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YourRef: A004761/EX1001 
Our Ref: CMS 14037 
Enquiries: Helen Butterworth, 6145 0829 
Email: Helen.Butterworth@epa.wa.gov. au 

Dear Mr Catalano 

NOTICE UNDER SECTION 39A(3) 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 

PROPOSAL: Hard Rock Quarry 
LOCATION: Lot 501 Coalfields Road, Wellington 
PROPONENT: B & J Catalano 
DECISION: Not Assessed: Public Advice Given 

The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) understands that you wish to 
undertake the above proposal which has been referred to the EPA for consideration 
of its potential environmental impact. 

This proposal raises a number of environmental issues. However, the overall 
environmental impact of the proposal is not so significant as to require assessment 
by the EPA, and the subsequent setting of formal conditions by the Minister for 
Environment under Part IV of the Environmental Protection Act 1986. Accordingly, 
the EPA has determined not to assess this proposal. 

Nevertheless, the staff of the Office of the EPA has provided the attached advice to 
you as the proponent, and other relevant authorities, on the environmental aspects 
of the proposal. 

The EPA's decision to not assess the proposal is open to appeal. There is a 14-day 
period, closing 7 April 2015, during which, on payment of the appeal fee, an 
appellant may ask the Minister to consider directing the EPA to reconsider this 
decision or conduct a formal assessment. 

Level 8, The Atrium, 168 St Georges Terrace, Perth, Western Australia 6000 
Telephone 08 6145 0800 Facsimile 08 6145 0895 Email info@epa.wa.gov.au 

Locked Bag 10, East Perth WA 6892 

www.epa.wa.gov.au 

mailto:Helen.Butterworth@epa.wa.gov


Information on the outcome of the appeals process is available through the Appeals 
Convenor's website, www.appealsconvenor.wa.qov.au, or by telephoning 6467 5190 
after the closing date of appeals. 

Yours sincerely 

Anthony Sutton 
Director 
Assessment and Compliance Division 

For the Chairman of the Environmental Protection Authority 
Under Notice of Delegation No. 33 dated 6 December 2013 

23 March 2015 

End: Public Advice 
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PUBLIC ADVICE UNDER SECTION 39A(7) 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 1986 

HARD ROCK QUARRY, LOT 501 COALFIELDS ROAD, WELLINGTON 

Summary 

B & J Catalano propose to develop a granite quarry on Lot 501 Coalfields Road, 
Wellington, in the Shire of Harvey. The area of disturbance is up to 10 hectares. It 
is proposed to extract 50,000 to 100,000 tonnes of hard rock per year. The expected 
life of the operations is 20 years. Rock will be extracted by drill and blast and 
removal by excavator before being trucked off site. It is anticipated that blasting will 
occur four times per year. The site is largely cleared. The nearest residence is 
approximately 2600 metres (m) away from the processing area (crushing and 
screening) and the proposed excavation area. 

The proposal was advertised for public comment and the Environmental Protection 
Authority (EPA) notes that one public comment was received. Key environmental 
issues included the following: 

• impact of surface water flows from the proposed excavation and development 
areas on neighbouring properties; and 

• impact of blasting and use of rock hammers with consequaential impacts on 
noise and blast waves. 

The EPA has considered the proposal in accordance with the requirements of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) and the Environmental Impact 
Assessment Administrative Procedures 2012. In making its decision on whether to 
assess the proposal, the EPA considered the 10 aspects of the significance test as 
set out in clause 7 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Administrative 
Procedures 2012: 

1. values, sensitivity and quality of the environment which is likely to be 
impacted; 

2. extent (intensity, duration, magnitude and geographic footprint) of the likely 
impacts; 

3. consequence of the likely impacts (or change); 

4. resilience of the environment to cope with the impacts or change; 

5. cumulative impacts with other projects; 

6. level of confidence in the prediction of impacts and the success of proposed 
mitigation; 

7. objects of the Act, polices, guidelines, procedures and standards against 
which a proposal can be assessed; 

8. presence of strategic planning policy framework; 

9. presence of other statutory decision-making processes which regulate the 
mitigation of the potential effects on the environment to meet the EPA's 
objectives and principles for EIA; and 

10. public concern about the likely effects of the proposal, if implemented, on the 
environment. 
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In considering the potential impacts of the proposal on Flora and Vegetation, 
Hydrological Processes, Inland Waters Environmental Quality and Amenity the EPA 
has had particular regard to: 

• the site is largely cleared with paddock trees remaining; 

• the scale of the proposal does not present a significant risk to changes in 
surface water or groundwater flows, however these matters need to be 
managed; 

• the mitigation strategies proposed by the proponent to avoid and minimize 
impacts, for example: 

o minimizing the scale and magnitude of blasting events; 

o the small number of blasting events; 

o proponent's proposed management of noise and dust impacts; and 

o distances to existing residences. 

• the presence of other statutory processes including Part V Division 2 
(Clearing of native vegetation) and Division 3 (Works Approval and Licences) 
of the EP Act, and development approvals by the Western Australian Planning 
Commission and the Shire of Harvey; 

• the extractive industry licence, which can require a storm water management 
plan to be prepared consistent with the guidelines; 

• the Water Quality Protection Guidelines for Mining and Mineral Processing -
Minesite Storm Water (WQPG6) that provides guidance on appropriate 
objectives for, and management of storm water; and 

e the advice of the Department of Water (DoW) with respect to managing 
surface water. 

In summary, although the proposal raises a number of environmental issues, the 
EPA's objectives for Flora and Vegetation, Hydrological Processes, Inland Waters 
Environmental Quality and Amenity can be met. This is primarily on the basis that 
the proposal is on largely cleared land, is relatively small in scale and the proposal 
can be designed to minimise impacts from storm water and dust. The proposal is 
also expected to meet the Noise Regulations. As a result, the EPA considers the 
potential impacts are not so significant as to warrant formal assessment. In addition, 
the EPA is also of the view that the potential impacts can be effectively dealt with 
through other Statutory decision - making processes. These include works approval 
and licencing requirments of the Departement of Environment Regulation (DER) to 
ensure the management of noise and dust and the Shire of Harvey's Extractive 
Industry licence which can give effect to the advice provided by the DoW with 
respect to the mangement of storm water. 

1. Environmental Factors 

The EPA has identified the following preliminary environmental factors relevant to 
this proposal: 

a) Flora and Vegetation 
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b) Hydrological Processes & Inland Waters Environmental Quality; and 
c) Amenity (Noise Blasting and Dust). 

There were no factors that were determined to be key environmental factors that 
would require formal assessment under Part IV of the EP Act. 

2. Advice and Recommendations regarding Environmental Issues 

a. Flora and Vegetation 

The site is largely cleared with paddock trees remaining. Hence, the proponent has 
advised that it does not consider a Clearing Permit is required under Part V of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act). However, any clearing can be dealt 
with under Part V Division 2 (Clearing of native vegetation) of the EP Act. The 
proponent should contact the DER to confirm it obligations under the Clearing 
regulations. 

b. Hydrological Processes & Inland Waters Environmental Quality 

The DoW has provided advice with respect to management of surface water and 
storm water. The DoW advised that the southern portion of Lot 501 falls within a 
declared 'Waterways Management Area'. The area is declared for the specific 
purpose of protecting the Leschenault Estuary. The land adjoining the Collie River at 
the southern extent of Lot 501 is owned by the DoW and vested to provide protection 
of the Collie River. The EPA notes that the DoW has already provided advice to the 
Shire of Harvey about the application for an extractive industry licence. The DoW 
noted the intent of the proponent to manage the potential impacts of storm water. 

The DoW also advised that it is important to use effective pollution prevention and 
risk management measures during design, construction, operation and rehabilitation 
to minimise the risk of waterways contamination. The DoW has recommended to the 
Shire of Harvey that it require the proponent to develop a best practice Stormwater 
Management Plan prior to the commencement of the project. 

The DoW advised that the proponent should refer to DoW's 'Water Quality Protection 
Guidelines for Mining and Mineral Processing - Minesite Storm Water (WQPG6). 
Noting that there are established guidelines for the management of mining 
operations of this type, the requirement for a Stormwater Management Plan can be 
given effect through the Shire of Harvey Extractive Industry Licence. 

Stormwater management can also be given effect through the requirement of the 
Shire of Harvey for the proponent to prepare and implement a Stormwater 
Management Plan. The EPA supports the DoW's advice (previously provided to the 
Shire of Harvey) for the proponent to prepare a Stormwater Management Plan as 
part of the Shire's Extractive Industry Licence, should an approval be given by the 
Shire. 

Given the above management measures, the EPA considers that the proposal can 
be manged to meet the EPA objectives for Hydrological processes and Inland 
Waters Environmental Quality. 
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c. Amenity (Noise, Blasting and Dust) 

The nearest residences range from approximately 2600 metres to 3430 metres. The 
DER has confirmed that the proposal will require a works approval and licence to 
address, amongst other things, the crushing and screening activities that are 
proposed to occur on site. The proponent is in discussion with the DER about the 
required works approval to construct the proposal and the subsequent licence to 
operate. In relation to potential noise impacts, the works approval and licensing 
process will require the proponent to demonstrate compliance with the Noise 
Regulations including modifying its proposal and or proposed management if 
required. The EPA notes there are modifications to the proposal that can be applied 
to mitigate for the impacts of noise including noise bunds and staging. Dust 
associated with the quarrying activities can managed by the proponent by its 
proposed measures including the application of water, and can be regulated under 
the works approval and licensing requirements. 

The proponent has confirmed that blasting activities will be undertaken by licenced 
contractors. The proponent has included management measures to limit the 
potential impacts of blasting activities and monitoring and complaint recording 
procedures to allow for adaptive management of blasting events. The Noise 
Regulations also specify air blast over pressure. 

The proposal is subject to the requirements of the works approval and licensing to 
further mitigate the management of noise and dust and will need to meet the 
requirements of the Noise Regulations. 
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