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Summary 

This report provides the Minister for Environment with the outcomes of the 
Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) environmental impact assessment of the 
proposal to construct and operate a dual open cut kaolin mine and waste facility, by 
Tellus Holdings Ltd.  
 

Proposal 

The proposal for the Sandy Ridge Facility is to construct and operate a dual kaolin 
(clay) mine and a waste facility, accepting Class IV (Secure Landfill) and a V 
(Intractable Landfill) waste, approximately 75 kilometres north east of Koolyanobbing, 
in the Shire of Coolgardie, within the Goldfields Region of Western Australia (Figure 
1). The proposal would receive a maximum of 100,000 tonnes of waste per annum for 
approximately 25 years.  
  

Background and context 

The proponent referred the proposal to the EPA on 4 May 2015. On 12 August 2015, 
the EPA decided to assess the proposal and set the level of assessment at Public 
Environmental Review (PER) with a 10 week public review period.  
 
It was determined that Tellus would prepare an Environmental Scoping Document 
(ESD) with a two week public review period. The EPA approved the ESD for the 
proposal on 27 May 2016.  The ESD was released for public review from 31 March 
2016 to 14 April 2016.  
 
The EPA approved the draft PER for public review on 7 December 2016, with the PER 
released for public review from 12 December 2016 to 7 March 2017.  
 
The proposal was determined to be a controlled action under the Environmental 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) on 23 September 2015 
as it may impact on the following Matters of National Environmental Significance 
(MNES): 
 

• nuclear actions (section 21 and 22A).  
 
The proposal is being assessed under the bilateral agreement between the 
Commonwealth and Western Australian governments.  
 
The Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) requires that the EPA’s report on the 
outcome of its assessment sets out key environmental factors identified in the course 
of the assessment, as well as the EPA’s recommendations as to whether or not the 
proposal may be implemented and, if so, the conditions and procedures that should 
apply. The EPA may also include any other information, advice and recommendations 
in the assessment report that it thinks fit. 
 



 

 

 

Public submissions 

Key issues raised in the submissions during the PER public review period included: 

• potential impacts to human health from the handling, storage and transport of 
intractable waste; 

• concerns about the long term management and decommissioning of the site; 

• the waste acceptance criteria and transport of the waste; 

• potential impacts from waste leachate to soils and groundwater from the 
storage of intractable waste; and 

• potential impacts to significant vegetation and flora, and terrestrial fauna from 
clearing and waste emissions. 

 
Tellus provided responses to issues raised in the public submissions and further 
information where appropriate in the Response to Submissions document (Tellus, 
2017a). In the response to submissions, the proponent clarified and provided 
supplementary technical information regarding flora and vegetation (Lepidosperma 
sp.) and fauna (short range endemic fauna). This information was made available to 
the public on the EPA’s website and has been considered in this assessment. 
 

Key environmental factors and relevant principles 

The EPA identified the following key environmental factors (see Section 4) during the 
course of its assessment:  

1. Terrestrial environment quality – direct impacts to the quality of land and soils 
during the operation of the proposal and from the acceptance and storage of 
hazardous and intractable waste (including radioactive material).  

2. Flora and vegetation – direct impacts associated with the clearing of native 
vegetation.  

3. Human health – direct impacts from exposure to chemical/hazardous materials 
from waste handling, and leaks or spills from waste packages. 

4. Terrestrial fauna – direct impacts on fauna habitat from clearing, and 
contaminants or radiation exposure to fauna.  

5. Inland waters environmental quality – direct impacts from potential leaks or 
spills and generation of leachate from waste package storage.   

 
In identifying the key environmental factors, the EPA had regard to the object and 
principles set out in section 4A of the EP Act. The EPA considered that the following 
principles were particularly relevant to this assessment (see Section 4): 

1. the precautionary principle; 

2. principles relating to improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms; 
and 

3. the principle of waste minimisation. 
 



 

 

 

Assessment 

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

1. the impacts to the key environmental factors including Terrestrial Environmental 
Quality, Flora and Vegetation, Human Health, Terrestrial Fauna, and Inland 
Waters Environmental Quality; 

2. the EPA’s confidence in the proponent’s proposed mitigation measures; 

3. the relevant EP Act principles, including the precautionary principle, principles 
relating to improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms and the 
principle of waste minimisation; and 

4. the EPA’s environmental objectives for Terrestrial Environmental Quality, Flora 
and Vegetation, Human Health, Terrestrial Fauna, and Inland Waters 
Environmental Quality.  

 
Given the above, the EPA has concluded that the proposal is environmentally 
acceptable and therefore recommends that the proposal may be implemented subject 
to the conditions recommended in Appendix 5.  
 

Conclusion and recommendations 

Having assessed the proposal, the EPA has concluded that the proposal is 
environmentally acceptable.  
 
The EPA recommends that the Minister notes: 

1. That the proposal assessed is for the construction and operation of a dual open 
cut kaolin mine and a near-surface geological waste repository.  

2. The key environmental factors identified by the EPA in the course of its 
assessment are Terrestrial Environmental Quality, Flora and Vegetation, 
Human Health, Terrestrial Fauna, and Inland Waters Environmental Quality, set 
out in Section 4. 

3. The EPA has concluded that the proposal may be implemented, provided the 
implementation of the proposal is carried out in accordance with the 
recommended conditions and procedures set out in Appendix 5.   
Matters addressed in the conditions include the requirement: 

a) to ensure only permitted wastes generated within Australia and the 
Australian Exclusive Economic Zone are accepted on site; 

b) to keep detailed records of accepted wastes on site; 

c) to conduct an annual independent audit of the accepted wastes on site; 

d) for a Leachate Monitoring and Management Plan;  

e) for a targeted flora survey and management plan for Calytrix Creswellii, 
Lepidosperma lyonsii, and the undescribed Lepidosperma sp; and 

f) for a management plan for terrestrial fauna.   

4. Other advice provided by the EPA, set out in Section 7. 
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1. Introduction 

This report provides the advice and recommendations of the Environmental Protection 
Authority (EPA) to the Minister for Environment on the outcomes of the EPA’s 
environmental impact assessment (EIA) of the proposal by Tellus Holdings Ltd 
(Tellus). The proposal is to construct and operate a dual open cut kaolin mine and 
near-surface geological waste repository, approximately 75 kilometres (km) north east 
of Koolyanobbing in the Shire of Coolgardie.    
 
The EPA has prepared this report in accordance with section 44 of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1986 (EP Act), which requires that the EPA prepare a report on the 
outcome of its assessment of a proposal and provide this assessment report to the 
Minister for Environment. The report must set out:  

• what the EPA considers to be the key environmental factors identified in the 
course of the assessment; and 

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

 
The EPA may also include any other information, advice and recommendations in the 
assessment report as it thinks fit.   
 
The proponent referred the proposal to the EPA on 4 May 2015. On 12 August 2015 
the EPA decided to assess the proposal and set the level of assessment at Public 
Environmental Review (PER) with a 10 week public review period. The proponent 
prepared the Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) and it was released for a two 
week public review period from 31 March 2016 to 14 April 2016. The EPA approved 
the ESD for the proposal on 27 May 2016. The PER document was released for public 
review from 12 December 2016 to 7 March 2017. 
 

1.1 EPA procedures  

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

1.2 Assessment on behalf of Commonwealth 

The proposal was determined to be a controlled action by a delegate of the 
Commonwealth Minister for the Environment under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) on 23 September 2015 as it is likely 
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to have, a significant impact on the following Matters of National Environmental 
Significance (MNES): 

• Nuclear actions (sections 21 & 22A) 
 
The proposal was assessed under the Bilateral Agreement as an accredited 
assessment between the Commonwealth and Western Australian governments.  
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2. The proposal 

2.1 Proposal summary 

The proponent, Tellus, proposes to construct and operate a dual kaolin (clay) mine 
and a near-surface geological waste repository, accepting Class IV (Secure Landfill) 
and Class V (Intractable Landfill) waste, including waste from interstate, and offshore 
oil and gas facilities. The proposal is located approximately 75 km north east of 
Koolyanobbing, in the Shire of Coolgardie, within the goldfields region of Western 
Australia (Figure 1 and 2).  
 
The proposal would firstly involve mining up to 290,000 tonnes per annum (tpa) of 
kaolin clay. The voids created from mining would then be used for the storage of 
wastes, including hazardous and intractable wastes, and low level radioactive wastes. 
The site would receive up to a maximum of 100,000 tpa of waste for approximately 25 
years.  
 
The proposal would require the construction of: 

• mine infrastructure, including a processing plant, stockpile area, storage 
building, laboratory, mining offices and laydown yard; 

• waste infrastructure including a relocatable waste cell roof canopy and rail 
system, container hardstand, waste inspection area, radioactive waste 
warehouse and package building, waste laboratory, and waste solidification 
and stabilisation facility; and 

• other infrastructure including an accommodation camp, future technology park, 
access roads, water pipelines, and a Class II putrescible landfill. The Class II 
landfill would service the accommodation camp and office. Only Class II wastes 
generated at the proposed facility would be disposed of in this landfill.  

 
The key characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Tables 1 and 2 below.  A 
detailed description of the proposal is provided in Section 5 of the PER document 
(Tellus, 2016).   
 
Table 1: Summary of the Proposal 

Proposal Title Sandy Ridge Project 

Short Description The proponent proposes to construct and operate a dual kaolin 
clay mine and near-surface geological waste repository within 
the mine voids for the storage of Class IV and Class V waste.  
The proposal is located approximately 75 kilometres north-east 
of Koolyanobbing, in the Shire of Coolgardie.   
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Table 2: Location and proposed extent of physical and operational elements 

Element Location Proposed Extent 

Physical elements 

Mine pits/waste cells Figure 2 Clearing up to 202.3 ha of native 
vegetation within a 1004.2 ha 
development envelope 

Associated infrastructure Figure 2 Clearing up to 73.75 ha of native 
vegetation with a 1004.2 ha 
development envelope 

Operational elements 

Class IV & V wastes accepted at 
gate 

 up to 100,000 tonnes per annum 

Temporary waste storage on surface  up to 15,000 tonnes 

Maximum temporary storage time  up to 12 months 

Waste (including treated waste) 
disposed to waste cells 

 up to 280,000 tonnes per annum 

Water use  up to 0.18 Gigalitres per annum 
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Figure 1: Regional location 
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Figure 2: Development envelope 
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2.2 Changes to the proposal 

Tellus requested consent from the EPA on 29 October 2015 to change the proposal 
during assessment.  The changes requested included:  

• the addition of access roads and a water pipeline; 

• an increase to the ore processing rate; 

• changes to the waste disposal rate; 

• an increase to the development envelope to allow for access roads and the 
water pipeline; and 

• an increase to the clearing within the development envelope. 
 
The EPA Chairman, as a delegate of the EPA, considered the requested changes 
were unlikely to significantly increase any impact the proposal may have on the 
environment, and gave consent to the change under section 43A (s43A) of the EP Act 
on 11 November 2015. The PER document addressed the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the above changes.  
 
A second request was submitted by the proponent on 23 August 2017 requesting a 
change to the proposal. The change requested was to: 

• increase the volume of waste to be permanently isolated from 100,000 tpa to 
280,000 tpa.  

 
The proponent clarified that 40,000 tpa of waste, (out of a total of 100,000 tpa) received 
at the facility is likely to be liquid waste and require treatment through the addition of 
materials including kaolin, cement and gypsum. Hence, although up to 100,000 tpa of 
waste would still be received at the site gate, up to 280,000 tpa of treated waste would 
be placed into the waste cells. The proposed change was advertised for public 
comment from 30 August to 6 September 2017. 
 
The EPA Chairman noted that the volume of waste to be accepted at the site gate 
remains the same as originally proposed, and that the requested change to the 
proposal originates from the requirement to treat sludge wastes prior to permanent 
isolation. This treatment increases the weight and volume of the waste. The EPA 
Chairman considered that the change would be unlikely to significantly increase the 
potential impacts on the environment, and consented to the change under s43A of the 
EP Act on 11 September 2017.  

2.3 Context 

The proposal is located 9.8 km south east of the Mount Manning Nature Reserve and 

19.8 km north east of the Mount Manning-Helena and Aurora Ranges Conservation 

Park. The majority of the proposal’s development envelope is located on unallocated 

crown land, with no current land use or occupation. A portion of the development 

envelope falls within the former Jaurdi Pastoral lease and the proposed Conservation 

and Mining Reserve (managed by the Department of Biodiversity Conservation and 

Attractions). 
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There are no sensitive receptors within 5 km of the proposal site. The nearest sensitive 

premise is the Carina Iron Ore Mine Accommodation Village, approximately 52 km to 

the south of the proposal.   

 

The nearest operation is the Class V Intractable Waste Disposal Facility at Mount 

Walton East, approximately 5.5 km to the east of the proposal, which operates on a 

campaign basis, the last of which was in 2008.  

 

In 1993, the EPA assessed the Mount Walton Class V Intractable Waste Disposal 

Facility and concluded that the site was appropriate for intractable waste disposal 

because of its geological stability, deep impermeable clay soils, low rainfall, low land 

erosion potential and remoteness. 

 

Tellus has also proposed the Chandler Facility Project in the Northern Territory (NT). 

This is a dual underground salt mine and deep geological waste repository, located 

120 km south of Alice Springs.  The NT EPA is currently assessing the Chandler 

proposal. 

 

Site selection for a near-surface geological waste repository 

The ultimate objective for a near-surface geological waste repository is the isolation of 

the waste from environmental receptors over geological time.  Assessment against 

this objective should be based on local site-specific conditions and include 

consideration of the: 

• waste types; 

• containment design (including any multiple barriers) and likelihood of failure;  

• location of sensitive environmental receptors; and 

• likelihood and consequence of contaminant transport to receptors. 

 

The waste types proposed to be accepted at the Sandy Ridge Facility include 

hazardous and intractable wastes and low level radioactive waste. The sensitive 

environmental receptors, pathways and impact of containment failure are largely 

influenced by the chosen site’s characteristics, and site selection is therefore critical 

to achieving permanent isolation. The geological and hydrogeological characteristics 

including type of rock, soils, aquifers, topography, climate, along with frequency and 

potential impact of seismic activity, need to be well understood.   

 

The Code of Practice for the near-surface disposal of radioactive waste in Australia 

(NMMRC, 1992) outlines site selection criteria, and in Section 2.3 of the PER, the 

proponent compares the Sandy Ridge site against these criteria.  Important 

characteristics include:    

• geologically stable with very low seismicity; 

• natural and extensive clay barrier; 

• semi-arid desert climate with low rainfall and no flooding; 

• no surface water receptors; 
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• no regional aquifer; 

• flat topography with very low rates of erosion; and 

• remote location away from population centres. 

 

The EPA considers that the above characteristics make the site suitable for a more 

detailed consideration (as outlined in the report herein) as a near-surface geological 

waste repository. 
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3. Consultation 

The EPA advertised the referral information for the proposal for public comment in July 
2015 and received 27 submissions. Three submissions requested ‘Assess – Public 
Environmental Review’ and 24 submissions requested ‘Assessment on Proponent 
Information Category B (environmentally unacceptable)’. 
 
The Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) for the proposal was released from   
31 March to 14 April 2016. There were nine submissions, including government 
agency submissions, on the document. The EPA considered the submissions and 
EPA policy and guidance during finalisation of the ESD. 
 
The proponent consulted with government agencies and key stakeholders during the 
preparation of the PER document. The issues raised and the proponent’s responses 
are detailed in Table 6-2 of the proponent’s PER document (Tellus, 2016).   
 
The final PER document was released for public comment for a twelve-week period 
from 12 December 2016 to 6 March 2017. Two additional weeks, beyond those 
proposed at the time the level of assessment was set, were made available for public 
comment due to the summer holiday period. Ten agency submissions and six public 
submissions were received during the public review period.  The key issues raised 
related to:  

• potential impacts to human health from the handling, storage and transport of 
intractable waste; 

• concerns about the long-term management and decommissioning of the site; 

• the waste acceptable criteria and transport of the waste; 

• potential impacts from waste leachate to soils and groundwater from the 
storage of intractable waste; and 

• potential impacts to significant vegetation and flora, and terrestrial fauna from 
clearing and waste emissions. 

 
Tellus provided responses to issues raised in the public submissions and further 
information where appropriate in the Response to Submissions (RtS) document 
(Tellus, 2017a). In the response to submissions, the proponent clarified and provided 
supplementary technical information regarding flora and vegetation (Lepidosperma 
sp.) and fauna (short range endemic fauna). This information was made available to 
the public on the EPA’s website and has been considered in this assessment where 
appropriate.  
 
The EPA considers that the consultation process has been appropriate and that 
reasonable steps have been taken to inform the community and stakeholders on the 
proposed development. Relevant environmental issues identified from this process 
have been taken into account by the EPA during its assessment of the proposal.   
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4. Key environmental factors 

In undertaking its assessment of this proposal, and preparing this assessment report, 
the EPA had regard for the object and principles contained in s4A of the EP Act to the 
extent relevant to the particular matters that were considered.  
 
The EPA considered the following information during its assessment: 

• the proponent’s referral information and the PER document; 

• public comments received on the referral, stakeholder comments received 
during the preparation of proponent documentation and public and agency 
comments received on the PER document; 

• the proponent’s response to submissions raised during the public review of the 
PER document; 

• the proponent’s request to change the proposal; 

• the EPA’s own inquiries; 

• the EPA’s Statement of environmental principles, factors and objectives; and 

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

 
Having regard to the above information, the EPA identified the following key 
environmental factors during the course of its assessment of the proposal:  

• Terrestrial environment quality – direct impacts to the quality of land and soils 
during the operation of the proposal and from the acceptance and storage of 
hazardous and intractable waste (including low level radioactive waste).  

• Flora and vegetation – direct impacts associated with the clearing of native 
vegetation.  

• Human health – direct impacts from exposure to chemical/hazardous materials 
from waste handling, and leaks or spills from waste packages. 

• Terrestrial fauna – direct impacts on fauna habitat from clearing, and 
contaminants or radiation exposure to fauna.  

• Inland waters environmental quality – direct impacts from potential leaks or 
spills and generation of leachate from waste package storage.   

 
The EPA considered other environmental factors during the course of its assessment 
of the proposal. These factors, which were not identified as key environmental factors, 
are discussed in the PER document (Tellus, 2016).  Appendix 4 contains an evaluation 
of why these other environmental factors were not identified as key environmental 
factors. 
 
Having regard to the EP Act principles, the EPA considered that the following 
principles were particularly relevant to its assessment of the proposal: 

1. The precautionary principle – site specific studies have been undertaken to 
evaluate the potential impacts to the environment.  
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2. Principles relating to improved valuation, pricing and incentive 
mechanisms – the ongoing management of the proposal following closure 
would be the responsibility of the proponent until it could be demonstrated that 
the site is safe, stable and non-polluting.  

3. The principle of waste minimisation – voids created from kaolin mining would 
be used for the long-term storage/disposal of hazardous and intractable waste 
material. The proposal addresses the waste hierarchy by permanently isolating 
wastes that are a risk to human health and the environment and for which no 
other practicable options are available. 

 
The EPA notes that the assessment on the Mt Walton facility contemplated that other 
practicable treatment or destructive technologies might be available proceeding the 
approval of that proposal. Such technologies are not currently widely in use in 
Australia, and in particular Western Australia, and from the perspective of managing 
Class V waste, appropriate disposal facilities should be available to avoid long term 
stockpiling of hazardous and intractable wastes. The EPA notes that Tellus has 
indicated a willingness to recycle some wastes received on the site (where amongst 
other things it is safe to do so) and this forms part of a reporting condition for this 
assessment.  
 
Appendix 3 provides a summary of the principles and how the EPA considered these 
principles in its assessment.  
 
The EPA’s assessment of the proposal’s impacts on the key environmental factors is 
provided in Sections 4.1 – 4.5. These sections outline whether or not the EPA 
considers that the impacts to each factor are manageable. Section 6 provides the 
EPA’s conclusion as to whether or not the proposal as a whole is environmentally 
acceptable.  
 

Changes to EPA environmental policy and guidance  

The EPA introduced a new suite of environmental guidance for EIA on 13 December 
2016. This replaced EPA policy and guidance that were current at the time of referral 
and preparation of the PER document for the proposal. 
 
In its assessment of the proposal, the EPA considered and gave due regard to, where 
relevant, its current EIA policy and guidance documents. The EPA consulted the 
proponent on the application of the current EIA policy and guidance documents 
relevant to its environmental review and the EPA’s assessment of the proposal. 
 

Assessment on behalf of Commonwealth  

The EPA assessed the proposal on behalf of the Commonwealth Minister for 
Environment under the Bilateral Agreement as an accredited assessment. The EPA 
has addressed MNES under each relevant factor and has summarised its assessment 
of MNES in Section 5. 
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4.1 Terrestrial environmental quality 

EPA Objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain the quality of land and 
soils so that environmental values are protected.   

 

Relevant policy and guidance 

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

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Environment Quality (EPA, 
2016b); 

• Guidance Statement No. 6 – Rehabilitation of Terrestrial Ecosystems (EPA 
2006); and  

• Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans (EPA & DMP 2015). 
 
The considerations for EIA for this factor are outlined in Environmental Factor 
Guideline – Terrestrial Environmental Quality (EPA 2016b).  
 

EPA Assessment 

Consistent with Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Environmental Quality 
(EPA 2016b), the EPA has considered the potential impacts and risks of the proposal 
on soils and landforms.  
 
The proposal would involve the storage of hazardous and intractable chemical wastes 
and low level radioactive wastes in mine voids. Proposal activities have the potential 
to impact on terrestrial environmental quality through contamination of soils from leaks 
or spills during waste handling, and failure of the waste cells or capping. The 
completed capped waste cells may also be subject to erosion over the long term. 
 
Existing environment  

The proposal lies within the Archean Yilgarn Craton, which forms one of the largest 
intact segments of the Archaean crust on earth and has been tectonically stable for 
approximately 2,500 million years. The topography of the development envelope 
consists of flat to gently undulating plains and low rises, and is typical of landscapes 
over deeply weathered granite rock.  
 
Impacts  

The potential impact to terrestrial environmental quality is soil contamination through: 

• leaks or spills of waste during handling and short term surface storage; 

• geological barrier failure through subsidence, instability of waste cells or 
seismic activity; 

• failure of cap integrity due to slumping of cell backfill material; 

• infiltration of water into waste cells causing the generation of leachate; and 
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• erosion of completed cell capping allowing water to infiltrate or waste to be 
exposed. 

 
Management and mitigation 

The EPA notes that in designing the proposal and selecting the site, the proponent 
has considered the application of the mitigation hierarchy, in accordance with 
Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Environmental Quality (EPA 2016b).    
 
The potential for the waste stored in a near-surface geological waste repository to 
contaminate surrounding soils can be largely mitigated by the specific site 
characteristics. Site selection is therefore the most important management 
consideration to avoid soil contamination. In selecting the Sandy Ridge site, the 
proponent has considered geological and hydrogeological data and site specific 
aspects of climate and seismicity.   
 
Importantly, the Sandy Ridge site is geologically stable with very low seismicity, has a 
natural extensive clay barrier, and flat topography with very low rates of erosion. The 
proponent has undertaken landform evolution modelling to predict changes to the 
landform post-closure. The model considered potential changes to landforms over a 
10,000 year period and accounted for changes to climate. The model predicted that 
there would be relatively little change to the clay domes and that the landform is likely 
to be stable over the long term. The final waste cell landforms, while being at an 
increased height, are expected to blend in with the natural topography of the 
surrounding landscape.  
 
Secondary to site selection, management measures are essential to ensure impacts 
to terrestrial environmental quality are mitigated. The proponent has proposed 
measures, including: 

• preparing and implementing an Emergency Response Management Plan for 
spill and leaks and maintaining a rapid clean-up capability; 

• testing of backfill compaction density to confirm engineering design 
specifications so as to avoid subsidence and voids within the waste cells; 

• maintaining a roof canopy over each open waste cell to prevent rainfall from 
entering the waste cell during waste disposal and isolation operations; 

• capping completed cells with a minimum of seven metres of low permeability 
kaolin or kaolinised granite material, silcrete and laterite material; 

• keeping detailed records of the location, quantity and characteristics of all waste 
disposed into the waste cells;  

• installing monitoring bores which would be monitored annually; and 

• monitoring of the clay dome following cell completion. 
 

The EPA considers the management and mitigation measures proposed by the 
proponent to be appropriate. However, periodic monitoring is essential to demonstrate 
the integrity of the near-surface geological waste repository, and the EPA 
recommends that the proponent be required to use a monitoring system that could 
detect any leachate from the facility every six months rather than annually. As such 
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the EPA recommends condition 9, which requires the preparation and implementation 
of a Leachate Monitoring and Management Plan.  
 
Interim on-site storage 

The EPA considers that waste delivered to the site should be dealt with in a timely 
manner. The stockpiling of large quantities of waste on the surface (interim on-site 
storage) prior to placement in waste cells poses some inherent risks, both financial 
and to the environment. As such, the EPA recommends that the inventory of waste in 
interim on-site storage and in transit to the facility, be limited to a total of 15,000 tonnes 
at any time.  
 
The EPA also considers that waste should not be stored on-site for more than 12 
months before placement in a waste cell. Allowing on-site storage for up to 12 months 
is considered sufficient to provide flexibility to dispose of wastes in a ‘like with like’ 
manner, or at deeper depths in a new waste cell.  
 
The EPA considers that it is important to know what waste has been disposed and 
where into the future. The EPA recommends condition 7 which requires the proponent 
to prepare and maintain a Waste Management System to records details of the 
location, quantity and characteristics of all waste stored in waste cells.  
 
The PER states that only wastes generated within Western Australia, other Australian 
States and Territories, and the Australian Exclusive Economic Zone will be accepted 
at the Sandy Ridge Facility. The EPA notes that there is particular public interest in 
the origin of the waste, and has recommended condition 6 to ensure that only waste 
from the above locations is accepted at the facility.  
 
Closure and rehabilitation 

Closure and rehabilitation are critical aspects for the Sandy Ridge Facility, and the 
EPA considers it important to secure funding to cover these aspects through financial 
assurances and insurances. The EPA has provided further advice on the financial 
assurance and insurance aspects of closure and rehabilitation in Section 7 Other 
Advice.  
 

Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to the: 

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Environmental Quality (EPA 
2016b); 

• suitability of the site characteristics for a near-surface geological waste 
repository; 

• potential risk of soil contamination from failure of waste cells, leaks or spills; 

• proponent’s mitigation and management measures; and 

• Emergency Response Management Plan to deal with spillage or leaks. 
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The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and environmental 
objective for Terrestrial Environmental Quality that the impacts to this factor are 
manageable, provided that: 

• the condition statement includes schedule 1 which outlines the requirements 
for the volume and storage of waste on the site; 

• condition 6 is imposed to ensure that only wastes from within Australia and the 
Australian Exclusive Economic Zone are accepted; 

• condition 7 is imposed which requires preparation and maintenance of a 
detailed Waste Management System;  

• condition 8 is imposed requiring an annual independent audit; and 

• condition 9 is imposed requiring preparation and implementation of a Leachate 
Monitoring and Management Plan. 

 
In addition to the above considerations, the EPA notes that some aspects of the facility 
would be regulated under Part V of the EP Act and that additional conditions would be 
placed during consideration of the application for a Part V works approval and licence. 
These may include further requirements on waste acceptance, emissions, the design 
of the facility and waste storage structures.  
 

4.2 Flora and vegetation 

EPA Objective 

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

 

Relevant policy and guidance 

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

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016c); and 

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

 
The considerations for EIA for this factor are outlined in Environmental Factor 
Guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016c).  
 
In addition to the relevant current policy and guidance above, the EPA also had regard 
to the following replaced policy:  

• Position Statement 2: Environmental Protection of Native Vegetation in 
Western Australia (EPA 2000); 

• Position Statement 3: Terrestrial Biological Surveys as an Element of 
Biodiversity Protection (EPA 2002); and 
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• Guidance Statement No. 51: Terrestrial Flora and Vegetation Surveys for 
Environmental Impact Assessment in Western Australia (EPA 2005). 

 

EPA Assessment 

Consistent with Environmental Factor Guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016c), 
the EPA has considered the potential direct impacts, indirect impacts and risks of the 
proposal on flora and vegetation.  
 
The proposal has the potential to impact on flora and vegetation from clearing up to 
276.05 ha of native vegetation for kaolin mining and operation of the waste facility.  
 
Existing Environment 

The proponent has undertaken a Level 1 and 2 flora and vegetation survey. Four 
regional vegetation associations were found to occur within the development 
envelope. These vegetation associations have greater than 97 percent of their pre-
European extent remaining outside of the development envelope and are considered 
well represented.  
 
There were no Priority or Threatened Ecological Communities, or Threatened flora 
species recorded within the development envelope. Two Priority 3 species, Calytrix 
creswellii and Lepidosperma lyonsii were found within the development envelope. 
While populations of both the Calytrix creswellii and the Lepidosperma lyonsii were 
recorded within the development envelope, they are outside of the disturbance 
footprint. Both species have also been recorded outside of the development envelope. 
An undescribed species (Lepidosperma sp.) which may have conservation value was 
also recorded within the development envelope.  
 
The proponent has consulted with the Western Australian Herbarium, and confirmed 
that the unidentified Lepidosperma sp. is most likely in the Lepidosperma lyonsii 
species complex, which has a mix of highly localised and widespread taxa ranging 
from Mt Jackson south to Ravensthorpe, and from Tammin east to Queen Victoria 
Spring and Cape Arid. The Western Australian Herbarium considers that the species 
may not be new, but would require further survey work to be undertaken to confirm 
this view.   
 
In having regard to Guidance Statement 51, the EPA notes that the flora and 
vegetation surveys undertaken did not fully meet the current technical guidance, and 
a targeted survey (pre-clearing survey) for the two Priority 3 species and the potentially 
undescribed flora species would be required.  
 
Impacts 

Flora and vegetation would be impacted through direct clearing and has potential to 
be indirectly impacted through:  

• alteration of the natural fire regime resulting in increased incident of fire; 

• change in water access through altered hydrology; 

• dust emissions; 



 

18 
 

• radiation exposure; 

• transpiration of leachate; 

• uptake of saline water used for dust suppression; and 

• the introduction and spread of weeds.  
 
Mitigation and management 

The proponent has committed to undertaking targeted surveys to determine the 
presence of the potentially unidentified Lepidosperma sp. within and outside the 
development envelope prior to construction. In the event the species are identified 
within the development envelope, impacts would be minimised through changes to the 
location and/or alignment of the proposed infrastructure (Tellus, 2016).  
 
The proponent has also proposed to implement a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (CEMP) to address potential impacts to flora and vegetation during 
construction works, including the avoidance of populations of Calytrix creswellii and 
Lepidosperma lyonsii, dust suppression, weed management, and vegetation health 
monitoring.  
 
Following closure of the site, the proponent intends to rehabilitate the site with local 
species. Approximately seven metres of compacted backfill is proposed to separate 
the stored waste from the surface. 
 
The proponent would be managing the increased risk of fire through the 
implementation of fire prevention and management through an Emergency Response 
Management Plan. Surface water would be diverted around waste cells, however 
vegetation within the development envelope is not reliant on surface water. Dust 
generation is expected to be low due to the frequency and extent of the construction 
and operation activities. Saline water used for dust suppression would be applied 
sparingly and is expected to impact on less than 1% of vegetation within the 
development envelope. The Jaurdi Pastoral lease pipeline used to supply water would 
also be checked weekly for any leakages.  
 
An assessment was undertaken using the Environmental Risk from Ionising 
Contaminants Assessment (ERICA) software to model the radiation exposure risk of 
flora and fauna. The model predicted that all organisms would be below the threshold 
dose rate, and that external gamma dose rate on surface post closure would be similar 
to background levels.  
 
The EPA notes that in designing the proposal, the proponent has considered the 
application of the mitigation hierarchy, in accordance with Environmental Factor 
Guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016c). In considering the proponent’s 
mitigation and management measures, the EPA considers it unlikely that the proposal 
will have a significant impact on flora and vegetation. However, the EPA recommends 
condition 10 be imposed to manage the potential impacts from the proposed activities 
associated with clearing of flora and vegetation. Condition 10 requires pre-clearing 
surveys to ensure the proposal is sited to avoid (where practicable) and minimise 
impacts to the two Priority 3 and one potentially undescribed flora species identified 
within the development envelope.  
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Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to: 

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Flora and Vegetation (EPA 2016c);  

• the presence of priority flora species within the development envelope;  

• proposed clearing would not remove current populations of Calytrix creswellii 
and Lepidosperma lyonsii; and 

• the management and mitigation measures proposed by the proponent, 
including the avoidance of direct impacts where practicable, monitoring of 
vegetation health, dust suppression, and weed management.  

The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and environmental 
objective for flora and vegetation, the impacts to this factor are manageable, provided 
that: 

• condition 10 is imposed requiring additional targeted surveys to be undertaken 
prior to clearing, and the avoidance where practicable and minimisation of direct 
impacts to flora, and management of indirect impacts to flora. 
 

Rehabilitation of the site would be managed in part by the Department of Mines, 
Industry Regulation and Safety and also determined during the finalisation of the 
institutional control period and the financial assurances and insurances for the site. 
This is discussed further in Section 7 ‘Other advice’.  

 

4.3 Human health 

EPA Objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to protect human health from 

significant harm.   

  

Relevant policy and guidance 

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

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Human Health (EPA 2016d); and 

• Guidance Statement No. 3 – Separation Distances between Industrial and 
Sensitive Land Uses (EPA 2005). 

 
The considerations for EIA for this factor are outlined in Environmental Factor 
Guideline – Human Health (EPA 2016d).  
 

In addition to the relevant current policy and guidance above, the EPA also had regard 
to its former policy on the environmental impacts from noise in Environmental 
Assessment Guideline 13: Consideration of environmental impacts from noise (EPA 
2014). 
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EPA Assessment 

Consistent with Environmental Factor Guideline – Human Health (EPA 2016d), the 
EPA has considered the potential impacts to human health during transport and 
operations, and exposure to contaminants and radiation following closure.  
 
The proposal has potential to impact on human health from exposure to hazardous 
and intractable waste, and low level radioactive waste.  
 
Impacts from storage of waste to terrestrial environmental quality are discussed under 
Section 4.1 so have not been considered in detail here.  

 
Impacts 

There are no sensitive receptors within 5 km of the development envelope. Tellus 
employees and transport drivers, have the potential to be exposed to hazardous and 
intractable wastes. Potential pathways for exposure could occur through inappropriate 
acceptance, handling, and storage of wastes, leaks or spills during transport or on-
site, radiation exposure, and dust emissions. 
 
An assessment of the potential impacts on human health during construction and 
operation of the proposal was undertaken. This included a baseline radiation and 
metals assessment, and a worker dose assessment. The baseline radiation 
assessment considered radioactive waste receipt, storage, packaging, placement and 
earthmoving activities. Results predicted that the maximum dose is up to 0.42 
millisieverts per annum (mSv/a), which is well below the occupational dose limit of 20 
mSv/a.  
 
A post closure assessment was undertaken to consider the risk to recreational visitors 
which found that the maximum total dose is well below the public dose limit of 1 mSv/a.   
 
Modelling for water seepage and infiltration was undertaken to identify if any complete 
source-pathway-receptor links are present. Due to the climate, even with extreme 
rainfall assumptions a completed exposure pathway is not present, and the risk to 
human health is therefore low.  
 
The proponent undertook a study using the software Environmental Risk from Ionising 
Contaminants Assessment (ERICA) to predict the potential radiation exposure to land, 
soils and biota. The data from this assessment was used to predict impacts to humans 
from ingestion of food. The results predicted that there would not likely be any impacts 
to human health from consumption of bush tucker. 
 
The EPA considers that it is highly unlikely that workers or members of the public 
would be exposed to levels above the annual occupational and public dose limits. 
 
Mitigation and management 

The proposed mitigation measures to minimise impact to human health include: 

• storing of waste material according to zoning schemes; 

• extensive training for workers relating on the acceptance and handling of waste; 
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• enforcing appropriate use of personal protection equipment; 

• implementation of relevant management plans; 

• fencing the operational areas to exclude public and fauna access;  

• placing a minimum capping of seven metres over completed waste cells to 
ensure radiation impacts are negligible; and 

• ensuring appropriate maintenance of machinery and equipment. 
 

The proponent proposes to undertake human health monitoring of workers to ensure 
that radiation exposure is below the occupational limit of 20 mSv/a. A permit would be 
required for the site and a Radiation Management Plan will be developed to ensure 
that exposure to radiation is eliminated or reduced as low as reasonably achievable, 
in accordance with the Radiation Safety Act 1975 (RS Act). A Radioactive Waste 
Management Plan would also be required under the Mines Safety and Inspection 
Regulations 1995 
 
The EPA notes that hazardous material delivered on site would be appropriately 
packaged through pre-disposal management practices, that material accepted at 
Sandy Ridge would follow specific waste packaging acceptance protocol, and would 
then be placed in an appropriate disposal zone within a waste cell and covered with 
kaolin.  
 
Transport of waste  

The transport of waste to the Sandy Ridge Facility is proposed mostly via rail to 
Kalgoorlie and then by road using licensed transport contractors. Specific Waste 
Acceptance Criteria has been proposed for the facility describing how the proponent 
will accept, test, store and isolate hazardous and intractable material.  
 
A risk assessment was conducted to identify, evaluate and mitigate potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposal and the transport of hazardous 
and intractable waste. The risks assessed include the following: 

• collision of the transport truck with native fauna causing injury or death to 
humans; 

• chemical spill onto roads and the surrounding environment from designated 
containers; and 

• radiation exposure due to accidental spillage and incorrect handling and 
storage. 

The risk assessment concluded that transport of wastes did not represent an 
unmanageable risk.  
 

Summary  

The EPA has paid particular attention to: 

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Human Health (EPA 2016d); 

• the remote location of the proposal site; 
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• the baseline qualitative risk assessment identifying potential worker exposure; 

• the modelling results from the post closure risk assessment; 

• the potential exposure pathway from bush tucker consumption; 

• the likely risk from spills and accidents during transportation; and 

• the proposed mitigation and management measures. 

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

• appropriate conditioning of waste auditing and management as outlined under 
Section 4.1 Terrestrial Environmental Quality.  

 
The EPA notes there are a number of national and state regulations to manage waste 
transport. These cover both state and inter-state transportation and management of 
chemical wastes and management of low level radioactive waste. They include: 
 

• The National Environmental Protection (Movement of Controlled Waste 
between States and Territories) Measure which has been adopted by all States 
and Territories and addresses interstate transport of controlled waste; 

• The Environmental Protection (Controlled Waste) Regulations 2004 (Controlled 
Waste regulations) which sets out licensing requirements for drivers and 
vehicles and the use of Controlled Waste Tracking Forms; and 

• The Radiation Safety (Transport) Regulations 2002 which require the carrier to 
develop a transport management plan for the movement of low level radioactive 
waste to the Sandy Ridge Facility.  

4.4 Terrestrial fauna 

EPA Objective 

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

Relevant principles, policy and guidance 

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

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Fauna (EPA 2016f); 

• Technical Guide – Terrestrial Vertebrate Fauna Surveys for Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EPA 2010); 

• Guidance Statement No. 56 – Terrestrial Fauna Surveys for Environmental 
Impact Assessment in Western Australia (EPA 2004); 

• Guidance Statement No. 20 – Sampling of Short Range Endemic Invertebrate 
Fauna for Environmental Impact Assessment (EPA 2009); 

• Environmental Offsets Policy (Government of Western Australia 2011); and 



 

23 
 

• Environmental Offsets Guidelines (Government of Western Australia 2014). 
 
The considerations for EIA for this factor are outlined in Environmental Factor 
Guideline – Terrestrial Fauna (EPA 2016f).  
 
In addition to the relevant current policy and guidance above, the EPA also had regard 
to its former policy on terrestrial biological surveys in EPA Position Statement No. 3: 
Terrestrial Biological Surveys as an Element of Biodiversity Protection (EPA 2002). 
Contemporary policy and guidance is now described in the Technical Guide.  
 

EPA Assessment 

Consistent with Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Fauna (EPA 2016f), the 
EPA has considered the potential impacts and risks of the proposal on terrestrial fauna 
and habit.  
 
The proposal would involve clearing up to 276.05 ha of native vegetation and would 
result in the loss of fauna habitat. Terrestrial fauna could also be impacted from 
increased light, noise and vibration from construction and operational activities. 
 
Existing Environment 

The proponent undertook a Level 1 vertebrate fauna assessment, however this 
desktop study did not fully meet the requirements of EPA Guidance for terrestrial 
fauna. Further information was presented as part of a targeted Malleefowl survey and 
short range endemic (SRE) survey. The provision of this additional information has 
resulted in the proponent now meeting EPA Guidance for terrestrial fauna.  
 
The assessments identified two fauna habitats within the proposed development 
envelope. These are open woodland and shrubland. Both the fauna habitats were in 
‘very good to excellent’ condition. Approximately 18 percent of the open woodland and 
28 percent of the shrubland within the development envelope would be cleared.  
 
Fourteen fauna species listed under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 (WC Act) and 
the EPBC Act have potential to occur within the local area. Evidence of Malleefowl 
and the Rainbow Bee-eater within the development envelope has been recorded 
during surveys. The Malleefowl is listed as Vulnerable under the WC Act and the EPBC 
Act. However no Malleefowl tracks, active mounds, or individuals were observed 
during the targeted survey. A total of 63 old mounds were identified, and these were 
of various ages, most of which appeared unused for decades.  
 
The Rainbow Bee-eater is listed under the WC Act. The sandy soils within the 
development envelope provides potential suitable breeding habitat. Two observations 
of the Rainbow Bee-eater were made during the survey, however no recently used 
burrows were found. As the nesting period had finished for the season it is likely that 
the birds observed were passing through the site.  
 
An additional four listed species were noted to possibly occur within the proposed 
development envelope and included the Central Long-eared bat (Nyctophilus 
timoriensis), Western Rosella (Mallee) (Platycercus icterotis xanthogenys), Fork-tailed 
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swift (Apus pacificus), and Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus). The remaining eight 
species are considered unlikely to occur within the development envelope due to lack 
of suitable habitat.  
 
The Sandy Ridge study area has a moderate SRE species diversity with a minimum 
of 30 species from SRE groups recorded (Bennelongia 2017). Of these, two potential 
SRE species, spider Aganippe sp. B26 and millipede Antichiropus sp., were recorded. 
Aganippe sp. B26 was collected from outside the impact area but within the 
development envelope from tall eucalypt woodland habitat that is widespread. 
Antichiropus sp. was collected from two sites within the impact area from two different 
habitat types (tall eucalypt woodland and open heath). Both habitat types occur widely 
in the development envelope and wider region.  
 
Impacts 

Consistent with the EPA’s Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Fauna (EPA 
2016f), the EPA has considered the potential direct and indirect impacts of the 
proposal and risk to significant terrestrial fauna.  
 
The direct impacts likely to occur include the loss of habitat. The clearing and removing 
of 276.05 ha of native vegetation would result in the loss of fauna foraging, breeding, 
roosting, sheltering and/or dispersal habitat. Indirect impacts may also occur as a 
result of construction and operation activities, such as from the following:  

• increased light, noise and vibration; 

• fauna displacement; 

• increased predation and competition for resources; 

• increased feral fauna attracted to water and food resources; and 

• injury and death from fauna ingress into cell or from collision.   
 
Mitigation and management 

To minimise impacts to terrestrial fauna, the proponent has proposed pre-clearing 
surveys prior to any ground disturbance. It is proposed that any fauna identified within 
the proposed clearing areas will be captured and relocated to adjacent habitats or 
encouraged to move to nearby vegetation. In the event any Malleefowl mounds are 
identified within the development envelope, the area containing the mound is proposed 
to be demarcated and an assessment would be undertaken to determine if the mound 
is active or not.  
 
Light, noise and vibration from construction and operational activities are not expected 
to cause significant indirect impacts to terrestrial fauna. Areas likely to experience the 
highest disturbance would be cleared and blasting would only occur yearly and last 
seconds at a time. Construction and operation of the proposal would only occur during 
day time. The site would also be fenced to restrict access to the site.  
 
The proponent would be implementing a Construction Environmental Management 
Plan (CEMP), which would include key mitigation and management measures, 
including but not limited to clearing procedures, implementation of a boundary fence 
to restrict access, recording sightings of conservation significant species, control 
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measures for feral fauna, and restricting vehicle speeds. All disturbed areas would be 
rehabilitated at closure, including revegetation with local flora and vegetation species. 
 
The EPA notes that there are adjoining areas of each habitat type outside of the 
development envelope. The EPA considers that the proposal will have a minimal 
impact on SREs in the region, based on the habitat extent and value. The EPA 
considers that the proponent has appropriately identified the likely impacts to terrestrial 
vertebrate fauna and the management and mitigations methods.  
 

Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to the: 

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Fauna (2016f); 

• the likely occurrence of conservation significant fauna in the development 
envelope, in particular the Malleefowl and Rainbow Bee-eater; 

• the results from the vertebrate fauna survey, the targeted Malleefowl survey, 
and the SRE survey; and 

• the proposed mitigation and management measures.  

The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and environmental 
objective for terrestrial fauna, the impacts to this factor are manageable and would not 
be significant, provided there is: 

• condition 11 requiring the development and implementation of the CEMP to 
manage impacts on conservation significant fauna. 

 

4.5 Inland waters environmental quality 

EPA Objective 

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

Relevant policy and guidance 

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

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Inland Waters Environmental Quality (EPA, 
2016g)  

 
The considerations for EIA for this factor are outlined in Environmental Factor 
Guideline – Inland Waters Environmental Quality (EPA 2016g).  

 

EPA Assessment 

Consistent with the EPA’s Environmental Factor Guideline – Inland Waters 
Environmental Quality (EPA 2016g), the EPA has considered the potential direct and 
indirect impacts of the proposal on groundwater and surface water.  
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The proposal has the potential to impact on inland waters environmental quality from 
the generation of leachate from waste cells, leaks and spills during the transport of 
waste, or loss of cell integrity.  
 
Impacts from storage of waste to terrestrial environmental quality are discussed under 
Section 4.1 so have not been considered in detail here.  
 
Existing Environment 

The area is characterised as semi-arid, with little rainfall occurring over the site. There 
are no channels or creeks in the development envelope. The proponent conducted a 
hydrological study which included a desktop review of regional hydrogeology and field 
investigation. No groundwater table was discernible during the drilling of boreholes at 
depths between 21 to 49 metres below ground level.  
 
There are no groundwater users (or bores) in the local area, with the exception of 
bores for monitoring purposes at the Intractable Waste Disposal Facility at Mount 
Walton East 5.5 km east of the development envelope. Water supply bores are 
location at the Mount Dimer gold mine, 23 km from the development envelope.  
 
Impacts 

The proponent considers that the risk from an on-site leak or spill of waste would be 
low, as individual waste packages would be solid and liquid waste would be treated 
(solidified or packaged in sufficient absorbent material). The proponent considers that 
due to the hydrogeology of the site, waste disposal operations are unlikely to impact 
on groundwater quality. 
 
The proponent has conducted contaminant fate and transport modelling to consider 
the possibility of cell containment failure and degradation of the waste packages, 
allowing water ingress into the cells and the production of leachate. Modelling results 
predicted that in the worst-case scenario, seepage could enter the environment at a 
rate of 6 cubic centimetres per year and that the unsaturated geology directly beneath 
the cell has sufficient capacity to contain this volume of water for approximately 
400,000 years. If the geological storage capacity was exceeded, then contaminated 
water would take between 6000 and 200,000 years (depending on fracture 
connectivity) to reach the most likely exposure point 75 km to the north. 
 
The former Department of Water (now Department of Water and Environmental 
Regulation) advised that the risks to waters environmental quality from operation of 
the site are negligible.  
 
Mitigation and management 

Site selection is the most important management consideration to avoid groundwater 
contamination. The Sandy Ridge Site has no surface water receptors, no regional 
aquifer, low rainfall and no flooding. The natural clay would act as a natural barrier to 
seepage of any leachate and geology under the clay has sufficient storage should any 
contamination event occur. The proponent expects that the self-healing properties of 
clay would also make it more impermeable than a synthetic liner in the long term. 
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Secondary to site selection, management measures are essential to ensure impacts 
to inland waters environmental quality are mitigated. The proponent has proposed 
measures including: 

• use of a covered area with bunded concrete floors for all unloading, handling 
and temporary storage of waste packages prior to disposal in waste cells; 

• diversion levees and operational bunding to manage any surface water flows; 

• the presence of kaolin clays on the base and walls of the voids; 

• maintaining a minimum depth of 5 metres (m) of kaolin clay above the 
unweathered /fresh granite bedrock; 

• segregating waste of different types by 5 m of internal compacted kaolin clay 
walls; and 

• compacting and capping the waste cells with a 3 m layer of low permeability 
clay, to prevent the ingress of water from rainfall.  

 
Given the absence of surface and groundwater receptors and the proponent’s 
mitigation measures, the EPA considers there is unlikely to be any residual impact on 
inland waters environmental quality.  
 

Summary 

The EPA has paid particular attention to: 

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Inland Waters Environmental Quality (EPA 
2016f); 

• the natural geology (clay and unsaturated zones for capture and storage) of the 
site;  

• the absence of surface water bodies; 

• the absence of a groundwater aquifer and groundwater users within the local 
vicinity; and 

• the results from the contaminant fate and transport modelling. 

The EPA considers, having regard to the relevant EP Act principles and environmental 
objective for inland waters environmental quality that the impacts to this factor are 
manageable, provided there is: 

• appropriate conditioning of leachate monitoring and management, and waste 
management as outlined under Section 4.1 Terrestrial Environmental Quality.  
 

In addition to the above considerations, the EPA notes that some aspects of the facility 
would be regulated under Part V of the EP Act and that additional conditions would be 
placed on the Part V works approval and licence. These may include additional 
requirements on waste acceptance, emissions, design of the facility and waste storage 
structures.  
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5. Matters of National Environmental Significance 

The Commonwealth Minister for the Environment has determined that the proposal is 
a controlled action under the EPBC Act as it is likely to have a significant impact on 
one or more MNES. It was determined that the proposed action is likely to have a 
significant impact on the following matters protected by the EPBC Act: 

• Nuclear actions (section 21 and 22A). 
 
The EPA has assessed the controlled action on behalf of the Commonwealth under 
the Bilateral Agreement made under section 45 of the EPBC Act. The proposed action 
has been assessed by the EPA in a manner consistent with Schedule 1 of the Bilateral 
Agreement and this assessment report satisfies clause 6.2 of Schedule 1.  
 
This assessment report is provided to the Commonwealth Minister for Environment 
who will decide whether or not to approve the proposal under the EPBC Act. This is 
separate from any Western Australian approval that may be required. 
 

Commonwealth policy and guidance 

The EPA had regard to the following relevant Commonwealth guidelines, policies and 
plans during its assessment: 

• National Waste Policy: Less Waste, More Resources (Department of the 
Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts 2009). 

• Guide for Radiation Protection of the Environment (ARPANSA 2015). 

• National Recovery Plan for Malleefowl Leipoa ocellata (Benshemesh 2007). 

• Survey Guidelines for Australia’s Threatened Birds. EPBC Act survey 
guidelines 6.2 (Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts 
2010). 

• Threat Abatement Plan for Competition and Land Degradation by Unmanaged 
Goats (Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts 2008a). 

• Threat Abatement Plan for Predation by the European Red Fox (Department of 
the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts 2008b). 

• Threat Abatement Plan for Predation by Feral Cats (Department of the 
Environment 2015). 

• Threat Abatement Plan for Competition and Land Degradation by Rabbits 
(Department of the Environment and Energy 2016). 

• Threat Abatement Plan for Predation, Habitat Degradation, Competition and 
Disease Transmission by Feral Pigs (Sus scrofa) (Department of the 
Environment and Energy 2017). 
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EPA Assessment 

The EPA notes that the proponent has given attention in the PER document to the 
intent of Commonwealth policy, guidelines and plans considered to be relevant for this 
matter. 
 
Impacts to the environment are covered under the key environmental factors of 
Terrestrial Environmental Quality, Flora and Vegetation, Human Health, Terrestrial 
Fauna, and Inland Waters Environmental Quality where relevant.  
 
Nuclear Actions 

The EPA’s assessment of the likely environmental impacts of the Proposal are 
provided in Section 4 of this report. In particular, the EPA has assessed the potential 
impacts of radiation on people in Section 4.3 (Human Health), on flora in Section 4.2 
(Flora and Vegetation), and on terrestrial fauna in Section 4.4 (Terrestrial Fauna). The 
EPA’s consideration of other aspects of the environment that are not discussed in 
Section 4, are provided in Appendix 4 under the Evaluation of Other Environmental 
Factors. 
 
A permit would be required for the site and a Radiation Management Plan will be 
developed to ensure that exposure to radiation is eliminated or reduced as far as 
reasonable, in accordance with the RS Act. The EPA also notes that there are a 
number of national and state regulations to manage waste transport, including: 

• The National Environmental Protection (Movement of Controlled Waste 
between States and Territories) Measure which has been adopted by all States 
and Territories and addresses interstate transport of controlled waste.  

• The Environmental Protection (Controlled Waste) Regulations 2004 which sets 
out licensing requirements for drivers and vehicles and the use of Controlled 
Waste Tracking Forms.  

• The Radiation Safety (Transport of Radioactive Substances) Regulations 2002 
which require the carrier to develop a transport management plan for the 
movement of low level radioactive waste to the Sandy Ridge Facility.  

The EPA further clarifies that the facility is only for low level radioactive waste and is 
not being considered for acceptance of nuclear waste as outlined in the Nuclear Waste 
Storage and Transportation (Prohibition) Act 1999.  
 

Summary 

The EPA has recommended condition 6 to ensure that only wastes generated in a 
certain area are transported to the site, and condition 8 requiring an annual audit of 
the wastes stored and disposed of at the site.  
 
In noting that there is adequate regulation for low level radioactive wastes to be 
accepted on site and the condition to monitor incoming waste, the EPA’s view is that 
the impacts from the proposal on the above-listed MNES are therefore not expected 
to result in an unacceptable impact.  
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6. Conclusion 

The EPA has considered the proposal by the proponent to develop the Sandy Ridge 
site. The EPA recognises that site selection is the most critical consideration for a 
near-surface geological waste repository. The EPA agrees that the proposed site’s 
characteristics of geological stability, deep impermeable clay soils, low rainfall, low 
land erosion potential and remoteness make it conditionally-suitable for a near-surface 
geological waste repository.  The Sandy Ridge site is also in close proximity to the 
existing Class V Intractable Waste Disposal Facility at Mount Walton East which 
became operational in 1991 and has demonstrated the suitability of the localities 
characteristics. 
 

Application of mitigation hierarchy 

Consistent with relevant policies and guidance, the proponent has addressed the 
EPA’s mitigation hierarchy by identifying measures to avoid, minimise and rehabilitate 
environmental impacts including but not limited to: 

• implementation of clearing procedures;  

• propose procedures to manage impacts to conservation significant flora and 
fauna;  

• proposed monitoring and management of leachate at the site; 

• bunding to contain any contaminated surface waters; 

• the appropriate application of site selection; 

• a 3 m layer of low permeability clay between waste cells; and 

• capping of the filled waste cells.  
 

Conclusion 

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

• the site’s characteristics of geological stability, deep impermeable clay soils, 
low rainfall, low land erosion potential and remoteness; 

• the presence of a similar waste facility in the region since 1991; 

• the absence of a discernible water table; 

• the impacts to the key environmental factors including Terrestrial Environmental 
Quality, Flora and Vegetation, Human Health, Terrestrial Fauna, and Inland 
Waters Environmental Quality; 

• the EPA’s confidence in the proponent’s proposed mitigation measures, 
including the preparation and implementation of a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan; 

• the relevant EP Act principles, including the precautionary principle, principles 
relating to improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms and the 
principle of waste minimisation; 
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• the EPA’s environmental objectives for Terrestrial Environmental Quality, Flora 
and Vegetation, Human Health, Terrestrial Fauna, and Inland Waters 
Environmental Quality; and 

• the EPA’s view that the impacts to the Terrestrial Environmental Quality, Flora 
and Vegetation, Human Health, Terrestrial Fauna, and Inland Waters 
Environmental Quality are manageable, provided the recommended conditions 
are imposed. 

 
Given the above, the EPA has concluded that the proposal is environmentally 
acceptable and therefore recommends that the proposal may be implemented subject 
to the conditions recommended in Appendix 5.  
 
The EPA also notes that there are additional regulatory requirements for this facility 
which can apply further conditions of approval, including those under Part V of the EP 
Act and the Radiation Safety Act 1975.  
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7. Other advice 

Currently there are large volumes of legacy hazardous waste temporarily stockpiled 
at sites around Australia. These stockpiles vary in safety and security and represent 
an ongoing risk to the environment and public health. The EPA supports the concept 
of a near-surface geological waste repository where such wastes can be safely 
isolated in an appropriately designed and tightly regulated facility. However, in noting 
this position, the EPA provides other advice below that relates to management of the 
facility by other agencies. 
 
Waste Acceptance Criteria  

Formal Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC) is required to ensure that waste received 
and disposed at the Sandy Ridge Facility meets appropriate standards for safe and 
secure disposal.  
 
The characteristics, quantities and types of waste likely to be received at the Sandy 
Ridge Facility will depend somewhat on commercial considerations and thus cannot 
be determined up front and will also likely evolve over time. As such, the EPA 
recognises the need for the WAC to be flexible so that it can be updated to reflect 
changes in waste types and treatment technology.  
 
The proponent has prepared WAC documentation for the Sandy Ridge Facility which 
proposes the types of wastes and procedures for acceptance and disposal. This WAC 
documentation has been reviewed by the two key regulators for waste disposal; 

• DWER’s Regulatory Services for chemical waste; and  

• Radiological Council for low level radioactive waste.  
 

The DWER’s Regulatory Services advised that the WAC is mostly consistent with the 
Landfill Waste Classification and Waste Definitions 1996 (LWCWD; as amended 
December 2009) as well as other National and State recognised legislation, 
regulations and guidelines. DWER’s Regulatory Services has advised that it would 
need to regulate waste acceptance at the site in accordance with the LWCWD under 
the Part V licence. The EPA considers that DWER regulatory services may apply 
additional conditions on waste acceptance through the Part V licence.  
 
The facility will require a permit under the Radiation Safety Act 1975 (RS Act) and 
Radiation Safety (General) Regulations 1983. The Radiological Council is an 
independent statutory authority established under the RS Act. The Radiological 
Council has advised that the WAC documentation is satisfactory for this stage of the 
assessment process, however it is likely that the WAC will require some amendments 
prior to operations and these may be implemented through the RS Act. 
 
The EPA considers that the RS Act and Part V of the EP Act in combination are 
adequate and appropriate to assess and regulate the WAC in a stringent but flexible 
manner. The EPA recommends that DWER regulatory services and the Radiological 
Council work together when finalising the waste acceptance criteria and conditions to 
ensure there is appropriate and consistent regulation of waste acceptance as well as 
minimal regulatory duplication. 
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Financial Assurance and Insurance 

The proponent has prepared a document: The Sandy Ridge Facility - Financial 
Assurances and Insurances - draft report for discussion (Tellus 2017b). This document 
outlines the proponent’s proposed quantum of assurance and insurance to ensure that 
the WA Government does not incur an unacceptable liability.  
 
The EPA notes that the provision of financial assurances and insurances does not 
diminish the proponent’s responsibility, but is intended to protect the Western 
Australian Government in the event that the site is abandoned or costs exceed the 
operator’s ability to pay.  
 
There are several areas that need to be financially covered should the operator fail to 
meet its obligations. The costs that could potentially fall to the Western Australian 
Government, and which need to be covered include: 

• Landfill operational financial assurance – this is to fund costs associated with 
unforeseen closure. The Victorian EPA (VEPA) has a guideline on Calculation 
of financial assurance for landfills, Prescribed Industrial Waste (PIW) 
management and container washing, Publication 1596.1 (VEPA, 2017). This 
guidance describes calculations to estimate the cost based on the volume of 
filled cells that are not fully rehabilitated, plus the volume of approved cells. 

• Hazardous inventory disposal – this is to fund the cost of disposing of waste 
temporarily stored on the surface at the site, and in transit to the facility. The 
VEPA guidance describes calculations based on the maximum licensed 
storage of a particular waste type, and the unit disposal costs for that waste 
type (VEPA, 2017). The unit disposal cost includes transportation to, and 
disposal at an alternative facility. 

• Closure and Rehabilitation – there are two aspects of the proposal that require 
consideration:  

o Mine closure and rehabilitation – closure and rehabilitation of the kaolin 
mining aspect of the proposal will be required. Under the Mining 
Rehabilitation Fund Act 2012, the proponent would be required to 
contribute to the Mining Rehabilitation Fund (MRF) which is used to 
rehabilitate abandoned mine sites. An Unconditional Performance Bond 
could also be imposed; and 

o Waste facility decommissioning and closure – once waste is placed into 
the mine voids, the voids become waste cells and would not be covered 
by the MRF. As such separate financial assurance is required for this 
aspect, which is likely to be the major cost component for closure and 
rehabilitation of the Sandy Ridge Facility. 

• Phase I of the Institutional Control Period (ICP) – Tellus proposes to be 
responsible for undertaking the first 20 years of the ICP. Costs associated with 
the ICP include both fixed ICP costs and variable ICP costs. The proponent 
intends to fund the total fixed component up front (when the first waste is placed 
in a cell), and then contribute to the variable cost each time a new waste cell is 
developed. 
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• Phase II of the ICP – at the end of Phase I of the ICP, the Sandy Ridge site is 
proposed to be handed back to the Western Australian Government to 
complete the remaining 80 years of the ICP. During Phase II, funds to cover 
monitoring, site inspections, administration and potential remedial actions are 
required and the proponent has proposed to provide these to the WA 
government. 

 
The EPA has considered potential instruments to secure the financial assurance and 
insurance for the Sandy Ridge Facility. Some instruments depend on land tenure, and 
the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage has advised there are two potential 
tenure options for the Sandy Ridge site: 

1. Creation of a Crown Reservation under section 41 of the LA Act and 
Management Order (section 46 LA Act) with power to lease or licence in favour 
of an applicable government holding body for successive leasing to Tellus; or 

2. Granting a lease (section 79 LA Act) directly to Tellus. 
 

The EPA considered the suitability of financial assurance provisions under Part VA of 
the EP Act, and a Performance Bond under the Land Administration Act 1997. Neither 
of these instruments are particularly suitable for all the required components of 
financial assurance and insurance, particularly in relation to the variable ICP costs and 
Phase II of the ICP. 
 
The EPA considers that the best option to secure the financial assurance and 
insurance might be standalone legislation specific to the Sandy Ridge Facility. This 
would allow the flexibility needed to cope with the variable ICP cost component and 
Phase II of the ICP.  One such instrument may be a State Agreement which is a legal 
contract between the Western Australian Government and the proponent which is 
ratified by an Act of State Parliament.  
 
The Western Australian Government has a Lead Agency Framework to assist 
proponents through the State’s approval process. The Department of Jobs, Tourism, 
Science and Innovation (DJTSI) is the Lead Agency for the Sandy Ridge Facility and 
is also the agency responsible for administrating State Agreements.  
 
The EPA considers that DJTSI is the agency responsible to determine the most 
appropriate instrument, negotiate the quantum required and secure the financial 
assurance and insurance.  
 
Institutional Control Period  

The ICP is the period after operations cease and the site is closed and rehabilitated, 
where the site is monitored to demonstrate that it is safe, stable and non-polluting. The 
ICP may be selected to represent the time for radioisotopes to decay to safe levels, 
however in the case of radioisotopes with long half-lives and intractable wastes which 
remain hazardous in the long term, the ICP needs to be sufficient to demonstrate that 
the repository is functioning as predicted and that wastes will remain isolated in 
perpetuity.  
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Internationally, typical ICP’s range from 100 to 300 years depending on the type of 
waste disposed at the facility. The proponent has proposed an ICP of 100 years for 
the Sandy Ridge Facility which is the same as the nearby Mount Walton Intractable 
Waste Facility.  The EPA notes that an ICP of 100 years from cessation of operations 
appears reasonable. 
 
Agency Resourcing 

The EPA notes that the public expects hazardous waste to be regulated to a high 
standard and in a transparent manner. Providing the regulatory oversight to ensure 
that the Sandy Ridge Facility is operated to a high standard will involve: 

• tracking of controlled waste under the Controlled Waste regulations; 

• tracking of low level radioactive waste under the TRS regulations; 

• regulatory oversite – including site inspections under Part V and VI of the EP 
Act and the RS Act; 

• emergency response – agencies will need to cater for a potential increase in 
remote transport incidents involving hazardous material; and 

• administration of financial assurance and insurance - there will be a 
considerable administrative burden to determine, secure and review the 
required financial assurance and insurance (especially in relation to the 
components that vary over time) to ensure that it remains up to date and fit for 
purpose. 
   

Should the Sandy Ridge Facility receive approval, the above aspects are likely to have 
resourcing implications for some State Government agencies. These agencies may 
require additional resources to administer the significant increases in controlled waste 
and low level radioactive waste being transported across Western Australia and being 
disposed into the Sandy Ridge Facility.  

 
Landfill Waste Levies 

The Waste Avoidance and Resource Recovery Levy Act 2007 and Levy Regulations 
2008 apply a waste levy to landfills in the Perth metropolitan area and to waste 
generated within the Perth metropolitan area. Since only a fraction of waste going to 
the Sandy Ridge facility is likely to be generated in the Perth metropolitan area, the 
proponent has proposed that no waste levy should be payable.  
 
Landfill waste levies are also imposed under various State and Territory legislation, 
however at this time, it appears likely that interstate waste would not be subject to a 
landfill levy when disposed to the Sandy Ridge Facility. The EPA notes that a situation 
could arise where suitable disposal facilities exist in the State or Territory where waste 
is generated, but disposal to the Sandy Ridge Facility is economic based on the waste 
levy in the State or Territory of origin. The EPA considers that interstate waste should 
only be disposed to the Sandy Ridge Facility if this represents the best option and not 
simply if it is the cheapest option.  
 
The EPA recommends that the Western Australian Government consider its position 
on the issue of a waste levy for the Sandy Ridge Facility and decide whether the Waste 
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Avoidance and Resource Recovery Levy Act 2007 and Levy Regulations 2008 should 
be amended to address the Sandy Ridge Facility. The EPA notes that a State 
Agreement might also address the matter of landfill levies and the money used to fund 
regulation of the site by state government agencies.  
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8. Recommendations 

That the Minister notes:  

1. That the proposal assessed is for the construction and operation of a dual open 
cut kaolin mine and a near-surface geological waste repository.  

2. The key environmental factors identified by the EPA in the course of its 
assessment are Terrestrial Environmental Quality, Flora and Vegetation, 
Human Health, Terrestrial Fauna, and Inland Waters Environmental Quality, set 
out in Section 4. 

3. The EPA has concluded that the proposal may be implemented, provided the 
implementation of the proposal is carried out in accordance with the 
recommended conditions and procedures set out in Appendix 6.   
Matters addressed in the conditions include the requirement:  

a) to ensure only permitted wastes generated within Australia and the 
Australian Exclusive Economic Zone are accepted on site; 

b) to keep detailed records of accepted wastes on site; 

c) to conduct an annual independent audit of the site; 

d) for a Leachate Monitoring and Management Plan; and 

e) for management procedures for conservation significant flora and fauna. 

4. Other advice provided by the EPA, set out in Section 7. 
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Appendix 3 
 
 

Consideration of principles 
 



 

 
 

EP Act Principle Consideration 

1. The precautionary principle 
 

Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack 
of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for 
postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation.   
In application of this precautionary principle, decisions should be 
guided by – 

a) careful evaluation to avoid, where practicable, serious or 
irreversible damage to the environment; and 

b) an assessment of the risk-weighted consequences of 
various options. 

This principle is a relevant consideration for the EPA when assessing 
and considering the impacts of the proposal on the environmental 
factors of terrestrial environment quality, flora and vegetation, human 
health, terrestrial fauna, and inland waters environment quality. The 
assessment of these impacts is provided in this report.  
 
Investigations into the biological and physical environmental that have 
been undertaken by the proponent have provided sufficient certainty to 
assess risks and identify measures to avoid or minimise impacts. The 
EPA has recommended conditions to ensure relevant measures are 
undertaken by the proponent (if the proposal is approved for 
implementation). 
 
From its assessment of the proposal, the EPA has concluded there is 
no threat of serious or irreversible harm.  

2. The principle of intergenerational equity 
 
The present generation should ensure that the health, diversity 
and productivity of the environment is maintained and enhanced 
for the benefit of future generations.   

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that human health could be 
impacted by the proposal.  The assessment of these impacts is 
provided in this report. 
 
The proposal is remote and there are no sensitive receptors within 52 
km of the development envelope. The proposal would be utilising best 
practice for the safe and long term storage of hazardous and intractable 
waste.  
 
From its assessment of this proposal, the EPA has concluded that the 
environmental values will be protected and that the health, diversity and 
productivity of the environment will be maintained for the benefit of 
future generations. 

3. The principle of the conservation of biological diversity 
and ecological integrity 

 
Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity 
should be a fundamental consideration.   

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that flora and vegetation 
and terrestrial fauna could be significantly impacted by the proposal.  
The assessment of these impacts is provided in this report. 
 



 

 
 

The proposal would involve clearing of 276.05 ha of native vegetation, 
and potential impacts on conservation significant fauna. However, in 
considering the proponent’s mitigation and management measures, the 
impacts to flora and vegetation and terrestrial fauna are unlikely to be 
significant.  
 
From its assessment of this proposal the EPA has concluded that the 
proposal would not compromise the biological diversity and ecological 
integrity of the affected areas. 

4. Principles relating to improved valuation, pricing and 
incentive mechanisms 

 
(1) Environmental factors should be included in the valuation of 

assets and services.   
(2) The polluter pays principles – those who generate pollution 

and waste should bear the cost of containment, avoidance 
and abatement.   

(3) The users of goods and services should pay prices based on 
the full life-cycle costs of providing goods and services, 
including the use of natural resources and assets and the 
ultimate disposal of any waste.   

(4) Environmental goals, having been established, should be 
pursued in the most cost effective way, by establishing 
incentive structure, including market mechanisms, which 
enable those best placed to maximise benefits and/or 
minimize costs to develop their own solution and responses 
to environmental problems.   

This principle is a fundamental and relevant consideration for the EPA 
when assessing and considering the impacts of the proposal on the 
environmental factors, particularly terrestrial environmental quality. 
 
In considering this principle, the EPA notes that the proponent would 
bear the cost relating to waste and pollution, including avoidance, 
containment, decommissioning, rehabilitation and closure of the 
proposal. The cost for ongoing management and monitoring of the 
proposal would be the responsibility of the proponent until it could be 
demonstrated that the site is safe, stable and non-polluting. 
 
The proposal is consistent with the polluter pays principle where those 
who generate pollution and waste should bear the cost of containment, 
avoidance and abatement. 
 
The EPA has had regard to this principle during the assessment of the 
proposal. 

5. The principle of waste minimisation 
 
All reasonable and practicable measures should be taken to 
minimise the generation of waste and its discharge into the 
environment.   

This principle is a fundamental and relevant consideration for the EPA 
when assessing and considering the impacts of the proposal on the 
environmental factors, particularly terrestrial environmental quality and 
human health. 
 
The proposal outlines that approximately 3.2 million tonnes of legacy 
waste are estimated to be temporary stored in over 200 locations across 
Australia, awaiting an appropriate long term storage option. The 



 

 
 

proposal would minimise the amount of waste that is currently stored in 
temporary and often inappropriate storage locations, by providing a 
suitable near-surface geological repository for permanent waste 
isolation.   
 
The proposal addresses the waste hierarchy by providing a solution for 
those wastes that are a risk to human health and the environment and 
for which no other practicable alternatives are available.  

 
 



 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Appendix 4 
 
 

Evaluation of other environmental factors 



 

 
 

 
Environmental 
factor 

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

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

LAND 
Terrestrial 
Environmental 
Quality  

The proposal is for a Class 
IV and Class V landfill. The 
mine pits would be used to 
permanently isolate Class 
IV and Class V wastes.  
 
The proposal has potential 
to impact on soil quality 
from the handling and 
disposal of hazardous and 
intractable wastes, and low 
level radioactive wastes.  

Former Department of Mines and 
Petroleum 
It is expected that a materials balance be 
provided in the Mining Proposal to 
demonstrate that the required amount of 
capping materials is available for the proposed 
rehabilitation strategy.  

The EPA considers Terrestrial 
Environmental Quality to be a key 
environmental factor at the conclusion of 
its assessment, and is further discussed in 
section 4.1. 

Flora and Vegetation The proposal would 
involve clearing up to 
276.5 ha of native 
vegetation. There are no 
Threatened, Endangered 
or Priority Ecological 
Communities within the 
development envelope.  
 
Priority species Calytrix 
Creswellii, Lepidosperma 
lyonsii, and an 
undescribed 
Lepidosperma sp. were 
identified within the 
development envelope.  

Department of the Environment and Energy 
Further research regarding the Lepidosperma 
sp. taxonomy and conservations is required.  
 
Former Department of Parks and Wildlife 
The proponent should provide further 
information to clarify the extent of local 
impacts from the proposal on individuals and 
populations of the unnamed and potentially 
new Lepidosperma species and any available, 
information on its confirmed distribution 
beyond the proposal envelope. 
 
Decisions on the closure and relinquishment of 
areas affected by infrastructure in the Jaurdi 
area at the time of closure should be subject to 
consultation and the agreement of the 

The EPA considers Flora and Vegetation 
to be a key environmental factor at the 
conclusion of its assessment, and is 
further discussed in section 4.2. 



 

 
 

Environmental 
factor 

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

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

Department of Biodiversity Conservation and 
Attractions (former Parks and Wildlife). 
 
Former Department of Mines and 
Petroleum 
The Waste Facility Decommissioning and 
Closure Management Plan requires revision. 
The completion criteria require further 
refinement to ensure they are specific, 
measurable, achievable, relevant and time-
bound and that they include environmental 
indicators suitable for demonstrating 
achievement of the desired closure objectives. 
 
The Mine Closure Plan would be required to 
address the requirements of the former 
Department of Mines and Petroleum and EPA 
(2015) Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure 
Plans.  
 
Public comments 
A weed management plan should be 
developed. 

Terrestrial Fauna The proposal would 
involve the disturbance of 
up to 276.5 ha of fauna 
habitat.  
 
There is a potential 
occurrence of two 
conservation significant 

Public comments 
An assessment on the impacts of light and 
noise on fauna in surrounding protected areas 
close to the site are required. An assessment 
of the impacts of feral animals should also be 
undertaken.  

The EPA considers Terrestrial Fauna to 
be a key environmental factor at the 
conclusion of its assessment, and is 
further discussed in section 4.4. 



 

 
 

Environmental 
factor 

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

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

fauna species; Malleefowl 
and Rainbow Bee-eater.   

Subterranean Fauna The proposal has potential 
to impact on subterranean 
fauna from operations.  

Department of the Environment and Energy 
The proponent should provide further 
information on subterranean fauna as 
required.  

Subterranean Fauna was not identified as 
a preliminary key environmental factor 
when the EPA decided to assess the 
proposal.  
 
The types of geology known to support 
stygofauna and troglofauna do not occur 
within the development envelope.  
 
There is also no water table within 
proximity of the proposal site.  
 
Having regard to: 

• the type of geology of the site; 

• the lack of water table in the area; 
and 

• the significance considerations in the 
Statement of Environmental 
Principles, Factors and Objectives, 

the EPA considers that it is unlikely that 
the proposal would have a significant 
impact on Subterranean Fauna and that 
the impacts to this factor are negligible. 

 
Accordingly, the EPA did not consider 
Subterranean Fauna to be a key 



 

 
 

Environmental 
factor 

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

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

environmental factor at the conclusion of 
its assessment.  

WATER 
Hydrological 
Processes 

The proposal has potential 
to impact on hydrological 
processes through the 
transport, handling and 
storage of wastes.   

Former Department of Water 
The former Department of Water agrees that 
the most practical source of water for the 
project is likely to be the Carina iron ore mine, 
12 km south west of Sandy Ridge.   

Hydrological Processes was not identified 
as a preliminary key environmental factor 
when the EPA decided to assess the 
proposal.  
 
There are no channels or creeks within 
the development envelope. Surface water 
runoff would only be generated from very 
infrequent high rainfall events. There were 
also no aquifers intersected during 
investigations.   
 
There are no known registered users of 
groundwater in the vicinity of the proposal.  
 
Having regard to: 

• the lack of water receptors in the 
proposal area; and 

• the significance considerations in the 
Statement of Environmental Principles, 
Factors and Objectives, 

the EPA considers that it is unlikely that 
the proposal would have a significant 
impact on Hydrological Processes and 
that the impacts to this factor are 
manageable. 
 



 

 
 

Environmental 
factor 

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

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

Accordingly, the EPA did not consider 
Hydrological Processes to be a key 
environmental factor at the conclusion of 
its assessment. 

Inland Waters 
Environmental 
Quality 

There is potential for leaks 
and spills to occur from the 
handling and storage of 
hazardous and intractable 
wastes, as well as low 
level radioactive wastes.  

Department of the Environment and Energy 
Longer term groundwater monitoring across 
the site is required to determine natural 
variability of water table fluctuation, temporally 
and spatially, beneath the proposed site. This 
is important as the depth to groundwater 
beneath the site will affect long term transport 
rates of leached contaminants, in 
groundwater, away from the site. 
 
Former Department of Mines and 
Petroleum 
More detail and definitive commitment on the 
safety bund design should be provided in the 
Mining Proposal.  
 
Public comments 
The submitter considers there is unlikely to be 
an operational time overlap of the Carina Pit 
and Sandy Ridge operations, and that any 
concern about water supply to both operations 
is alleviated.  

While there is no evidence of the 
presence of a groundwater aquifer or 
surface water receptors near the 
development envelope, the proposal 
involves the transport and storage of 
hazardous and intractable wastes, as well 
as low level radioactive wastes. There is 
potential for the generation of leachate 
from stormwater and the handling of liquid 
wastes.  
 
The EPA considers Inland Waters 
Environmental Quality to be a key 
environmental factor at the conclusion of 
its assessment, and is further discussed in 
section 4.5. 

PEOPLE  
Human Health The proposal would 

involve the transport and 
permanent isolation of 
hazardous and intractable 

Department of the Environment and Energy 
The Department of the Environment and 
Energy considers that there should be further 
explanation of whether naturally occurring 

The EPA considers Human Health to be a 
key environmental factor at the conclusion 
of its assessment, and is further 
discussed in section 4.3. 



 

 
 

Environmental 
factor 

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

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

wastes, as well as low 
level radioactive wastes.  

radionuclides and metals are likely to be of 
environmental significance or detrimental to 
human health during the development of the 
project and throughout operations.  
 
Former Department of Mines and 
Petroleum 
The former Department of Mines and 
Petroleum expects the Radioactive Waste 
Management Plan to meet the requirements of 
the Mines Safety and Inspection Regulations 
1995 and to be submitted to the Resources 
Safety Division for assessment prior to 
development.  
 
Public comments 
There is concern about the long shifts of 
workers affecting efficient performance.  

Social Surroundings The location of the 
proposal is remote, with 
the nearest permanent 
residence approximately 
51 km away (Jaurdi 
Homestead). The Carina 
Ore Mine Accommodation 
Village is located 52 km 
away. 
 

Department of the Environment and Energy 
The proponent should propose management 
measures to avoid or minimise impacts should 
heritage sites and/or cultural associations be 
identified during construction/operation and be 
likely to be impacted. 
 
Former Department of Aboriginal Affairs 
Based on previous heritage surveys held by 
the former Department of Aboriginal Affairs 
(DAA), there are no known Aboriginal sites or 
Aboriginal heritage places within the Project 
footprint. The former DAA is of the opinion that 

Heritage was identified as a preliminary 
key environmental factor when the EPA 
decided to assess the proposal. A cultural 
heritage assessment was undertaken, and 
results indicate that there are no known 
record of heritage items within the site.  
 
Having regard to: 

• the submission from the former 
Department of Aboriginal Affairs (now 
Department of Plans, Lands and 
Heritage); 



 

 
 

Environmental 
factor 

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

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a 
key environmental factor 

if any Aboriginal heritage issues arise, these 
are able to be addressed through the 
provisions of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972. 

• the remote location of the site;  

• the results from the cultural heritage 
assessment; and 

• the significance considerations in the 
Statement of Environmental Principles, 
Factors and Objectives, 

the EPA considers that it is unlikely that 
the proposal would have a significant 
impact on Social Surroundings and that 
the impacts to this factor are manageable. 
 
Accordingly, the EPA did not consider 
Social Surroundings to be a key 
environmental factor at the conclusion of 
its assessment. 

 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Appendix 5 
 
 

Identified Decision-Making Authorities and Recommended Environmental 
Conditions 

 

  



 

 

 

 
 

Identified Decision-making Authorities 
 

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

 

Decision-making Authority Legislation (and Approval) 

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

2. Minister for Water Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 
Water abstraction licence 

3. Minister for Mines and Petroleum Mining Act 1978 
Mining lease 

4. Minister for Lands  Land Administration Act 1997 
Section 79 General purpose lease 

5. Department of Water and 
Environment Regulation 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 

Environmental Protection (Controlled 
Waste) Regulations 2004 

Environmental Protection Regulations 
1987 

6. Department of Mines and 
Petroleum 

 
      Mining Registrar 
 
      State Mining Engineer 
 
      Chief Dangerous Goods Officer 

Mining Act 1978 

Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994 

Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004 

Dangerous Goods Safety (Storage and 
handling of non-explosives) Regulation 
2007  

7. Radiological Council of Western 
Australia  

Radiation Safety Act 1975 

Radiation Safety (Transport of 
Radioactive Substances) Regulations 
2002 

8. Shire of Coolgardie  Planning and Development Act 2005 
Planning approval 
Building permit 

 
Note: In this instance, agreement is only required with DMA 1 to 4, since these DMAs 
are Ministers.    



 

 

 

 
 
 
 
         Statement No. xxx 

 

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
 

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

 
SANDY RIDGE FACILITY 

 

Proposal:  The proposal is to construct and operate a dual open cut 
kaolin clay mine and a near-surface geological waste 
repository accepting Class IV and Class V waste, 
approximately 75 kilometres north east of Koolyanobbing.  

Proponent: Tellus Holdings Limited 
Australian Company Number 138 119 829  

Proponent Address: Suite 2, Level 10 
151 Castlereagh Street 
Sydney NSW 2000 

Assessment Number: 2057 

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: 1611 

Pursuant to section 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) it has been 
agreed that the proposal described and documented in Table 2 of Schedule 1 may be 
implemented and that the implementation of the proposal is subject to the following 
implementation conditions and procedures:  

 

1 Proposal Implementation 

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

authorised extent of the proposal as defined in Table 2 in Schedule 1, unless 

amendments to the proposal and the authorised extent of the proposal have 

been approved under the EP Act. 

2 Contact Details 

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

or postal address for the serving of notices or other correspondence within 

twenty eight (28) days of such change.  Where the proponent is a corporation 

or an association of persons, whether incorporated or not, the postal address 

is that of the principal place of business or of the principal office in the State. 



 

 

 

3 Time Limit for Proposal Implementation 

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

(5) years from the date on this Statement, and any commencement, prior to this 

date, must be substantial.  

3-2 Any commencement of implementation of the proposal, on or before five (5) 

years from the date of this Statement, must be demonstrated as substantial by 

providing the CEO with written evidence, on or before the expiration of five (5) 

years from the date of this Statement. 

4 Compliance Reporting 

4-1 The proponent shall prepare, and maintain a Compliance Assessment Plan 

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

Compliance Assessment Report required by condition 4-6, or prior to 

implementation of the proposal, whichever is sooner.  

4-2 The Compliance Assessment Plan shall indicate: 

(1) the frequency of compliance reporting; 

(2) the approach and timing of compliance assessments; 

(3) the retention of compliance assessments; 

(4) the method of reporting of potential non-compliances and corrective 

actions taken; 

(5) the table of contents of Compliance Assessment Reports; and 

(6) public availability of Compliance Assessment Reports. 

4-3 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Compliance Assessment 

Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 4-2 the proponent shall assess 

compliance with conditions in accordance with the Compliance Assessment 

Plan required by condition 4-1. 

4-4 The proponent shall retain reports of all compliance assessments described in 

the Compliance Assessment Plan required by condition 4-1 and shall make 

those reports available when requested by the CEO. 

4-5 The proponent shall advise the CEO of any potential non-compliance within 

seven (7) days of that non-compliance being known. 

4-6 The proponent shall submit to the CEO the first Compliance Assessment 

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

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



 

 

 

annually from the date of submission of the first Compliance Assessment 

Report, or as otherwise agreed in writing by the CEO. 

The Compliance Assessment Report shall: 

(1) be endorsed by the proponent’s CEO or a person delegated to sign on 

the CEO’s behalf; 

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

conditions; 

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

preventative actions taken; 

(4) be made publicly available in accordance with the approved Compliance 

Assessment Plan; and 

(5) indicate any proposed changes to the Compliance Assessment Plan 

required by condition 4-1. 

5 Public Availability of Data 

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

of the issue of this Statement and for the remainder of the life of the proposal 

the proponent shall make publicly available, in a manner approved by the CEO, 

all validated environmental data (including sampling design, sampling 

methodologies, empirical data and derived information products (e.g. maps)) 

relevant to the assessment of this proposal and implementation of this 

Statement. 

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

(1) a secret formula or process; or 

(2) confidential commercially sensitive information; 

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

6 Boundary for Waste Generation  

6-1 The proponent shall ensure that only wastes generated within Western 

Australia, other Australian States and Territories, and the Australian Exclusive 

Economic Zone are accepted at the Sandy Ridge Facility. 

7 Waste Management System 

7-1 The proponent shall manage the proposal to meet the following objective: 



 

 

 

(1) ensure that detailed records are kept of all wastes accepted on site.  

7-2 The proponent shall implement and maintain a Waste Management System to 

record all wastes accepted on site. 

7-3 The Waste Management System shall: 

(1) detail monitoring procedures to track and record incoming waste to the 

site; 

(2) record the origins, quantity, and the physical and chemical 

characteristics of all waste accepted on site; 

(3) provide details about any treatment of the waste undertaken on site;  

(4) provide details about the waste characteristics, quantity, storage 

duration and specific coordinates for the location of each waste package 

stored in the waste cells and temporary storage area; and 

(5) be reviewed every five (5) years to ensure that all data stored in the 

Waste Management System remains compatible with contemporary 

information technology. 

7-4 The proponent shall continue to record all wastes accepted on site as required 

by condition 7-2 until cessation of waste receival operations at the Sandy Ridge 

Facility.  

7-5 The proponent shall retain and maintain the data required by condition 7-2 and 

provide the data to the Western Australian Government at the completion of 

Phase I of the Institutional Control Period. 

7-6 The proponent shall provide the data required by condition 7-2 to the CEO when 

requested within four (4) weeks of the request date.  

8 Independent Annual Audit 

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

following objectives: 

(1) ensure that only permitted wastes are accepted at the facility for 

placement in the repository; and 

(2) that the facility is managed in accordance with all regulatory 

requirements. 

  



 

 

 

8-2 The proponent shall engage an independent waste expert approved by the 

CEO to undertake an annual audit of the waste disposal operations at the 

Sandy Ridge Facility. The first audit shall be undertaken twelve (12) months 

from the date of waste acceptance. The audit shall address site operations, 

including whether: 

(1) each waste is uniquely identified; 

(2) the origin, quantity and characterisation of each waste is recorded; 

(3) the waste acceptance criteria and procedures have been adhered to; 

(4) all required regulatory approvals and permits were in place for transport 

and disposal of the waste; 

(5) there is a clear and documented chain of custody from client to waste 

receival;  

(6) the final location of each waste in the waste cell is accurately recorded 

in three dimensions (northing, easting and elevation); 

(7) all regulatory requirements have been met; and 

(8) other options have become available to reuse, recycle or recover wastes 

that are being accepted at the Sandy Ridge Facility.  

8-3 The proponent shall provide the annual audit report required by condition 8-2 

to the CEO within twelve (12) weeks of the audit date until the CEO has 

confirmed by notice, in writing, that provision of the annual audit report is no 

longer required.  

8-4 In the event that the annual audit report identifies issues with waste acceptance, 

waste tracking or compliance with regulatory requirements, the proponent shall 

immediately notify the CEO, and other relevant regulators where a non-

compliance against other legislation has occurred, and implement 

investigations to identify the cause.  

8-5 Should the cause identified in condition 8-4 result in a potential risk to human 

health or a sensitive environmental receptor, then the proponent shall 

commence remedial actions immediately until otherwise advised by the CEO.  

9 Terrestrial Environmental Quality 

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

following environmental objective: 

(1) ensure that impacts to soil quality are minimised. 



 

 

 

9-2 Prior to the commencement of waste receival, the proponent shall prepare and 

submit a Leachate Monitoring and Management Plan to the CEO, to 

demonstrate that the environmental objective in condition 9-1 will be met. 

9-3 The Leachate Monitoring and Management Plan shall specify: 

(1) monitoring procedures and protocols, including monitoring location 

points and frequency of monitoring (minimum every six months);  

(2) mitigation and management measures; 

(3) an adaptive management framework, including trigger criteria, 

monitoring design and methodologies, and trigger management actions; 

(4) incident reporting; 

(5) review periods; and 

(6) implementation reporting and auditing.  

9-4 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Leachate Monitoring and 

Management Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 9-1, the proponent 

shall: 

(1) implement the Leachate Monitoring and Management Plan, or any 

subsequent revisions as approved by the CEO; and 

(2) continue to implement the Leachate Monitoring and Management Plan, 

or any subsequent revisions as approved by the CEO, until the CEO has 

confirmed by notice in writing that the proponent has demonstrated the 

objective specified in condition 9-1 has been met and therefore the 

implementation of the management plan is no longer required. 

9-5 The proponent may review and revise the Leachate Monitoring and 

Management Plan or any subsequently revisions as approved by the CEO.   

9-6 The proponent shall review and revise the Leachate Monitoring and 

Management Plan or any subsequently approved revisions, as and when 

directed by the CEO.  

10 Flora and Vegetation  

10-1 The proponent shall manage the implementation of the proposal to meet the 

following environmental objectives: 

(1) Avoid direct impacts to Calytrix creswellii, Lepidosperma lyonsii, and the 

undescribed Lepidosperma sp. where practicable; and 

(2) Manage indirect impacts to Calytrix creswellii, Lepidosperma lyonsii, and 

the undescribed Lepidosperma sp. 



 

 

 

10-2 Prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities, the proponent shall 

prepare and submit a Targeted Flora Survey Plan for Calytrix Creswellii, 

Lepidosperma lyonsii, and the undescribed Lepidosperma sp. to the CEO. 

10-3 The Targeted Flora Survey Plan required by condition 10-2 shall: 

(1) detail the methodology for the targeted survey; 

(2) quantify the number of Calytrix creswellii, Lepidosperma lyonsii, and the 

undescribed Lepidosperma sp found within the development envelope; 

and 

(3) meet the requirements of EPA Flora and Vegetation Guidance. 

10-4 The proponent shall undertake the Targeted Flora Survey in accordance with 

the Targeted Flora Survey Plan as required by condition 10-2. 

10-5 Prior to commencement of ground disturbing activities, and after completion of 

the Targeted Flora Survey, the proponent shall submit a Flora and Vegetation 

Management Plan to the CEO.  

10-6 The Flora and Vegetation Management Plan shall include detailed information 

on potential direct and indirect impacts to Calytrix creswellii, Lepidosperma 

lyonsii, and the undescribed Lepidosperma sp. and include the following: 

(1) targeted flora survey results required by condition 10-4; 

(2) avoidance of direct impacts where practicable; and 

(3) mitigation, monitoring and management measures for indirect impacts, 

including those for fire, dust suppression and water quality, and weeds. 

10-7 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Flora and Vegetation 

Management Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 10-6, the proponent 

shall: 

(1) implement the Flora and Vegetation Management Plan, or any 

subsequent revisions as approved by the CEO; and 

(2) continue to implement the Flora and Vegetation Management Plan, or 

any subsequent revisions as approved by the CEO, until the CEO has 

confirmed by notice in writing that the proponent has demonstrated the 

objectives specified in condition 10-1 has been met and therefore the 

implementation of the management plan is no longer required. 

10-8 The proponent may review and revise the Flora and Vegetation Management 

Plan or any subsequent revisions as approved by the CEO.  



 

 

 

10-9 The proponent shall review and revise the Flora and Vegetation Management 

Plan or any subsequently approved revisions, as and when directed by the 

CEO. 

11 Terrestrial Fauna  

11-1 The proponent shall manage the implementation of the proposal to meet the 

following environmental objective: 

(1) ensure that impacts to terrestrial fauna are minimised.  

11-2 Prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities the proponent shall 

prepare and submit the Construction Environmental Management Plan to the 

CEO, to demonstrate that the environmental objective in condition 11-1 will be 

met.  

11-3 The Construction Environmental Management Plan shall include: 

(1) results from a pre-clearing survey; 

(2) avoidance, mitigation and management measures, including but not 

limited to recording sightings of conservation significant species 

including the Malleefowl and Rainbow Bee-eater; detailed clearing 

procedures, implementation of a boundary fence, control measures for 

feral fauna, and restricting vehicle speed limits; 

(3) an adaptive management framework, including trigger criteria, 

monitoring design and methodologies, and trigger management actions; 

(4) incident reporting; 

(5) review periods; and 

(6) implementation reporting and auditing.  

11-4 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Construction 

Environmental Management Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 11-1, 

the proponent shall: 

(1) implement the Construction Environmental Management Plan, or any 

subsequent revisions as approved by the CEO; and 

(2) continue to implement the Construction Environmental Management 

Plan, or any subsequent revisions as approved by the CEO, until the 

CEO has confirmed by notice in writing that the proponent has 

demonstrated the objectives specified in condition 11-1 has been met 

and therefore the implementation of the management plan is no longer 

required. 



 

 

 

11-5 The proponent may review and revise the Construction Environmental 

Management Plan or any subsequent revisions as approved by the CEO.   

11-6 The proponent shall review and revise the Construction Environmental 

Management Plan or any subsequently approved revisions, as and when 

directed by the CEO.   



 

 

 

Schedule 1 
Table 1: Summary of the Proposal 

Proposal Title Sandy Ridge Facility 

Short Description The proposal is to construct and operate a dual open cut 
kaolin clay mine and a near-surface geological waste 
repository accepting Class IV and Class V waste, 
approximately 75 kilometres north east of Koolyanobbing in 
the Shire of Coolgardie over 25 years.  

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

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 

Element Location Authorised Extent 

Mine pits/waste cells Figure 1 Clearing up to 202.3 hectares of 
native vegetation within a 1004.2 
hectare development envelope 

Associated infrastructure Figure 1 Clearing up to 73.75 hectares of 
native vegetation with a 1004.2 
hectare development envelope 

Class IV & V waste accepted at gate  up to 100,000 tonnes per annum 

Temporary waste storage on surface  up to 15,000 tonnes 

Maximum temporary storage time  up to 12 months 

Waste (including treated waste) 
disposed to waste cells 

 
up to 280,000 tonnes per annum 

Water use 
 

up to 0.18 Gigalitres per annum 

 
Table 3: Abbreviations and Definitions 

Acronym or 
Abbreviation 

Definition or Term 

Australian 
Exclusive 
Economic 
Zone 

An area beyond and adjacent to the territorial sea, subject to the 
specific legal regime established in Part V of the Sea and 
Submerged Lands Act 1973, under which the rights and jurisdiction 
of the coastal State and the rights and freedoms of other States are 
governed by the relevant provisions of this Convention. 

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

DWER Department of Water and Environmental Regulation  

EPA Environmental Protection Authority 

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 

EPA Flora and 
Vegetation 
Guidance 

EPA 2016, Technical Guidance – Flora and Vegetation Surveys for 
Environmental Impact Assessment, EPA, Western Australia, or any 
future updates to EPA flora and vegetation survey guidance.  

Phase I of the 
Institutional 
Control Period 

That portion of the Institutional Control Period for which the 
proponent is responsible. 



 

 

 

Phase II of the 
Institutional 
Control Period 

That portion of the Institutional Control Period for which the 
Western Australian Government is responsible. 

Waste 
acceptance 
criteria and 
procedures 

The documented criteria specifying the types of waste that can be 
accepted at the facility and the procedures for accepting that waste 
that have been agreed under: 

• Part V of the EP Act; and 

• Permitting under the Radiation Safety Act 1975.  

Waste expert A person with a minimum of 15 years of experience in the 
assessment and/or operation of waste facilities.  

 
Figures (attached)  

Figure 1 Sandy Ridge Development Envelope 
  



 

 

 

 
 
Figure 1: Sandy Ridge Development Envelope 



 

 

 

Schedule 2 

 
Coordinates defining the mine site development envelope are held by the Department 

of Water and Environmental Regulation, Document Reference Number   

2017-1510204047942. 
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