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Summary 
Proposal 
The proponent, Shark Bay Resources Pty Ltd, operates two solar salt fields and an 
associated port facility at Useless Loop in the Shark Bay area of Western Australia.  
 
The Shark Bay Resources Maintenance Dredging proposal is to undertake dredging 
and seabed levelling activities to restore navigable depths. The proposal involves 
seabed levelling of up to 10,000 cubic metres in the berth pocket, and maintenance 
and capital dredging of up to 80,000 cubic metres in the entrance channel with 
offshore disposal of the dredge material.  

Proposal context 
The berth pocket is surrounded by, but excised from, the Shark Bay World Heritage 
Area (World Heritage Area) and Shark Bay Marine Park (Marine Park). The entrance 
channel is within both the World Heritage Area and Marine Park. The offshore 
disposal area is within the World Heritage Area but outside of the Marine Park 
boundary. The key values relevant to the assessment of the proposal arising from 
the World Heritage Area and Marine Park designations are the vast and diverse 
seagrass beds in Shark Bay, the dugong population and the social values of tourism, 
and commercial and recreational fishing. 

Consultation 
The EPA published the proponent’s referral information for the proposal on its 
website for seven days public comment. The proponent also undertook additional 
targeted consultation with the Shark Bay World Heritage Advisory Committee and 
the commercial fishing industry. The EPA considered the comments received during 
these consultation periods in its assessment. 

Mitigation hierarchy 
The mitigation hierarchy is a sequence of proposed actions to reduce adverse 
environmental impacts. The sequence commences with avoidance, then moves to 
minimisation, rehabilitation, and offsets are considered as the last step in the 
sequence. 

The proponent applied mitigation measures to the proposal to avoid and minimise 
potential impacts to the marine environment, and the EPA encouraged the proponent 
to include additional measures throughout the assessment process. These include:  

• removal of an inshore disposal site to reduce impacts to seagrass  

• a reduction in the total volume of sediments to be dredged from the original 
proposal, which reduces both the volume and duration of the dredge campaign, 
and the extent and severity of the turbidity impacts 

• a change in methodology from the original proposal to seabed levelling in the 
berth pocket to remove the disposal of contaminated sediments into the World 
Heritage Area  
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• locating the offshore disposal site on an area of bare sand to reduce impacts to 
seagrass 

• disposing of dredge material in the north-west quarter of the offshore disposal 
site on incoming spring tides to minimise the extent of the turbidity plume in 
relation to the seagrass adjacent to the south of the offshore disposal site. 

Assessment of key environmental factors 
The EPA has identified the key environmental factors (listed below) in the course of 
the assessment and has concluded the following: 
 
Marine environmental quality 

• There is the potential of increased tributyltin levels in the berth pocket from 
seabed levelling activities of contaminated sediments. The proponent predicts the 
concentration of tributyltin in the water will be sufficiently low to achieve a high 
level of protection at the World Heritage Area and Marine Park boundary.  

• Increased turbidity levels are predicted in Shark Bay from dredging, disposal and 
seabed levelling activities. The short duration and small extent of the turbidity 
plumes generated by these activities means the proposal can be implemented to 
be consistent with the EPA’s objective for marine environmental quality and the 
values of the World Heritage Area and Marine Park. 

 
Benthic communities and habitats 

• There is the potential of increased tributyltin levels in the berth pocket from 
seabed levelling of contaminated sediments, which may affect benthic 
communities and habitats. The proponent predicts the concentration of tributyltin 
will be sufficiently low to achieve a high level of protection at the World Heritage 
Area and Marine Park boundary.  

• The proposal will have both a direct and indirect impact to seagrass as a result of 
dredging, disposal and seabed levelling activities. The predicted direct impact is 
relatively small given extensive seagrass meadows within the Shark Bay area. 
This impact and the short duration and small extent of the turbidity plumes 
generated by these activities means the proposal can be implemented to be 
consistent with the EPA’s objective for benthic communities and habitat and the 
values of the World Heritage Area and Marine Park. 

 
Marine fauna 

• There is potential for marine fauna and fauna habitat to be impacted from direct 
habitat loss and indirect impacts from turbidity and smothering. There is also the 
potential for impacts to marine fauna from noise emissions, vessel strike and 
entrainment on dredge equipment, and from the introduction of marine species. 

• The short duration and small extent of the turbidity plumes generated by 
proposal activities, and the management and mitigation measures proposed, 
means the EPA expects the proposal can be implemented to be consistent with 
the EPA’s objective for marine fauna and the values of the World Heritage Area 
and Marine Park. 
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Holistic assessment 
Given the link between marine environmental quality, benthic communities and 
habitats and marine fauna, the EPA also considered the connections and 
interactions between parts of the environment to inform a holistic view of impacts to 
the whole environment. The EPA formed the view that the impacts from this proposal 
can be managed to be consistent with the EPA’s environmental factor objectives. 

Conclusion and recommendations 
The EPA has taken the following into account in its assessment of the proposal:  

• environmental values likely to be significantly affected by the proposal, including 
the environmental values of the World Heritage Area and Marine Park  

• residual impacts to the key environmental factors, separately and holistically (this 
has included considering cumulative impacts on marine environmental quality, 
benthic communities and habitats and marine fauna of the World Heritage Area, 
Marine Park and surrounds)  

• the likely environmental outcomes (taking into account the EPA’s recommended 
conditions), and consistency of these with the EPA’s objectives for the key 
environmental factors 

• the EPA’s confidence in the proponent’s proposed mitigation measures 

• whether other statutory decision-making processes can mitigate the potential 
impacts of the proposal on the environment 

• principles of the Environmental Protection Act 1986.   
 
It is the EPA’s view that reasonable conditions could be imposed on the proposal to 
ensure its implementation will be consistent with the EPA’s objectives for the key 
environmental factors of Marine Environmental Quality, Benthic Communities and 
Marine Fauna.  

The EPA has recommended that the proposal may be implemented subject to the 
conditions recommended in Appendix A.  
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1 Proposal 
Shark Bay Resources Pty Ltd (the proponent), operates two solar salt fields and an 
associated port facility at Useless Loop in the Shark Bay area of Western Australia 
(WA). Useless Loop is located approximately 25 kilometres (km) west southwest of 
Denham in the Gascoyne region of WA (see Figure 1).  
 
The Shark Bay Resources Maintenance Dredging proposal (the proposal) is to 
undertake dredging and seabed levelling activities to restore safe navigable depths 
for vessels in the port’s berth pocket and entrance channel. Seabed levelling is the 
sweeping of sediment evenly across an area of seabed to remove high spots. This is 
achieved by a metal bar attached to a vessel. 
 
The proposal is for maintenance and capital dredging of up to 80,000 cubic 
metres (m3) from the entrance channel of the port and seabed levelling of up to 
10,000 m3 in the berth pocket. Dredging is expected to take place 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week on consecutive days over a maximum of two weeks, with seabed 
levelling taking up to approximately four weeks. The dredged material from the 
entrance channel will be disposed of at an offshore disposal area.  
 
The development envelope is within, or adjacent to, the Shark Bay World Heritage 
Area (World Heritage Area) and Shark Bay Marine Park (Marine Park) (Figure 1): 

• the berth pocket is adjacent to, but excised from the World Heritage Area and 
Marine Park 

• the entrance channel is located within the World Heritage Area and the Marine 
Park 

• the offshore disposal site is within the World Heritage Area and adjacent to the 
Marine Park. 

 
The proposal was referred to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) on 
30 June 2020 by the proponent. The referral documents were available for public 
comment between 15 July and 21 July 2020. The level of assessment was set as 
Referral Information with Additional Information on 18 December 2020. The proposal 
was also determined to be a controlled action under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) on 26 May 2021. The proposal is not 
being assessed by the EPA as an accredited assessment under the EPBC Act, but 
the EPA had regard to issues relevant to matters of national environmental 
significance in its assessment. 
 
The elements of the proposal which have been subject to the EPA’s assessment are 
included in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Location and proposed extent of proposal elements 
Proposal element Location Maximum extent or range 

Operational elements 
Berth pocket Figure 1 Levelling of no more than 10,000 m3 of 

material, to a maximum depth of -10 m 
LAT, within the 28.1 ha Berth Pocket 
footprint. 

Entrance channel Figure 1 Dredging of no more than 80,000 m3 
of material, to a maximum depth 
of -10.5 m LAT, within the 35.3 ha 
channel entrance footprint.  

Offshore disposal area Figure 1 Disposal of no more than 80,000 m3 of 
material within the 43.2 ha offshore 
disposal area footprint. 

Timing elements 
Dredging and spoil disposal 
activities 

N/A No more than 14 cumulative days within a 
28 day period 

Units and abbreviations  
ha – hectare 
LAT – lowest astronomical tide 
m – metres  
m3 – cubic metres 

Proposal alternatives 
The proposal is required to allow vessels to reach the port facilities at Useless Loop. 
Alternatives to undertaking the works were not proposed, however alternative 
methodologies and locations for dredge material disposal were considered and are 
discussed in section 2. 

Proposal amendments 
The original proposal is set out in the proponent’s referral information (BMT 2020), 
which is available on the EPA website.  

During the assessment process the EPA encouraged the proponent to identify 
avoidance and mitigation measures for the proposal in addition to those included in 
the original proposal. The proponent requested changes to the proposal during the 
assessment that were unlikely to significantly increase any impacts of the proposal 
on the environment. The EPA Chair’s notice of 1 June 2021 consenting to the 
change is available on the EPA website. 

The consolidated and updated elements of the proposal which has been subject to 
the EPA’s assessment is included in Table 1. 
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Proposal context – World Heritage Area, National Heritage List and 
Shark Bay Marine Park 
The proposal is located within and/or adjacent to the World Heritage Area and 
Marine Park (Figure 1). The area is recognised for marine biodiversity and 
conservation values of international and State-wide importance. The key values of 
the World Heritage Area relevant to the proposal are the dugong population and the 
vast and diverse seagrass beds, including the Wooramel Seagrass Bank1. Shark 
Bay is listed on the National Heritage List, based on similar values to the World 
Heritage Area.  
 
The Marine Park values are similar to the World Heritage Area values, but also 
include the social values of tourism, and commercial and recreational fishing (CALM 
1996). The Marine Park was gazetted in 1989 and is managed by the Department of 
Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) in accordance with the 
Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 and associated management plan.  

 
1 https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/578 
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Figure 1: Proposal location and development envelope   
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2 Assessment of key environmental factors 
This section includes the EPA’s assessment of key environmental factors. The EPA 
also evaluated proposal impacts on social surroundings but concluded it was not a 
key factor for assessment, this evaluation is included in Appendix D. 

2.1 Marine environmental quality    

2.1.1 Environmental objective 
The EPA’s environmental objective for marine environmental quality (MEQ) is to 
maintain the quality of water, sediment and biota so that environmental values are 
protected (EPA 2016a). 

2.1.2 Proposal context – existing environment 
The proposal is located within, or adjacent to, the World Heritage Area and Marine 
Park (see Figure 1). Shark Bay Resources have operated the solar salt fields and 
associated port since the 1960s, and these areas were therefore not included in the 
World Heritage Area or Marine Park when gazetted. However, MEQ is still relevant 
in this area as the proposal has the potential to affect water quality both within the 
berth pocket and surrounds and to the adjacent World Heritage Area and Marine 
Park. 
 
The EPA has an Environmental Quality Management Framework (EQMF) for 
ensuring long-term protection of the quality of marine waters of WA, which is 
described in its Technical Guidance – Protecting the quality of Western Australia’s 
marine environment (EPA 2016b). This framework includes determining appropriate 
levels of ecological protection to marine waters to achieve this outcome (see Table 3 
of EPA 2016b). Consistent with this EQMF, levels of ecological protection are being 
implemented in other areas of WA, for example in Cockburn Sound. The EPA notes 
that formal levels of ecological protection have not been adopted for the Shark Bay 
area, however the proponent proposed the following for this proposal: 

• within the berth pocket and excised port area, a moderate level of ecological 
protection would apply 

• within the World Heritage Area and Marine Park (which includes the entrance 
channel and offshore disposal area), a high level of ecological protection would 
apply. 

 
The EPA notes this is predominately consistent with the EQMF, however Table 3 of 
the Technical Guidance – Protecting the quality of Western Australia’s marine 
environment (EPA 2016b) states a maximum level would apply in the World Heritage 
Area and Marine Park. The EPA has therefore applied this level for its assessment.  

2.1.3 Investigations and surveys 
The EPA advises that the following investigations and peer review were used to 
inform the assessment of potential impacts:  
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• Appendix F (BMT 2021) provides a sediment quality survey to determine the 
presence and level of contaminants present 

• Appendix G (BMT 2021) provides an investigation into marine water quality and 
the physical fate of sediments during dredging and disposal activities.    

 
The EPA commissioned a peer review of the sampling and analysis plan for the 
sediment quality survey and for the Referral Information. This peer review 
considered the suitability of tributyltin (TBT) sampling, potential impacts to the World 
Heritage Area and Marine Park and the suitability of the proposed monitoring (Masini 
2021). 

2.1.4 Potential impacts from the proposal 
The proposal has the potential to significantly impact MEQ by the:  

• generation of turbidity during seabed levelling within the berth pocket, dredging 
within the entrance channel and disposal of dredge material within the offshore 
disposal area 

• disturbance of sediments with elevated levels of toxicants, particularly TBT, 
during seabed levelling within the berth pocket  

• indirect impact to seagrass due to a reduction in light availability caused by an 
increase in turbidity, indirectly measured as photosynthetically active radiation 
(PAR). 

 
Impacts of turbidity on seagrass due to PAR availability are outlined in section 2.2.4. 

2.1.5 Consultation 
The proponent has consulted with the relevant State and Commonwealth 
government departments, the Shark Bay World Heritage Advisory Committee, 
Aboriginal Corporations and the commercial fishing industry. The relevant matters 
raised during consultation include the impacts on the World Heritage Area and 
Marine Park, particularly the increase in turbidity decreasing the PAR availability to 
seagrass, the impacts to commercial fishery species and the impact of TBT being 
released from sediments during seabed levelling activities. The EPA considered all 
relevant matters raised during its assessment. Matters raised during stakeholder 
consultation and the proponent’s responses are provided in Appendix K of the 
Referral Information (BMT 2021). 

2.1.6 Avoidance measures 
The proposal includes seabed levelling instead of dredging within the berth pocket, 
which would avoid the disposal of sediments with elevated levels of TBT into the 
World Heritage Area and dispersal into the Marine Park. 

2.1.7 Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 
The EPA encouraged the proponent to include additional measures to minimise 
impacts throughout the assessment process. Seabed levelling instead of dredging 
within the berth pocket reduces the dredge material volume by 10,000 m3. As 
seabed levelling does not involve hydraulic entrainment of seabed material or 
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generation of a water-sediment slurry, less TBT will be released into the water 
column.  
 
The proponent has committed to monitoring TBT levels within the excised port area 
and at the World Heritage Area and Marine Park boundary before, during and after 
seabed levelling activities. 
 
The Shark Bay World Heritage Advisory Committee raised concerns about the 
increased duration of the turbidity plume during seabed levelling activities in the 
berth pocket when compared to dredging activities originally proposed in the berth 
pocket. It did, however, note that the severity of the turbidity plume from seabed 
levelling activities was likely to be less than the plume predicted from dredging 
activities. The EPA considered that the turbidity plume from seabed levelling 
activities was likely to be less than from dredging of the berth pocket when the 
proposal changes were approved on 1 June 2021. 
 
The EPA notes the requirement to obtain a sea dumping permit for all dredging and 
offshore spoil disposal activities from the Commonwealth Department of Agriculture, 
Water and the Environment (DAWE), in accordance with the Environment Protection 
(Sea Dumping) Act 1981. The purpose of this Act is to prevent marine pollution by 
controlling dumping at sea. The sea dumping permit process is expected to manage 
the potential environmental effects of the dredge spoil disposal and conditions are 
expected to be imposed to monitor the sediment plumes expected during dumping 
activities. 

2.1.8 Residual impact assessment 
The EPA considers that the key MEQ values likely to be impacted by the proposal 
can be protected by maintaining a maximum level of ecological protection within the 
World Heritage Area and Marine Park. The residual impacts to these values are 
likely to arise from TBT and turbidity. 
 
Tributyltin (TBT) 
The proponent assessed sediment quality in accordance with the National 
Assessment Guidelines for Dredging (Commonwealth of Australia 2009) and the 
results are provided in Appendix F of the Referral Information (BMT 2021). The EPA 
advises that all analytes except TBT met the Australian and New Zealand sediment 
guideline values (ANZG 2018). TBT was detected above the sediment guideline 
value in localised areas of the berth pocket.  
 
The EPA has considered port-related operations through its EQMF (EPA 2016b). 
The EQMF aims to manage long-term environmental quality, but acknowledges 
some short-term exceedances associated with activities such as dredging or seabed 
levelling can be permitted, as long as environmental quality is not compromised over 
the medium or long term.  
 
During seabed levelling, the proponent has provided predictions regarding the likely 
concentrations expected of the TBT that will be temporarily mobilised into the water 
column. The EPA advises that within the berth pocket and excised port area, it 
expects the moderate level of ecological protection to be met. The EPA advises that 
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within 250 metres (m) of the berth pocket, the concentration of TBT in the water 
column is predicted to achieve a high level of ecological protection to the affected 
ecosystem. The EPA advises that at the boundary of the World Heritage Area and 
Marine Park, approximately 1 km from the berth pocket, the concentration of TBT in 
the water will be further reduced.  
 
The peer review (Masini, 2021) considers the predictions regarding expected dilution 
are not unreasonable and at the World Heritage Area and Marine Park boundary, 
TBT concentration will be able to meet the lowest limit able to be scientifically 
detected.  
 
The EPA advises that the maximum level of ecological protection (applied via the 
‘lowest limit of scientific detection’ (0.001 micrograms per litre) is expected to be 
achieved at the World Heritage Area and Marine Park boundary within one month of 
completion of the seabed levelling activities (ANZG, 2018; EPA 2016b). 
 
The EPA advises that the environmental outcome of the effects of seabed levelling 
on temporary TBT mobilisation in the berth pocket is likely to be consistent with 
maintenance of maximum level of ecological protection within the World Heritage 
Area and Marine Park, and with the EPA’s factor objective for marine environmental 
quality. To ensure this environmental outcome is achieved, the EPA has 
recommended a specific condition ensuring water quality outcomes related to TBT 
would be met during implementation of the proposal, along with requirements for the 
monitoring to be undertaken with a follow-up marine monitoring report.  
 
Turbidity 
The proponent modelled proposal specific hydrodynamic and sediment parameters 
to predict the extent, duration and severity of turbidity plumes generated by the 
proposal. Plume dispersion modelling information is provided in Appendix G of the 
Referral Information (BMT 2021). The plume modelling predictions are: 

• Total suspended solids (TSS) concentrations greater than 20 milligram per litre 
mg/L above background levels will be evident for up to 12 kms from the offshore 
disposal site for a maximum of 24 hours over the entire dredging program 

• TSS concentrations will be above background levels for up to 28 days 

• TSS concentrations will be less than 5 mg/L within 7 days of dredging and 
disposal activities ceasing. 

 
The EPA notes that the turbidity plume modelling provided by the proponent was 
based on parameters that included dredging material from the berth pocket. The 
removal of dredging from the berth pocket has resulted in an approximately 50 per 
cent reduction in the duration of the dredge campaign (from up to 4 weeks to now up 
to two weeks), and removal of finer sediment which has a longer settling time and 
greater effect on turbidity generation. This will result in a reduced extent, duration 
and severity of the turbidity plume from dredging and disposal activities. The peer 
review acknowledges that the plume modelling is likely to be conservative given the 
change to the proposal. 
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Seabed levelling activities do not involve hydraulic entrainment of the seabed 
material, which causes greater sediment disturbance. As a result, it is expected that 
a turbidity plume from seabed levelling activities will have a smaller extent and be 
less severe than predicted in the Referral Information (BMT 2021). The duration of 
the turbidity plume from seabed levelling activities is expected to last up to 4 weeks. 
 
The EPA advises that the proposal will result in an inconsistency with the maximum 
levels of ecological protection in the vicinity of the Entrance Channel and Offshore 
Disposal Area for a short time. However, the EPA notes that consistency with the 
maximum level of ecological protection will be achieved within one month of activities 
ceasing. The EPA therefore considers the impacts from TSS is likely to be consistent 
with EQMF and protecting the values of the World Heritage Area and Marine Park, 
and the EPA’s factor objective for MEQ. To ensure this environmental outcome is 
achieved, the EPA recommends a specific condition ensuring water quality 
outcomes related to TSS would be met during implementation of the proposal, along 
with requirements for a monitoring to be implemented and a marine monitoring 
report.  
 
The EPA notes that dredging proposals usually include a monitoring and 
management program that is approved prior to proposal commencement (EPA 
2016e). In this case, the short duration of proposed activities means the EPA does 
not believe this is required. This conclusion was supported by the peer review. 
Instead, the EPA recommends a condition restricting the activities to the short 
durations proposed be included. 
 
Likely residual impacts of proposal 
The EPA has assessed the likely residual impacts of the proposal on marine 
environmental quality to be:  
1. temporary increases in TBT concentrations in water in the excised port area 

during the seabed leveling activities 
2. temporary increases in turbidity during seabed levelling, dredging and spoil 

disposal activities. 
 
The EPA advises that, subject to the implementation of recommended conditions, 
the proposal can be implemented to be consistent with the maintenance of the 
relevant levels of ecological protection. The environmental outcome is likely to be 
consistent with the EPA objective for MEQ and the protection of the values of the 
World Heritage Area and Marine Park. 

2.1.9 Summary 
The EPA has considered the likely residual impact of the proposal. In doing so, the 
EPA has considered whether reasonable conditions could be imposed, or other 
decision-making processes can ensure consistency with the EPA factor objective.  
The EPA summary assessment findings are presented in Table 2. 
 
The EPA has also considered the principles of the Environmental Protection Act 
1986 (EP Act) (Appendix C) in assessing whether the residual impacts will be 
consistent with its 
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environmental factor objective and whether reasonable conditions can be imposed 
(see Appendix A).  
 
 
Table 2: Summary of assessment and recommended conditions and DMA 
regulation for marine environmental quality 
Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended 

conditions and DMA 
regulation 

1. Temporary 
increase in TBT 
concentrations in 
the port area from 
seabed levelling 
activities.  
 

The sediment quality assessment 
indicated localised areas of TBT within 
the berth pocket.  
The proponent predicts that within 
250 m of the berth pocket, the amount 
of TBT in the water column will achieve 
a high level of protection to the affected 
ecosystem. At the boundary of the 
World Heritage Area and Marine Park, 
approximately 1 km from the berth 
pocket, the concentration of TBT in the 
water will be further reduced. 
The concentration guideline of ‘lowest 
available limit of scientific detection’ 
(0.001 µg/L) is expected to be achieved 
at the World Heritage Area and Marine 
Park boundary within one month of 
completion of the seabed levelling 
activities. 
Environmental outcomes are likely to 
be consistent with the EPA factor 
objective for MEQ if subject to 
recommended conditions.  
The residual impact is unlikely to 
impact MEQ in World Heritage Area 
and Marine Park. 

Condition 1 – limit 
on the extent of the 
proposal. 
Condition 2 – 
environmental 
outcome related to 
TBT, and associated 
monitoring and 
reporting. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Temporary 
increase in turbidity 
levels from seabed 
levelling, dredging 
and spoil disposal 
activities 

Hydrodynamic plume modelling 
predicted the extent, duration and 
severity of turbidity plumes generated 
by the proposal.  
The short duration and small extent of 
the turbidity plumes generated by 
dredging, disposal and seabed levelling 
activities are not expected to be 
inconsistent with the MEQ 
environmental objective.  
Environmental outcomes are likely to 
be consistent with the EPA factor 
objective for MEQ if subject to 
recommended conditions. 

Condition 2 – 
environmental 
outcome related to 
turbidity, and 
associated 
monitoring and 
reporting. 
Note: A sea 
dumping permit is 
required from DAWE 
for dredging and 
offshore disposal 
activities. 
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2.2 Benthic communities and habitats 

2.2.1 Environmental objective 
The EPA’s environmental objective for benthic communities and habitats (BCH) is to 
protect benthic communities and habitats so that biological diversity and ecological 
integrity are maintained (EPA 2016c). 

2.2.2 Proposal context – existing environment 
The Wooramel seagrass bank and the size and diversity of seagrass beds in Shark 
Bay are values of the World Heritage Area and Marine Park (see section 1).  
 
The 2 main types of BCH within the areas likely to be directly and indirectly impacted 
by the proposal are seagrass and bare sand and rock rubble. The BCH mapped 
within the local assessment units (LAUs) surveyed by the proponent are seagrass 
(4,951 hectares (ha)) and bare sand and rock rubble (2,666 ha). Filter feeders (e.g. 
sponges, soft corals and hydroids) were associated with bare sand and rock rubble 
in low abundances (less than 5 per cent cover) (BMT 2021). 

In water depths less than 5 m around the berth pocket, dense seagrass meadows of 
Posidonia australis and Amphibolis antarctica are dominant.  

In water depths greater than 5 m, sparse and moderate mixed seagrass meadows 
dominated by Halophila spinulosa are the most common BCH type. Other seagrass 
species are present, but categorised with the dominant species (BMT 2021). 

Historical loss of seagrass has occurred within the development envelope from the 
solar salt fields and past construction and operations. Historical loss is considered in 
the cumulative impact assessment in section 2.2.8. 

2.2.3 Investigations and surveys 
The EPA advises that the following investigations were used to inform the 
assessment of potential impacts:  

• Appendix C (BMT 2021) provides a desktop assessment and BCH mapping 
surveys. Two BCH surveys were undertaken in July 2019 and February 2020. 
The BCH surveys mapped an approximately 47.2 km2 area, including the berth 
pocket and a 25 km2 survey area, including the entrance channel and offshore 
disposal site. These survey areas define the LAUs, in accordance with the EPA’s 
Technical Guidance – Protection of benthic communities and habitats (EPA 
2016d). 

• Appendix G (BMT 2021) provides modelling of PAR availability and 
sedimentation rates during dredging and disposal activities, in accordance with 
EPA Technical Guidance – Protection of benthic communities and habitats (EPA 
2016d).   
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The EPA commissioned a peer review of the sampling and analysis plan for the 
sediment quality survey and for the Referral Information. This peer review 
considered potential impacts to the World Heritage Area and Marine Park, 
particularly light availability to seagrass and the suitability of the proposed monitoring 
(Masini 2021). 

2.2.4 Potential impacts from the proposal 
The proposal has the potential to significantly impact on BCH from:  

• direct loss of BCH by removal or smothering during dredging, disposal and 
seabed levelling activities 

• indirect impacts to BCH from a reduction in PAR availability caused by turbidity 
plumes generated during dredging, disposal and seabed levelling activities.  

 
The cumulative loss of seagrass is considered in section 2.2.8.  

2.2.5 Consultation 
The proponent has consulted with the relevant State and Commonwealth 
government departments, the Shark Bay World Heritage Advisory Committee, 
Aboriginal Corporations and the commercial fishing industry. The relevant matters 
raised during consultation include impacts on the World Heritage Area and Marine 
Park, particularly PAR availability to seagrass and seagrass as habitat for marine 
fauna. The EPA considered all relevant matters raised during its assessment. 
Matters raised during stakeholder consultation and the proponent’s responses are 
provided in Appendix K of the Referral Information (BMT 2021). 

2.2.6 Avoidance measures 
The proposal has avoided impacts to an area of about 26 ha of dense (70 to 100 per 
cent coverage) perennial seagrass by removing an inner offshore disposal option 
from the proposal following consultation with the Department of Water and 
Environmental Regulation prior to referral of the proposal to the EPA. 

2.2.7 Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 
The EPA encouraged the proponent to include additional measures throughout the 
assessment process. The proposal outlines measures to minimise impacts to BCH 
(Appendix A of the Referral information (BMT 2021)).  
 
The Shark Bay World Heritage Advisory Committee raised concerns about the 
increased duration of the turbidity plume during seabed levelling activities in the 
berth pocket when compared to dredging activities originally proposed in the berth 
pocket. It did, however, note that the severity of the turbidity plume from seabed 
levelling activities was likely to be less than the plume predicted from dredging 
activities. The EPA considered that the turbidity plume from seabed levelling 
activities was likely to be less than from dredging of the berth pocket when the 
proposal changes were approved on 1 June 2021. 
 
The Shark Bay World Heritage Advisory Committee requested input into BCH 
monitoring locations, that dredging and disposal was undertaken on outgoing tides 
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where possible and that the offshore disposal site was located in deeper water. In 
considering these concerns the proponent committed to: 

• disposing of dredge material in the north-west quarter of the offshore disposal 
area on incoming spring tides to minimise the extent of the turbidity plume in 
relation to the seagrass adjacent to the south of the offshore disposal area  

• mapping and PAR monitoring at some locally important coral patches 

• turbidity monitoring during seabed levelling activities to ensure the turbidity plume 
does not extend beyond modelled predictions. 

 
Other measures include: 

• using accurate vessel position software to maintain the vessels position within the 
development envelope footprints during seabed levelling, dredging and disposal 
activities 

• locating the offshore disposal area in an area of bare sand and rubble to 
minimise impacts to seagrass 

 
The EPA notes the requirement to obtain a sea dumping permit for all dredging and 
offshore disposal activities from the DAWE, in accordance with the Commonwealth 
Environment Protection (Sea Dumping) Act 1981. The purpose of this Act is to 
prevent marine pollution by controlling dumping at sea. The sea dumping permit 
process is expected to manage the potential environmental effects of the dredge 
spoil disposal and conditions may be imposed to monitor the seagrass affected by 
operations. 

2.2.8 Residual impact assessment 
The EPA considers that the key BCH values likely to be impacted by the proposal 
are seagrass extent and density within the World Heritage Area and Marine Park. 
The residual impacts to these values are likely to arise from removal or smothering 
and a reduction in PAR availability caused by dredging, disposal and seabed 
levelling activities.  
 
The two main types of BCH within the mapped survey area are seagrass and bare 
sand and rock rubble. Seagrass types and density (percentage cover) varied 
according to water depth as described in section 2.2.2 above (and section 4.3.1 of 
the proponent’s document (BMT 2021)). 
   
The areas that may be impacted by the proposal have been defined in accordance 
with the EPA’s Technical guidance – Environmental impact assessment of marine 
dredging proposals (EPA 2016e). This guidance provides a framework to identify 
zones of impact based on extent, severity and duration. The zones are based on 
whether impacts are irreversible (Zone of High Impact (ZoHI)), or recoverable within 
five years (Zone of Moderate Impact (ZoMI). 
 
Proposal specific hydrodynamic and sediment parameters were modelled to predict 
the extent, duration and severity of sedimentation generated by the proposal. These 
modelled predictions were compared to the seagrass locations identified in the BCH 
mapping. Impact predictions were made based on the ecological thresholds for both 
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smothering and PAR availability for the most sensitive seagrass species (Halophila 
spp.) in the relevant LAU (see Table 5.3 in BMT 2021). 
 
Zone of High Impact 
Direct impacts resulting in removal of seagrass are likely to be irreversible and so 
are considered to be consistent with a ZoHI. Smothering impacts which are expected 
to be irreversible are also considered to be consistent with a ZoHI.  
 
Seagrass that has recovered from previously authorised disturbance, which has 
occurred in the berth pock and entrance channel (see Figure 4-4 in BMT 2021), is 
not included in seagrass loss calculations relating to proposal impacts or historical 
loss, in accordance with Technical Guidance – Environmental impact assessment of 
marine dredging proposals (EPA 2016e).  
 
At the offshore disposal site, the assessment indicated 2 ha of sparse seagrass 
(ephemeral species dominated by Halophila spinulosa) will be removed or 
smothered as a result of offshore disposal activities. All seagrass loss predicted to 
occur is within a ‘halo’ around the offshore disposal site.  
 
At the entrance channel and at the berth pocket, there are no additional losses 
associated with direct removal or smothering predicted over what has previously 
been disturbed, in accordance with the EPA guidance (EPA 2016e). 
 
Bare sand and rock rubble are not key values for BCH but are considered as marine 
fauna habitat in section 2.3. 
 
Zone of Moderate Impact 
PAR availability was modelled at the seabed to predict the indirect impacts to 
seagrass from dredging and disposal activities. The ZoMI was defined by 
considering impacts likely to be recoverable within five years using the ecological 
thresholds for light availability for the most sensitive types of seagrass species 
(Halophila spp.) in the LAU (see Table 5.3 in BMT 2021). 
 
At the offshore disposal site, up to 27 ha of sparse seagrass is predicted to be 
impacted from reduced light availability as a result of offshore disposal activities, but 
expected to recover within five years. Seagrass recovery may be quicker than 5 
years, based on the seagrass species to be impacted and the duration and low 
levels of turbidity predicted. 
 
No additional impacts outside the ZoHI are expected at the entrance channel or 
berth pocket as a result of the proposal and therefore no ZoMI has been defined.  
 
Cumulative impact assessment 
The historical losses of BCH in the LAUs are provided in 5.4 of the proponent’s 
Referral Information (BMT 2021).  
 
Within the offshore LAU, the 2 ha impacted in the ZoHI represents a 1.04 per cent 
increase in the cumulative loss to sparse seagrass and a 0.12 per cent increase in 
the cumulative loss to all seagrass in this LAU. The total cumulative loss in this LAU 
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is 1.9 per cent of the estimated area of pre-European seagrass coverage. More than 
1,600 ha of seagrass in the LAU will remain. 
 
In the berth pocket LAU, no further loss of seagrass is predicted as described above. 
More than 2,400 ha of seagrass will remain in the berth pocket LAU. 
 
The predicted losses from this proposal represents a small and incremental increase 
in the loss of ephemeral seagrass species. The EPA notes that the impacted BCH 
types and diversity are common both within the LAU and in the Shark Bay region 
more generally. The EPA considers that the environmental outcome is likely to be 
consistent with the maintenance of seagrass density and diversity within the World 
Heritage Area and Marine Park and with the EPA’s factor objective for BCH. The 
EPA also notes that H. spinulosa lost as a result of the proposal may recover as it is 
considered a colonising species and may have seed stores within the affected 
sediments (BMT 2021). 
 
To ensure this environmental outcome is achieved, the EPA recommends a specific 
condition ensuring no irreversible impacts outside the ZOHIs related to BCH during 
implementation of the proposal, along with requirements for monitoring to be 
implemented and a marine monitoring report to be submitted. 
 
Likely residual impacts of proposal 
The EPA has assessed the likely residual impacts of the proposal on BCH to be the:  
1. direct irreversible loss of 2 ha of sparse seagrass (primarily H. spinulosa)  
2. indirect recoverable impacts of up to 27 ha of sparse seagrass (primarily 

H. spinulosa). 
 
The EPA advises that, subject to the implementation of recommended conditions, 
the proposal is likely to be consistent with the maintenance of seagrass diversity and 
density within the World Heritage Area and Marine Park. The environmental outcome 
is likely to be consistent with the EPA objective for BCH and the protection of the 
values of the World Heritage Area and Marine Park. 

2.2.9 Summary 
The EPA has considered the likely residual impact of the proposal. In doing so, the 
EPA has considered whether reasonable conditions could be imposed, or other 
decision-making processes can ensure consistency with the EPA factor objective.  
The EPA summary assessment findings are presented in Table 3. 
 
The EPA has also considered the principles of the EP Act (Appendix C) in assessing 
whether the residual impacts will be consistent with its environmental factor objective 
and whether reasonable conditions can be imposed (see Appendix A). 
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Table 3: Summary of assessment and recommended conditions and 
DMA regulation for benthic habitats and communities 
Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended 

conditions and DMA 
regulation 

1. Direct irreversible loss of 
2 ha of sparse seagrass  

The proposal ZOHI, in 
which impacts are likely to 
be irreversible, will affect 2 
ha of sparse seagrass (0.16 
per cent of the original 
baseline), with more than 
1,600 ha remaining. Density 
and type of seagrass 
affected is common. 
Environmental outcome 
consistent with the EPA 
factor objective for BCH if 
subject to recommended 
conditions and Sea 
Dumping permit.  
 

Condition 1 – limit on the 
extent of the proposal. 
Condition 2 – 
environmental outcome 
related to BCH, and 
associated monitoring 
and reporting. 
Note: A sea dumping 
permit is required from 
DAWE for dredging and 
offshore disposal 
activities. 

2. Indirect recoverable 
impacts of up to 27 ha of 
sparse seagrass 

The proposal ZoMI, in 
which seagrass is expected 
to recover in less than 5 
years. will affect 27 ha of 
sparse seagrass, with more 
than 2,400 ha remaining. 
Density and type of 
seagrass affected is 
common. 
Environmental outcome 
consistent with the EPA 
factor objective for BCH if 
subject to recommended 
conditions and Sea 
Dumping permit. 
 

Condition 1 – limit on the 
extent of the proposal. 
Condition 2 – 
environmental outcome 
related to BCH, and 
associated monitoring 
and reporting. 
Note: A sea dumping 
permit is required from 
DAWE for dredging and 
offshore disposal 
activities. 
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2.3 Marine fauna 

2.3.1 Environmental objective 
The EPA’s environmental objective for marine fauna is to protect marine fauna so 
that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained (EPA 2016f). 

2.3.2 Proposal context – existing environment 
The marine waters surrounding the proposal area support a variety of fauna, several 
of which are protected under State and Commonwealth legislation. Conservation 
significant marine fauna which commonly occur within Shark Bay include dugong, 
humpback whales, loggerhead and green turtles, several species of dolphins and a 
number of conservation significant shark and ray species. Their distribution within 
the area changes seasonally depending on migration patterns, food availability and 
water temperature. However, dugong in particular are likely to inhabit seagrass 
areas within and near the proposal area. 
 
Recreational and commercial fisheries are also present within the World Heritage 
Area and Marine Park, with the key commercial fisheries targeting prawn, scallop, 
crab and scalefish. Shark Bay is only one of two pink snapper spawning locations in 
WA, with peak spawning occurring between May and July depending on moon and 
tidal phases. 

2.3.3 Investigations and surveys 
The proponent did not undertake any specific surveys for marine fauna, however 
conducted an online search for species using the EPBC Act Protected Matters 
Reporting Tool and the DBCA NatureMap Species search tool (Appendix E and H 
(BMT 2021).(BMT 2021). 

2.3.4 Potential impacts from the proposal  
The proposal has the potential to significantly impact on marine fauna from: 

• direct habitat loss and indirect impacts to fauna habitat from sediment deposition 

• indirect impacts to marine fauna and fauna habitat from turbidity 

• vessel strike or entrainment in dredge equipment 

• temporary behavioural responses from noise emissions  

• introduction of marine species via dredge and associated equipment. 

2.3.5 Consultation 
The proponent has consulted with the relevant State and Commonwealth 
government departments, the Shark Bay World Heritage Advisory Committee, 
Aboriginal Corporations and the commercial fishing industry. The relevant matters 
raised during consultation include the impacts on the World Heritage Area and 
Marine Park, particularly the loss of habitat and increase in turbidity affecting marine 
fauna, marine fauna habitat and commercial fishery important species. The EPA 
considered all relevant matters raised during its assessment. Matters raised during 
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stakeholder consultation and the proponent’s responses are provided in Appendix K 
of the Referral Information (BMT 2021). 

2.3.6 Avoidance measures 
The proposal has avoided impacts to an area of about 26 ha of dense (70 to 100 per 
cent cover) perennial seagrass by removing the inner offshore disposal option from 
the proposal following consultation with Department of Water and Environmental 
Regulation prior to referral to the EPA. 
 
The change in methodology from dredging to seabed levelling has also avoided the 
disposal of sediments with elevated levels of TBT into the World Heritage Area and 
dispersal into the Marine Park, which has avoided any consequential impacts to 
marine fauna and marine fauna habitat. 

2.3.7 Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 
The EPA encouraged the proponent to include additional measures throughout the 
assessment process. The change in methodology to seabed levelling in the berth 
pocket minimises the volume, duration, extent and severity of the turbid plumes 
produced by dredging and disposal activities. This consequentially minimised the 
direct and indirect impacts on marine fauna and marine fauna habitat. 
 
The proponent has proposed the following management measures to minimise both 
direct and indirect impacts to conservation significant marine fauna: 

• the use of marine fauna observation protocols and zones, including for night time 
and low light periods 

• start up and stop work procedures in the event marine fauna are observed in 
proximity to relevant vessels  

• a turtle exclusion device on the dredge plant to minimise potential entrainment 

• noise reduction actions to minimise disturbance. 
 
A further minimisation measure often applied to dredge campaigns is timing the 
works to avoid key periods such as breeding, calving or spawning. The Shark Bay 
World Heritage Advisory Committee also requested that dredging activities occur 
between March to April to minimise impacts to dugongs and calves in shallow 
waters. However, within Shark Bay, these critical ecological windows vary 
throughout the year and between species, making choosing an optimal time more 
difficult. The proponent however committed to a dredge route that utilises deeper 
waters and avoids these shallow waters (see Appendix K of BMT 2021). 
 
The proponent has committed to ensure that all equipment required for 
implementation will be adequately assessed, and appropriate management actions 
taken, using both the proponent’s existing Introduced Marine Species Management 
Plan and the risk assessment tools provided by the Department of Primary Industries 
and Regional Development (DPIRD).   
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2.3.8 Residual impact assessment 
The EPA considers that the key marine fauna values likely to be impacted by the 
proposal is the local and regional population levels of marine fauna which utilise 
Shark Bay.  
 
The residual impacts to these values are likely to arise from turbidity and 
sedimentation, vessel strike, fauna entrainment, noise, and introduced marine 
species. 
 
Turbidity and sedimentation 
The proposal will result in the direct impact /loss of up to 154.1 ha of fauna habitat, 
about 63 ha of this is within areas that have previously been impacted in the berth 
pocket and entrance channel. The additional direct impact as a result of dredge 
material disposal is to 2 ha of sparse (< 35 per cent cover) seagrass habitat and 88 
ha of sand and rubble habitat. Impacts to BCH is discussed in more detail in section 
2.2. 
 
The EPA acknowledges that the seagrass area that will be impacted is foraging 
habitat, for dugongs in particular. However, the additional area of seagrass impacted 
(2 ha of direct and 27 ha of indirect impact) is comprised of spare seagrass, which 
are widespread throughout both the offshore LAU and Shark Bay more generally. In 
total, the proponent predicts that the proposal will impact 1.7 per cent of the 
seagrass mapped within the offshore LAU, most of which will be recoverable. The 
EPA also recognises that while dugong and other conservation significant marine 
species such as turtles will utilise the habitats of the development envelope, these 
areas are not considered significant nursery areas and the extent of impact is small.  
 
Within the ZoHIs, sedimentation of greater than three centimetres is predicted and 
therefore may affect benthic fauna and infauna. Scallops in particularly have a higher 
incidence of mortality when sedimentation is between 3–5 centimetres (cm), with 
these depths also potentially affecting crabs and prawns. It is noted that the offshore 
disposal area is within closed waters for both the Shark Bay Scallop and Shark Bay 
Prawn managed fisheries (BMT 2021). 
 
Outside the ZoHIs, sedimentation is predicted to be less than 3 cms and is therefore 
likely to have a reduced impact on benthic fauna and infauna (BMT 2021). While the 
EPA recognises that mortality to benthic fauna and infauna are likely as a result of 
this proposal, the extent of impact to this habitat type is small within both the offshore 
LAU and more broadly within Shark Bay. 
 
During implementation of the proposal, turbidity generated may affect marine fauna. 
The predicted maximum turbidity generated (greater than 20 mg/L) is only likely to 
be present for between 3–24 hours for the entire dredge program. Most conservation 
significant marine fauna are mobile species, and given the lack of significant key 
habitats within the extent of the modelled plumes, are unlikely to be significantly 
affected by turbidity. The EPA considers impacts to benthic fauna and infauna are 
also unlikely as a 10 per cent mortality to crabs occurs after eight days of elevated 
turbidity, which is significantly longer than the 3–24 hours predicted from this 
proposal (see Table 5-8 in BMT 2021).   
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Increased turbidity is known to have an impact on survivorship of pink snapper 
eggs/larvae. However natural mortality has been estimated at about 49 per cent/day 
with this proposal conservatively predicted to increase mortality by up to 0.15 per 
cent and cause additional sub-lethal impacts of up to 0.39 per cent (see section 
5.4.1.3 in BMT 2021). The EPA therefore considers that the proposal is unlikely to 
have a significant impact on pink snapper spawning or stocks within Shark Bay. 
 
The EPA advises that with the conditions to limit the extent and duration of the 
proposal activities, the effects of turbidity on levels of marine fauna local and regional 
populations which utilise Shark Bay is not expected to be significant. 
 
Vessel strike, entrainment and noise 
Dredging activities are expected to occur 24 hours/day, 7 days a week for the 
duration of program. During this time, marine fauna could be impacted by vessel 
strike, entrainment in dredge equipment, and noise from vessel operations.   
 
The EPA recognises that the duration of the dredging, disposal and seabed levelling 
activities are short (with dredging and disposal in particular only taking up to two 
weeks), and that the relevant marine equipment are slow moving. The EPA notes 
that the management measures applied by the proponent are industry standard for 
dredging programs and considers they are likely to minimise the risks of direct and 
indirect impacts to marine fauna. With the adoption of these measures, and a 
condition limiting the duration of activities, the impacts of vessel strike, entrainment 
and noise on levels of marine fauna which utilise Shark Bay is not expected to be 
significant at local and regional population levels. 
 
Introduced marine species 
Dredge and related marine equipment pose an increased risk for the introduction of 
marine species. This is due to the mobility of these vessels from area to area and 
because they often remain stationary for extended durations, thus allowing the 
settlement of introduced pests to occur more readily.   
 
The EPA advises that the management measures applied by the proponent are 
industry standard for dredging programs and are likely to minimise the risks of 
introduction of marine species. With the adoption of these measures, on the advice 
of the DPIRD, the risk of the introduction of marine pests to Shark Bay is not 
expected to be significant. 
 
Likely residual impacts of proposal 
The EPA has assessed the likely residual impacts of the proposal on marine fauna to 
be:  
1. direct impact to marine fauna habitat  
2. risk of vessel strike, entrainment and noise to conservation significant marine 

fauna species 
3. risk of the introduction of marine species on dredge and marine related 

equipment. 
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The EPA advises that, subject to recommended conditions, the environmental 
outcome of the proposal is expected to be consistent with the maintenance of 
diversity of local and regional population levels of conservation significant marine 
fauna in Shark Bay. The environmental outcome is expected to be consistent with 
the EPA’s factor objective for marine fauna and the protection of the values of the 
World Heritage Area and Marine Park. 

2.3.9 Summary 
The EPA has considered the likely residual impact of the proposal. In doing so, the 
EPA has considered whether reasonable conditions could be imposed, or other 
decision-making processes can ensure consistency with the EPA factor objective.  
The EPA summary assessment findings are presented in Table 4. 
 
The EPA has also considered the principles of the EP Act (Appendix C) in assessing 
whether the residual impacts will be consistent with its environmental factor objective 
and whether reasonable conditions can be imposed (see Appendix A). 
 
Table 4: Summary of assessment and recommended conditions and DMA 
regulation for marine fauna 

Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended conditions 
and DMA regulation 

1. Direct impact to 
marine fauna habitat  

The proposal will result in a 
small incremental loss of both 
seagrass and sand and rock 
rubble habitat. This 
represents a very small 
proportion of these habitats 
found elsewhere both with 
the LAUs and within Shark 
Bay more generally. 
Environmental outcome 
consistent with the EPA 
factor objective for marine 
fauna if subject to 
recommended conditions and 
Sea Dumping permit. 

Regulated by condition 1 – 
limit on the extent of the 
proposal. 

2. Risk of vessel strike, 
entrainment and noise 
to conservation 
significant marine 
fauna species 

Direct impacts to 
conservation significant 
marine fauna may occur, 
however the proponent has 
proposed industry standard 
procedures to minimise the 
potential impacts. 
Environmental outcome likely 
to be consistent with the EPA 
factor objective for marine 
fauna if subject to 
recommended conditions. 

Regulated by condition 3  
• objective to avoid 

and minimise direct 
and indirect impacts 
to listed marine 
fauna 

• prescriptive 
management 
measures, marine 
fauna exclusion 
zones, noise 
management, and 
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Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended conditions 
and DMA regulation 

fauna observations 
and reporting. 

 

3. Risk of the 
introduction of marine 
species on dredge 
and marine related 
equipment 

Species may be introduced 
into Shark Bay, however the 
proponent has proposed 
protocols consistent with 
those recommended by 
DPIRD. 
Environmental outcome likely 
to be consistent with the EPA 
factor objective for marine 
fauna if subject to 
recommended conditions. 

Regulated by condition 4  
• environmental 

outcomes to avoid 
introduction of marine 
species 

• implementation of 
procedures to achieve 
outcome on advice of 
of the DPIRD. 
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3 Holistic assessment 
While the EPA assessed the impacts of the proposal against the key environmental 
factors individually, the EPA recognises the links between Marine Environmental 
Quality, Benthic Communities and Habitats and Marine Fauna (see Figure 2) and 
have therefore also considered the connections and interactions between parts of 
the environment to inform a holistic view of impacts to the whole environment.   
 
The EPA’s evaluation of other environmental factors (that is, those which were not 
considered key factors for assessment) is included in Appendix D. The below 
diagram summarises the key relationships and links between the key environmental 
factors and the other environmental factors, to inform the EPA’s holistic assessment. 
 

 

 

Figure 2: Intrinsic interactions between key environmental factors and other 
environmental factors 
 
A key consideration in the EPA’s assessment of the proposal is the extent to which 
the proposal is consistent with maintenance of the values of the World Heritage Area 
and Marine Park, which have significant environmental values (such as seagrass 
meadows and marine fauna). Maintaining the integrity of the environmental values is 
generally reliant on good MEQ.  
 
In assessing the impacts of the proposal against the EPA’s key environmental factor 
and objective for MEQ, it is recognised that there is an established scientific link 
between impacts to water quality, seagrass that rely on sufficient light availability, 
and the condition of the environment for marine fauna and marine fauna habitat.  
Avoiding and minimising any significant turbidity effects from dredging, disposal and 
seabed levelling activities, and therefore maintaining the quality of marine waters is 
important in protecting the ecosystem health of Shark Bay and environmental factors 
such as BCH (particularly seagrass).  
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This in turn supports other environmental values and beneficial uses such as nursery 
areas for commercially important fish species, and for marine fauna such as 
dugongs and turtles, which all rely on good marine water quality and healthy BCH.  
 
The EPA considered the connection between restricting the dredging and disposal of 
sediments with elevated TBT levels and minimising the potential bioaccumulation 
effects to marine fauna in the Marine Park.  
 
The EPA also considered that by limiting the scale and extent of the proposal to 
relatively small discrete areas, the proponent has avoided significant environmental 
impacts to other environmental factors such as social surroundings. For example, 
the small extent and short duration of seabed levelling, dredging and disposal 
activities mean that the potential impacts from turbidity on the aesthetic and scenic 
values of World Heritage Area will be temporary, as water turbidity will return to 
background conditions following the cessation of seabed levelling, dredging and 
disposal activities.  
 
When the separate environmental factors of the proposal were linked to the relevant 
environmental values of the World Heritage Area and Marine Park and then 
considered together, the EPA formed the view that due to the relatively small size 
and short duration of the proposal, and application of the mitigation hierarchy, the 
impacts from the proposal can be subject to reasonable conditions to be managed to 
be consistent with the EPA’s factor objectives. 
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4 Conclusion and recommendations 
The EPA has taken the following into account in its assessment of the proposal:  

• environmental values likely to be significantly affected by the proposal, including 
the environmental values of the World Heritage Area and Marine Park  

•  residual impacts to the key environmental factors, separately and holistically (this 
has included considering cumulative impacts on marine environmental quality, 
benthic communities and habitats and marine fauna of the World Heritage Area, 
Marine Park and surrounds)  

• the likely environmental outcomes (taking into account the EPA’s recommended 
conditions), and consistency of these with the EPA’s objectives for the key 
environmental factors 

• the EPA’s confidence in the proponent’s proposed mitigation measures  

• whether other statutory decision-making processes can mitigate the potential 
impacts of the proposal on the environment 

• principles of the EP Act. 
 

It is the EPA’s view that reasonable conditions could be imposed on the proposal to 
ensure its implementation will be consistent with the EPA’s objectives for the key 
environmental factors. 

The EPA recommends that the proposal may be implemented subject to the 
conditions recommended in Appendix A.   
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Appendix A: Recommended conditions 
Section 44(2) of Environmental Protection Act 1986 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.   

SHARK BAY MAINTENANCE DREDGING 

Proposal:  The Proposal is for no more than 80,000 m3 of 
maintenance/capital dredging and disposal, and seabed 
levelling of no more than 10,000 m3 in a Development 
Envelope of up to 106.6 ha. The Development Envelope 
is comprised of an entrance channel dredge footprint, 
offshore disposal area for dredged channel material, and 
seabed levelling in the berth pocket. 

Proponent: Shark Bay Resources Pty Ltd 
Australian Company Number 079 088 636 

Proponent Address: Level 16/ 2, The Esplanade 
PERTH WA 6000 

Assessment Number: 2272 

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: 1703 

Pursuant to section 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act), it has been 
agreed that the proposal described in section 2 of the proponent’s Referral Information 
(Revision 5, 18 June 2021), which included changes to the proposal approved under 
section 43A of the EP Act on 1 June 2021 may be implemented and that the 
implementation of the proposal is subject to the following implementation conditions 
and procedures:  

1 Limitations and extent of proposal 

When implementing the proposal, the proponent shall ensure the proposal does not 
exceed the following extents: 

Proposal element  Location  Maximum extent or range  

Operational elements  

Berth Pocket  Figure 1 Levelling of no more than 10,000 m3 of 
material, to a maximum depth of -10 
metres at LAT, within the 28.1 ha Berth 
Pocket footprint defined by coordinates 
held by DWER (Doc Ref 
DWERDT468017)   
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Proposal element  Location  Maximum extent or range  

Entrance Channel  Figure 1 Dredging of no more than 80,000 m3 of 
material, to a maximum depth of -10.5 
metres at LAT, within the 35.3 ha 
Entrance Channel footprint defined by 
coordinates held by DWER (Doc Ref 
DWERDT468017)   

Offshore Disposal 
Area 

Figure 1 Disposal of no more than 80,000 m3 of 
material within the 43.2 ha Offshore 
Disposal Area footprint defined by 
coordinates held by DWER (Doc Ref 
DWERDT468017)   

Timing elements 

Dredging and spoil 
disposal activities 

N/A No more 14 cumulative days within a 28 
day period 

 
2 Marine Environmental Quality and Benthic Communities and Habitats  

2-1 The proponent shall ensure the implementation of the proposal achieves the 
following environmental outcomes: 

(1) no irreversible impacts to benthic communities and habitats outside 
the Entrance Channel Zone of High Impact, Offshore Disposal Area 
Zone of High Impact and the Berth Pocket Zone of High Impact; 

(2) during seabed levelling activities, concentrations of tributyltin in waters 
within the Port Exclusion Area shall be no more than 0.02 μg/L and no 
more than 0.0004 μg/L at the boundary of the Shark Bay Marine Park;  

(3) within one (1) month following cessation of dredging and spoil disposal 
activities, water quality at the Entrance Channel and Offshore Disposal 
Area is to have returned to reference site conditions; and 

(4) within one (1) month following cessation of seabed levelling activities, 
water and sediment quality at the boundary of the Shark Bay Marine 
Park is to have returned to reference site conditions. 

2-2 The proponent shall undertake monitoring during and following the cessation of 
dredging, spoil disposal and seabed levelling activities capable of 
demonstrating whether the outcomes in condition 2-1 will be met. 

2-3 The proponent shall submit as part of the Compliance Assessment Report 
required by Condition 7-6, and to the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation 
and Attractions, that shall: 
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(1) outline the monitoring that was undertaken during the implementation of 
the proposal;  

(2) outline the results of the monitoring undertaken to report whether that 
the environmental outcomes specified in condition 2-1 were achieved; 

(3) report whether that the outcome in 2-1(1) was achieved through analysis 
of photosynthetically active radiation collected during implementation of 
the proposal;  

(4) outline any management actions undertaken during the implementation 
of the proposal to meet the outcomes in condition 2-1. 

2-4 Unless otherwise demonstrated in the Compliance Assessment Report 
required by 7-6, within eighteen (18) months following the cessation of 
dredging, spoil disposal and seabed levelling activities, the proponent shall 
submit to the CEO a Seagrass Report that reports whether, through seagrass 
surveys and mapping, that seagrass outside the Zones of High Impact identified 
in condition 2-1(1) have recoverable impacts and that the outcome in 
condition 2-1(1) was achieved.  

2-5 In the event that the monitoring required by condition 2-4 does not demonstrate 
impacts are recoverable, the proponent shall conduct additional seagrass 
surveys and mapping to demonstrate whether the outcome in condition 2-1(1) 
is achieved.  

2-6 In the event that monitoring or reports identifies that any of the environmental 
outcomes set in condition 2-1 are not being achieved, the proponent shall: 

(1) immediately implement contingency management actions until the CEO 
has determined in writing that the environmental outcomes set in 
condition 2-1 are being achieved and will continue to be achieved; 

(2) investigate to determine the likely cause of the environmental outcomes 
set in condition 2-1 not being achieved; 

(3) investigate to provide information for the CEO to determine potential 
environmental harm or alteration of the environment that occurred due 
to non-achievement of the environmental outcomes set in condition 2-1; 

(4) within twenty-one (21) days of monitoring or reports identifying that any 
of the environmental outcomes set in condition 2-1 are not being 
achieved, submit to the CEO a report detailing the following:  

(a) the results of the monitoring that led to the identification that any 
of the environmental outcomes set in condition 2-1 are not being 
achieved;  
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(b) details and effectiveness of the contingency actions implemented; 

(c) findings of the investigation required by conditions 2-6(2) and 
2-6(3);  

(d) measures to prevent, control or abate impacts which may have 
occurred. 

3 Marine Fauna 

3-1 The proponent shall ensure the implementation of the proposal achieves the 
following environmental objective: 

(1) avoid where possible and otherwise minimise direct and indirect impacts 
on marine fauna listed under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016. 

3-2 During dredging, spoil disposal and seabed levelling activities, the proponent 
shall: 

(1) implement measures to avoid direct vessel strikes with marine fauna; 

(2) implement measures to minimise direct entrainment impacts to turtles 
and other relevant marine fauna, including not operating dredge pumps 
during transit; 

(3) implement a monitoring zone observed by trained marine fauna 
observers; 

(4) implement noise management procedures to avoid temporary and 
permanent changes to hearing sensitivity in marine fauna and minimise 
behavioural responses; 

(5) maintain a log of recorded sightings, locations and behaviours indicative 
of stress or disturbance of marine fauna; and  

(6) document and report to relevant regulators any incidents relating to 
marine fauna injury / mortality. 

4 Marine Pests 

4-1 The proponent shall ensure the implementation of the proposal achieves the 
following environmental outcome: 

(1) no introduction of marine pests into the State, within the State and into 
or out of the Shark Bay World Heritage Area as a result of the proposal. 

4-2 To achieve the environmental outcome in 4-1, the proponent shall develop 
procedures for managing all vessels and immersible equipment prior to 
mobilisation and during the proposal to the requirements of the CEO, on advice 
of the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development. 
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4-3 The proponent shall implement the procedures required by condition 4-2 during 
the implementation of the proposal.  

5 Contact Details 

5-1 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. 

6 Time Limit for Proposal Implementation 

6-1 The proponent shall not commence implementation of the proposal after five 
(5) years from the date of this Statement, and any commencement, prior to this 
date, must be substantial.  

6-2 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. 

7 Compliance Reporting 

7-1 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 7-6, or prior to 
implementation of the proposal, whichever is sooner.  

7-2 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; the method of reporting of 
potential non-compliances and corrective actions taken;  

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

(5) public availability of Compliance Assessment Reports. 

7-3 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Compliance Assessment 
Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 7-2 the proponent shall assess 
compliance with conditions in accordance with the Compliance Assessment 
Plan required by condition 7-1. 
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7-4 The proponent shall retain reports of all compliance assessments described in 
the Compliance Assessment Plan required by condition 7-1 and shall make 
those reports available when requested by the CEO. 

7-5 The proponent shall advise the CEO of any potential non-compliance within 
seven (7) days of that non-compliance being known. 

7-6 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 Chief Executive Officer or a person 
delegated to sign on the Chief Executive Officer’s behalf; 

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

(3) identify all potential non-compliances and describe corrective and 
preventative actions taken; 

(4) be made publicly available in accordance with the approved Compliance 
Assessment Plan; and 

(5) indicate any proposed changes to the Compliance Assessment Plan 
required by condition 7-1. 

8 Public Availability of Data 

8-1 Subject to condition 8-2, 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)), 
management plans and reports relevant to the assessment of this proposal and 
implementation of this Statement. 

8-2 If any data referred to in condition 8-1 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 
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provide the CEO with an explanation and reasons why the data should not be 
made publicly available. 

Table 1: Abbreviations and definitions 

Acronym or 
abbreviation Definition or term 

Berth Pocket 
Zone of High 
Impact 

The area within the Berth Pocket where irreversible impacts on 
benthic communities or habitats are predicted to occur, shown in 
Figure 2 and defined by coordinates in held by DWER (Doc Ref 
DWERDT468017)  

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. 

Dredging and 
spoil 
disposal 
activities 

Seabed excavation and dredge material placement activities that 
introduce sediments to the water column. For the purposes of this 
proposal, it does not include seabed levelling activities within the 
Berth Pocket. 

DWER Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 
Offshore 
Disposal 
Area Zone of 
High Impact 

The area within the Offshore Disposal Area where irreversible 
impacts on benthic communities or habitats are predicted to occur, 
shown in Figure 2 and defined by coordinates in held by DWER 
(Doc Ref DWERDT468017) 

Entrance 
Channel 
Zone of High 
Impact 

The area within the Entrance Channel where irreversible impacts 
on benthic communities or habitats are predicted to occur, shown 
in Figure 2 and defined by coordinates in held by DWER (Doc Ref 
DWERDT468017) 

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 

ha hectare 

Irreversible 
impacts 

Impacts on benthic communities or habitats lack a capacity to 
return or recover to a state resembling that prior to being impacted 
within a timeframe of five years or less. 

LAT Lowest Astronomical Tide 
m3 Cubic metres 

marine pests 

Marine species not native to the environment of Shark Bay or 
Shark Bay bioregion, that do or may threaten biodiversity. The 
information from www.marinepests.gov.au and advice from the 
Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development will 
guide interpretation of this definition. 

Port 
Exclusion 
Area 

The area of waters adjacent to the Shark Bay Resources Pty Ltd 
infrastructure at Useless Loop that is not part of the Shark Bay 
Marine Park. 

Recoverable 
impacts 

Where impacts on benthic organisms are recoverable within a 
period of five years following completion of the activities 

http://www.marinepests.gov.au/
http://www.marinepests.gov.au/
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Acronym or 
abbreviation Definition or term 

Reference 
site 

A site located in a similar system, or in a location that experiences 
similar natural environmental conditions as the areas being 
monitored, but largely un-impacted by human influences and used 
as a benchmark for determining the environmental outcome. 

μg/L micrograms per litre 

Water and 
sediment 
quality 

Parameters relevant to proposal activities and the likely threats 
and pressures to marine environmental quality and benthic 
communities and habitats, with reference to the EPA’s Technical 
Guidance Protecting the Quality of Western Australia’s Marine 
Environment (December, 2016) 

 
Figures (attached)  
Figure 1   Development envelope for the proposal (This figure is a representation of 

the co-ordinates held by DWER (Doc Ref DWERDT468017) 
Figure 2 Zones of High Impact (This figure is a representation of the co-ordinates 

held by DWER (Doc Ref DWERDT468017) 
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 Figure 1: Development envelope for the proposal  
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 Figure 2: Zones of High Impact  
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Schedule 1 
 
All co-ordinates are in metres, listed in Map Grid of Australia Zone 49 (MGA Zone 
49) datum of Geocentric Datum of Australia 1994 (GDA94) 
 
Spatial data depicting the figures in this schedule are held by the Department of 
Water and Environmental Regulation as follows: 

• Figure 1: Development envelope for the proposal (DWERDT468017) 

• Figure 2: Zones of High Impact (DWERDT468017). 
 
 
 
  



Shark Bay Maintenance Dredging 

 

37   Environmental Protection Authority 

Appendix B: Decision-making authorities 
Section 45(1) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 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 Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016  

(Permit to take flora and fauna) 

2. Chief Executive Officer, Department of 
Water and Environment Regulation 

Environmental Protection Act 1986  
(Part V clearing permit) 

 
Note: In this instance, agreement is only required with DMA 1, since this DMA is a 
Minister.  
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Appendix C: Consideration of Environmental Protection Act 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 was considered by the EPA when assessing the impacts of the proposal on 
the environmental factors of marine environmental quality, benthic communities and 
habitats and marine fauna. The assessment of these impacts is provided in this report. 
The EPA notes that the proponent took actions to avoid and minimise impacts of the 
proposal. This includes modifying the dredging component of the proposal to avoid the 
disposal of TBT contaminated sediments into the World Heritage Area, and locating the 
Disposal Area over an area devoid of seagrass. Changes to proposal methodology has 
also decreased the duration of the dredge campaign, thereby reducing the extent and 
duration of turbidity generated and minimising impacts on benthic communities and 
habitats and marine fauna. 
The EPA has recommended conditions to ensure that environmental outcomes are 
achieved and that monitoring is conducted during implementation of the proposal. 
From its assessment of this proposal the EPA has concluded that 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.   

This principle was considered by the EPA when assessing the impacts of the proposal on 
the environmental and social values of the World Heritage Area, Marine Park and 
surrounds.  
The EPA notes that the proponent took actions to avoid and minimise impacts of the 
proposal. By protecting the quality of the receiving environment, the proponent is also 
ensuring that the impacts to social surroundings are minimised and the EPA’s objective 
for the factor can be met. The assessment of these impacts is provided in this report. 
From its assessment of this proposal the EPA has concluded that the environmental 
values will be protected and 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 

This principle is a fundamental and relevant consideration for the EPA when assessing 
and considering the impacts of the proposal on the World Heritage Area, Marine Park 
and surrounds. The EPA notes that proponent took actions to avoid and minimise 
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EP Act Principle Consideration 
Conservation of biological diversity and ecological 
integrity should be a fundamental consideration.   

impacts to benthic communities and habitats and marine fauna. The assessment of these 
impacts is provided in this report. 
Biological diversity and ecological integrity are likely to be conserved due to the 
avoidance, minimisation and mitigation measures that will be implemented by the 
proponent and the conditions recommended by the EPA to ensure that environmental 
outcomes are achieved. 
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 was considered by the EPA when assessing the impacts of the proposal on 
the environmental values of the World Heritage Area, Marine Park and surrounds. In 
considering this principle, the EPA notes that the proponent would bear the cost relating 
to ongoing management and monitoring of the operations. 
The EPA has had regard to this principle during the assessment of the proposal. 
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EP Act Principle Consideration 
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 was considered by the EPA when assessing the impacts of the proposal on 
the environmental and social values of the World Heritage Area, Marine Park and 
surrounds.  
The EPA notes that the proponent took actions to avoid and minimise impacts relating to 
dispersion of TBT contaminated sediments. The proponent has avoided disposal of 
contaminated sediments in the World Heritage Area and has changed the methodology 
within the berth pocket area to minimise the disturbance and mobilisation of these 
sediments. 
The EPA has recommended conditions which require the proponent to meet 
environmental outcomes related to TBT concentrations during seabed levelling activities 
and meet specific criteria to ensure the EPA’s factor for marine environmental quality can 
be met and the adjacent World Heritage Area is protected. 
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Appendix D: 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 

People 
Social 
Surroundings 

• Increased turbidity 
impacting 
commercial and 
recreational 
fishing, visual 
amenity and social 
values of the 
Marine Park. 

• Burial of 
commercially 
important fauna 
species from spoil 
disposal. 

Agency comment 
• Concerns on the use of the 

inner disposal site within the 
World Heritage Area as it 
contains dense seagrass (a 
World Heritage Area and 
Marine Park value). 

• The potential for human health 
risks from TBT through dietary 
exposure.  

• Requirement for more detailed 
analysis of potential impacts of 
exposure to TBT on marine 
species at the dredge and 
disposal site. 

• Disposal of contaminated 
sediment in the World Heritage 
Area is inconsistent with 
maintaining World Heritage 
values. 

• Provide information on invasive 
marine species risk. 
assessment and management. 

Social Surroundings was identified as a preliminary key 
environmental factor when the EPA decided to assess the 
proposal.  
Since the EPA determined the proposal required 
assessment, the proponent has provided further 
information regarding the likely impacts of the proposal 
from modifying the implementation methodology. The EPA 
notes that this has resulted in: 
• A reduction in the duration of the dredge activities from 

up to 4 weeks to up to 2 weeks. This has a 
consequential reduction in the likely extent of the 
turbidity plume and the duration of any impacts to 
fishing activities, amenity and Marine Park values. 

• No longer requiring the disposal of TBT contaminated 
sediments into the World Heritage Area, and the 
consequential improvement in water quality. This is 
turn reduces the risk to fishing, human health, and the 
social values of the adjacent Marine Park. 

• A reduction in the total volume of sediment to be 
disposed of, and a consequential reduction in the likely 
depth any benthic fauna and infauna may be buried. 

As discussed in section 2, the EPA considers that the 
residual impacts of the proposal are consistent with the 
EPA factor objectives for marine environmental quality, 
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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 

• Concerns about the dredging 
during key ecological windows 
for commercial fisheries 
species and species that 
represent World Heritage Area 
values. 

• Recommend that World 
Heritage Area and Marine Park 
values are included in the 
impact assessment. 

Other comments: 
• Concerns about impacts to 

commercial fishery species, 
including the risks of sediment 
burying species and juveniles. 

• Concerns about impacts on 
local fisherman. 

• Request for continued 
consultation with Aboriginal 
Corporations and the inclusion 
of cultural management within 
the Dredge Environmental 
Management Plan. 

• Request for consultation with 
commercial fishing bodies.  

benthic communities and habitats and marine fauna, and 
that reasonable conditions to ensure likely consistency 
with these factor objectives.   
The EPA considers these conditions will also ensure the 
residual impacts to social surroundings are consistent with 
the EPA’s objective for this factor. 
Having regard to:  
• the prediction short duration, extent and severity of the 

turbidity plume during dredging and spoil disposal 
activities  

• the recommended conditions to manage impacts to 
marine environmental quality, benthic communities and 
habitats and marine fauna, which will consequentially 
ensure that the environment upon which Social 
Surroundings depend is protected 

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Social Surroundings 
(EPA 2016g)  

• the significance of considerations in the Statement of 
Environmental Principles, Factors and Objectives (EPA 
2020),  

the EPA considers 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.   
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Appendix E: Relevant policy, guidance and procedures 
The EPA had particular regard to the policies, guidelines and procedures listed below in 
the assessment of the proposal. 
 
• Environmental Factor Guideline – Benthic Communities and Habitats (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Marine Environmental Quality (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Marine Fauna (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental Factor Guideline – Social Surroundings (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative 
Procedures (State of Western Australia 2016) 

• Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Procedures Manual 
(EPA 2022) 

• Statement of Environmental Principles, Factors and Objectives (EPA 2020) 

• Technical Guidance – Environmental impact assessment of marine dredging 
proposals (EPA 2016) 

• Technical Guidance – Protecting the quality of Western Australia’s marine 
environment (EPA 2016) 

• Technical Guidance – Protection of benthic communities and habitats (EPA 2016).   
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Appendix F: Assessment timeline 
Date  Progress stages  Time 

(weeks)  

21 December 2020 EPA decided to assess – level of assessment set    

21 December 2020 Request for Additional Information   0 

  19 February 2021 EPA accepted Additional Information   8 

15 June 2021 EPA received final information for assessment  16  

17 June 2021 EPA considered its assessment   2 days 

30 June 2021 EPA provided report to the Minister for 
Environment  

2  

5 July 2021 EPA report published  3 days  

19 July 2021 Close of appeals period  2  
 
Timelines for an assessment may vary according to the complexity of the proposal 
and are usually agreed with the proponent soon after the Environmental Protection 
Authority (EPA) decides to assess the proposal and records the level of 
assessment.   
 
In this case, the EPA met its timeline objective to complete its assessment and 
provide a report to the Minister.   
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