Government of Western Australia
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority

Mr Sean McGunnigle Our Ref:  2015-1450073375481; AC01-2014-0137

Manager Environmental Approvals Enquiries: Vanessa Angus, 6145 0827
Fo rtescué Metals Group Email: vanessa.angus@epa.wa.gov.au
PO Box 6915

EAST PERTH WA 6004

Dear Mr McGunnigle

SOLOMON IRON ORE PROJECT - SUSTAINING PRODUCTION - PUBLIC
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW — ASSESSMENT NO. 2019

The Public Review period for the above proposal closed on 8 February 2016. The
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority (OEPA) has summarised the main
issues that were raised in the submissions (Attachment 1). A copy of the public
submissions was provided to you via email on 24 February 2016.

The OEPA is currently finalising their review of the Public Environmental Review
document. Matters raised by the OEPA will be provided to you shortly.

You are required to address the issues raised in the Summary of Submissions and
provide a response to the OEPA. The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA), in
seeking your response, does not necessarily endorse the issues raised but asks you
to respond to them as you see fit and to modify your proposal, or its environmental
management, accordingly.

The OEPA considers that the key issues for the proposal raised in the public
submissions include:

. Flora and Vegetation — impacts to Gompholobium karijini and other conservation
significant species, and groundwater dependent vegetation, as a result of
clearing, groundwater drawdown and indirect impacts;

. Terrestrial Fauna — potential impacts to Matters of National Environmental
Significance (MNES) species, particularly in terms of loss of habitat and water
resources.

o Hydrological Processes:
o impacts to Karijini National Park, including Hamersley Gorge;
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o impacts to Springs and Pools in and adjacent to the project development
envelopes, with particular regard to Weelumurra Creek (see also Heritage
issues raised);

o Inland Waters Environmental Quality — potential impacts to water quality in the
Milistream Public Drinking Water Source Area; and

o Rehabilitation and Decommissioning:

o Potential long-term impacts to Karijini National Park and appropriate
standards of management;

o re-establishment of hydrological processes post closure, with particular
regard to Weelumurra Creek.

As part of addressing the matters in Attachments 1 and 2, the EPA requests that the
proponent explicitly demonstrate and document, in the Response to Submissions, how
the relevant considerations in the policies, guidelines and principles listed in Table 2
of the approved Environmental Scoping Document are considered in the proponent's
assessment.

A copy of the summary of the public submissions and your responses will be included
as an appendix in the EPA’s Report and Recommendations. Under the Environmental
Protection Act 1986, the EPA's report is subject to a 14 day appeal period. During this
period the public may appeal the EPA's Report and Recommendations. Anincomplete
answer to any of the issues raised could cause the public to appeal and this would
delay the setting of Ministerial Conditions. Accordingly, please ensure that you give a
full and reasoned answer to each issue.

In providing your response to submissions please review the key characteristics of the
proposal, as per Environmental Assessment Guideline 1 Defining the Key
Characteristics of a Proposal, and supply updated GIS data if required.

Should you require further information please contact Vanessa Angus on phone
number (08) 6145 0827 in the first instance. Please advise by 01 April 2016 when you
will submit the Response to Submissions document, or to discuss any matters. Please
quote the above “Our ref’ on any further correspondence.

Yours sincerely

Anthony Sutton
Director
Assessment and Compliance Division

lG& March 2016

Encl: Attachment 1: Summary of Public Submissions
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Solomon Iron Ore Project — Sustaining Production

PUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ASSESSMENT NO. 2019
CMS 14233

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS

This document forms a summary of public submissions and advice received
regarding the Public Environmental Review document for the Solomon Iron Ore
Project — Sustaining Production proposed by Fortescue Metals Group Limited (FMG)

The public review period for the proposal commenced on 14 December 2015 for a
period of 8 weeks, ending on 8 February 2016. A total of nine submissions were
received.

The principle issues raised in the submissions and advice received included
environmental and social issues as well as issues focussed on questions of fact and
technical aspects of the proposal. Although not all of the issues raised in the
submissions are environmental, the proponent is asked to address all issues,
comments and questions, as they are relevant to the proposal.
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1. The proposal — General comments

Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

Department of
Parks and
Wildlife
(DPaWw)

The PER does not adequately identify the values of Karijini National Park
at risk from the proposal, and there is limited assessment of the likelihood
and consequences of potential direct and indirect impacts on the National
Park.

A separate section should be included in the Response to Submissions
detailing and assessing all potential impacts to Karijini National Park.

Wildflower
Society

Please provide a clear description of the expected project life for this
specific proposal. There appear to be misleading statements about this in
the PER which should be clarified.

2. Flora and vegetation

Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

DPaw

The proponent should provide further information regarding the potential
for groundwater monitoring activities to require disturbance or
infrastructure within Karijini National Park. The potential impacts of such
disturbance on park values should be fully evaluated as part of the
assessment of this proposal.

Please provide information in the Response to Submissions to
demonstrate that groundwater impacts associated with the proposal can
be adequately monitored without the installation of monitoring bores
inside the Karijini National Park.

Department of

Previous requests by the Department to provide vegetation mapping as







Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

pilbaranum (Priority 1) and Euphorbia australis var. glabra
(Priority 2) are not included, despite being recorded within the
‘development envelopes’ and both species being potentially at
risk from indirect impacts.

e The apparent interchangeable use of ‘development envelopes’
and ‘footprint’ in the PER also makes it difficult to compare and
correlate the information presented in Tables 20 and 27. If
impacts on conservation significant species are only assessed in
relation to the project “footprint’ as opposed to the ‘development
envelopes’, it is not possible to determine with any level of
certainty the potential indirect impacts on species that occur
outside the footprint’ but within the ‘development envelopes’.

e The proposal needs to take into account the cumulative impact to
the Fortescue IBRA sub-region and adjacent foot slopes of the
Hamersley and Chichester sub-regions.

o Statistics from Table 23 have been incorrectly stated in the text.
The correct percentage change of the Platform Land System
would be 3.22%, not 1.78% as stated.

DPaW

Based on the information provided in the PER (including the Solomon
Hub Flora and Vegetation Assessment, Ecologia 2014), it remains
unclear whether niche habitats, where Priority flora species (and other
taxa of conservation significance) were identified as being highly likely to
occur, were included in the targeted surveys. Without this information, it
is not possible to determine with any level of certainty that particular
conservation significant species (associated with smaller niche habitats)
actually occur within the ‘development envelopes’, and consequently if
the proposal is likely to have an impact on these species.







Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

assessment of the project in the Response to Submissions.

DoW

Zalamea Creek vegetation downstream of the development envelope
utilises surface water and soil moisture derived from flow events. This
vegetation will be impacted by interception of surface water flows. This
should be recognised as an indirect impact of mining operations and a
risk assessment carried out, with at risk vegetation identified and risk
mitigation actions described.

The Response to Submissions should include an assessment of
vegetation in Zalamea creek downstream of the project area, and

identify potential impacts to vegetation associated with interception of
surface water.

DPaW

Additional information should be provided by the proponent to improve
the level of certainty regarding the predicted impacts for Gompholobium
karijini. Additional information required may include data or expert
advice already held by the proponent, but not included in the PER,
relating to species ecology and habitat and the results of additional
targeted surveys.

Any targeted surveys for G. karijini should focus on confirming the extent
of the species protected within Karijini National Park, as the majority of
known populations and modelled habitat to the north-west of the
‘development envelopes’ occur within mining leases.

[t is not considered appropriate for the proponent to use distribution
mapping based on ‘prospective habitat’ as a surrogate for assessing the
potential impact of the proposal on G. karijini, particularly as the model
used in the PER appears not to have been verified using actual species
location records such that known records for the species do not appear










Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

of Water considers that it is likely the risk has been underestimated, and
the potential loss (and recovery post mining) of this vegetation will be
much greater than has been suggested.

DoW

~Based on the peer review, a 5 km stretch of Weelumurra Creek
identified in the area of drawdown from the Southern Borefield, has been
incorrectly mapped as being dominated by Eucalyptus victrix. Based on
the canopy cover (assessed from aerial photography), location and
' NDVI this vegetation appears to be a Eucalyptus camaldulensis
dominated community and therefore is a groundwater dependent
vegetation community.

[t should be noted that the Southern Bore field may impact on
Groundwater dependent vegetation along Weelumurra Creek as
identified in Figure 34 (Section 8.3.5). This will be a key factor in the
licence assessment, and risks to this area should be assessed in detalil
within the Response to Submissions.

The proponent should consider this area in providing further information
regarding impacts to groundwater dependent vegetation in the
- Response to Submissions.

|

3. Subterranean fauna

‘1 Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

DPaWw

Mapping of the 1 metre drawdown boundary for the Lower Fortescue
borefield (northern borefield) based on hydrological modelling was not
| used in either the stygofauna desktop assessment (Appendix 11) or the
| stygofauna assessment (Appendix 12) for the PER. The proponent has
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Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

instead utilised an assumed area of drawdown influence greater than 5
metres to assess the threat to stygofauna species present within the
potential drawdown area for the northern borefield.

The basis for, and appropriateness of using a 5 metre drawdown to
predict impacts should be justified in the Response to Submissions.

DPaW

[t does not appear that the Kings mine new southern pits and their
associated drawdown zones have been surveyed for stygofauna. While
the broader Solomon development area was included in the desktop
assessment (Appendix 11), the data does not clearly indicate if this area
has been or is intended to be surveyed.

Additional surveys to meet Level 2 survey standards should be provided
with the Response to Submissions.

DPawW

The Bennelongia (2013) report (Appendix 9) indicates that the area
associated with the Solomon project represents a relatively rich
troglofauna community. It also found three species of troglofauna only
known from the proposed mine pits at Zion. The report suggests that two
of these species (Draculoides sp. B30 and Zuphiini sp. Solomon) may
have small ranges and therefore may be restricted to outcropping
channel iron deposits at Zion.

There has been no troglofauna survey in any of the new potential pit
areas to the south of Kings and currently the likely pit configuration and
area is only estimated.

Given the occurrence of potentially restricted troglofauna species at the
Zion deposit, and the uncertainty about their distributions, as well as a
lack of survey effort in the ‘Kings (new southern pits)’, additional surveys
to meet Level 2 survey standards should be provided with the Response
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Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

to Submissions.

4. Terrestrial fauna

Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

Department of
the
Environment
(DoTE)

It would assist the Department in assessing the proposed action if the
existing Solomon approval (EPBC 2010/5567) was discussed in greater
detail. Please provide the following information regarding EPBC
2010/5567:

o approved action area
o disturbance footprint
o MNES impacted

o mitigation management plans approved under 2010/5567 that
will implemented (and updated) for the proposed action.

DoTE

The Proponent should provide a discussion of how the assessment
process is relevant to the EPBC Act Condition-setting Policy.

DoTE

The proponent should demonstrate how relevant EPBC Policies,
Recovery Plans, Threat Abatement Plans and Conservation Advice have
been considered in the assessment of impacts to EPBC listed species.

DoTE

The proponent should discuss the possibility of indirect impacts on
EPBC Act species in the adjacent Karijini National Park in the Response
to Submissions

12










Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

DoTE

Section 9.8.5 of the PER provides an inadequate description of how the
proposed action will significantly alter Zalamea Creek, Zalamea pools
and Kangeenarina Creek and the impacts this will have on EPBC Act
listed species. The PER states that the species will ‘move away’ to
suitable habitat. However there is no discussion of how the species will
find habitat of the same quality and type (i.e. that contains water
resources of a similar quality) that is to be lost a result of the proposed
action

The Response to Submissions should discuss the impacts to EPBC Act
listed species as a result of the loss of a portion of Zalamea creek
including 70 ha of riparian vegetation and the semi-permanent Zalamea
pools and indicate how these impacts will be managed such that the
impacts are acceptable.

DoTE

Discuss the impacts to EPBC Act listed species in respect of the
predicted residual outcome for the Kangeenarina and Weelumurra pools
and indicate how these impacts will be managed such that the impacts
are acceptable.

5. Hydrological processes

{ Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

DPaw

It is not clear from the PER whether any other springs, pools, creeks or
their associated ecosystems within Karijini National Park would be
impacted by groundwater drawdown from the proposal. It appears that
there is currently insufficient information to determine the potential for
| sites other than Hamersley Gorge within the National Park to be affected
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Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

on drawdown associated with the Southern Fortescue borefield only, and
it is unclear from the information provided whether there is the potential
for the development of the proposed Lower Fortescue borefield (northern
borefield) to contribute to changes in groundwater flows at the gorge or if
Hamersley Gorge receives baseflow from other groundwater sources not
linked to the Wittenoom Formation aquifer (targeted by the Southern
Fortescue borefield).

The Response to Submissions should provide additional discussion
regarding the modelling of drawdown impacts to Hamersley Gorge,
including a discussion of available local and regional information, and
whether cumulative impacts from the Solomon Project were modelled for
the assessment.

Wintawari There is no mention of Satellite Springs in the PER. Therefore it is

Garuma difficult to determine whether Satellite Springs would be removed by the

Aboriginal proposal, or managed similar to Kangeenarina pools and Weelumurra

Corporation pools.

(WGAC) The Response to Submissions should clarify where Satellite Springs are
located relative to the proposal, what the potential impacts to the Springs
are, and how impacts will be managed.

WGAC It is noted that the supplementation program for Kangeenarina pools has

meant that no breaches of the trigger values have occurred as part of
the current operations, however groundwater drawdown has not yet
reached Kangeenarina pools. WGAC are concerned that
supplementation is considered a success, however it is unlikely that
Kangeenarina pools have been fully impacted by the proposal and
therefore supplementation may not in fact protect the values of the
pools.
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Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

Condition 10.2).

DoW

"It appears from the information provided, that the proponent is only
' planning on diverting ‘significant’ flows which are described as flows
ifrom the Kangeenarina creek (only). The DoW request further
' clarification regarding what constitutes a ‘significant flow’.

DER

' In relation to flood waters, the PER states that “Water will be discharged
'to a creek in accordance with Solomon’s Part V, EP Act License

- (L8454/2012) following the event”. Note that L8454/2012 is the Part V |

license for Christmas creek Iron Ore Mine, and no such discharge is
- authorised under this instrument.

DoTE

';The PER indicates that modification of surface hydrology is ‘not
‘ significantly different from those predicted for the Original Proposal’.

' The Response to Submissions should provide evidence to support this
statement given that the area of disturbance for the proposed action is
12 146 ha in addition to the approved disturbance footprint of 4 416 ha.

6. Inland waters environmental quality

Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

DoW

Impacts to surface water quality have been identified however the
department does not accept that the management practices concerning
hydrocarbon spills, sediment loads and erosion are appropriate.

The proponent states that “watercourses already have significant bed
loads in their natural state and can withstand large amounts of
















Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

walls (and above the pit floor).

It is also unclear what horizontal buffer FMG are proposing to ensure
that the lignitic layer does not become dewatered due to a lower pit floor
to the east.

Oxidation of the lignitic layer could present a serious contamination risk
to Weelumurra Creek, and ultimately to the Millstream Water Reserve.
Remediation within a highly transmissive catchment could be impossible.

The Response to Submissions should provide further detail and
proposed management actions to demonstrate that exposure of the
lignitic layer would be avoided, and mitigation actions to be undertaken
in the event that it is inadvertently exposed.

DoWwW

The proposed hydraulic barrier would intersect the lignitic layer. FMG is
currently unclear what effects the interaction of grouting chemicals - if
highly alkaline (e.g. cement) - would have on the mobilisation of
metals/metalloids.

Further information should be provided in the Response to Submissions
regarding the potential impacts associated with interception of the lignitic
layer by the hydraulic barrier, and management measures which could
be implemented to mitigate risks to groundwater and surface water
associated with construction and maintenance of the barrier during
operations.

7. Heritage

Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment
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Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

what is acceptable to Aboriginal People.

The Response to Submissions should include a discussion of trigger
values for the monitoring and management of pools and springs in the
project area, and discuss how these have been developed with
reference to cultural and heritage values.

8. Offsets
Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment
DoW No offsets have been discussed in relation to the complete removal of
the Zalamea Pools.
Please provide a discussion regarding the residual impacts associated
with removal of the pools, and outline what, if any, offsets are proposed
to address any significant residual impacts as a result of the removal of
the pools.
DoTE Please clarify the offset proposal within the Response to Submissions

and indicate how it will satisfy the requirements of the EPBC Act
Environmental Offsets Policy as follows:

o Justify the $750 per ha monetary offset rate in the context of the
EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy

o Identify the proposed ‘conservation offset fund’ and indicate how it
is appropriate under the EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy.

¢ Demonstrate how the offset proposal will achieve a measurable
conservation gain for EPBC Act listed species. This includes
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Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

providing suitable baseline information to justify any conservation
gains that will be achieved.

o |dentify the methodologies that will be implemented to measure,
report and maintain conservation gains to be achieved by the
offset proposal.

9. Rehabilitation and decommissioning

‘ Submitter

Submission and/or issue

Response to comment

1 DPaWw

Given the proponent has impacted on Parks and Wildlife managed land
(the 2015 exclusion zones) via MS 862, and there is the potential for
further impacts on Karijini National Park as a part of this proposal, Parks
and Wildlife seeks assurance that the rehabilitation and closure
outcomes for any areas disturbed within Parks and Wildlife-managed
lands reflect their proposed conservation land use. Specifically, if any
mining activities impact on Parks and Wildlife managed land, these
areas should be decommissioned and rehabilitated to an appropriate
standard, to enable them to be managed in sympathy with the
surrounding land with no ongoing management liability to the
department as the land manager.

The Response to Submissions should clearly identify all areas of Parks
and Wildlife managed land which would be impacted by the cumulative
proposal and describe the expected rehabilitation and closure outcomes
for each area.

) WGAC

Current and proposed measures to protect and manage pools and
springs (i.e, supplementation, hydraulic barriers and engineered
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