISP4 (p. 60) there are 

no Eremophila plants visible in the photograph, and it is described as 

Eremophila tall open shrubland). 

The OEPA notes that issues regarding the vegetation mapping have 

also been raised in public submissions.  

Please provide an explanation for each of the circumstances where 

quadrats have failed to align between floristic and mapped vegetation 

units. 

The vegetation units described as part of this assessment were based 

on a combined analysis of quadrats located within the study area and 

regional quadrats located in the vicinity of the study area (almost all 

regional quadrats are within 50 km of the study area). Therefore, while 

there are necessarily some cases where vegetation units described for 

the study area were not represented by two or more quadrats within it, 

within the broader survey area all mapped vegetation units were 

represented by a minimum of two quadrats, which accords with 

requirements of Guidance Statement 51. 

The description of MISP4 on page 60 appears to be in error and should 

read 'Eucalyptus open woodland (Mixed Eucalyptus open woodland, 

over Eremophila caperata, Olearia exiguifolia, Olearia muelleri, and/or 

Westringia cephalantha var. cephalantha shrubland, over Austrostipa 

elegantissima or Austrostipa platychaeta sparse tussock grassland, 

with or without Triodia spp. sparse hummock grassland)'. 

With regard to quadrats and the mapped vegetation units, Since the 

more recent review of the vegetation mapping, one of these quadrats 

has been revised to place it within PSRN0 rather than PSRN6; 
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therefore, there are seven quadrats lying outside of the mapped 

vegetation unit. 

As stated in the Flora and Vegetation Assessment report (PER 

Appendix 5-A), there is a small degree of inconsistency between 

mapped vegetation units and floristic units defined by the cluster 

analysis. The reason given for this is:  

“A comparison of the mapped vegetation units to the vegetation units 

defined from the floristic analysis is shown in Table 4.7, with the 

majority of quadrats falling within polygons of the same vegetation unit.  

However eight quadrats lie outside the mapped vegetation unit 

primarily due to the vegetation patch size being too small to map at a 

consistent scale.” (pp. 42).  

At the scale at which vegetation mapping could be reasonably 

undertaken, vegetation boundaries could not always be precisely 

defined, particularly when patch sizes of the vegetation represented by 

a quadrat are often very small.  Therefore there can be some 

unavoidable inconsistency between vegetation units mapped and that 

assigned to a quadrat. In this case, variability is considered to be very 

low (seven out of 197 quadrats or 4%), and within an acceptable level. 

In considering the statement within the EPA guidance that “accepted 

level of variation within and between vegetation units should be 

assessed and described”, the consultants consider this to be separate 

issue, relating to the level of floristic variation between vegetation units, 

and is not related to the inability to precisely map vegetation 

boundaries at this scale. In relation to “the presence of mosaic units or 

small units within broader scale vegetation units should also be clearly 

defined”, although there may justification in some cases where 

vegetation units could be mapped as a mosaic, or that one could be 

considered a subunit of another, no mosaic units or subunits were 

defined for the Flora and Vegetation Assessment. Also note that EPA 
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Guidance (December 2015) was released subsequent to the 

completion of the Flora and Vegetation Assessment. 

12 Conservation Significant Species and Communities Management Plan 

There is insufficient detail provided in the Conservation Significant 

Species Management Plan to provide confidence that indirect impacts 

on the remaining populations of conservation significant species and 

vegetation can be adequately managed. Please provide further 

information to address the comments below. 

See responses below. 

The conservation significant species proposed for monitoring have 

major differences in their biology and ecology. The Plan should detail 

how monitoring techniques, measures of health and timing may differ 

between species. 

The key aspect of the monitoring program involves comparing the 

health of plants within a zone of potential impacts with control plants 

occurring elsewhere at the same time. Comparisons will only be made 

within taxa so differences between taxa will not obscure any potential 

impacts. Similarly, this approach allows identification of potential 

impacts on one taxon that is not evident in other taxa.  

A revised CSSCMP has been provided (Appendix C). The plan has 

been updated to better explain how impacts on plants will be correlated 

with environmental variables such as dust load. 

The Plan does not adequately address control of dust during the initial 

land-clearing, and early blasting phase. Monitoring at the Windarling 

mine site showed that this is the stage likely to produce the greatest 

dust emissions in proximity to significant species and vegetation. 

Specific management measures to reduce dust emissions during these 

phases should be detailed in the Plan. As any impact from dust 

deposition on conservation significant species is unlikely to be 

observable in the short-term, a frequent, precautionary dust deposition 

monitoring regime including triggers, thresholds and actions based on 

dust deposition levels, rather than a decline in plant health, should be 

included in the plan. 

MRL acknowledges the potential for high dust levels to occur during 

the early phases of mining. MRL’s approach to dust management in 

relation to potential impacts on vegetation is outlined in the PER (p5-

57) and includes blasting controls and a dust monitoring program. 

The dust deposition monitoring program is outlined in Appendix C. 

MRL considers that triggers and thresholds based on dust deposition 

levels are not an appropriate or reliable approach as the relationship 

with plant health is not known. However, this does not mean MRL will 

not take action if monitoring reveals the potential for impacts. Where 

appropriate, MRL will implement corrective measures if dust deposition 

levels adjacent to mining operations compare unfavourably with 
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controls. 

Evidence should be provided of the proposed multispectral imagery 

method being used in vegetation health monitoring including 

discussion of the sensitivity of this measure in the semi-arid zone and 

the influence of seasonality. Monitoring and control sites should be 

used for this methodology as well as the on-ground monitoring 

techniques. 

Remote sensing is an established technique in widespread use, 

including by DPaW (examples include vegetation condition at the Lake 

Warden and Lake Gore RAMSAR wetland sites, and vegetation health 

(presence of dieback) at the Stirling Range complex and Mount 

Lindsey National Parks).  

The method routinely compares areas where potential impacts may 

occur with control areas. The method is not proposed for use in 

isolation – on ground monitoring is also proposed. The revised 

CSSCMP (Appendix C) some additional information on the use of this 

method. 

Quantitative measures should be used for the proposed vegetation and 

plant health monitoring techniques. Quantitative measures should 

include monitoring of flowering, reproduction, mortality and 

demography. 

For the purposes of identifying potential impacts, the Plan proposes 

semi-quantitative monitoring of plant health. Detailed quantitative 

assessment measures are unlikely to materially improve detection of 

impacts although they may be appropriate where investigations into 

particular taxa are conducted, potentially as part of an offsets program. 

Seasonality should be considered in determining frequency and timing 

of monitoring events. The monthly and quarterly monitoring proposed 

in Table 3-4 is more frequent than is likely to be useful. For example, 

any data gathered during summer for species that display physiological 

dormancy during drought are unlikely to contribute meaningfully to an 

assessment of plant health. Monitoring should take place in winter and 

spring. Additionally, the other measures of health discussed above are 

more likely to be observable in spring. 

MRL agrees that it is highly likely that differences in plant condition will 

be detected in different seasons and that many plants will display 

physiological dormancy during summer. However, comparisons will be 

made between plants in potential impact sites with those in control 

sites. Differences in plant condition may be evident even in summer.  

MRL considers that more frequent monitoring is an appropriate 

precautionary approach, at least initially, to ensure there is early 

warning of any potential impacts. The program can be adapted in the 

light of the results obtained. 

The plan proposes that control sites for conservation significant flora MRL notes that the report cited says, when quoted in full:  
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monitoring occur within 250m of the disturbance footprint. Studies at 

other mine sites
11

 have shown that heavy dust deposition can occur up 

to 150m from the pit. Control sites should be further from the 

disturbance footprint to ensure that they are effective as controls. 

“In 2005, high dust loads were found on some plants up to 150m from 

the edge of pit, but the majority of plants that were greater than 20m 

from the edge of the pit had low dust load.” 

Nonetheless, MRL agrees that control sites must be outside of any 

potential impact from the mine operations in order to produce 

meaningful results. The revised CSSCMP (Appendix C) outlines how 

control sites will be used to inform the monitoring program. 

The monitoring details in Table 3-4 should be switched between 

conservation significant vegetation transects and conservation 

significant flora. 

This table has been amended in the revised CSSCMP (Table 3-6 

Appendix C). 

Trigger levels for conservation significant vegetation in Table 3-5 

should be tied to control sites in order to provide confidence as to 

whether any observed decline is related to the mine operations. 

This table has been amended in the revised CSSCMP (Table 3-6 

Appendix C). 

13 Appendix 5-D - IUCN review of Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla and 

Leucopogon spectabilis and Appendix 5-F IUCN review of 

Lepidosperma bungalbin and Banksia arborea.  

The OEPA notes that these reviews did not take into account “indirect 

impacts to the species, for example, the impact to the species through 

the adverse impact to pollinators and the genetic viability of the 

population from the loss of individuals and the loss of pollinators.” 

The OEPA notes Parks and Wildlife advice that T. aphylla subsp. 

aphylla could be assessed to meet the criteria for critically endangered 

under B1ab(iii,v) if the proposal proceeds due to a continuing decline in 

The IUCN assessment presented in the PER is based on direct losses 

from the establishment of the project footprint plus the pit surrounds 

(area between the pit edge and the abandonment bund) plus a 20 m 

buffer outside of the abandonment bund. Provision for indirect losses, 

therefore, has been conservatively made. 

The IUCN defines continuing decline as “Recent, current or projected 

future decline (which may be smooth, irregular or sporadic) which is 

liable to continue unless remedial measures are taken. Fluctuations will 

not normally count as continuing declines, but an observed decline 

should not be considered as a fluctuation unless there is evidence for 

                                                

11 Matsuki, M., Gardener, M.R., Smith, A., Howard, R.K. and Gove, A. (2016) Impacts of dust on plant health, survivorship and plant communities in semi-arid 

environments. Austral Ecology 41: 417-427 
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the area or quality of habitat, and the number of plants, and the extent 

of occurrence being less than 100km
2
. 

The OEPA notes Parks and Wildlife advice that L. spectabilis appears 

likely to continue to meet the IUCN interpretation for continuing decline 

and meet the IUCN criteria for critically endangered.  

The OEPA notes Park and Wildlife advice that L. bungalbin could meet 

the criteria for critically endangered under criterion B if the proposal 

proceeds due to meeting the definition for continuing decline. 

Please provide any further information to address the Parks and 

Wildlife recommendations. 

this.”  

There appears to be little basis for assuming a position of “continuing 

decline”. In the absence of any further mining proposals beyond the 

current proposal, the decline is not “liable to continue”. MRL disagrees 

with DPaW’s interpretation and stands by the independent conclusions 

of the reports, as undertaken by suitably qualified personnel, and 

provided as Appendices 5-D and 5-F in the PER. See also response to 

comment 84. 

With regard to fragmentation and its associated impacts, the IUCN 

uses a criterion it describes as “severely fragmented”
12

. This may apply 

for a species where “most of its individuals are found in small and 

relatively isolated subpopulations”. Subpopulations are described as 

“geographically or otherwise distinct groups in the population between 

which there is little demographic or genetic exchange”. This is highly 

unlikely to be the case for any of the four taxa for which assessments 

against the IUCN criteria were conducted. Consequently, 

fragmentation does not apply in the IUCN context.  

In any event, the proposed change to the “Section 43A footprint” very 

substantially reduces the impact on both T. aphylla subsp. aphylla and 

L. bungalbin. MRL asked Bioscope to review their findings in the light 

of the revised footprint (including an allowance for indirect impacts as 

discussed above). They concluded:  

 T. aphylla subsp. aphylla: no change to original assessment – 

taxon meets criteria to be considered vulnerable, its current level of 

assessment. 

 L. spectabilis: no change to original assessment – taxon meets 

                                                

12
 IUCN Standards and Petitions Subcommittee (2016). Guidelines for using the IUCN Red List Categories and Criteria. Version 12. 
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criteria to be considered vulnerable, current level of assessment is 

critically endangered. 

 L. bungalbin: original assessment has changed – taxon does not 

now meet criteria to be considered vulnerable, current level of 

assessment is P1. 

A report on the revised Bioscope assessment is included in the 

appendices to these responses. 

Implementation of the Proposal will not, therefore, change the IUCN 

status of any flora taxon. 

2. Landforms 

14 The EPA will be assessing this factor against the elements of the 

EPA’s objective for Landforms, which are variety, integrity, ecological 

function and environmental values.  

The ESD for the proposal required that the significance of the affected 

landforms (those landforms proposed to be impacted) be characterised 

in a local and regional context and the Local Assessment Unit (LAU) 

(Helena - Aurora Range) be characterised in a regional context, having 

regard to the criteria identified in EPA EPB 23: variety, integrity, 

ecological importance, scientific importance and rarity.  

The PER has provided a discussion of landform characteristics of the 

Helena – Aurora Range, including Elevation, Slope, Aspect, 

Topographic Position Index, Wetness Index and Solar Radiation.  

The PER has provided some information to enable a comparative 

analysis of the local and regional landforms for the criteria of variety 

and integrity, however does not provide a comparative analysis of the 

ecological importance of the individual landforms of the LAU or of the 

LAU within the region. Specifically, a discussion of the aggregation of 

values that the landforms sustains is lacking, as is a critical analysis 

The PER compares the landform of the Helena-Aurora Range against 

other landforms in the Mt Manning region, within reasonable 

constraints of time, cost and available data.  As such, it provides an 

objective assessment of landforms in sufficient detail to enable 

assessment of the Proposal. 

The PER embraces the findings of published scientific literature that 

documents the ecological importance of the Helena-Aurora Range 

relative to other BIF ranges of the Yilgarn Craton.  It does not seek to 

diminish these findings. 

At the local scale it is clear from the PER the extent to which the 

individual landforms comprising the HAR provide habitat for threatened 

and/or priority flora. 

At the regional scale it is clear from the PER that the Helena-Aurora 

Range provides habitat for threatened and priority taxa that do not 

occur on other BIF ranges, or indeed anywhere else. 

The PER assesses the preliminary key environmental factors as per 

the ESD but does not make value judgements as to what aggregation 

of values makes the Helena-Aurora Range more or less significant 
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against other BIF landforms. Please provide further information on the 

aggregation of values on the affected landforms and on the LAU in 

comparison to other regional landforms. 

The landform characteristics discussed are not clearly linked to 

ecological function of the landforms. Please provide further information 

on this aspect. 

Textural features like caves, monoliths or outcropping that may provide 

a microclimate, source of water flow or shade are not discussed 

adequately in the PER. Further information is required on the various 

geological features of the landforms within the HAR. Furthermore, a 

comparative analysis with other landforms in the region regarding such 

geological features is not evident and would assist the assessment. 

The PER appears to conclude that the HAR is not of significance 

locally or regionally as its features and values are represented 

elsewhere. This conflicts with findings in Appendix 6A, for e.g. the 

Helena – Aurora Range ‘is considered to be regionally significant’, with 

previously published scientific literature (Strategic Review of Banded 

Iron Formation Ranges of the Midwest and Goldfields
13

, EPA Bulletin 

1256
14

, Gibson et al (2012)
15

 and the public submissions made on the 

PER document from experienced professionals and agencies. 

The OEPA notes that substantial submissions were received in relation 

to the landforms assessment in the PER and considers it important that 

than other BIF ranges of the Yilgarn Craton. 

MRL notes that this issue was not raised during the agency review of 

the draft PER prior to the PER being finalised and endorsed by the 

EPA for public advertising.  

The ESD (Item 11) requires identification of the environmental values 

of the affected landforms and notification of which these environmental 

values will be addressed through other preliminary key environmental 

factors identified in the ESD.   

The PER does not repeat information in the discussion on landforms 

that is more appropriately addressed in further detail elsewhere in the 

document. 

MRL therefore disagrees that “the landform characteristics discussed 

are not clearly linked to ecological function of the landforms”.  Section 

6.3.2 of the PER, for example, explicitly discusses ecological function 

and clearly references other relevant sections of the PER that address 

these aspects in detail. 

The PER concludes that the HAR is not significant locally or regionally 

on the basis of the landform factor, which is defined by the EPA (2015) 

as “a distinctive, recognisable physical feature of the earth’s surface 

having a characteristic shape produced by natural processes”.  

Further, the “defining feature of a landform is its combination of 

                                                

13
 DEC and DoIR (2007) Strategic Review of the Conservation and Resource Values of the Banded Iron Formation of the Yilgarn Craton. Perth, Western 

Australia.  
14

 EPA (2007) Advice on areas of the highest conservation value in the proposed extensions to Mount Manning Nature Reserve – Advice of the 
Environmental Protection Authority to the Minister for the Environment under Section 16(e) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986. Bulletin 1256. Perth, 
Western Australia. 
15

 Gibson, N., Meissner, R., Markey, A.S. and Thompson, W.A. (2012) Patterns of Plant Diversity in Ironstone Ranges in Arid South Western Australia. 
Journal of Arid Ecology 77&:25-31. 
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the proponent provide a full and reasoned response to all issues raised 

to assist the EPA in its assessment of this complex factor. 

geology (composition) and morphology (form)” (EPA, 2015). 

Having appropriately defined what a landform is, EPB 23 then provides 

five broad criteria for determining the significance of a landform, one of 

which relates to ecological importance.  From the published scientific 

literature it is evident that the significance of the Helena-Aurora Range 

is primarily attributed to its ecology, specifically in relation to flora. 

In providing guidance on determining the significance of landforms, 

EPB 23 attempts to link the geological and morphological aspects of 

landforms with their ecology.   

Based on EPB 23, it would appear that the significance/importance of a 

landform increases where it provides habitat for restricted and/or 

endemic flora, fauna or ecological communities (whether listed as 

threatened or not). 

But this does not accord with the definition of a landform as previously 

stated, the defining feature of which is a combination of its geology and 

morphology (EPA, 2015).  As such, the PER assesses these 

components of the HAR and appropriately concludes that the HAR is 

not significant in this regard.   

The PER therefore does not conflict with the findings of Appendix 6-A, 

nor the previously published scientific literature, nor the public 

submissions made on the PER document from experienced 

professionals and agencies.   

MRL does not dismiss the ecological aspects associated with the 

Helena-Aurora Range, but simply addresses them appropriately 

elsewhere in the PER (not as part of the landform factor). 

The detail of the J5 and BE PER Landforms study is at least as 

detailed, and in some cases more detailed, as the 3 other BIF PERs 

considered by the EPA in 2016; Blue Hills, Iron Hill, and Koolyanobbing 

F Deposit. The study is a comprehensive, objective and reliable 
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assessment of the significance/importance of the HAR conducted and 

peer-reviewed by suitably qualified experts.  

The peer-reviewed findings of the landform assessment in the PER 

suggest that further information on geological/textural features of the 

Helena-Aurora Range, such as caves, monoliths or outcrops, is not 

required. MRL considers that the PER, supported by the Landforms 

study, clearly demonstrates that the HAR is not rare or one of a few of 

its type from a Landform perspective. 

Notwithstanding the above, additional information has been provided in 

Appendix D – “Topographic determinants of habitat suitability for rare 

ironstone plants in semi-arid Western Australia” (Divirgilio et al, 2016). 

This report explores the link between the landforms physical 

characteristics and other environmental variables with preferred 

habitats for the conservation significant flora species. 

This issue is discussed further in Issue 144. 

15 The OEPA notes the PER provides some information on the geology 

and geomorphology, past ecological and biological processes, 

biological reference sites and important natural processes of BIF 

ranges in consideration of scientific importance. The OEPA notes that 

during its consideration of the Mount Manning Region in EPA Bulletin 

1256 the EPA recommended criteria for the consideration of 

Geoheritage which includes consideration of Aesthetics, 

Science/Education, Recreation, Social/Historical, Sense of Place and 

Spiritual/Religious values of an area. 

Please provide information as to how these criteria may apply to the 

landforms of the Helena – Aurora Range in comparison with other BIF 

Ranges in the region. 

The OEPA notes the detailed public submissions regarding the 

recommended criteria above. Please ensure you give a full and 

The PER and its supporting studies document a considerable body of 

knowledge on geology and geomorphology, past ecological and 

biological process, biological reference sites and important natural 

processes of BIF ranges in consideration of scientific importance. 

The recommended criteria for consideration of geoheritage are already 

addressed in the PER with respect to the relevant preliminary key 

environmental factors (e.g. aesthetics – Section 10.3.1 Visual amenity, 

science/education – Section 6.2.9 Variety – scientific importance, 

recreation – Sections 10.2.1,10.3.2, 10.4 Visitor access and use, 

social/historical – Section 11.2.2, 11.3.4 Euopean heritage values, 

spiritual/religious – Section 11.2.1, 11.3 Aboriginal heritage). 

MRL notes the term ‘geoheritage’ is not defined in EPA Bulletin 1256, 

but is instead used interchangeably with the term 

‘geodiversity/geoconservation’.  The term geoheritage is, however, 
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reasoned answer to each submission with evidence to support any 

statements made. 

defined in EPA Bulletin 942 (EPA, 1999) as “a concept which 

encompasses the diversity of minerals, rocks and fossils, and the 

features that indicate their origin through time, and includes landforms 

and other geomorphic features that illustrate the effects of present, and 

past exposure to climate and earth forces.” 

Any assessment of the landscape and geoheritage values of an area 

has an element of subjectivity. This is particularly apparent upon 

review of the criteria for consideration of geoheritage as provided in 

EPA Bulletin 1256.  This element of subjectivity in relation to 

geoheritage was recognised by the EPA (2002) in its assessment of 

the Koolyanobbing Expansion Project (Bulletin 1082). 

As part of that assessment, the EPA visited Windarling Range with Dr 

Phillip Playford, the former Head of the Geological Survey of Western 

Australia, to provide expert advice with respect to landscape and geo-

heritage values. Dr Playford’s opinion was that “while the area has 

features of local significance, it does not have major significance in 

terms of geological heritage or landscape value” (Office of the Appeals 

Convenor, 2003). 

Dr Playford’s opinion in relation to Windarling is echoed by Dr Karl-

Heinz Wyrwoll of the University of Western Australia in relation to the 

Helena-Aurora Range.  Dr Wyrwoll noted that in terms of 

geomorphology-landform expression, no claim of uniqueness can be 

made for the Helena-Aurora Range. 

The Geological Survey of WA maintains a register of geoheritage sites 

as detailed in DMP record 2013/10 which states: “State Geoheritage 

Reserves are created under Section 41 of the Western Australian Land 

Administration Act 1997 through a Management Order that vests them 

with the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, for management by the 

Executive Director GSWA (the most senior State Government 

geologist). The following definition is used to determine whether or not 
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a locality should be on the Western Australian Register of Geoheritage 

Sites: ‘Geological features of the Earth that are considered to be 

unique and of outstanding value within Western Australia and to have 

significant scientific and educational values’.” There are 150 sites listed 

on the register. The HAR is not listed on this register. 

No assessment of ‘geoheritage’ was required by the ESD. As already 

noted above, the recommended criteria for consideration of 

geoheritage are already addressed in the PER with respect to the 

relevant preliminary key environmental factors. The PER adequately 

addresses these criteria in relation to the relevant factors, and is 

consistent with the requirements of the ESD. A ‘geoheritage’ 

assessment is therefore beyond the scope of the PER as endorsed by 

the EPA and unlikely to add any significant value to the assessment.  

MRL notes the detailed public submissions regarding the 

recommended criteria and has responded accordingly. 

16 The PER confirms that “permanent alterations to the contour of ridge 

lines and crests will occur to L3 and L4 (the PALs) as a result of mine 

pit development having a total area of 207.45 ha. Open pit voids will 

remain and will have walls that may be subject to slope failures and will 

not be conducive to revegetation”. The OEPA notes that the proponent 

has not undertaken any detailed geotechnical drilling to confirm how 

close mining can safely approach the abandonment bunds without 

potentially creating unstable rock mass now or into the long term 

future.  

The PER concludes that the residual impacts identified above are not 

considered significant as ecological function can be maintained in 

adjacent areas. The PER also concludes that the affected landform 

values are represented elsewhere across the HAR and wider 

MMHARCP. 

MRL is committed to collecting further waste characterisation and 

geotechnical data to inform risk-based approvals under the Mining Act. 

MRL has proposed a staged approach to EP Act and Mining Act 

Approvals as detailed in Attachment 1 and has discussed this 

approach in detail with DMP on 29 July 2016 (C Grosser and J De 

Lange) 20 September 2016 (C Grosser and K Anderson) 22 

September 2016 (K Anderson and S Danti) and 14 February 2017 (K 

Anderson and S Danti). The concept of a risk based Stage 1A approval 

for a starter pit to ensure continuous operations is consistent with the 

Mining Proposal Guidelines, however any Mining Proposal will be 

assessed on its merits and specific risks at the time it is submitted. Any 

Mining Proposal for the Stage 1B and Stage 2 pits will be supported by 

the full suite of waste characterisation and geotechnical data and 

analysis commensuration with the risks.  

It must be noted that the Stage 1A approach is not essential to the 
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The EPA will require sufficient information to enable an assessment of 

the acceptability of proposal impacts to the landforms. Please provide 

further information including evidence to support the statements above.  

Please include evidence of any consultation that has occurred with the 

Department of Mines and Petroleum and the Parks and Wildlife on 

landform stability and post mining land capability. 

project; it is only required  to sustain continuous of employment and 

economic benefits associated with MRL’s existing operations. If the 

Stage 1A Mining Proposal is not approved by DMP without additional 

data, MRL will incur a hiatus to its operations which would not in any 

way diminish the business case for the project or the validity of any 

Part IV EP Act Approvals. 

MRL has elected to group the reserve definition drilling and mining at 

J5 and Bungalbin East into this one Proposal. An alternative approach 

may have been to refer up to 4 Proposals for up to 4 PERs (2 drilling 

programs and 2 mines) which MRL does not consider to be an efficient 

use of resources for MRL or the EPA.  

Obtaining efficient assessment of a drilling program in this location 

within commercially required timeframes is not achievable, as 

demonstrated when the EPA set a PER level of assessment the small 

1.69ha drilling program proposed for J5. MRL subsequently withdrew 

that proposal in favour of the current strategy of considering all future 

activities and impacts within the scope of one Proposal. Further, the 

broader regulatory and stakeholder context in respect to mining 

activities at this location does not create a compelling business case to 

invest in a multi-million dollar drilling program, nor cause unnecessary 

environmental impact, until there is some certainty on the likelihood of 

key approvals. MRL considers the information presented in the PER 

and these responses to submissions are sufficient for the EPA to 

complete its assessment and if necessary for the Minister to condition 

any approval with confirmatory collection of data as considered 

necessary. 

17 Site specific management, mitigation measures, monitoring and 

feasible contingency measures relating to landform stability, 

maintaining landform integrity and ensuring non-polluting landforms is 

not provided in the PER. Please provide further information on these 

The PER sets out proposed management of direct and indirect impacts 

on the landforms of the Helena-Aurora Range, including proposed 

rehabilitation of the landforms.   

The PER, supported by the Landforms study, concludes that the HAR 
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aspects. is not rare or one of a few of its type from a Landform perspective. 

MRL therefore considers that the Proposal can meet the EPA’s 

objective in relation to Landforms to maintain the variety, integrity, 

ecological functions and environmental values of landforms. The level 

of management proposed is appropriate and proportionate in the 

context of the significance of the landform as assessed in the PER, 

and the predicted impact of the Proposal. 

Attachment 1 details how a Mining Proposal can and will only be 

sought and approved if long term geotechnical stability within any Part 

IV approval limits is demonstrated. 

Geotechnical stability is also monitored and managed over the life of 

the mine by MRL in accordance with a Ground Control Management 

Plan. MRL maintains these plans at its other operations and will also 

do so for this Proposal as part of its responsibilities under the Mine 

Safety Inspection Act 1994. 

18 The OEPA notes that residual impacts have been identified in the PER 

as “open pit voids of 207.45 ha, with walls that may be subject to slope 

failures, and will not be conducive to revegetation.” No offsets are 

proposed for landform residual impacts. 

No offsets are proposed for landform residual impacts as it is 

concluded in section 6.5 of the PER that the residual impacts of the 

Proposal on landforms of the LAU are not significant.  

In any event, the WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines (August 2014) 

note that, in general, significant residual impacts for the purposes of 

determining offsets include those that affect rare and endangered 

plants and animals, areas within the formal conservation reserve 

system, important environmental systems and species that are 

protected under international agreements, and areas that are already 

defined as being critically impacted in a cumulative context. The 

Residual Impact Significance Model adopted by the Guidelines does 

not canvas impacts to landforms. 

Offsets are proposed in relation to a significant residual impact on 

Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla, and this is appropriately addressed 
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as part of the flora and vegetation and offsets factors. 

3. Subterranean fauna 

19 The OEPA notes that 15 troglofauna species have been recorded from 

only within the proposed disturbance areas. A high number of 

singletons were recorded. 

The survey effort undertaken to date does not meet the requirements 

of EPA guidance (Guidance Statement 54a and EAG 12).  

Incomplete taxonomy has been submitted with the PER with a lack of 

genetic analysis to resolve these issues. 

Evidence to support statements regarding subterranean fauna habitat 

connectivity and distributions has not been provided.  

The OEPA acknowledges that the proponent is undertaking further 

work including an additional troglofauna survey, genetic analysis and a 

troglofauna habitat assessment using structural imaging methods 

(downhole OTV). Please submit all findings and an assessment of the 

findings in view of the requirements of the ESD and information already 

presented in the PER with the Response to Submissions document for 

review. 

In consultation with OEPA, MRL has undertaken further investigation of 

troglofauna at J5 and Bungalbin East for the purposes of: 

 satisfying the requirements of EPA guidance (Guidance Statement  

54a and EAG 12), particularly in terms of survey effort,  

 improving the taxonomic identification of collected specimens, and 

 providing further evidence of subterranean fauna habitat outside 

the impact area. 

Of particular note is the finding that despite the suggested isolation 

between deposits as revealed by DNA sequencing, habitat 

characterisation shows that several geologies in the Helena-Aurora 

Range either support or are prospective for troglofauna.   

Sampling results in their entirety (not just the results of scraping in 

2016) have been used in conjunction with habitat characterisation to 

assess the likely extent of habitat connectivity for troglofauna.  The 

report of the additional troglofauna investigation provides discussion of 

the distribution of species within J5 in relation to likely habitat 

connectivity and distributions across the surrounding landscape.  

Habitat characterisation and troglofauna yields showed weathered BIF 

consistently provided high quality troglofauna habitat (from the surface 

to roughly 40 m depth) and geological mapping shows these units 

occur far beyond proposed pits along their respective ranges.  It is not 

suggested that many species are common to both deposits or that 

there is strong habitat connectivity between the deposits.  Rather it is 

suggested there is strong connectivity between each deposit and 

surrounding reference areas. 

In addition, habitat at Bungalbin Central (outside the impact area) and 
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J5 appears to be more prospective than habitat at Bungalbin East, but 

results suggest prospectivity at J5 and Bungalbin East is likely to be 

similar in geologies inside and outside the proposed mine pits. 

The yield of troglofauna was far greater at J5 than Bungalbin, 

suggesting that capture rates are not well predicted by habitat 

characteristics. While determining the cause of variation in sampling 

yields is very difficult in subterranean work, it is suggested that physical 

characteristics of the drill holes at Bungalbin East (related to the 

methods of drilling) are potentially a contributing factor to low yields.  

Too few samples were collected at Bungalbin Central to establish 

reliable relationships between capture rates and other parameters. 

The troglofauna sampling target of 4 drill holes at Bungalbin Central 

was achieved and the target of 50 holes at J5 was exceeded by 16 

holes. At Bungalbin East only 12 of a targeted 20 holes could be 

sampled. Of the holes not sampled at Bungalbin East, there was either 

no evidence of the existence of the hole or the hole was found but had 

collapsed. At J5 nearly every hole was investigated and the number of 

holes sampled was close to the maximum suitable for sampling. 

It is acknowledged that not all of the targeted holes for OTV cameras 

were surveyed. Only 10 holes were examined by OTV instead of the 

proposed 25 holes. OTV requires vertical holes and only two vertical 

holes could be found at J5.  One of the four holes at Bungalbin Central 

was inaccessible to the vehicle carrying the OTV equipment (the other 

three were used), as were five of the 12 holes sampled at Bungalbin 

East.  Five of the other seven holes were sampled. 

In addition, the OTV work was complemented by troglofauna sampling, 

which, together with geological mapping, showed significant 

troglofauna habitat undoubtedly occurs outside the proposed pits. 

Substantial effort was put into meeting the survey target, with field staff 

finding four holes of potential value that were not located during the 
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previous two rounds of sampling. 

While it is unclear why yields were low at Bungalbin East, examination 

of the depths to which the net could be lowered while scraping, in 

conjunction with OTV video footage, suggests the old, cemented 

drilling fluid may have either prevented the net reaching the bottom of 

holes at Bungalbin East or reduced the use of the holes by troglofaunal 

and, therefore, the likelihood of troglofaunal being collected.  Scraping 

was the only collecting technique used in 2016. 

The distribution of species is discussed, and the following is said about 

the 10 species recorded at multiple locations at J5 (additional sampling 

and DNA work did not affect the distribution of the centipede Cryptops 

(Trigonocryptops) sp. B03): 

 One [species] is known from two drill holes near to each other 

(Pauropodidae sp. B08); 

 Four occur across approximately half the deposit each (nr 

Gnaphosidae sp. B21-DNA, Cryptops (Trigonocryptops) sp. B03, 

Hanseniella sp. B38-DNA, ?Buddelundia sp. B03); 

 Four have ranges across the entire deposit (Trichorhina sp. B28, 

Hemitrinemura sp. B14, Myrtonymus sp. B05, Prethopalpus sp. 

B31/B31-DNA); and  

 One species is known from Ularring and the Pilbara (the bug 

Meenoplidae sp. B14-DNA, represents the first collection of this 

group at the Project). 

Apart from the centipede and cosmopolitan bug, the outcropping 

geology of the eight other wider ranging J5 species has changed 

substantially compared to Bennelongia (2016). Six were recorded in 

the same outcropping geologies as previous years and the remaining 

two species, Pauropodidae sp. B08 and Prethopalpus sp. B31/B31-

DNA, were recorded in siliceous BIF compared with goethite ore in 
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2015. In total, these 10 species have been collected from two to six 

different lithologies and these units are present far beyond the pit 

boundary of J5. A summary of outcropping lithology for these nine 

species is presented in the report. Of the eight single-hole species, five 

are known from drill holes that also yielded one or two of the species 

that occur across the entire deposit. 

Several other corrections have also been made: 

 ?Haloniscus sp. B04 was thought to be ubiquitous prior to the DNA 

work being undertaken and now the animal from J5 is only from 

there and was provided a new species code ?Haloniscus sp. B07.  

 It is correct that Pauropodidae sp. B36 was not recollected. 

 Diplura sp. was a data entry error and has been corrected. It is 

actually a silverfish that aligned with the single species at (and only 

known from) J5, Hemitrinemura sp. B14. 

 Myrtonymus sp. B05 was a typo, it should have been B06 that was 

not collected in 2016. 

A copy of the findings of the 2016 troglofauna study is provided in 

Appendix E. 

4. Terrestrial fauna 

20 The proposal area has a high richness of invertebrate species, with 80 

species collected from seven SRE groups recorded in the study area 

(Appendix 8-B), including two conservation significant species 

(Aganippe castellum and Idiosoma nigrum as Idiosoma sp. B02). This 

assemblage appears to be regionally significant in comparison to 

nearby proposals: 

 

 

 

Refer to the detailed response in Attachment 6. 
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Project Area Number of SREs 

recorded 

Reference 

Jackson 5 / 

Bungalbin East 

51 potential and two 

confirmed SRE 

species* 

Mineral Resources 

2016 (PER) 

Koolyanobbing 18 potential SRE 

species 

Biota 2012 

Blue Hills / 

Mungada East 

10 potential SRE 

species 

Ecoscape 2016 

Jackson 4 40 potential, 4 likely 

and five confirmed 

SRE species 

 

* Based on data presented in the PER.  

Comparative examples of regional SRE species richness are provided 

in Appendix 8-B (Page 38 PER), but the report does not discuss 

whether the species assemblages of the J5 and Bungalbin East 

proposal areas are unique compared to each other or regionally. To 

determine the regional significance of the SRE fauna assemblage in 

the study area, please provide further information, including figures 

where appropriate on the following points: 

 The species that were only recorded in the study area; 

 The species recorded from both J5 and Bungalbin East impact and 

reference areas; 

 The widespread species in the study area; 

 Identify those species that have a distribution in both this and other 

BIF ranges;  and 
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The degree of isolation of the SRE invertebrates associated with the 

ranges. 

21 Two species were identified as SRE species (Idiosoma sp. B02 and 

Antichiropus westi) and another 51 species were identified as potential 

SREs.  Six species considered to be potential SREs are currently only 

known within the disturbance area:  

 Jackson 5: Missulena sp. B11 (1), Yilgarnia sp. B03(1), 

Synsphyronus sp. B06(1) & Bothriembryon sp. B01(1);  

 Bungalbin East: Synthole sp. B13(2) & Teyl sp. B01(1), and were 

recorded as single specimens from sites associated with BIF and 

colluvial habitat types. 

The BIF habitat types of the Helena and Aurora Range are separate 

from the Mount Manning Range. Based on the revised Figure 8-6a and 

8-7a and information in the PER, the loss of BIF habitats will further 

fragment and remove approximately 15% or 22% of the predicted 

range for those species currently only known from Bungalbin East or 

J5 respectively.  

The range for five of the species that occur within BIF habitat types are 

predicted to extend to only a minimum of 11km at Bungalbin East and 

11.5km at J5 based on the extent of BIF habitat types (Table 8-5 PER). 

However, clarification of the habitat type and linear range of 

Bothriembryon sp. B01 is required. Bothriembryon sp. B01 has been 

mapped as occurring within the BIF habitat type (see Figure 11 

Appendix 8-B and revised Figure 8-7a PER), but the  estimated 

minimum linear range has been calculated as greater than 20km based 

on the ‘eucalypt woodland on gravel’ habitat type (see Table 3 

Appendix 8-B).  

Please clarify the habitat type that Bothriembryon sp. B01 is associated 

with and provide an explanation of the variation in the predicted 

Please refer to the detailed response in Attachment 6. 
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minimum linear range for this species compared to other potential SRE 

species found within the BIF habitat types.   

22 Idiosoma sp. B02 is a new species discovered through the taxonomic 

review of the EPBC Act listed species Idiosoma nigrum (M. Harvey 

2016). Idiosoma sp. B02 is considered to be a separate species (M. 

Rix pers. comm. 2016). It has not been formally recognised and its 

conservation status has not been determined. It is noted that the 

proponent requests that the EPA should treat Idiosoma sp. B02 as the 

threatened and more widespread Idiosoma nigrum for the purposes of 

EIA (Page 8-26 PER). At this stage ldiosoma specimens, collected 

during surveys for this proposal, are considered to be the currently 

recognised ldiosoma nigrum. 

The management and mitigation of impacts to the confirmed species 

should be reviewed and revised following completion and publication of 

the taxonomic revision and conservation advice by the Western 

Australian Museum and Parks and Wildlife. 

Please refer to the response in Attachment 6. 

 

23 The data presented in Table 2 and Appendix 2 in Appendix 8-B are 

inconsistent within the document and the PER. The following technical 

comments require clarification: 

 Idiommata ‘blackwalli cf’ B01, Idiommata ‘blackwalli cf’ B02, 

Beierolpium 8/4 sp. B14 are categorised as ‘non-SRE’ species in 

Table 2, but are stated as ‘potential’ SRE species within the text of 

Appendix 8-B. 

 There are inconsistencies between the numbers presented in 

Table 2 and the numbers in Appendix 2 (Appendix 8-B PER). For 

example, see Philosciidae sp. B32, Synsphyronus sp. B04 and 

Synsphryonus sp. B05. These need to be amended. 

 The total number of species recorded and number of species 

categorised as ‘potential’ SREs when calculated from Table 2 and 

Please refer to the response in Attachment 6. 
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Appendix 2 (Appendix 8-B PER), do not match the main text of the 

document or the PER. For example a total of 85 species are listed 

in Table 2 and Appendix 2 (Appendix 8-B PER), however the 

report and PER state that 80 species were recorded. 

 In addition, two species of pseudoscorpion (Indolpium sp. B23, 

Indolpium sp.  B24) were found only within the impact area (Table 

2 Appendix 8-B PER), but are not considered as SREs and are not 

considered in the impact assessment.  

Where appropriate, a summary of any changes to the assessment or 

number of SRE invertebrate species predicted to be impacted should 

be provided.  

24 The PER states that the direct and indirect impacts to terrestrial fauna 

will be managed through the implementation of procedures as part of 

the Environmental Management System (Section 8.4 PER). The OEPA 

notes that a general fauna management plan (MRL-EN-PRO-0001) for 

all Mineral Resource Limited operations has been included. Any 

management plans provided should be site specific and align with EPA 

EAG 17 Preparation of management plans under Part IV of the EP Act. 

Additional management and mitigation measures are required, in 

addition to those proposed in the PER, for:  

 The cumulative impacts to known SRE species should be 

addressed; 

 Management measures should aim to maintain the faunal 

assemblage in the area including prevention of introduced and 

invasive animals; and 

 Management measures should include reduced vehicle speeds in 

the list of specific management procedures for the malleefowl. 

MRL has identified a range of measures for the management of fauna 

that, when implemented as part of the EPA’s mitigation hierarchy, will 

ensure that the Proposal does not have a significant impact on fauna 

and that impacts are not greater than predicted. These are detailed in 

section 8.4 of the PER and discussed further below. A site-specific 

management plan aligned with EPA EAG 17 is considered 

disproportionate to the level of risk and impact predicted for terrestrial 

fauna.   

MRL notes that a site-specific fauna management plan was not 

considered necessary at the scoping stage, as per the ESD for the 

Proposal.  This is in contrast to other factors such as flora and 

vegetation, amenity and hydrological processes, where such plans 

were required to be prepared as part of the PER.  

MRL-EN-PRO-0001 Fauna Management provides a framework for the 

management of native fauna to minimise adverse impacts on local 

populations and individual animals, and to promote compliance with 

legislative requirements. 

The procedure involves induction and training of all site personnel with 
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respect to fauna, which requires general and site-specific issues 

relating to fauna to be addressed, including information about legal 

obligations to protect fauna and conservation significant species that 

may occur in the vicinity of the Proposal. 

In accordance with the procedure, animals of any kind are not 

permitted to be brought to site, and feeding or otherwise encouraging 

native or non-native animals is prohibited.  In addition, potential food 

and water sources, and waste disposal, are required to be managed 

appropriately to avoid scavenging. 

MRL does not intend to provide management measures to address 

cumulative impacts to known SRE species as: a) their minimum linear 

ranges extend well beyond the Proposal; (b) they are not confined to 

BIF ranges generally or the disturbance area; and (c) there is extensive 

habitat within which these species are likely to be found.   

MRL believes that the fauna assemblages of the area can be 

maintained, as all fauna habitats are well represented and connected 

elsewhere in the landscape and region outside of the disturbance area 

required for mine development.  

Management of vehicle speeds are provided for in MRL-EN-PRO-0001 

and, in addition to the relevant signage already proposed, can be 

implemented for Malleefowl as may be required to minimise the 

occurrence of fauna strike on this species. MRL currently has reduced 

speed limits and Malleefowl signage on the J4 haul road and 

Koolyanobbing track heading north from the J4 haul road to the Aurora 

camp where sightings have occurred, and undertakes random vehicle 

speed checks on these roads to ensure personnel adhere to the 

mandated speed limits. MRL notes that section 8.3.2 of the PER 

concludes that there are relatively few Malleefowl individuals within the 

area surrounding the Proposal and no readily identifiable populations. 
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5. Hydrological processes and inland waters environmental quality 

25 Water supply 

The OEPA notes the DoW submission (Issue 252, Attachment 2) which 

states that for the groundwater licence application under the Rights in 

Water Irrigation Act 1914, the DoW will likely require a H2 

Hydrogeological Assessment and Basic Operating Strategy to supply 

the proposed 219, 000kL/yr from local production bores at J5 and 

Bungalbin East.  

If it is determined that the total water supply of 630, 000kL/yr is 

required from local production bores at J5 and Bungalbin East, then 

this would also need to be justified by an upgraded H2 Level 

Hydrogeological Assessment and revised Operating Strategy. If the H2 

Hydrogeological Assessments indicate that impacts on GDE’s are 

likely, then a H3 Level Hydrogeological Assessment would be required. 

Please provide further information regarding commitments to complete 

further hydrogeological investigations and works required for the 

proposal, including timing. 

 

MRL notes DoW’s advice that an H1 level of hydrogeological 

assessment is sufficient to inform the PER and therefore on-site 

investigations are not essential at this stage. 

MRL will apply for permits to construct wells and groundwater licence 

abstraction applications under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 

1914. As there are no Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems 

associated with the proposal, this will be supported by an H2 (or H3 as 

required) Hydrogeological Assessment and Basic Operating Strategy 

to supply the required 219,000 kl/yr from local production bores at J5 

and Bungalbin East.   

MRL will undertake detailed hydrogeological drilling investigations at 

both J5 and Bungalbin East in the first phase of mining to identify 

suitable sources of water for mine operational purposes and gather the 

necessary information to support the H2 hydrogeological assessment.   

26 Groundwater Level Assessment 

The OEPA notes that no on-site assessment of groundwater 

abstraction requirements and potential impacts has been undertaken. 

A desk top review of groundwater resources was conducted and 

included in the final PER for public release (Appendix 9-B). 

The PER states that the standing water level within the J5 and 

Bungalbin East ore bodies is inferred to be up to 420AHD and 450AHD 

respectively. The proponent states that mining will not occur below the 

water table. 

The OEPA notes the issues raised in the DoW submission (Issue 252, 

Attachment 2) in response to the Groundwater Levels Assessment 

 

MRL acknowledges this OEPA submission. See response to Issue 

252.  
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(Appendix 9B). Please address all of the issues raised by the DoW in 

the Response to Submissions document to inform the EPA 

assessment. 

27 The habitats around Bungalbin have the highest diversity of some 

terrestrial vertebrate groups anywhere in the Eastern Goldfields. This 

was first identified during the biological surveys of the Eastern 

Goldfields and later added to by a number of surveys conducted by the 

University of Western Australia. These habitats surrounding the ranges 

receive extensive runoff from the hills, changes to the runoff, flow 

speed or direction could have significant impacts to the habitats 

present and thus to these rich vertebrate assemblages. 

Please provide further information to address the impacts of changes 

to the hydrological regime on the flora and fauna habitats. 

The J5 and Bungalbin East mine sites are located high in the local and 

regional catchment area and hydrological regimes will be maintained 

as far as practicable around permanent mine infrastructure.  

There will be some minor losses of water input to the hydrological 

regimes from rainfall directly on to pit areas. The waste rock landforms 

are designed to be water harvesting to retain water for vegetation 

growth and stability purposes, however there could be some return of 

water from these landforms back in to the regime. It must be noted that 

the mine site locations are high in the local catchment areas (see PER 

Figure 9-1); therefore water flowing through the sites will be minimal.  

Please see more detail on the hydrological regimes associated with J5 

and Bungalbin East in Chapter 9 and Appendix 9-A and also the 

relevant findings contained in Appendix 5-A. 

Changes to the hydrological or surface water regime will not impact the 

flora and fauna values of the area for the following reasons: 

- there are no permanent water sources within the Project Area, with 

ephemeral sheet flow and concentrated channel flow only occurring 

after large storm events. 

 - the project occurs within the upper catchment areas as shown in 

Figure 9-1 of the PER, hence no impact to downstream processes. 

 - given the arid climate of the region there are no surface water 

dependent ecosystems in the Project Area and the Terrestrial 

Vegetation is not reliant on surface water.  

The vegetation in the region is required to have a deep root systems in 

order to extract sufficient plant available water to meet their 

transpiration requirements. 



J5 & Bungalbin East Iron Ore Proposal PER – Response to Submissions 

Issue Date:3/03/2017 MRL-ENV-TS-RP-0059-Rev1 Page 43 

 

Issue 

No. 
Office of the EPA comment Response to comment 

In summary, although there may be minor, localised losses of water 

from the hydrological regime, it is expected that there will be no 

material impact to flora and fauna habitats (vegetation). 

6. Amenity 

28 The OEPA acknowledges the substantial comments received on 

Amenity from the Conservation and Parks Commission, Parks and 

Wildlife, the Department of Environment Regulation, CSIRO and the 

public.  

Please provide a full and reasoned response to all issues raised for 

this factor in Attachment 2 to inform the EPA assessment. 

Please refer to the responses to all issues raised for this factor in the 

corresponding section in Attachment 4. 

7. Heritage 

29 From the PER it is evident that the proponent has undertaken a 

number of surveys and reviews of previous Heritage reports on the 

presence, and likelihood of the presence, of matters of Aboriginal 

heritage significance.  The PER states that five Other Heritage Places 

within the disturbance area will be removed: 

 DAA 29178 – rockhole 1 water source (J5) 

 DAA29179 – rockhole 2  water source (J5) 

 DAA20342 – mythological site (BE) 

 DAA18726 – Aurora Range Women’s Place (ceremonial 

rockshelter) (BE) 

 DAA18732 – Helena Cave (artefact, ceremonial, engraving, 

historical) (BE) 

21 rock shelters (BE) with the potential to contain archaeological 

deposits will be removed. 

It is unclear in the PER whether Site 252 (artefact scatter on haul road) 

At its 14 December 2016 meeting, the Aboriginal Cultural Material 

Committee (ACMC) resolved that three of the Other Heritage Places 

listed in the PER, namely 29178 (J5 Rockhole 1), 29179 (J5 Rockhole 

2) and 20342 (KY28 Mythological Site) are not Aboriginal sites within 

the meaning of Section 5 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 (AH Act). 

These are now listed as “Stored Data – Not a Site” in the Register of 

Aboriginal Sites. OHPs 18726 (Aurora Range Women’s Place) and 

18732 (Helena Cave) have been registered as Aboriginal sites. A 

heritage survey carried out by Marnta Pty Ltd in October 2016 

(provided confidentially to the EPA as Appendix G) resulted in the 

following geographically relevant reported Aboriginal heritage places 

within the J5 and Bungalbin East disturbance areas being deemed to 

be Aboriginal sites by the ACMC and added to the Register.  

 36951 (KY28d) Helena Aurora Range Mythological Site  

 36942 (KY19b) Tjarralapalpal Peak and Range Mythological Site 

 36943 (KY19c) Tjaangi Jasperite Reef Mythological Site 
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will be removed. Please clarify impacts to Site 252. 

The OEPA understands that the above sites are all potential 

Department of Aboriginal Affairs (DAA) Registered Sites. The sites 

have yet to be assessed by the Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee 

to determine whether they meet the requirements under Section 5 of 

the AH Act. 

Further information is required to inform the EPA assessment on 

whether the proposal can meet the EPA objective to ensure that 

historical and cultural associations, and natural heritage, are not 

adversely affected. 

Please provide further information in the Response to Submissions 

document regarding: 

 Submission/approvals of Section 16 and Section 18 applications to 

the DAA; 

 Submission/approvals of Regulation 4 applications to Parks and 

Wildlife; 

 Further archaeological surveys proposed or undertaken;  

 Evidence of consultation that has occurred with the DAA, the 

Commission and Parks and Wildlife; 

Any determinations, or a timeline for proposed determinations, from the 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Committee on the heritage sites proposed 

to be disturbed. 

 36948 (KY28a) Rockshelter and Stone Arrangement Mythological 

Site 

 36950 (KY28c) Rockshelters and Stone Arrangement Mythological 

Site. 

It is noted that the coordinates given by Marnta Pty Ltd for 36948 

(KY28a) show that one of two rockshelters therein included is in fact 

18726 (Aurora Range Women’s Place).  

MRL applied for permission of the Registrar of Aboriginal Sites 

pursuant to Section 16 of the AH Act to carry out archaeological 

investigations and test-pitting of (now) registered Aboriginal sites 

18726 and 18732 and 19 rockshelters. The Section 16 Permit was 

issued on 4 January 2017 and MRL also applied for a Regulation 4 

permit under the Conservation and Land Management Regulations 

2002 to conduct the archaeological investigations and approved by the 

Department of Parks and Wildlife on 9 November 2016. Archaeological 

investigations are planned for March/April 2017. 

MRL has applied for Ministerial consent to use the land upon which the 

above eight Aboriginal sites are located, pursuant to Section 18 of the 

AH Act. The Ministerial Response is awaiting decision pursuant to 

Section 45(7) of the EP Act. Proposals for minimising impacts upon the 

Aboriginal heritage of the land the subject of the Section 18 Notice 

have been submitted to the ACMC and are included within the 

Company’s Aboriginal Heritage Management Plan. 

MRL intends on avoiding site 252 by aligning the haul road around the 

site. However, in the unlikely event that this may not be possible and 

the site cannot be avoided, MRL will seek an s18 approval under the 

AH Act to disturb the site. A condition of the disturbance will be a 

commitment to recover any artefacts under the supervision of the 

Traditional Owners and knowledge holders and relocate them to a 
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place of their choosing.  

Through the application processes associated with the permits stated 

above, MRL has undertaken consultation with the Traditional Owners, 

knowledge holders, DAA and DPaW via meetings, phone calls and 

email. 

30 The OEPA acknowledges that the Mount Manning – Helena – Aurora 

Range Conservation Park is vested in the Conservation and Parks 

Commission (Commission) and managed by Parks and Wildlife. As 

required by the Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 (CALM 

Act) the Park shall be managed in a manner that fulfils demand for 

recreation by members of the community while ensuring any 

development and management is consistent with the proper 

maintenance and restoration of the natural environment, the protection 

of indigenous flora and fauna, and the preservation of any features of 

archaeological, historic or scientific interest. Additionally, under Section 

56(2) of the CALM Act, the Park is required to be managed to protect 

and conserve the value of the land to the culture and heritage of 

Aboriginal persons, in particular from any material adverse effect 

caused by entry on or the use of the land by other persons; or the 

taking or removal of the land’s flora and fauna. 

The OEPA notes the advice from the Commission that in preparing a 

management plan for the area, the Commission shall have the 

objective of achieving or promoting the purpose for which the land is 

reserved, and in particular the proposed management plan shall be 

designed to fulfil the purpose identified above. 

The OEPA notes that a management plan currently does not exist for 

the Mount Manning – Helena – Aurora Range Conservation Park, 

however acknowledges the Commission’s statement that its ability to 

ascertain and protect the value of the land to fulfil its function for the 

preparation of a management plan under Section 19 of the CALM Act 

On 10 September 2012, the then Conservation Commission (CC) 

considered a proposal by Polaris to conduct exploration activities at J5 

and Bungalbin East. Per resolution 112/12 of that meeting the CC 

concluded ‘The Conservation Commission noted the presentation 

provided by DEC and  advised that it did not support the exploration 

proposal by Polaris Metals on the Helena-Aurora Range within the 

Mount Manning – Helena-Aurora Ranges Conservation Park, ca. 100 

Km north-east of Southern Cross’.  

The CC then provided further correspondence to the Environmental 

Protection Authority and Department of Mines and Petroleum, that ‘this 

exploration proposal or any other proposal on the Helena-Aurora 

Range be referred to the EPA by the DMP’. Subsequent to that advice, 

Polaris referred the J5 exploration proposal and the J5 and Bungalbin 

East Iron Ore Proposal to the EPA of its own accord. Since 2012, there 

has been no further consultation between MRL and the CC.  

In the absence of any stated management intentions formalised 

through a management plan for the Mount Manning Helena Aurora 

Range Conservation Park (MMHARCP), MRL has consulted 

extensively with the Department of Parks and Wildlife (DPaW) 

Kalgoorlie Regional Office who are responsible for the current 

operational management of the MMHARCP. On two separate 

occasions at meetings between MRL and the Kalgoorlie branch 

(October 2015 and September 2016), the Regional leader advised that 

there would be no management plans developed, or significant funds 

invested in the MMHARCP by DPaW, until a mining approval decision 
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would be significantly impaired should the proposal proceed.  

Please provide evidence of any consultation that has occurred with the 

Commission for the proposal and any relevant further information to 

address the Commission’s concerns. 

has been made by the Government. 

Over approximately a decade, MRL (Polaris) has worked closely with 

the recognised Traditional Owners and knowledge holders of the land 

at which the Proposal is situated. The heritage places are well known 

and recognised by MRL and both the recognised Traditional Owners 

and knowledge holders. Except for the recent position taken by one 

elder of the Kelamaia Kabu(d)n group the Traditional Owners have 

shown support for the heritage places to be disturbed for exploration 

drilling and mining operations subject to the relevant approvals under 

the AH Act, and understand that access to those within the proposed 

pit domains will no longer be accessible. 

Archaeological investigations of caves within the pit domain at 

Bungalbin East are scheduled for March/April of 2017. This will be 

undertaken under supervision of the Traditional Owners and 

knowledge holders, and any materials of heritage significance 

identified will be recovered and either left in situ or relocated to a place 

determined by the Traditional Owners and knowledge holders for safe 

keeping. 

Only the heritage places located within the proposed disturbance area 

will be removed. MRL disagrees with the Commission’s conclusion that 

this disturbance will significantly impair the Commission from fulfilling 

its function in respect to management plans under s19 of the 

Conservation and Land Management Act 1984. There are a number of 

other heritage places located outside of the disturbance areas, so the 

heritage value of these assets shall be retained in perpetuity, and will 

enable the Commission to fulfil its function under s19. 

31 The PER states (Table 1-5) that the proponent has consulted 

extensively with relevant Aboriginal people however any issues or 

concerns that may have been raised has not been provided in the 

See responses to Issue 327 and Issue 330. 

MRL considers the significant number of archaeological and 

ethnographic reports submitted with the PER as evidence of the 
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PER.  

The PER acknowledges that the Ballardong, Kaparn and Kelamaia 

Kabu(d)n Peoples will no longer be able to access the five OHP’s. The 

PER notes that, in the course of the Aboriginal heritage surveys, the 

Kaparn and Kelamaia Kabu(d)n Peoples have approved the 

associated management and mitigation plans….and ….at no time 

during these discussions have the Kaparn and Kelamaia Kabu(d)n 

Peoples expressed a desire for the proposal not to proceed. 

The PER notes that the Ballardong people have also approved the 

management and mitigation plans proposed for the relevant OHP’s. 

The OEPA notes the public submissions on the heritage values of the 

proposal area and specifically reference to statements from a senior 

Traditional Owner from the Kaparn and Kelamaia Kabu(d)n Peoples in 

opposition to the proposal. 

The OEPA also acknowledges the submission from a senior 

Ballardgong Traditional Owner regarding lack of consultation and 

involvement in investigations on heritage sites 18726 and 18732 and 

the identified caves. The OEPA understands that the proponent has 

contacted the Ballardong Traditional Owner and arranged involvement 

in further Aboriginal heritage investigations being undertaken to inform 

the assessment. 

Please provide evidence of the consultation that has occurred with the 

relevant Traditional Owner groups and any issues or concerns raised 

by them and how they have been addressed. 

extensive consultation with the Traditional Owners and knowledge 

holders of these lands, and defines any issues raised by those people. 

MRL is currently liaising with the Ballardong, Kaparn and Kelamaia 

Kabu(d)n Peoples to organise the archaeological investigations of the 

two OHP’s and 19 caves at Bungalbin East and will continue to consult 

with the Traditional Owners and knowledge holders on heritage 

matters throughout the life of the Proposal. 

32 The OEPA notes the heritage management included in the PER and 

that the proponent proposes to prepare an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Management Plan in consultation with relevant Aboriginal people. 

The PER includes statements:  

“By involving the Aboriginal groups in those heritage surveys and in the 

The ACMC has clarified the situation of the Aboriginal heritage footprint 

of the Proposal area. The ACMC does not assess Aboriginal heritage 

sites as “significant heritage sites under the AH Act”. It assesses 

places to be, or not to be, Aboriginal sites within the meaning of 

Section 5 of the AHA. In this case, it has assessed the seven sites 
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ongoing management of their heritage and culture in the Proposal 

area, the cultural link with the land in the MMHARCP will likely, in fact, 

be strengthened rather than adversely affected.” 

“Other than these two OHPs there is no heritage significance 

associated with the physical and biological attributes of the 

environment in the area.” 

It is not clear what is meant by these statements. Please provide 

further explanation around how the cultural link with the MMHARCP 

will likely, in fact, be strengthened rather than adversely affected by the 

removal of the heritage sites, and why it is summised that there is no 

heritage significance associated with DAA ID 20342 – KY 28, DAA ID 

18726 – Aurora Range Women’s Place or DAA ID 18732 – Helena 

Cave. 

listed under Item 29 above to be Aboriginal sites and they have 

therefore been registered as such by the Department of Aboriginal 

Affairs.  

At Section 39(1)(a) and 39(1)(c) of the AH Act, the functions of the 

ACMC include to evaluate on behalf of the community the importance 

of places and objects alleged to be associated with Aboriginal persons 

and to recommend to the Minister places and objects which, in the 

opinion of the ACMC, are, or have been, of special significance to 

persons of Aboriginal descent and should be preserved, acquired and 

managed by the Minister. Further, in Section 18, the AH Act requires 

the ACMC, where a Notice pursuant to that Section has been given to 

them, to in respect of any Aboriginal site that may be on the land, as 

soon as it is reasonably able, form an opinion as to whether there is an 

Aboriginal site on the land, evaluate the importance and significance of 

any such site, and submit the Notice to the Minister together with its 

recommendation in writing as to whether or not the Minister should 

consent to the use of the land for that purpose. This process has been 

followed in respect of the Proposal and the ACMC has made such an 

evaluation of importance and significance and submitted its 

recommendations to the Minister. MRL is not empowered by the AH 

Act to make such an evaluation of importance and significance for 

inclusion in the PER. 

At the time of writing the PER, the Traditional Owners and knowledge 

holders had not indicated any heritage significance associated with the 

flora and fauna specific to the area, that is, the biological environment. 

That situation has not changed. Similarly, at the time of writing the 

PER, the Traditional Owners and knowledge holders had not indicated 

any heritage significance specific to the mountain ranges in which the 

Proposal is located, that is, the area’s physical attributes. That latter 

situation has now changed, with the attribution of two mythic story-lines 
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respectively to the ranges in which J5 and Bungalbin East are located. 

The mythology has been alluded to in the Marnta Pty Ltd October 2016 

report, but not elaborated. A myth may be known to one group of 

persons, but not to another. Nonetheless, the ACMC has deemed the 

two mountain ranges in question to be Aboriginal sites within the 

meaning of Section 5 of the AH Act. It is noted also that the proposed 

development will take place only within part of the two mountain ranges 

concerned and that 96% of the Helena Aurora Range registered 

mythological site and 85% of the Tjarralapalpal Peak and Range  

registered mythological site will remain undisturbed. 

By engaging the Traditional Owners and knowledge holders to 

undertake extensive archaeological and ethnographic surveys of their 

land over many years, MRL has enabled more frequent visitation and 

knowledge gathering opportunities of their lands than perhaps 

otherwise would have been undertaken by these groups. MRL is also 

supportive of working with the Traditional Owners and knowledge 

holders for the ongoing management of the lands surrounding the 

proposed mining areas, further enhancing the connection with that 

land. 

33 The OEPA notes that the Parks and Wildlife advice identifies that the 

highest concentration of Aboriginal heritage places in the Conservation 

Park are located on the Helena – Aurora Range and raises concerns 

given the high number of landform features such as “rock outcrops”, 

“caves”, “areas of bio-geographic significance”, “permanent and semi-

permanent waterholes”, “rock shelters” in the proposed disturbance 

areas that further unidentified sites may be adversely affected. 

Please provide information on the percentage of heritage sites to be 

removed from the Conservation Park. Please provide all further 

surveys and evidence of consultation with Traditional Owners and a 

discussion on the likelihood of further heritage sites being present.  

According to the Aboriginal Heritage Inquiry System managed by the 

Department of Aboriginal Affairs there are 31 known heritage locations 

within or intersecting the MMHARCP comprising: 

 22 Other Heritage Places (4 Stored data / Not a Site, 18 Lodged) 

 8 Registered sites (note 36948 and 18726 are the same locality)  

Of these 31 locations, the Proposal will totally remove five registered 

sites: 

 36943 (KY19c) Tjaangi Jasperite Reef Mythological Site 

 36948 (KY28a) Rockshelter and Stone Arrangement Mythological 

Site 
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 36950 (KY28c) Rockshelters and Stone Arrangement Mythological 

Site 

 18732 Helena Cave 

 18726 Aurora Ranges Women’s Place  

 

The Proposal will also totally remove two OHP’s (Stored data/Not a 

Site): 

 29178 J5 Rockhole 1 

 29179 J5 Rockhole 2 

 

The Proposal will also partially remove two registered mythological 

sites:  

 36942 (KY19b) Tjarralapalpal Peak and Range Mythological Site 

(15.3% removal) 

 36951 (KY28d) Helena Aurora Range Mythological Site (3.3% 

removal). 

 

Therefore 22% of the known heritage locations within the MMHARCP 

will be totally removed and two others partially removed. 

As noted in Item 29, archaeological investigations of the two registered  

sites and the 19 caves are currently scheduled for March/April 2017.  

All of these locations are within registered Aboriginal site 36951 

(Helena Aurora Range Mythological Site). Subject to Ministerial 

Consent pursuant to Section 18 of the AHA, all locations within 

registered Aboriginal site 36951 will be test-pitted if the results of the 

investigations suggest the possibility of stratified material being 

present. Representatives of the Traditional Owners and knowledge 

holders have already consented to participate in that test-pitting.  
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Due to the extensive number of archaeological and ethnographic 

surveys that have been undertaken by MRL and other proponents 

before them, MRL is satisfied that all material heritage places are well 

known within and in the vicinity of the disturbance areas. However, as 

is the case for any development, there is an unlikely possibility that 

there may be low level artefacts or rock holes for instance that have 

not been uncovered. Given the extensive work completed to date, it is 

most likely any new discoveries would be immaterial in terms of 

heritage significance. Implementation of the Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Management Plan will ensure appropriate actions are taken in 

the event of such further discovery. 

8. Rehabilitation and decommissioning 

34 Consistent with EPA Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 19
16

, the 

EPA will assess mine closure if an environmental asset with some 

special or unique characteristic is being impacted and needs to be 

returned to a desired outcome post-mining. The OEPA notes that the 

proposal area is within the Mount Manning – Helena – Aurora 

Conservation Park which is vested in the Commission and managed by 

the Parks and Wildlife. The proposal is on BIF landforms that make up 

the Helena – Aurora Range. The Helena – Aurora Range has 

previously been identified as regionally significant due to its high 

biodiversity conservation values, landform values, heritage sites and 

amenity, tourism and recreation values.  The proposal will remove 

conservation significant flora and fauna species.   

The EPA will need sufficient information for this factor to determine if 

the proposal can meet the EPA’s objective to ensure that premises are 

decommissioned and rehabilitated in an ecologically sustainable 

MRL acknowledges the EPA’s requirement for sufficient information to 

determine if the Proposal can meet the EPA’s objective to ensure that 

premises are decommissioned and rehabilitated in an ecologically 

sustainable manner. 

The RMCP has been substantially revised to ensure consistency with 

the DMP and EPA (2015) Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure 

Plans.  This revised version of the RMCP is included at Appendix H. 

It should be noted that the RMCP has been prepared in consultation 

with rehabilitation specialists (Woodman Environment Consulting and 

Soilwater Consultants) having particular expertise in the Proposal 

area’s flora, vegetation, soils and geology. 

                                                

16
 EPA (2015) Environmental Protection Bulletin No. 19 – EPA involvement in mine closure. Perth, Western Australia. 
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matter. 

The OEPA acknowledges that a Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan 

(Appendix 12-D) has been provided however the level of detail 

provided in the Plan is not consistent with the DMP and EPA (2015) 

Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans. The Plan is not site 

specific, adequate consultation with stakeholders (including 

acknowledging and responding to stakeholders concerns) is not 

evident, and a sufficient level of detail has not been provided on post-

mining land use, completion criteria and materials characterisation. 

Further information is required to provide a level of confidence to the 

EPA that best practice rehabilitation and decommissioning is proposed 

and will be undertaken in this conservation significant area. The OEPA 

recommends that the Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan is updated 

and resubmitted to address the comments in this section.  

The OEPA also acknowledges that substantial comments have been 

received on the PER and the Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan 

from agencies and the public. Please provide a full and reasoned 

approach to all issues raised for this factor in Attachment 2 and update 

the Plan as required. 

35 Further to the conclusions of the peer reviewers report for ESD Action 

7 (Woodman Environmental 2016) please provide any further 

information available to demonstrate: 

 A trajectory towards successful rehabilitation of MRL’s existing 

project/s in a similar environment; 

 The current status and site specific detail of attempts to establish 

or improve populations of significant flora in the wild through 

translocation, including relevance to BIF specialist flora to be 

impacted by the proposal; and 

 A rehabilitation strategy addressing appropriate targets and 

Please refer to Appendix I, Appendix J and Appendix K for information 

on MRL’s trajectory towards successful rehabilitation of its existing 

project/s in a similar environment. 

MRL has not previously established or improve populations of 

significant flora in the wild through translocation as it has not been a 

requirement for any of its approved operations either in the Yilgarn or 

Pilbara.  

In 2009 and 2010, however, MRL progressed with translocation 

investigations for Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla with the WA 

Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority. This involved on ground 
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utilising available knowledge. collection of seed, identification of translocation sites and seed science 

studies such as seed viability and germination.  

MRL is currently in discussions with BGPA to progress the work 

undertaken in 2009 and 2010 on Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla. 

This will involve seed collection, germination and translocation trials for 

the taxon. A proposal will be prepared to support applications for the 

necessary permits from DPaW, which will review and provide feedback 

and recommendations for the on-ground operations. 

The RMCP provides the overall strategy for rehabilitation including 

appropriate targets utilising available knowledge.  As part of mine 

closure, MRL is targeting a 10% return of affected individuals of 

Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla (approximately 1,700 plants), to be 

established over both rehabilitated landforms and in existing suitable 

habitat (refer to Attachment 10 for modelled locations of suitable 

habitat). 

The re-establishment of 10% of affected individuals of Tetratheca 

aphylla subsp, aphylla effectively reduces the residual impact on this 

taxon to less than 10% of all individuals. 

MRL does not propose the translocation of Tetratheca subsp. aphylla 

as an offset because:  

a) a more effective offset is proposed that will ensure the long-term 
protection of remaining plants – this offset provides a real 
alternative that alleviates the practical shortcomings associated 
with implementation of offsets geared towards restoration; and 

b) it is entirely appropriate for rehabilitation and decommissioning to 
consider translocation of significant flora irrespective of whether 
offsets are proposed in this regard. 

36 The OEPA notes that a risk based waste characterisation report 

(Appendix 12-B) has been undertaken for the proposal as requested 

by Action 62 of the ESD. The PER states that “during the early stages 

Ground disturbance would have to occur in order to access the site to 

undertake further investigations. These will be undertaken in the first 

phase of Proposal establishment – see Section 3, Attachment 1 for 
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of Proposal development, a drilling program for improved resource 

definition will be undertaken. At this stage, additional sampling and 

analysis of waste rock will be completed.” The OEPA agrees with the 

DMP that further investigation is required on waste characterisation to 

determine whether the sulphide minerals present have been partially or 

fully oxidised. Additional information is also required regarding 

operational controls to identify and manage material with residual 

sulphides.  

The OEPA would expect these investigations would occur prior to 

ground disturbance not during mining, please provide further 

information on when these investigations are proposed. 

MRL’s approach to how approvals may be staged. 

Further discussion regarding the staged approach is also provided at 

issue 16. 

Regarding additional information in respect of operational controls, the 

risk assessment concluded the risk was low. In the unlikely event that 

subsequent investigations fail to confirm this conclusion, additional 

control measures will be addressed and included at the Mining 

Proposal stage. 

37 Appendix 5-G in the PER states that Section 6 of the Rehabilitation 

Literature Review (Appendix 12-C) “dealt with recommendations for 

Best Practise rehabilitation approach within BIF Ranges in very general 

terms and failed to demonstrate an understanding of rehabilitation 

programmes and their key components and constraints that would 

provide a focus for benchmarking and identification of Best Practise 

Methods to address constraints and challenges.” 

Please provide any further information to increase the level of 

confidence in rehabilitation. 

Rehabilitation monitoring has been undertaken annually at Carina 

since 2015. Please refer to Appendicies I,J and K for further 

information.  

Elsewhere in the Yilgarn, it is expected that Cliffs have undertaken 

monitoring of progress of revegetation at its operations in the 

Koolyanobbing, Jackson and Windarling Ranges.  Unfortunately MRL 

does not have access to this documentation and it appears that it is not 

readily available in the public domain.  

MRL notes that “Best Practise” is a subjective aspiration and that  

effective rehabilitation is an iterative process through the life of a 

project as more information is gathered from initiatives such as 

research and monitoring programmes. MRL has benchmarked its 

methods against those that have been successful at Cliffs 

neighbouring operations which are generally a suitable surrogate for 

the conditions MRL will encounter at the J5 and BE Proposal sites. 

MRL representatives are in frequent contact with Cliffs over what they 

are learning from their rehabilitation methods. These learnings will be 

applied to MRL’s project areas where appropriate. 
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Also, MRL is participating as a founding industry partner for the $7M 

Australian Research Council supported Industrial Transformation 

Training Centre for Mining Restoration. 

38 The PER states that “Permanent alteration of the landforms is 

inevitable in the event of implementation of the Proposal. The extent of 

which other potential impacts can be managed will determine the final 

land use once mining is complete. Failure to manage these impacts will 

result in landforms requiring long term maintenance and could lead to 

degradation of adjoining undisturbed areas”. 

The OEPA notes the submission from Parks and Wildlife which raises 

concern over the level of permanent impact to biodiversity, amenity, 

landform and recreational nature based tourism and that, based on the 

information in the PER and Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan, there 

is a high level of uncertainty in relation to whether the closure 

outcomes would be acceptable for inclusion in a conservation reserve 

that supports the highest level of conservation values or whether 

acceptable outcomes would be achievable or economic.    

Further information is required to address the concerns of Parks and 

Wildlife including demonstration that the post mining outcomes and use 

of the Conservation Park, for the purpose in which it was created, is 

achievable.  

Please include information to demonstrate what values of the 

Conservation Park would be lost, what would remain and that the 

rehabilitated proposal areas would not adversely impact the values of 

the Conservation Park.  

Please provide further information regarding the consultation that has 

occurred with Parks and Wildlife and the Conservation and Parks 

Commission regarding rehabilitation and decommissioning. Please 

refer to Section 3.1 Principles of mine closure planning in the EPA and 

Within the PER, MRL has provided a very clear description of the 

proposed mining, including a modified plan to reduce impacts. MRL 

has also clearly outlined in the revised RMCP (Appendix H) how it 

plans to rehabilitate and close the site when mining is complete.  This 

includes details of proposed closure outcomes and completion criteria 

that are more than conceptual in nature. 

Uncertainty regarding landform stability has been addressed 

comprehensively as part of the staged approach to mining outlined in 

Attachment 1, including geotechnical investigations to appropriately 

inform the construction of mine pits having stable walls. 

MRL expects any approval would be conditioned to ensure specific 

requirements are met. Once those requirements are met, lease 

relinquishment will follow.  

 

The post mining outcomes and use of the MMHARCP, for the purpose 

for which it was created, are achievable only when a pragmatic 

approach to mining and conservation is taken. 

The stated purpose of the MMHARCP is “recreation by members of the 

public as is consistent with the proper maintenance and restoration of 

the natural environment, the protection of indigenous flora and fauna 

and the preservation of any feature of archaeological, historic or 

scientific interest.” 

This stated purpose of the MMHARCP is seemingly at odds with the 

grant of two mining leases (M77-1095 and M77-1096) over a portion of 

the area, and the pending grant of a third mining lease (M77-1097).   

Conservation and mining, however, needn’t be an either/or proposition, 
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DMP (2015) Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans. particularly where mining impacts are highly localised (i.e. contained) 

as they are in relation to the Proposal. 

From a conservation perspective, a compromise must be made in 

order for mining to take place.  And from a mining perspective, 

concessions must be made to reduce the significance of environmental 

impacts. 

Through the assessment of environmental factors in the PER, MRL 

has effectively demonstrated how the values of the MMHARCP might 

be altered.  MRL is not, however, able to comment on whether the 

closure outcomes would be acceptable for inclusion in a conservation 

reserve, except to say that relinquishment is unlikely to occur if there is 

a requirement for ongoing maintenance. 

MRL has consulted with DPaW on many aspects of the Proposal, 

including issues affecting rehabilitation and decommissioning.  On 

matters affecting the future management of the MMHARCP, such as 

track closures and provision of camping opportunities, DPaW 

expressed a preference to provide input during relevant stages of the 

Part IV EP Act assessment process. 

It is expected that further meaningful discussion with DPaW will occur 

when a decision is made in respect of implementation of the Proposal.  

MRL is willing to work with DPaW to find creative solutions such that 

the post-mining land use better meets the state purpose of the 

MMHARCP. 

39 The OEPA acknowledges the proponent’s efforts to locate the waste 

dumps, infrastructure and access roads off the Helena - Aurora Range 

landform.  

In applying the mitigation hierarchy (i.e. to avoid, minimise and 

rehabilitate environmental impacts) for the proposal, the proponent 

should further consider any further opportunities to minimise clearing.  

Since the PER, MRL has revised its proposal to reduce impacts 

associated clearing. This has been achieved by reducing the pit area at 

Bungalbin East from 147ha to 111ha as detailed in Attachment 1. The 

resultant environmental impacts have been significantly reduced. MRL 

has also proposed a staged implementation to manage implantation 

risk and to create an opportunity to demonstrate (and with a clear 
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economic incentive to succeed) progressive rehabilitation outcomes. 

Further, through progressive clearing and implementation of Site 

Disturbance Permitting processes, MRL will only clear in stages and 

only that which is absolutely necessary for medium term operations. 

40 Further to comment 39 please provide a table which clarifies the 

changes to the proposal that have occurred since referral. In addition 

please quantify the resulting changes to proposed impacts so as to 

demonstrate that these changes are unlikely to significantly increase 

any impact on the environment.  

See the revised impact tables in Attachment 1 which detail the 

significantly reduced environmental impact arising from modifying the 

proposal. 

41 The PER and the Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan discuss 

targeting dominant or keystone and conservation significant species for 

introduction into rehabilitated areas, however lacks evidence that there 

is an understanding of the specific habitat requirements for re-

establishment of species and associated communities. 

The PER states that successful implementation of revegetation 

warrants “investigations” and what the investigations may include. 

Previous examples of success of restoration of restricted species and 

communities in a BIF environment (where the landform habitat will be 

removed) are lacking. This results in a high level of uncertainty 

regarding the likelihood of success. 

Please provide any further information that may increase the level of 

confidence that species and associated communities to be removed 

may be restored. 

Further detail on the research proposed is required including the timing 

for any investigations. 

MRLs primary objective in rehabilitation is to initially establish a stable 

and sustainable rehabilitation that will not preclude the introduction, 

and subsequent germination and establishment of conservation 

significant species.  

The revised RMCP (Appendix H) removes references to keystone 

species.  Rehabilitation will focus on structurally important locally 

native species for which there is a high degree of confidence in their 

establishment, persistence and competitive advantage, followed by 

more recalcitrant species. 

In relation to specific habitat requirements for re-establishment of 

species and associated communities: 

 There are strong geomorphic and flora / vegetation associations 

within the J5 and BE deposits, with water availability being the key 

driver.  

 Based on this understanding, three provisional species mixes have 

been established consisting of ridge specialists (these are highly 

drought tolerant and are typically small, shallow-rooted and low 

transpiration vegetation), slope specialists (these are more 

generalist and can accommodate varying soil depth and moisture 

contents) and plain specialists (these are generally larger shrubs 
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and trees which have high water use demands).  

 From these provisional species lists, field trials through progressive 

rehabilitation will enable these lists to be refined.  

The provisional seed mixes are provided in the revised RMCP.  This 

seed mix will be further refined through research to improve the 

likelihood of establishment of species from seed.  This research would 

include investigation of appropriate treatments to break dormancy of 

seeds and improve subsequent re-establishment of seedlings (refer 

page 82 of the revised RMCP). 

Western Australia has an active research community that has achieved 

significant success in re-establishment of threatened and recalcitrant 

species.  MRL will work with the scientific community to help re-

establish local species, particularly those of conservation significance – 

this entails allocation of specific research funding.  

It is important to note, however, that the direct and indirect impacts of 

the Proposal will not adversely affect the conservation status of key 

conservation-significant taxa (see revised IUCN assessment in the 

appendices). Therefore, the conservation status of these taxa is not 

contingent on the success of MRL’s efforts to re-establish plants on 

disturbed areas. 

 

42 The PER and the Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan do not make 

any site specific, measurable commitments and provides minimal 

confidence in implementation of the  proposed measures.  

The completion criteria for revegetation, on page 12-7 of the PER, is to 

develop specific completion criteria. The objective for biological values, 

on page 16 of the Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan is that 

“rehabilitation is consistent with agreed post-mining land-use and 

detailed rehabilitation and mine closure objectives are met.” Both the 

For accuracy: 

 The ESD at Item 64 does not specify the level of detail required in 

respect of completion criteria, simply that the RMCP (and the 

criteria by association) should meet the EPA and DMP (2015) 

Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans (the Guidelines).  

 The Guidelines clearly acknowledge that, for proposals at the 

environmental assessment stage, not all technical information will 

be available, however knowledge gaps relating to closure-specific 
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PER and Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan should provide specific 

commitments and detailed completion criteria to provide confidence in 

the rehabilitation of the disturbed areas as required by the Action 64 of 

the ESD.  

Completion criteria for physical and chemical stability, visual amenity, 

surface hydrology, ground water hydrology and biological values are 

unacceptable and do not meet the requirements of the EPA and DMP 

(2015) Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans. 

Please update the completion criteria to ensure they are specific, 

measurable, achievable, relevant and time bound as required by the 

EPA and DMP (2015) Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans. 

technical information can be identified and will be 

refined/developed in future iterations. 

Notwithstanding the above, MRL has substantially revised the RMCP 

for improved consistency with the EPA and DMP (2015) Guidelines for 

Preparing Mine Closure Plans. 

43 Monitoring (p. 35) should exclude vegetation and individual taxa health 

monitoring outside of the mine footprint as that should be part of the 

Conservation Significant Species and Vegetation Management Plan. 

Monitoring should be specifically tied to detailed completion criteria. 

The revised RMCP no longer refers to monitoring of vegetation and 

plant taxa health outside of the mine disturbance area and is 

specifically tied to the completion criteria.  The Conservation Significant 

Species and Communities Management Plan (CSSCMP) addresses 

monitoring beyond the disturbance area. 

44 The OEPA notes that the proponent has not undertaken detailed 

geotechnical drilling to date in the proposal area.  

A drill program for the Jackson 5 area was referred to the EPA in 

September 2013 and a PER level was set in January 2014, however 

this proposal was terminated in April 2016 at the request of the 

proponent. No further referrals or proposals for minor or preliminary 

investigations for the proposal area has been received by the EPA. 

The PER states that “Open pit voids will remain and will have walls that 

may be subject to slope failures and will not be conducive to 

revegetation”.  

The PER states that “A conservative and staged approach to 

geotechnical stability has been undertaken. Immediately following 

approvals, MRL will conduct the necessary detailed geotechnical 

The EPA’s decision in September 2013 effectively prevented MRL from 

accessing the site to undertake investigative works at Jackson 5 within 

a reasonable timeframe. Consequently, it was necessary for MRL to 

refer a ‘full’ mining proposal.  MRL subsequently requested that the J5 

drilling assessment be terminated, which was actioned by the EPA in 

2016. 

With regard to geotechnical stability, MRL expects that the open pit 

voids at Bungalbin and J5 would be treated in the same manner as all 

other pit voids in Western Australia i.e. using the DMP guidelines. In 

these guidelines, the placement of the abandonment bunds is based 

on the nature of the pit wall materials. As the abandonment bunds 

must be within the Proposal footprint, the dimensions of the pit will 

need to be adjusted accordingly. Therefore, any potential landform 
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drilling to confirm how close mining can safely approach the 

abandonment bunds without creating potentially unstable rock mass 

now or into the long term future”. 

It is unclear what the proponent means by “immediately following 

approvals”. Please clarify. 

Please provide further information on the “staged approach”. What 

specific parameters are proposed to inform the acceptability or 

otherwise of the stages. 

Given the statements above in the PER please provide further 

information on the potential for direct and indirect impacts to flora and 

vegetation, fauna, hydrological processes and amenity values due to 

landform failures. 

failures in the future would only extend to the abandonment bund and 

there is no risk of impacts not already addressed in the PER. 

Please refer to Attachment 1 on the staged approach, how the 

potential for landform failures will be managed, and the proposed 

parameters (Section 3) for progressing between Stage 1 and Stage 2 

of mining. 

45 The proponent’s intention to backfill the south node of the Bungalbin 

East pit to the level of the eastern crest is acknowledged. However, the 

implications of backfilling, or not, has not been considered in the PER 

as required by Action 68 of the ESD. 

MRL will backfill the southern pit with waste material from the northern 

pit, there is not another option being considered for that waste material. 

The implications of backfilling are positive, for instance, it reduces the 

disturbance area required for waste dumping from 176 hectares as 

referred to 98 hectares in the PER, fills a pit void and enables 

rehabilitation of that void which would otherwise not be possible.  

The revised RMCP addresses the implications of backfilling (refer 

Section 2 and Section 9 in particular). . 

46 The PER and Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan needs to consider 

sudden or unplanned closure. 

This was addressed in the RMCP. Additional information has been 

included in the revised RMCP accompanying the Response to 

Submissions. 

9. Offsets 

47 Please note that all comments provided below from the OEPA are 

without prejudice and the EPA will make the final recommendation on 

the need for offsets and the appropriateness of offsets. The EPA will 

make a determination regarding acceptability of the proposal before 

During the course of assessment of this Proposal, MRL has applied the 

EPA’s mitigation hierarchy and continuously sought to avoid 

unnecessary impacts to the environment wherever possible. Where 

residual impacts remain and are likely to be significant, MRL has then 



J5 & Bungalbin East Iron Ore Proposal PER – Response to Submissions 

Issue Date:3/03/2017 MRL-ENV-TS-RP-0059-Rev1 Page 61 

 

Issue 

No. 
Office of the EPA comment Response to comment 

offsets are considered. 

More information would be required on proposed offsets to determine 

their suitability and acceptability.  

undertaken preliminary consideration of potential environmental 

offsets, with reference to EPA and DEE policy and guidelines. In this 

regard, MRL has suggested a number of environmental offsets in the 

PER that are focussed on significant residual impacts on Flora and 

Vegetation.  

MRL acknowledges that the requirement for any offsets is not 

determined by the EPA until the final stages of the assessment 

process. Consequently, MRL anticipates that further discussions will 

flow from the PER and/or in subsequent stages of the assessment 

process. It is expected that as a result of these discussions further 

details will become available on the offsets that will form a component 

of this Proposal. These details will include objectives and completion 

criteria, timelines and milestones, governance and financial 

arrangements, risk management and reporting. 

MRL looks forward to the opportunity to discuss an appropriate offset 

package for this Proposal with the EPA/OEPA, and other agencies, in 

due course. 

See response to item 49 for outline of how the WA Offsets Policy has 

been applied. In respect of the DEE guidelines, the proposed surrender 

of its exploration tenure would meet the requirements for a direct offset 

given it would secure a key area that is otherwise ‘available’ for future 

exploration and mining proposals.  

48 No offset has been proposed for impacts to the Threatened flora 

species Leucopogon spectablis, which is also listed under the EPBC 

Act. Under the Residual Impact Significance Model in the WA Offsets 

Guidelines an offset is required for impacts to threatened flora (DRF). 

Section 14.2.3 (MNES) states that the impact to Leucopogon 

spectablis is significant.  

Please provide further information on a proposed offset.  

Section 14.2.3 is a typographical error and should read ‘is not 

significant’ for Leucopogon spectabilis per page 5-24 of the PER. MRL 

does not believe that the Proposal will have a significant residual 

impact (0.9% in the PER, now reduced to 0.8% in the S43A revised 

proposal) to Leucopogon spectabilis and therefore no requirement for 

an offset for this species arises. 

If however, the EPA upon completing its environmental impact 



J5 & Bungalbin East Iron Ore Proposal PER – Response to Submissions 

Issue Date:3/03/2017 MRL-ENV-TS-RP-0059-Rev1 Page 62 

 

Issue 

No. 
Office of the EPA comment Response to comment 

assessment considers that the 0.8% impact to Leucopogon spectablis 

is significant, then MRL’s surrender of its exploration tenure in the 

MMHARCP, subject to suitable conservation arrangements being put 

in place by government would be a suitable offset.  E47/842 hosts 97% 

of Leucopogon spectabilis individual plants. 

49 The proposed offsets do not provide adequate assurance of an 

effective offset. The PER does not demonstrate that the offsets will 

meet the offsets principles in the WA Offsets Policy and WA Offsets 

Guidelines, particularly that the proposed offsets are relevant and 

proportionate to the impacts (principle 3) and based on sound 

environmental information and knowledge (principle 4).  

The 6 principles of the WA Offsets Policy are addressed here in turn. 

1) Environmental offsets will only be considered after avoidance 

and mitigation options have been pursued. 

During the course of assessment of this Proposal, MRL has applied the 

EPA’s mitigation hierarchy and continuously sought to avoid impacts to 

the environment wherever possible. This has resulted in MRL 

achieving substantial reduction in the environmental impact of the 

Proposal from 780 ha in the referral (as per the spatial data supplied in 

the referral. 720 ha was written in the referral form as a typographical 

error) to 575 ha in its most recent proposal seeking consent of the EPA 

to amend the Proposal. These reductions have been targeted to 

reduce environmental impact, for example, the proposed impact to 

Tetratheca aphylla sub sp. aphylla has been reduced from 29.4% in 

the PER to 19.7% as detailed in Attachment 1. 

2) Environmental offsets are not appropriate for all projects. 

MRL has identified which residual environmental impacts are 

significant and warrant environmental offsets. These are the impacts to 

the HAR PEC, individual PSRN vegetation units, and Tetratheca 

aphylla sub sp. aphylla. 

3) Environmental offsets will be cost-effective, as well as relevant 

and proportionate to the significance of the environmental value 

being impacted. 

The proposed offset of surrendering MRL’s exploration tenure in the 

MMHARCP to enable the application of a section 19 reserve is a cost 
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effective opportunity for government to improve the security of 

conservation tenure. MRL has no intention of developing iron ore 

mines on this tenure and there are no known occurrences of any other 

minerals of economic interest despite a long history of exploration 

effort, so the cost to MRL, the mining industry and the State is low. The 

environmental values hosted by the land are more than proportionate 

with the impact of the proposal as illustrated in the table included as a 

response to issue 51 below. 

4) Environmental offsets will be based on sound environmental 

information and knowledge. 

The information in the table of response 51 is based on the detailed 

assessments contained in the PER and its appendices which constitute 

sound information and knowledge, particularly in reference to the only 

factor considered to have a significant residual impact, flora and 

vegetation. The proposed translocation target of 10% of the taken 

Tetratheca apylla sub sp. apylla,is not being offered as an offset, but 

rather is just part of good rehabilitation practice to attempt to return a 

proportion of the pre-existing species. While preliminary work by BGPA 

(2010) indicates that this plant can be readily grown from seed and 

cuttings under controlled conditions, and work by CAPIO on the similar 

Tetratheca paynterae has supported a proposal to translocate this 

plant as an offset and more recently to offset significant residual 

impacts to Tetratheca erubescens at its Koolyanobbing Range F 

Deposit project (MS 1054). MRL do not consider that sufficient 

information exisits for Tetratheca aphylla sub sp. aphylla to translocate 

to the wild or regrow in rehabilitation from direct seeding or cuttings. It 

is for this reason that MRL has offered to fund an interim recovery plan 

for this species that would include the necessary research to explore 

the feasibility of translocation in the future. 

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

The interim recovery plan for Tetratheca aphylla sub sp. aphylla will be 

adaptive in nature as it will evolve as research expands the knowledge 

base and as ongoing monitoring of potential indirect impacts is 

completed. Similarly, advances in rehabilitation techniques applicable 

to exploration activities will be investigated and applied to the 

rehabilitation of historic exploration disturbances within the MMHARCP 

outside the proposed clearing area.  

6) Environmental offsets will be focussed on longer term strategic 

outcomes. 

The tenure changes proposed as offsets are perpetual in nature. The 

offsets package has the potential to enhance the conservation and 

recreation opportunities available within the MMHARCP. 

MRL considers that the offsets it has proposed are an appropriate 

starting point for further discussions on how the significant residual 

impacts of the Proposal can be best counter balanced. Furthermore, 

MRL is open to considering additional options for offsets with the 

relevant government agencies. Once the Public Environmental Review 

assessment process has progressed and the significant residual 

impacts are apparent to the EPA and DEE, MRL looks forward to the 

opportunity to discuss an appropriate offset package for this Proposal. 

50 It is unclear how rehabilitation of historical disturbance 

counterbalances the impacts of this proposal. The extent and scope of 

works proposed is also unclear. It is unclear if the proponent is already 

required to complete this work under other legislation.  

Further detail and scope of works would be required, as detailed in 

EPA Environmental Protection Bulletin 1 and to demonstrate that the 

proposed actions are relevant and proportionate to the impacts of the 

proposal. 

Rehabilitation of disturbances associated with historic exploration prior 

to the grant of E77/842 in 2000 (i.e. before and therefore not an 

inherited liability of MRL in the MMHARCP) is offered as an offset by 

MRL to provide for on-ground improvement. This is consistent with 

direct offsets per the definition provided for direct offsets in the WA 

Offsets Policy. Also, in accordance with section 4 of the WA 

Environmental Offsets Guideline, offsite rehabilitation and revegetation 

that will result in tangible improvement of the environmental values in 
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the area is an on-ground management offset type. 

MRL is aware of these offsite disturbance locations however there may 

be minor disturbances that are not currently apparent to MRL. Prior to 

rehabilitation works commencing, a full field based audit of the 

disturbances will be undertaken and a scope of works agreed with 

DPaW and DMP. It is expected that this scope could be agreed and 

the work completed within 1 year of a Ministerial Statement being 

issued. MRL has allowed a $250,000 financial provision for this work 

based on its exploration rehabilitation experience on projects 

throughout the Yilgarn region and elsewhere in WA. The outcome MRL 

expects to achieve is the return of the disturbed areas within five years 

to a condition representative of the analogue surrounding vegetation 

conditions - that is species diversity, plant density and vegetation 

cover. This is based on observations made of other rehabilitated 

exploration areas on MRL tenure e.g. Carina Extended. 

51 Tenement relinquishment requires the support of both Department of 

Mines and Petroleum and Parks and Wildlife to be considered as a 

potential offset. The proponent would need to demonstrate that the 

areas proposed for relinquishment have the same values and extent as 

the significant residual impact from this proposal.  

Please provide evidence of consultation and information regarding the 

values of the proposed offset. 

MRL has offered relinquishment of E77/842 and other exploration 

tenure within the MMHARCP as an offset to protect significant areas of 

the MMHARCP from further mining proposals and informal consultation 

with DMP identified that section 19 of the Mining Act 1978 is the most 

suitable mechanism for achieving this. 

Section 19 has been utilised on the Mitchell Plateau (S19-361) in the 

Kimberley where Rio Tinto handed back their bauxite project in 2015. It 

has also been used on the former E59/1059 near Karara (S19-322) 

and as an extension to the Kalbarri National Park (S19-169). In all of 

these cases; the government intends to replace the section 19 

reserves with suitable conservation tenure in due course. Whilst 

section 19 reserves do require periodical renewal, these are routinely 

granted. For example S19-12 at Yeelerie has been continuously 

renewed since 1984. 

MRL also makes the point that unusually for the extensive land use 
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zone, there is no Pastoral Lease and no Native Title claim over the 

area. If mining tenure is foregone, the only title remaining will be 

exclusive for conservation and recreation. 

The environmental values associated with this offset on E77/842 alone 

include but are not limited to: 

 Impact of 

Proposal 

Values in 

E77/842 

Total Mapped 

HAR Priority 

Ecological 

Community 

316 Ha 

(6.3%) 

2807 Ha 

(50%) 

5574 Ha 

PSRN6 Vegetation 

Unit 

20.0 Ha 

(33.2%) 

22.2 Ha 

(36.9%) 

60.1 Ha 

PSRN7 Vegetation 

Unit 

10.8 Ha 

(22.7%) 

5.5 Ha 

(11.6%) 

47.3 Ha 

Leucopogon 

spectabilis (T) 

110 

(0.8%) 

14,033 

(97%) 

14,434 

Tetratheca aphylla 

subsp. aphylla (T) 

17,020 

(19.7%) 

40,121 

(46%) 

87,921 

Lepidosperma 

bungalbin (P1) 

3,429 

(8.3%) 

17,119 

(37%) 

45,976 

Acacia Shapelleae 

(P1) 

16 

(1.2%) 

1,299 

(98%) 

1,320 

Acacia adinophylla 

(P1) 

1,148 

(11.9%) 

6,501 

(62%) 

10,529 

Rocky Ridge fauna 110 Ha 728 Ha 1,498 Ha 



J5 & Bungalbin East Iron Ore Proposal PER – Response to Submissions 

Issue Date:3/03/2017 MRL-ENV-TS-RP-0059-Rev1 Page 67 

 

Issue 

No. 
Office of the EPA comment Response to comment 

habitat (7.4%) (49%) 

slope angles >30
o
 

across the OEPA 

defined HAR 

landforms (L1-L6) 

17.6 Ha 

(11.5%) 

92 Ha 

(60%) 

153 Ha 

elevations >500m 

ASL in the HAR 

166 Ha 

(6.4%) 

1,616 Ha 

(62%) 

2598 Ha 

 

Note: all other tenure has been excised from any overlap with E77/842 

(e.g. M77/1095, M77/1096, and M77/1097A), and the % remaining 

from the above metrics do not reflect % impacts.  

MRL has consulted with the relevant agencies on this proposal 

however MRL recognises that any section 19 application for this 

proposal would require motivation from the Ministerial level. 

52 Interim recovery plans are the responsibility of Parks and Wildlife. 

Implementation of actions from existing recovery plans is supported as 

an offset, however in this case no recovery plans exist for either 

Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla or Lepidosperma Bungalbin.  

No on-ground actions have been detailed in the proposed offset, 

beyond potential translocation. The preparation of a plan without on 

ground actions does not provide an environmental benefit. 

MRL acknowledges that IRP’s are the responsibility of Parks and 

Wildlife (DPaW) and intends to provide adequate funding for the 

preparation and implementation of an IRP for T. aphylla subsp. aphylla 

by DPaW, inclusive of assisting with any on ground actions required. 

Consistent with the EPA’s mitigation hierarchy, offsets have been 

considered as a last resort and all practicable opportunities to avoid 

impacts have first been pursued.  

The on ground actions arising from the IRP cannot be determined until 

the IRP has been developed. However, the IRP will align with the 

research and management priorities defined in the Commonwealth 

Government Approved Conservation Advice for Tetratheca aphylla 

(Bungalbin Tetratheca) many of which had not been implemented prior 

to MRL’s extensive investigations of the species.  

MRL has now quantified the financial magnitude of its proposed 
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contribution to an IRP for Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla as 

$100,000 p.a. for five years – i.e. a total of $500,000. 

MRL’s continued efforts in this regard have results in a substantially 

reduced disturbance associated with the revised Proposal, and 

therefore a reduced combined direct and indirect impact of only 8.3% 

for Lepidosperma bungalbin. As a result of these avoidance actions, 

MRL considers that there will not be significant residual impacts to 

Lepidosperma and an IRP and/or research plan are not warranted.  In 

2009 and 2010, MRL progressed with translocation investigations for 

Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla with the WA Botanic Gardens and 

Parks Authority. This involved on ground collection of seed, 

identification of translocation sites and seed science studies such as 

seed viability and germination. Furthermore, MRL is currently in 

discussions with BGPA to progress the work   undertaken in 2009 and 

2010 on Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla. This will involve seed 

collection, germination and translocation trials for Tetratheca.  

A proposal will be prepared to support applications for the necessary 

permits from DPaW, which shall review and provide feedback and 

recommendations for the on ground operations.  MRL intends to 

progress formal consultation with DPaW in this regard once it has had 

the opportunity to discuss an appropriate offset package for this 

Proposal with the EPA/OEPA. 

53 It is unclear whether translocation is proposed as an offset or as part of 

rehabilitation as it is currently accounted for under both sections. The 

proponent has not provided adequate supporting information or level of 

detail to demonstrate that translocation would be successful for either 

Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla or Lepidosperma Bungalbin.  

The PER refers to previous work undertaken on similar species, 

including an unfinished research project by BGPA (2010) as evidence 

of translocation success or viability. The information provided in the 

MRL has considered that translocation could be one method utilised in 

rehabilitation. MRL suggests that the success of translocation for any 

species can only be answered through the implementation of extensive 

trials and an Interim Recovery Plan, however also notes that 

translocation has been a significant part of offsets for two other recent 

BIF projects recommended for approval by the EPA, namely Iron Hill 

and Koolyanobbing ‘F’ deposit. As a preliminary quantitative target 

MRL suggests in the RMCP that 10% or 1,700 individuals would be a 
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PER has not demonstrated that translocation efforts have been 

successful to date and is therefore not a valid basis for assuming 

success of the proponent’s proposed translocation activities. No details 

are provided on what is considered “successful” translocation. 

Translocation is a high risk strategy where species have low or 

unproven establishment rates, high seedling mortality and are 

dependent on the amount and season of rainfall.  

Suitable translocation sites must be presented.  

Success criteria, timeframes and adequate monitoring is required. 

Please provide information to address the above. 

reasonable target for establishing either elsewhere along the HAR 

and/or on rehabilitated landforms. At this stage however, MRL is not 

claiming this 10% target as an offset, but rather consider it to be part of 

good rehabilitation practice to endeavour to return a proportion of the 

rare plant species. 

54 The OEPA acknowledges the advice from Parks and Wildlife and the 

information provided on previous translocation trials.  

Please provide a full and reasoned response to the issues raised in 

Attachment 2 regarding the likelihood of success of proposed 

translocation.  

MRL acknowledges the OEPA’s submission. Please also refer to 

matters raised in MRL response to Issue 53.   

MRL has responded to the relevant issues raised by DPaW in 

Attachment 4 accordingly. 

55 Research offsets are indirect offsets which can only be applied where it 

can be demonstrated that a direct offset cannot be applied. Please 

demonstrate that research offset is appropriate and meets the 

requirements of the WA Offsets Guidelines:  

 Research must be designed to result in positive conservation 

outcomes. 

 Research that may include field surveys should be designed to 

address priority knowledge gaps…outcomes publically 

available…and provide information that will improve environmental 

assessment of future projects. 

 Research projects should be focused on achieving an outcome 

rather than expending a certain amount of money. 

 Research projects are generally only appropriate as offsets where 

Consistent with the EPA’s mitigation hierarchy, offsets have been 

considered as a last resort and all practicable opportunities to avoid 

impacts have first been pursued. This has resulted in the combined 

direct and indirect impacts to the Lepidosperma bungalbin population 

being significantly reduced (39.7% to 8.3%) by decreasing the size of 

the disturbance area for the Bungalbin East pit. As a result of these 

avoidance actions MRL considers that there will not be significant 

residual impacts to Lepidosperma and considers that an offset is no 

longer required.  As such MRL no longer proposes to prepare and 

implement a research plan for this flora species.  

MRL has a track record of contributing to environmental research 

including the $100,000 post-doctoral research project on biodiversity 

modelling with Curtin University and the contribution of $20,000 cash 

per annum and $20,000 in kind per annum for 5 years as a founding 
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there is a high degree of uncertainty regarding impacts of a project 

and new science is required to develop better mitigation measures 

or predictive tools to avoid and minimise the particular type of 

impact. 

Trials, research and monitoring which is undertaken in implementing 

best-practicable rehabilitation as part of mine closure is not generally 

an offset.  

industry partner for the $7M Australian Research Council supported 

Industrial Transformation Training Centre for Mining Restoration. MRL 

makes these contributions as part of its role as a good corporate 

citizen, regardless of whether they are considered indirect offsets by 

the Government or not. 

56 The Offsets calculation methodology in the Offsets Template 

(Appendix 13-A) has not been completed to a satisfactory level. No 

metric or quantum is provided.  

Please provide an updated template. 

The Offsets Template has been updated, please see Attachment 9. 

57 The Commonwealth offsets calculator needs to be used to determine 

the offset required for all impacts to threatened species or ecological 

communities that have been assigned International Union for 

Conservation of Nature (IUCN) criteria. The excel file containing the 

calculations is required to be provided.  

Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla and Leucopogon spectablis are both 

listed under the EPBC Act. Offsets for MNES will also need to meet the 

Commonwealth’s Offset requirements. This is acknowledged in chapter 

14 (MNES), and the proposed offset for Tetratheca aphylla subsp. 

aphylla under 14.2.4 is the same as proposed offset 2 in chapter 13 

(offsets). However the proponent has not addressed to 

Commonwealth’s offset requirements in either chapter, including using 

the commonwealth Offset calculator.  

No offset is proposed for Leucopogon spectablis, despite the 

proponent stating the residual impact is significant under section 14.2.3 

of the PER. 

Please provide updated information to address the above. 

The offsets proposed for Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla address 

both State and Commonwealth legislation. As set out above, residual 

impact to Leucopogon spectablis is not significant and therefore MRL 

is not proposing any offsets for this species.  

As MRL is proposing a direct threat abatement offset for Tetratheca 

aphylla subsp. aphylla the Department of Environment and Energy 

advised that the Commonwealth’s Offsets Assessment Guide is not 

required to be used for threat abatement offsets (refer email from DEE, 

D.Snowdon 9 December 2016).  
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58 There is insufficient detail in the Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan 

to provide a level of confidence in the proponent’s ability to 

successfully implement the proposed rehabilitation, and no 

commitments to firm targets have been included. 

The Rehabilitation and Mine Closure Plan has been extensively 

updated. See MRL responses on Rehabilitation and Closure factor 

submissions. 

59 The OEPA acknowledges the advice from the Department of 

Environment and Energy, specifically “It is not clear for this proposal 

how any loss could be offset in a manner that would satisfy the Offsets 

Policy.” 

The OEPA refers the proponent to the Department of Sustainability, 

Environment, Water, Population and Communities Environment 

Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act Policy Statement 

Translocation of Listed Threatened Species – Assessment under 

Chapter 4 of the EPBC Act. 

Please provide a full and reasoned response to the comments (Issue 

379, Attachment 2). 

See response to Issue 379. 

10. Other 

60 The OEPA notes the substantial submissions relating to the large 

number of preliminary environmental factors and the combined effect 

to the environment from the proposal impacts. Please provide further 

discussion regarding the cumulative impact of the proposal as a whole. 

MRL acknowledges the substantial submissions regarding the 

combined effect on the environment that could potentially occur if the 

Proposal is implemented. 

The submissions broadly reflect criticism of a reductionist approach to 

EIA, whereby proposals are broken down into discrete parts for the 

purpose of assessment and reporting, and may not adequately 

represent overall environmental function  (Morrison-Saunders and 

Bailey, 2000).  Such criticism is often raised in in relation to project-

level EIA and is not unique to assessment of this Proposal. 

The EPA’s statement of Environmental Principles, Factors and 

Objectives (2016) addresses this concern “While the EPA’s use of 

environmental factors and objectives when considering environmental 
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significance provides an important structure for the organisation of 

information, the EPA also takes a holistic approach to assessing 

environmental acceptability by having regard to whether the proposal 

or scheme meets the principles of the Environmental Protection Act 

1986. By doing so, the EPA takes into consideration the interconnected 

nature of the environment.” 

The interconnected nature of the environment is best accounted for in 

the assessment of the Landform factor which relates quite strongly to 

every preliminary environmental factor under consideration. For 

example the physical removal of a portion of the landform also directly 

removes the associated individual flora and vegetation and individual 

subterranean animals, habitat for terrestrial fauna, some heritage sites 

than cannot be relocated such as caves, and local focal points for 

visitation.  Other indirect impacts from landforms include the 

modification of amenity views, local hydrological processes and 

rehabilitation completion criteria. 

Interconnectedness between landform and flora and vegetation is also 

investigated in Section 6.2.9 Variety of the PER and Divirgilio (2016) - 

included as Appendix D to this document. 

The Amenity, Rehabilitation and Decommissioning and Offsets factors 

also all consider a direct interconnectedness with the Flora and 

Vegetation factor.  

In terms of cumulative impacts of the various factors, the EPA 

guidance materials require a consideration of “cumulative impacts with 

other projects”, but not cumulative impacts within a Proposal. 

Any cumulative impact consideration within an individual proposal, 

beyond consideration of the matters of interconnectedness, would be 

somewhat illogical due to that very interconnectedness. For example 

on this project, quantitative impacts to any particular environmental 

attribute are typically very strongly correlated to the impact to landform 
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of around 5-10%. The percentages are not additive in a cumulative 

sense. For example, the impact to the 14 threatened and priority flora 

species totals 125% and averages 8.9%. The latter figure being a more 

sensible consideration of the confluence of environmental values than 

the former nonsensical figure. 

In all of the cases of interconnectedness between the factors, none of 

them create a level of significance over and above that which is 

concluded for each individual factor in the PER nor to a level of 

unacceptability and therefore the EPA’s objective in respect to all 

factors and at a holistic level can be met. 

61 The OEPA advises that the EPA will have regard to the Object and 

Principles of the EP Act in its assessment of the proposal. The OEPA 

notes that a number of submissions contended that the Principles of 

the EP Act have not been fully met. The OEPA recommends a full and 

reasoned response to these concerns. 

These principles form part of the broader object of the EP Act to 

protect the environment of the State. As acknowledged in the EPA’s 

‘Statement of Environmental Principles, Factors and Objectives’ 

(2016), ‘The object and principles guide the overall application of the 

powers of the Act. The principles are matters to which the EPA is 

required to have regard as a condition of the valid exercise of its 

powers to assess and report on proposals and schemes under the Act.’ 

Therefore, the principles are relevant considerations in decision 

making, but not requirements that the Proposal must meet or 

determinative of the outcomes of the Part IV EP Act process.  

A complete statement of MRL’s application of the principles of the EP 

Act is tabulated in Table 15-1 of the PER and further detailed 

responses to five particular submitters are included at issue 398. 

 


