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Inquiry under section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986   
 
The Minister for Environment has requested that the Environmental Protection 
Authority (EPA) inquire into and report on the matter of changing implementation 
condition 9 (Greenhouse Gas Reporting) and condition 10 (Offsets) of Ministerial 
Statement 1085 relating to the Albemarle Kemerton Plant. 
 
Section 46(6) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 requires the EPA to prepare 
a report that includes:  

(a)  a recommendation on whether or not the implementation conditions to which 
the inquiry relates, or any of them, should be changed  

(b)  any other recommendations that it thinks appropriate. 
 
The following is the EPA’s report to the Minister pursuant to s. 46(6) of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986. 
 
The proponent, Albemarle Lithium Pty Ltd, has also submitted a request to the EPA 
to change the Albemarle Kemerton Plant proposal described in Ministerial Statement 
1085. This report includes the EPA’s advice to the Minister following its consideration 
of the request to change the proposal, to reduce the development envelope and 
include a power station, in Schedule 1 in Ministerial Statement 1085. 
 
The EPA considered the request for a change to the proposal and the request for a 
change to the condition in a combined report because the requested changes are 
interlinked. 
 

 
 
Prof. Matthew Tonts 
Chair 
Environmental Protection Authority 
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1 Proposal 

The Albemarle Kemerton Plant (the proposal) is for the construction and operation of 
up to five lithium hydroxide product process trains and associated infrastructure 
within the Kemerton Strategic Industrial Area (KSIA), approximately 17 kilometres 
(km) north-east of Bunbury, Western Australia. The proponent for the proposal is 
Albemarle Lithium Pty Ltd. 
 
The Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) assessed the proposal at the level of 
Referral Information with additional information required, and published its report in 
June 2018 (Report 1618). In this report, the EPA considered the following key 
environmental factors were relevant to the proposal: 

• Flora and vegetation 

• Terrestrial environmental quality 

• Terrestrial fauna 

• Hydrological processes 

• Inland waters environmental quality 

• Air quality. 
 
In applying the Statement of Environmental Principles, Factors and Objectives (EPA 
2020a) these factors are now represented by: 

• Flora and vegetation 

• Terrestrial environmental quality 

• Terrestrial fauna 

• Inland waters 

• Air quality 

• Greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
The EPA concluded in Report 1618, that the proposal is environmentally acceptable 
and recommended that the proposal may be implemented subject to the 
recommended conditions. 
 
The then Minister for Environment approved the proposal for implementation, subject 
to the implementation conditions of Ministerial Statement (MS) 1085 on 26 October 
2018. 
 

Previously approved changes to the proposal or condition  

There have been no changes to the proposal or to the implementation conditions 
since MS 1085 was issued. 
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Figure 1: Regional location 
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Figure 2 Albemarle Kemerton Plant development envelope  
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2 Requested changes to the proposal 

On 18 December 2019, the proponent requested the following changes to the 
proposal: 

• reduce the authorised extent of clearing by 5.51 hectares (ha) 

• reduce the size of the development envelope by 5.51 ha 

• replace Figure 1, Schedule 1 of MS 1085 to reflect the change to the 
development envelope 

• include the construction and operation of a power station. 
 
Section 45C of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) provides that the 
Minister may consent to changes to a proposal after a statement has been issued 
under s. 45(5) of the Act, provided the Minister does not consider that the change 
might have a significant detrimental effect on the environment in addition to, or 
different from, the effect of the original proposal. 
 
Section 5.3 of the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) 
Procedures Manual (EPA 2020b) identifies the EPA’s process for undertaking an 
assessment of a change to proposal; in particular, the ‘six aspects’ to be considered 
when determining whether a change to a proposal can be approved under s. 45C of 
the EP Act.   

2.1 The six aspects to be considered  

1) Identification of the content of the original proposal 

The proposal is located within the KSIA approximately 17 km north-east of Bunbury, 
Western Australia. The original proposal was for the construction and operation of 
the proposal, and associated infrastructure. The proposal includes construction of up 
to five lithium hydroxide product process trains and associated infrastructure. 
 
The proposal was approved under MS 1085 on 26 October 2018. The original 
proposal was authorised to clear 54.31 ha of native vegetation and 33.39 ha of pine 
plantation within a development envelope of 89.25 ha. Electricity was proposed to be 
supplied from the nearby Western Power sub-station with an initial typical load of 11 
megawatts (MW) per process train.  
 
There have been no changes to the proposal since MS 1085 was issued, prior to this 
request. 

 
2) Identification of the content of the relevant change(s) and determine 

whether the change(s) involves a revision of the original proposal 

The proponent is proposing the following amendment: 

• reduce the authorised extent of clearing from 54.31 ha to 48.8 ha (decrease by 
5.51 ha comprising of 5.33 ha of native vegetation and 0.18 ha of regenerated 
farmland)  
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• reduce the size of the development envelope from 89.25 ha to 83.74 ha 
(decrease by 5.51 ha) 

• replace Figure 1 of Schedule 1 of MS 1085 with an updated figure to reflect the 
reduced size of the development envelope 

• include the construction and operation of a power station. 
 
Schedule 1, Table 2 of MS 1085 authorises the clearing of 54.31 ha of native 
vegetation and 33.39 ha of pine plantation within a development envelope of 89.25 
ha. This includes the clearing of 6.37 ha of Low lying Banksia attenuata woodlands 
or shrublands Priority Ecological Community (PEC). The clearing of the PEC was for 
the laydown of material during the construction phase of the project. The proponent 
determined that clearing of the PEC could be minimised by using already cleared 
areas on nearby lots outside the KSIA for laydown during the construction phase. A 
fence was constructed along the north-south alignment to exclude this area from the 
construction footprint and ensure that no clearing occurred within this area. The 
proponent is seeking to reduce the authorised clearing of native vegetation and 
reduce the size of the development envelope to align with the reduction in vegetation 
clearing. 
 
The proponent is also seeking approval to construct and operate a modular power 
station with the potential to generate up to 73 MW of electrical power. The peak 
output of the power station is however designed to be a maximum 69 MW from gas 
generators. The remaining 4 MW capacity is to be produced by diesel generators, 
however these generators are only intended to operate during start-up or 
maintenance of the gas generators. 
 
The power station will initially generate 32 MW while the proposal is operating at a 
moderate throughput. As the production rate and power demand of the proposal 
increases, the power station will be expanded accordingly to provide the required 69 
MW. 
 
The power station will be located entirely within the existing development envelope 
approved under MS 1085. 
 
Given the proposed changes are associated with key elements of the proposal, the 
change is sufficiently connected to or related to the original proposal and as such is 
a revision of the original proposal and capable of being approved under s. 45C of the 
EP Act. 
 
3) Determination as to whether the original proposal has had or will have 

any detrimental effect on the environment and, if so, what 

In its original assessment (Report 1618, EPA 2018), the EPA considered that each 
of the key environmental factors were adequately addressed, and that the proposal, 
subject to conditions, could meet the EPA’s objectives for these factors.  

Flora and vegetation  

The original proposed disturbance included the direct clearing of 54.31 ha of native 
vegetation including 6.37 ha of Low lying Banksia attenuata woodlands or 
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shrublands PEC of ‘Good’ or ‘Excellent’ condition (EPA 2018).   

The original proposal also had the potential for the following indirect impacts to ‘Flora 
and vegetation’: 

• alteration of site hydrological processes 

• the introduction and spread of weeds 

• the introduction and spread of dieback  

• disturbance of acid sulfate soils 

• increased fire risk. 

The proponent undertook flora and vegetation surveys relevant to the proposal 
development envelope to support the original assessment (ELA 2017a, b and c). 
These surveys identified:  

• No Threatened flora listed under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) or Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 (now 
replaced by the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act)) were identified 
within the development envelope. Desktop searches identified two locations of an 
orchid Drakaea elastica (listed as Endangered under the EPBC Act and 
Threatened under the BC Act), approximately 45 metres (m) from the northern 
boundary. 

• Two other orchids which are listed as Threatened under the BC Act are known to 
occur within the KSIA: the dwarf bee-orchid (Diuris micrantha) and the dwarf 
hammer-orchid (Drakaea micrantha). Neither of these species were recorded or 
considered likely to occur within the development envelope due to long-term 
ground disturbance (ELA 2017c). 

• No Weeds of National Significance were identified during the field surveys, 
however one of the introduced flora species recorded, Zantedeschia aethiopica 
(arum lily), is listed as a Declared Pest under the Biosecurity and Agriculture 
Management Act 2007. 

The EPA considered that the impacts on this factor were manageable and would not 
be significant, provided: 

• There is a limit on the clearing of native vegetation (applied in schedule 1 of MS 
1085) 

• A flora and vegetation monitoring and management plan for indirect impacts is 
prepared and implemented (required by condition 6 of MS 1085) 

• A water management plan is prepared and implemented (required by condition 7 
of MS 1085)  

• An offsets strategy (required by Condition 10 of MS 1085) is implemented to 
counterbalance the significant residual impact of clearing of 6.37 ha of Low lying 
Banksia attenuata woodlands or shrublands PEC of Good or Excellent condition. 

Terrestrial environmental quality  

The proposal included the production of up to 1.1 million tonnes (Mt) of tailings per 
year, as well as the transport of the tailings to a Class III landfill facility for disposal. 
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The principle of waste minimisation was significant to the proposal, given the volume 
of tailings produced and use of a Class III landfill for final disposal of the tailings. 

The proposal included levelling the site, which would involve the cutting (excavation) 
of areas identified as being ‘moderate to low risk’ of Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS) in the 
western portion of the development envelope, and filling in an area identified as 
being ‘high to moderate risk’ of ASS.  

The only excavation within the ‘high to moderate risk’ ASS area was associated with 
the construction of a drain diversion. The proponent committed to conduct an ASS 
site investigation in accordance with Identification and investigation of acid sulfate 
soils and acidic landscapes (Department of Environment Regulation 2015) before 
land clearing would begin. If the investigation identified that ASS may be disturbed, 
then the proponent committed to develop ASS management measures.   

The EPA considered that the impacts on this factor were manageable and would not 
be significant, provided:   

• there is a limit on annual tailings production through the authorised extent in 
schedule 1 of the conditions for MS 1085 

• a waste management plan is prepared and implemented to meet the EPA 
objective for terrestrial environmental quality and minimise the generation of 
waste and its discharge to the environment (condition 8)  

• management action is taken should actual ASS be encountered during potential 
ASS site investigations (condition 7-2(2)).  

Terrestrial fauna  

The original proposal involved direct clearing of 54.31 ha of native vegetation and 
33.39 ha of pine plantation, that provides foraging habitat for black cockatoos (EPA 
2018). This included: 

• clearing of 6.55 ha of habitat considered to be of ‘moderate to high’ breeding 
value 

• clearing of 7.9 ha of habitat considered to be of ‘low’ breeding value.  

Additionally, terrestrial fauna could be indirectly impacted through:  

• degradation of habitat from alterations to site drainage, or the introduction and 
spread of weeds or dieback 

• vehicle strikes 

• noise, dust and light emissions 

• increased fire risk.  

The EPA considered that the impacts on this factor were manageable and would not 
be significant, provided: 

• there is a limit on the clearing of native vegetation and pine plantation through the 
authorised extent in schedule 1 of MS 1085 
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• a flora and vegetation monitoring and management plan (condition 6 of MS 1085) 
and water management plan (condition 7 of MS 1085) for indirect impacts is 
prepared and implemented 

• offsets (condition 10 of MS 1085) are implemented to counterbalance the 
significant residual impact of clearing 45.73 ha of black cockatoo foraging habitat.  

 
Inland waters  

The proposal is located within two gazetted groundwater areas proclaimed under the 
Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 (RIWI Act): the Southwest Coastal 
Groundwater Area and the Bunbury Groundwater Area. The area is relatively low 
lying, thus groundwater within the development envelope is shallow, generally 0 to 5 
m below ground level (mbgl) (RPS 2016).  

Groundwater in the Kemerton area is used for industry, agriculture and public water 
supply. Existing industries in the KSIA abstract water for process and potable 
requirements from the unconfined and confined groundwater aquifers and the 
Harvey Irrigation Scheme. The dispersed nature of the superficial aquifer makes 
extraction for industrial use difficult, so generally water is abstracted from the 
Cattamarra Coal Measures aquifer, although this can also be challenging given it is 
relatively deep (>150 mbgl) and highly saline (RPS 2016). The superficial aquifer is 
generally fresh to marginal (250 to 1500 mg/L total dissolved solids) and is closer to 
brackish within the development envelope. 

No Ramsar or Nationally Important Wetlands occur in the area. Surface water within 
the development envelope is expected to flow to the east, although natural surface 
water drainage is limited given the low topography and deep, well-drained sandy 
soils. A historical drain occurs on the site. 

The EPA found that the proposal may impact on inland waters through: 

• sedimentation of downstream waters from earthworks during construction 

• acidification of downstream waters resulting from disturbed ASS 

• contamination from leaks or spills of reagents, hydrocarbons, ore, lithium 
products or tailings, or contaminated stormwater  

• alteration of groundwater and surface water regimes 

• clearing of vegetation  

• installation of hard stands  

• changes to infiltration rates  

• short-term dewatering of the superficial aquifer. 

The EPA considered that the proponent had adequately designed the site to manage 
stormwater and is undertaking further investigations and management actions for 
ASS. The EPA noted that management of stormwater and ASS is common for 
industrial and land developments on the Swan Coastal Plain, so the risks were not 
unusual or unmanageable. 

The proponent has designed the development so that it maintains the hydrological 
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regimes of the broader area by allowing infiltration of larger rainfall events into the 
groundwater and maintaining the historical drainage pathways. The proponent would 
replace a historical drain on the site with one better suited to the site’s natural flow 
path. 

The proponent would not be using groundwater from the site for operations. 
However, short-term (several weeks) dewatering may be required, depending on 
groundwater levels at the time of construction. The proponent has committed to 
construction occurring during the summer months if possible (when groundwater 
levels are lowest), prioritising works to reduce dewatering timeframes and preparing 
and implementing dewatering management measures if required. 

The EPA considered that the impacts on this factor were manageable and would not 
be significant, provided:   

• a water management plan is prepared and/or implemented to address impacts on 
Inland waters (condition 7). 

In addition, the EPA noted that the onsite use of chemicals will be regulated by a 
dangerous goods licence issued under the Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004. The 
EPA also noted that chemical storage and management of stormwater would be 
further assessed and managed through a works approval and licence issued under 
Part V of the EP Act. 

Air quality  

Construction and operation of the proposal would result in the emission of dust, 
particulate matter (PM) 2.5 (PM2.5), PM10, nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur oxide (SOx) 
and carbon monoxide (CO), which would impact on air quality within the KSIA. All 
pollutants except PM2.5 were predicted to be well below the assessment criteria for 
the original proposal. PM2.5 was predicted to exceed the annual criteria, however this 
was predominantly due to the elevated background concentrations recorded in 2015 
due to the Waroona bushfires and several prescribed burns conducted during that 
year. The incremental concentration from the proposal is insignificant compared to 
this background level. Air emissions from the proposal were not expected to have 
any health impacts on sensitive receivers or result in significant air quality impacts, 
however there would be a minor reduction in air quality in the immediate vicinity of 
the proposal. 

In considering the above information, the EPA noted in addition that:  

• the plant is in an industrial zone 

• the industrial zone has a very low level of development 

• emissions for all air quality criteria are well below National Environmental 
Protection Measures (NEPM) criteria for 24-hour concentrations 

• when considering the cumulative data, the PM2.5 emissions from the plant are 
minor when compared with other sources such as prescribed burns and 
bushfires. 

The EPA considered that the impacts on this factor were manageable and would not 
be significant, provided:   
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• a control on the maximum capacity of the process plant through the authorised 
extent in schedule 1 of MS 1085.  

In addition, the EPA notes that the plant’s design would be managed through a 
works approval and air quality emissions would be regulated through a licence 
issued under Part V of the EP Act. 

Greenhouse gas emissions 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions were considered under the environmental factor 
of air quality in the original assessment. The operation of diesel-powered vehicles, 
heavy equipment and power generation equipment for construction and operation of 
the proposal would result in the generation of GHG emissions. The annual scope 1 
GHG emissions predicted to be emitted when the proposal is operating at full 
capacity (five operational trains) was 310,116 tonnes CO2-e per annum (reported in 
the Albemarle Kemerton Plant GHG Management Plan (GHD, 2018)). Scope 2 GHG 
emissions from external electrical power generation (Western Power) was estimated 
to be 351,824 tonnes CO2-e per annum. 

The EPA considered that the impacts on this factor were manageable and would not 
be significant, provided: 

• a control on the maximum capacity of the process plant through the authorised 
extent in schedule 1 of MS 1085  

• a condition requiring the annual reporting of GHG emissions to the Department of 
Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) (condition 9). 

 
Social surroundings  

The EPA did not consider social surroundings as a key environmental factor for the 
original proposal for the following reasons:  

• the location of the proposal within the KSIA’s Buffer Zone 

• the proposal is 1.2 km away from the nearest sensitive receivers 

• initial noise modelling predicting compliance with the Environmental Protection 
(Noise) Regulations 1997  

• a lack of ‘Registered’ sites of Aboriginal heritage (DPLH 2017) within 1 km of the 
development envelope. 

The proponent began construction of the proposal in January 2019, however 
operations have not yet commenced. The DWER confirmed on 14 December 2020 
that there are no known non-compliances related to MS 1085. The EPA therefore 
considers the detrimental effects on the environment of the original proposal remain 
the same as those that were identified through the assessment process.  
 
4) Determination as to whether the change(s) to the original proposal might 

(in the Minister’s opinion) have any detrimental effect on the environment 
and, if so, what 

In considering whether the changes to the proposal may have a detrimental effect on 
the environment, the EPA has had regard for the objectives and principles of the EP 
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Act, to the extent relevant to the particular matters being considered. The following 
assessment has been conducted in accordance with the current Statement of 
Environmental Principles, Factors and Objectives (EPA 2020a).  

Flora and vegetation  

The reduction in the authorised extent of clearing and subsequent reduction in the 
development envelope would cause a lesser environmental effect on this factor.  

The proposed change to include the power station would be located within the 
approved disturbance footprint (see Figure 2). There would be no additional clearing 
required for construction.  

Therefore, the changes are not predicted to result in any detrimental effect on flora 
and vegetation. 

Terrestrial fauna  

The reduction in the authorised extent of clearing and subsequent reduction in the 
development envelope would result in a greater fauna habitat availability, than the 
original proposal.  

The power plant would be constructed within the approved disturbance footprint and 
will not require any additional clearing of potential habitat. 

Therefore, the changes are not predicted to result in any detrimental environmental 
effects on terrestrial fauna. 

Terrestrial environmental quality  

The power station will not result in any change to the processing plant or additional 
waste production.  

The EPA identified that the construction of the power plant may intercept ASS during 
excavation, which could have a detrimental effect on soil and water. However this 
can be adequately managed through the proponent’s approved Water Management 
Plan as stipulated by condition 7-2 of MS 1085. 

Inland waters  

The power station will not result in any change to the way drainage is managed on-
site, and there would be no changes to surface or groundwater flows. The power 
plant will utilise existing facilities and stormwater infrastructure, therefore the 
changes are not predicted to result in any detrimental environmental effects on 
inland waters.  

Air quality 

There may be a detrimental effect on air quality through exhaust emissions from the 
power station. The exhaust gas from the operation of the gas and diesel generators  
will affect the overall air quality of the KSIA and surrounds. 

An air dispersion modelling assessment was undertaken by GHD (2019) to predict 
the potential air emissions generated from operation of the gas and diesel 
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generators. The DWER have advised that the selected model is appropriate for the 
assessment.   

Modelling was carried out for three different scenarios: 

• scenario 1 was modelled based on the emissions from the operation of the power 
station at a moderate output (32 MW) using eight gas generators   

• scenario 2 was modelled based on the emissions from the operation of the power 
station at maximum output (69 MW – all gas generators operational) 

• scenario 3 was modelled on the emissions from the operation of two diesel 
generators only (to represent start-up emissions). 

Results from the dispersion modelling show the annual concentrations of NOx and 
unburnt hydrocarbons emitted are predicted to be well below (less than 4%) the 
emission levels permitted by the National Environment Protection (Ambient Air 
Quality) Measure (NEPM) standards. Annual concentrations of SO2, CO and PM10 at 
the sensitive receivers complied with the Air NEPM assessment criteria ( less than 
0.1% of criteria). The EPA is aware that the NEPM standards were recently subject 
to a variation which came into force on 18 May 2021 (NEPC 2021).The EPA has 
considered the implications of the variation to the NEPM standards during its 
assessment of the proposal’s potential impacts on air quality. 

During start-ups or maintenance of the gas generators, the power station has an 
inbuilt diesel generator with the capacity of 4 MW capacity. Predicted cumulative 
annual concentrations of PM2.5 from diesel engines exceeded the assessment 
criteria. This exceedance was due to high background concentrations of PM2.5 which 
already exceeded the criteria without factoring in the emissions of the diesel 
generators. The PM2.5 contribution from the diesel engine emissions was low, 
representing only 0.75% of the Air NEPM criterion (GHD, 2019). 

The DWER have confirmed that an application for a works approval under Part V of 
the EP Act was received on 20 December 2019. The proponent has specified in the 
application that the power station will have a maximum design capacity of 64 MW, 
meeting the definition of prescribed premises category 52, Electric power generation: 
premises (other than premises within category 53 or an emergency or standby power 
generating plant) on which electrical power is generated using a fuel, as set out in 
schedule 1 of the Environmental Protection Regulations 1987 (EP Regulations). 
Emissions and discharges resulting from the construction and operation of the 
proposal would therefore be regulated under the instruments (works approval and 
licence) granted under Part V of the EP Act. 

Greenhouse gas emissions 

GHG emissions from the proposed power station (operating at 69 MW capacity) are 
estimated to be 239,000 t CO2-e per annum from the production of 100,000 t Lithium 
Hydroxide Monohydrate (LHM) per annum (Albemarle 2021), which will increase 
scope 1 emissions to 549,116 t CO2-e per annum. However, scope 2 emissions will 
decrease from the previously approved 351,824 t CO2-e per annum to zero. More 
recently available data suggests that the scope 2 emissions for the proposal if 
electricity was consumed from the South West Interconnected System (SWIS) would 
represent 311,000 t CO2-e per annum (Albemarle 2021) for a combined total for 
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scope 1 and scope 2 of 621,116 t CO2-e per annum, compared to a total of 549,116 t 
CO2-e per annum when incorporating the power station. 

While this change results in an increase in scope 1, the overall combined scope 1 
and scope 2 emissions are reduced by 72,000 t CO2-e per annum (Albemarle 2021). 
Hence the change to proposal would result in a reduction to GHG emissions. 
Therefore, the change to the proposal would not result in a detrimental effect on the 
environment in relation to GHG emissions, above that originally approved.  

In considering whether the change in source of power and scope emissions would 
have a detrimental effect related to the future operation of the original external power 
source (Western Power - SWIS), the EPA has considered the possibility that future 
alternative technologies at the SWIS could potentially reduce scope emissions in the 
future. Given the possibility of ongoing decreases in GHG emissions intensity from 
power supplied by the SWIS, the proponent has revised the Albemarle Kemerton 
Plant GHG Management Plan (GHGMP) (GHD, 2018) and provided indicative 
trajectories for potential reductions through the SWIS and compared these to 
proposed emissions (Albemarle 2021).  

Furthermore, the proponent remains committed to reducing GHG emissions from 
their proposal and has provided a revised GHGMP (Albemarle 2021) which 
demonstrates how they will avoid, where possible, and minimise GHG emissions as 
far as practicable. The revised GHGMP includes the power station and demonstrates 
how the power station will meet the aspiration, under the Environmental factor 
guideline – Greenhouse gas emissions (EPA 2020d), of net zero emissions by 2050. 
The revised plan includes a comparison between the proposed emissions and the 
indicative trajectory of the SWIS. Importantly, this plan demonstrates: 

• contributions to the aspiration of a 26% reduction in GHG emissions intensity at 
the proposal by 2030, including: 

o establishing a suitable baseline that is defined using actual GHG emissions 
results from similar lithium processing plants 

o confirming GHG reduction measures that have been incorporated into the 
design of the proposal by assessing reductions against the defined baseline 

o provision for identifying renewable energy sources that may further reduce 
GHG emissions. 

• demonstrated contributions to aspirations of the net zero emissions by 2050, 
including: 

o intended reduction in scope 1 emissions over the life of the proposal 

o regular interim and long-term targets that reflect an incremental reduction in 
scope 1 emissions over life of the proposal 

o strategies which demonstrate that all reasonable and practicable measures 
have been applied to avoid, reduce and offset the scope 1 emissions over 
the life of the proposal. 

• Additional opportunities for continuous improvements to reduce net emissions 
over the life of the proposal.  
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Social surroundings  

The operation of the generation sets, transformers, maintenance activities and fuel 
delivery of the power station will generate noise emissions, in addition to the noise 
generated from the proposal. This may cause a detrimental effect on social 
surroundings.  

The proponent commissioned Wood (2018) to carry out an environmental noise 
impact assessment for the power station. Wood (2018) predicted that the most 
significant contributors to predicted noise levels are the exhausts of the gas engine 
generators. At full capacity (69 MW), the application of a tonality adjustment (+5 dB) 
would result in exceedance of noise limits at two of the noise sensitive receivers. The 
proponent has proposed additional mitigation measures through the works approval 
application submitted to the DWER in December 2019. These additional measures 
include an optimised design to reduce noise emissions, and the installation of 
silencers on each stack, should modelling indicate the noise levels are above the 
assigned noise levels. This would reduce the tonality and/or the overall noise 
emissions from the exhaust and ensure that compliance with the Environmental 
Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997 can be met at all receivers. The DWER 
confirmed that the noise monitoring and modelling assessment appears to be 
correct, and although the assessment is of the power station in isolation, the risk of 
noise impacts from the power station is considered to be low. 

In addition, the facility is located within the KSIA buffer zone which is zoned for 
strategic and heavy industry in the South West region. The area has an appropriate 
separation distance of 1.2 km between the proposal and the nearest sensitive 
receptor.  
 

5) Determination as to whether the detrimental effect (if any) which the 
change(s) might have on the environment is additional to, or different 
from, the detrimental effect (if any) which the original proposal has had or 
will have 

In considering the detrimental effect which the changes might have on the 
environment is additional to or different from, the detrimental effect of the original 
proposal, the EPA has had regard to the nature and extent of the proposed changes 
relative to the detrimental effect of the original proposal on the key environmental 
factors. 

Air quality 

The power station will result in increased air emissions which are additional to the 
original proposal. Table 1 identifies the predicted increases in air emissions as a 
result of the inclusion of the power station (GHD, 2019). The air quality figures 
presented in Table 1 represents the maximum annual concentration (maximum 8-
hour criteria used for carbon monoxide [CO]) recorded at any sensitive receiver 
within the assessment area of the proposal while the power station is operating at 69 
MW capacity (all gas generators operational), or the diesel generators are 
operational (whichever is higher). The results demonstrate that with the inclusion of 
the power station, the emissions of each parameter will only result in an increase of 
between 0 to 2.6% from the original proposal.  
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Table 1: Additional environmental effects of the change to the proposal (all 
units µg / m3 unless specified)  

Parameter   Background + Original 
Proposal 

% of 
Assessment 
Criteria 

+ Power 
station 
contribution 

% of Assessment 
Criteria 
(cumulative) 

NOx  12 13.2 21.6 14.8 24.2 

SOx  5 5.1 8.9 5.1008 8.9 

CO  575 586 5.2 775 6.9 

PM 10  18 21 84.0 21.06 84.2 

PM 2.5  9 10 125.0 10.06 125.7 

Greenhouse gas emissions 

Under the Albemarle Kemerton Plant GHG Management Plan (GHD 2018), the 
proponent was approved to produce 661,940 t CO2-e per annum, consisting of 
310,116 t CO2-e per annum for scope 1 and 351,824 t CO2-e per annum for scope 2 
emissions. More recently available data suggests that the scope 2 emissions for the 
proposal if electricity was consumed from the SWIS would represent 311,000 t CO2-
e per annum (Albemarle 2021) for a combined total for scope 1 and scope 2 of 
621,116 t CO2-e per annum. 

GHG emissions from the proposed power station (operating at 69 MW capacity) are 
estimated to be 239,000 t CO2-e per annum from the production of 100,000 t LHM 
per annum (Albemarle 2021), which will increase scope 1 emissions to 549,116 t 
CO2-e per annum. However, scope 2 emissions will decrease to zero. While this 
change results in an increase in scope 1, the overall combined scope 1 and scope 2 
emissions are reduced by 72,000 t CO2-e per annum (Albemarle 2021). Hence the 
change to proposal would result in an improvement to GHG emissions.  

In addition to the change in emissions from the power station compared to the SWIS, 
the proponent has, in line with condition 9-1 of MS 1085, demonstrated how they will 
avoid, where possible, and minimise GHG emissions as far as practicable. This has 
been achieved by committing to regular targets to reduce the GHG emissions for 
both the Albemarle Kemerton Plant and the proposed power station. The targets are 
as follows: 

Power Station GHG Emissions: 

• 1 January 2021 - 31 December 2024 GHG emissions of no more than 956,000 t 
CO2-e  

• 1 January 2025 - 31 December 2029 GHG emissions of no more than 1,195,000 
t CO2-e  

• 1 January 2030 - 31 December 2034 GHG emissions of no more than 1,186,000 
t CO2-e  

• 1 January 2035 - 31 December 2039 GHG emissions of no more than 1,110,000 
t CO2-e  
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• 1 January 2040 - 31 December 2044 GHG emissions of no more than 960,000 t 
CO2-e  

• 1 January 2045 - 31 December 2049 GHG emissions of no more than 700,000 t 
CO2-e From  

• 1 January 2050 onwards Net zero GHG emissions (including tangible offsets as 
required. 

 
Albemarle Kemerton Plant: 

• 1 January 2021 - 31 December 2024 GHG emissions of no more than 1,240,000 
t CO2-e  

• 1 January 2025 - 31 December 2029 GHG emissions of no more than 1,550,000 
t CO2-e  

• 1 January 2030 - 31 December 2034 GHG emissions of no more than 1,000,000 
t CO2-e  

• 1 January 2035 - 31 December 2039 GHG emissions of no more than 1,000,000 
t CO2-e  

• 1 January 2040 - 31 December 2044 GHG emissions of no more than 1,000,000 
t CO2-e  

• 1 January 2045 - 31 December 2049 GHG emissions of no more than 740,000 t 
CO2-e From  

• 1 January 2050 onwards Net zero GHG emissions (including tangible offsets as 
required. 

Social surroundings  

The change to the proposal is predicted to slightly increase noise emissions in 
additional to the original proposal. The noise emissions would continue to meet the 
requirements of the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997.  

 
6) Determination as to whether any detrimental effect which the change(s) to 

the original proposal might have on the environment, which is additional 
to, or different from, any detrimental effect which the original proposal has 
had or will have is, in the circumstances, significant 

In considering whether the detrimental effect which the change to the original 
proposal might have on the environment, which is additional to, or different from, any 
detrimental effect which the original proposal has had or will have is, in the 
circumstances, significant, the EPA has had regard to the following: 
 
Air quality 

The power station will result in environmental effects resulting from additional air 
emissions. NOx, SOx and CO concentrations at all receivers are predicted to be low, 
with all emissions less than 25% of the Air NEPM criteria. PM10 and PM2.5 emissions 
are highest during operation of the diesel generators, which is only proposed during 
start-up and maintenance. Nevertheless, the contribution of PM10 and PM2.5 is 
predicted to represent a maximum of only 0.2% and 0.7% of the criteria respectively. 
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There is no reasonable possibility that the proposed change will have a significant 
detrimental effect on the environment in addition to, or different from, the effect of the 
original proposal as: 

• an air emissions modelling/assessment predicts NOx, SOx and CO 
concentrations at all receptors are predicted to be low, with all to be less than 
25% of the National Environment Protection (Ambient Air Quality) Measure 
criteria. PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are highest during operation of the diesel 
generators, which is only proposed during start-up and maintenance. 
Nevertheless, the contribution of PM10 and PM2.5 is predicted to represent a 
maximum of only 0.2% and 0.7% of the criteria respectively.   

• the changes will be managed to meet air quality criteria at sensitive receivers as 
part of the Works Approval application under Part V of the EP Act.  

Greenhouse gas emissions  

The EPA considers that there is no reasonable possibility that the proposed change 
to the proposal will have a significant detrimental effect on the environment in 
addition to, or different from, the effect of the original proposal as: 

• the addition of an onsite power station to the proposal will result in a significant 
decrease in overall GHG emissions (by 72,000 t CO2-e per annum) in the near 
and foreseeable future, compared the original proposal, which relied on external 
electrical power generation from the SWIS  

• the EPA understands that there is no immediate or foreseeable plan to reduce 
net GHG emissions from the SWIS, however, given the possibility the proponent 
has provided indicative trajectories for emissions intensity reductions in the SWIS 
and compared these to proposed targets for the proposal 

• the proponent has demonstrated its commitment to the management of GHG 
emissions by submitting a revised Albermarle Kemerton Plant GHG Management 
Plan (Albemarle 2021) to include the power station and how it will meet the 
aspiration under the  Environmental factor guideline – Greenhouse gas emissions 
(EPA 2020d) of net zero emissions by 2050 (Albemarle 2021) 

• the EPA also considers that there is no reasonable basis (given the lack of 
evidence and uncertainty) to conclude that any longer-term plans to reduce net 
GHG emissions from the SWIS will result in a detrimental effect on the 
environment, particularly given the reduction of GHG emissions in the immediate 
and foreseeable future.  

Social surroundings  

There is no reasonable possibility that the proposed change to proposal will have a 
significant detrimental effect on the environment in addition to, or different from, the 
effect of the original proposal as: 

• The DWER has advised that the noise emissions from the power station are 
considered low risk. 

• Additional mitigation has been proposed as part of the Works Approval 
application (Part V of the EP Act) to either reduce tonality and/or the overall noise 
emissions from vehicle exhausts. These mitigation actions will ensure noise limits 
are met at all receivers. 
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2.2 Recommendations 

Having assessed the proposed change to the proposal, the EPA submits the 
following recommendations to the Minister for Environment: 

1. the EPA considers there is no reasonable possibility that the proposed changes 
will have a significant detrimental effect on the environment that is additional to, 
or different from, the effect of the original proposal. 

2. the Minister may approve the changes to the proposal under s. 45C of the EP 
Act by signing Attachment 1 to MS 1085 in Appendix A. 
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3 Requested changes to conditions 

The proponent requested the following changes to the implementation conditions of 
MS 1085: 

• amending condition 9 (GHG Reporting) to align with Environmental factor 
guideline – Greenhouse gas emissions (EPA 2020d) 

• amending condition 10 (Offsets) to reflect the recent investigation by Ecoedge 
(2019) and reduction to the extent of native vegetation clearing and development 
envelope.  

 
In November 2019 and April 2021, the Minister for Environment requested that the 
EPA inquire into and report on the matter of changing the implementation conditions 
of MS 1085 for the Albemarle Kemerton Plant. This report satisfies the requirements 
of the EPA’s inquiry.  

3.1 Inquiry into changing the conditions 

The EPA has discretion as to how it conducts this inquiry. In determining the extent 
and nature of this inquiry, the EPA had regard to information such as: 

• the currency of its original assessment (Report 1618)  

• MS 1085 

• information provided by the proponent (Albemarle 2019) 

• advice from relevant decision-making authorities 

• any new information regarding the potential impacts of the proposal on the 
environment. 

 

EPA procedures  

The EPA followed the procedures in the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV 
Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative Procedures 2016 (State of Western Australia 2016) 
and the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Procedures 
Manual (EPA 2020b). 

3.2 Inquiry findings 

The EPA considered that the following are the key environmental factors relevant to 
the change to the conditions: 

• Flora and vegetation 

• Terrestrial fauna 

• Greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

Flora and vegetation 

The EPA’s environmental objective for flora and vegetation is to protect flora and 
vegetation so that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained.  
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Conclusions from EPA Report 1618 

EPA Report 1618 considered the impacts to flora and vegetation through the direct 
clearing of: 

• 54.31 ha of native vegetation, which includes 6.37 ha of vegetation associated 
with the Low lying Banksia attenuata woodlands or shrublands PEC 

• 33.39 ha of pine plantation that provides foraging habitat for black cockatoos.  
 
The EPA also considered the potential for indirect impacts through alteration of site 
hydrological processes, introduction and spread of weeds and disease including 
dieback, disturbance of acid sulfate soils, and increased fire risk.  
 
The proponent selected the site as it predominantly contained ‘Degraded’ or 
‘Completely Degraded’ quality vegetation and would avoid and minimise impacts to 
known locations of Drakaea elastica and the Low lying Banksia attenuata woodlands 
or shrublands PEC.  
 
Although the proponent avoided and minimised impacts as much as reasonable, the 
EPA considered that a significant residual impact to the PEC remained. To manage 
these impacts, the EPA recommended the following conditions: 

• a limit on the clearing of native vegetation through the authorised extent in 
schedule 1 of MS 1085 

• preparation and implementation of a flora and vegetation monitoring and 
management plan for indirect impacts  

• preparation and implementation of a water management plan 

• implementation of an offsets strategy to counterbalance the significant residual 
impact of clearing 6.37 ha of Low lying Banksia attenuata woodlands or 
shrublands PEC of ‘Good’ or ‘Excellent’ condition. 

 

Assessment of the requested change to conditions 

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

• Environmental factor guideline – Flora and vegetation (EPA 2016a) 

• Technical guidance – Flora and vegetation surveys for environmental impact 
assessment (EPA 2016b) 

• WA Environmental Offsets Policy (Government of Western Australia 2011) 

• WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines (Government of Western Australia 2014). 
 
The clearing of 6.37 ha of the PEC was originally for use as laydown during the 
construction phase. However, the proponent was able to avoid clearing most of this 
area, resulting in a reduction of native vegetation clearing from 6.37 ha to 1.04 ha 
(total of 5.33 ha).  
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The proponent engaged Ecoedge to conduct a multivariate analysis vegetation 
investigation of the quadrat floristic data to determine the affinities of the vegetation 
with regard to the floristic community types. Ecoedge (2019) determined that the 
quadrats for the development envelope cannot be assigned to any floristic 
community type and specifically cannot be said to represent an occurrence of the 
Low lying Banksia attenuata woodlands or shrublands PEC, likely due to a high 
proportion of introduced species and it being species poor. The vegetation units also 
cannot be described as ‘Banksia woodland or shrubland’ due to the paucity of 
Banksia trees or shrubs which combined, make up less than 2% of the canopy of the 
total area.  
 
The Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions has advised that it 
agrees with the findings of the report by Ecoedge.  
 
As there is a change in both the extent of native vegetation clearing, from the change 
to proposal under s. 45C of the EP Act and new information regarding the 
occurrence of the Low lying Banksia attenuata woodlands or shrublands PEC within 
the development envelope, the EPA considers it appropriate to review and amend 
condition 10 (Offsets) of MS 1085.  
 
The EPA has recommended that conditions 10 (Offsets) is deleted and replaced with 
new conditions as set out in Appendix B. 
 

Terrestrial fauna 

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

Conclusions from EPA Report 1618 

EPA Report 1618 considered the potential impacts to terrestrial fauna through the 
direct clearing of: 

• 45.73 ha of potential black cockatoo foraging habitat consisting of 23.05 ha of 
‘moderate to high value’ and 22.68 ha of ‘low value’ foraging habitat (pine 
plantation comprises of 33.39 ha) 

• 14.45 ha of potential breeding habitat consisting of 6.55 ha of habitat considered 
to be of ‘moderate to high’ and 7.9 ha of habitat considered to be of ‘low’ 
breeding value.  

 
The EPA noted at the time that there were known black cockatoo breeding tree 
locations outside of the development envelope, that only one of the identified 
potential black cockatoo breeding trees was located within the development 
envelope and did not contain a hollow, and that most of the areas of high-value black 
cockatoo foraging and breeding habitat (with the exception of the pine plantation) 
have been excluded from the development envelope.  
 
The proposal would also indirectly impact terrestrial fauna through degradation of 
habitat from alterations to site drainage or introduction and spread of weeds or 
dieback, vehicle strikes, noise, dust and light emissions, and increased fire risk.  
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To manage these impacts, the EPA recommended the following conditions: 

• a limit on the clearing of native vegetation and pine plantation through the 
authorised extent in schedule 1 of MS 1085 

• preparation and implementation of a flora and vegetation management plan and 
water management plan 

• implementation of offsets to counterbalance the significant residual impact of 
clearing 45.73 ha of foraging habitat for black cockatoos. 

 

Assessment of the requested change to conditions 

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

• Environmental factor guideline – Terrestrial fauna (EPA 2016c) 

• Technical guidance – Sampling methods for terrestrial vertebrate fauna (EPA 
2016d) 

• Technical guidance – Sampling for short range endemic invertebrate fauna (EPA 
2016e) 

• Technical guidance – Terrestrial vertebrate fauna surveys (EPA 2020c) 

• WA Environmental Offsets Policy (Government of Western Australia 2011) 

• WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines (Government of Western Australia 2014). 
 
The proponent has proposed to reduce clearing of foraging habitat and potential 
breeding habitat for Carnaby’s black cockatoo, forest red-tailed black cockatoo and 
Baudin’s black cockatoo by 5.33 ha as this area is no longer required for the laydown 
area for the proposal. This has resulted in a reduction in the significant residual 
impact from the proposal.  
 
Due to the requested change to proposal for a reduction in native vegetation clearing 
under s. 45C of the EP Act, the EPA considers it appropriate to review and amend 
condition 10 (Offsets) of MS 1085 to align with this.  
 
Having regard to the changed proposal and other relevant information, the EPA has 
recommended that conditions 10 (Offsets) is deleted and replaced with new 
conditions as set out in Appendix B.  
 

Greenhouse gas emissions 

The EPA’s environmental objective for GHG emissions is to reduce net greenhouse 
gas emissions in order to minimise the risk of environmental harm associated with 
climate change. 
 

Conclusions from EPA Report 1618 

At the time of the release of EPA Report 1618, GHG emissions were considered 
under air quality. EPA Report 1618 considered the proposal may impact on air 
quality as a result of air emissions during construction and operations. Emissions 
include:   
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• process plant stack emissions, predominantly NOx, SOx, CO and PM10 and PM2.5  

• vehicle and generator exhaust emissions  

• dust (soil, ore and product)  

• GHG emissions. 
 
EPA noted that the proposal will result in GHG emissions, primarily from the process 
plant and vehicle movements during transport and construction. The proponent has 
estimated that 254,862 tonnes of carbon dioxide will be produced each year during full 
capacity operations.  
 
To manage these impacts, the EPA recommended the following conditions: 

• a control on the maximum capacity of the process plant through the authorised 
extent in schedule 1 of MS 1085  

• a condition requiring the annual reporting of GHG emissions to DWER (condition 
9). 

 

Assessment of the requested change to conditions 

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

• Environmental factor guideline – Greenhouse gas emissions (EPA 2020d). 

The proponent has proposed to include a power station as part of the proposal. 
Under the Albermarle Kemerton Plant GHG Management Plan (GHD 2018), the 
proponent was approved to produce 661,940 t CO2-e per annum, consisting of 
310,116 t CO2-e per annum for scope 1 and 351,824 t CO2-e per annum for scope 2 
emissions. More recently available data suggests that the scope 2 emissions for the 
proposal if electricity was consumed from the SWIS would represent 311,000 t CO2-
e per annum (Albemarle 2021) for a combined total for scope 1 and scope 2 of 
621,116 t CO2-e per annum.   

GHG emissions from the proposed power station (operating at 69 MW capacity) are 
estimated to be 239,000 t CO2-e per annum from the production of 100,000 t LHM 
per annum (Albemarle 2021), which will increase scope 1 emissions to 549,116 t 
CO2-e per annum. However, scope 2 emissions will decrease to zero. While this 
change results in an increase in scope 1, the overall combined scope 1 and scope 2 
emissions are reduced by 72,000 t CO2-e per annum (Albemarle 2021). Hence the 
change to proposal would result in an improvement to GHG emissions.   
 
In addition to the change in emissions from the power station compared to the SWIS, 
the proponent has subsequently submitted a revised Albemarle Kemerton Plant 
GHG Management Plan (Albemarle 2021) to the EPA to align with the Environmental 
factor guideline – Greenhouse gas emissions (EPA 2020d).  
 
Due to the requested change to include a power station under s. 45C of the EP Act, 
the EPA considers it appropriate to review and amend condition 9 (GHG Reporting) 
of MS 1085 to align with this.  
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Having regard to the changed proposal and other relevant information, the EPA has 
recommended that conditions 9 (GHG Reporting) is deleted and replaced with new 
conditions as set out in Appendix B. 

3.3 Conclusions and recommendations 

Change to condition 9 

The proponent has requested changes to condition 9 (GHG Reporting) of MS 1085 
for the following reasons: 

• The proposed amendment to include a power station under s. 45C of the EP Act. 
The EPA considers it is appropriate to review and amend condition 9 (GHG 
Reporting) of MS 1085 to align with Environmental factor guideline – Greenhouse 
gas emissions (EPA 2020d).  

 
The original intent of condition 9 was to enforce annual reporting of GHG emissions 
to DWER. As the approval was before the Environmental factor guideline – 
Greenhouse gas emissions (EPA 2020d), and the change will align the proposal with 
this guideline, the EPA considers it is appropriate to change condition 9.  
 

Change to condition 10 

The proponent has requested changes to condition 10 (Offsets) of MS 1085 for the 
following reasons: 

• recent vegetation investigations have confirmed that quadrats from the 
development envelope cannot be said to represent the Low lying Banksia 
attenuata woodlands or shrublands PEC 

• the proponent has avoided clearing 5.33 ha of native vegetation originally 
approved for clearance.  

 
The original intent of condition 10 was to counterbalance the significant residual 
impact of clearing 6.37 ha of Low lying Banksia attenuata woodlands or shrublands 
PEC. As recent investigations have confirmed that the proposal will not be impacting 
on the PEC and will also be reducing impacts to native vegetation, the EPA 
considers it is appropriate to change condition 10.  
 

Conclusions 

In relation to the environmental factors, and considering the information provided by 
the proponent and relevant EPA policies and guidelines, the EPA concludes that:  

• in light of the proposed changes to proposal to include a power station which 
would change GHG emissions, condition 9 would need to be amended so that it 
is relevant and appropriate 

• in light of the proposed changes to proposal to reduce the authorised clearing of 
native vegetation and development envelope extent, and the findings from the 
recent vegetation investigation, condition 10 would need to be amended so that 
it is relevant and appropriate 
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• no new significant environmental factors have arisen since the EPA’s original 
assessment of the proposal 

• impacts to the key environmental factors are considered manageable, based on 
the requirements of the original conditions retained in MS 1085, and the 
imposition of the attached recommended conditions (Appendix B). 

 

Recommendations 

Having inquired into this matter, the EPA submits the following recommendations to 
the Minister for Environment under s. 46 of the EP Act:  

1. While retaining the environmental requirements of the original conditions of MS 
1085, it is appropriate to change implementation conditions 9 and 10, and 
replace them with new implementation conditions. 

2. After complying with s. 46(8) of the EP Act, the Minister may issue a statement 
of decision to change conditions 9 and 10 of MS 1085 in the manner provided for 
in the attached recommended statement (Appendix B). 
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Appendix A: Recommended Attachment 1 to 

Ministerial Statement 1085 

Attachment 1 to Ministerial Statement 1085 
 

Change to proposal approved under section 45C of the  
Environmental Protection Act 1986 

 

This Attachment replaces Schedules 1 and 2 of Ministerial Statement 1085 
 

Proposal: Albemarle Kemerton Plant 

Proponent: Albemarle Lithium Pty Ltd 
 

Changes: 

• reduce the authorised extent of clearing by 5.51 hectares (ha) 

• reduce the size of the development envelope by 5.51 ha 

• replace Figure 1, Schedule 1 of MS 1085 to reflect the change to the 
development envelope 

• include the construction and operation of a power station. 
 
Table 1: Summary of the proposal  

Proposal title  Albemarle Kemerton Plant  

Short description  The proposal is for the construction and operation of the 
Albemarle Kemerton Plant, and associated infrastructure, 
within the Kemerton Strategic Industrial Area (KSIA), 
approximately 17 kilometres north-east of Bunbury 
Western Australia. The proposal includes construction of up 
to five lithium hydroxide product process trains, a power 
source and associated infrastructure.  

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

Element  Location  Authorised Extent  

Vegetation clearing   Figure 
1   

Clearing of no more than 48.8 ha of native 
vegetation and 33.39 ha of pine plantation within 
Development Envelope of 83.74 ha.  

Process 
plant capacity  

N/A   No more than 100,000 tonnes of lithium hydroxide 
product and no more than 200,000 tonnes of 
sodium sulfate by-product produced per year   

Tailings production   N/A   No more than 1.1 million tonnes per year   

Electrical power     
generation  

N/A  No more than 69 MW  
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 Note: Text in bold in Table 1 and Table 2 indicates a change to the proposal.  
 

Table 3: Abbreviations and definitions 
 

Acronym or abbreviation Definition or term 

Authorised Offsets  Units representing GHG Emissions issued under one of the 
following schemes and cancelled or retired in accordance with 
any rules applicable at the relevant time governing the 
cancellation or retiring of units of that kind:   

a. Australian Carbon Credit Units issued under the Carbon 
Credits (Carbon Farming Initiative) Act 2011 (Cth);  

b. Verified Emission Reductions issued under the Gold 
Standard program;   

c. Verified Carbon Units issued under the Verified Carbon 
Standard program; or  

Other offset units that the CEO has notified the proponent in 
writing meet integrity principles and are based on 
clear, enforceable and accountable methods.  

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 delegate.   

Commencement Date The date on which a licence under Part V of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1986 is granted for the operation of the power 
source that is the subject of this proposal. 

Commencement of 
Operations 

Means commencing operation of the plant infrastructure for the 
proposal and includes pre-commissioning, commissioning, 
start-up and operation of the plant infrastructure for the 
proposal. 

Confirmed Means, at the relevant time, in relation to a plan required to be 
made and submitted to the CEO, the plan that the CEO 
confirmed, by notice in writing, meets the requirements of the 
relevant condition. 

Emissions Intensity Proposal GHG Emissions per tonne of Lithium Hydroxide 
produced. 

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 

GHG emissions Greenhouse gas emissions expressed in tonnes of carbon 
dioxide equivalent (CO2-e) as calculated in accordance with 
the definition of ‘carbon dioxide equivalence’ in section 7 of the 
National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act 2007 (Cth), or, 
if that definition is amended or repealed, the meaning set out in 
an Act, regulation or instrument concerning greenhouse gases 
as specified by the CEO 

Greenhouse gas or GHG Has the meaning given by section 7A of the National 
Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Act 2007 (Cth) or, if that 
definition is amended or repealed, the meaning set out in an 
Act, regulation or instrument concerning greenhouse gases as 
specified by the CEO. 
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Greenhouse Gas 
Management Plan 

Albermarle Kemerton Plant – Greenhouse Gas Management 
Plan – 8 October 2021 or a subsequent version of the plan that 
the CEO has confirmed in writing meets the requirements of 
condition 9-4. 

Ha   Hectare  

LHM Lithium Hydroxide Monohydrate 

Net GHG Emissions Proposal GHG Emissions for a period less any reduction in 
GHG Emissions represented by the cancellation or retirement 
of Authorised Offsets which:  

(a) were cancelled or retired between the first day of the 
period until 1 March in the year after the period has 
ended;  

(b) have been identified in the report for that period as 
required by condition 9-4(1)(b)(iii);  

(c) have not been identified as cancelled or retired in the 
report for that period as required by condition 9-4(1)(b)(iii);  

(d) have not been used to offset GHG Emissions other than 
Proposal GHG Emissions; and  

(e) were not generated by avoiding Proposal GHG Emissions. 

MW  Megawatt  

Plant Net GHG Emissions Net GHG Emissions minus the PS Net GHG Emissions. 

Power Source (PS) The power source of the proposal is a modular power station 
with the potential to generate up to 73 MW of electrical power 
on site.  

Proposal GHG Emissions GHG Emissions released to the atmosphere as a direct result 
of an activity or series of activities that comprise/s or form/s 
part of the proposal. 

PS Net GHG Emissions That portion of the Net GHG Emissions that relate to the Power 
Source. 

tCO2-e Tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent. 
 

A metric used to compare emissions from various greenhouse 
gases by converting amounts of other gases to the equivalent 
amount of CO2 based on their Global Warming Potential. 

 
 
Figures (attached)  
Figure 1 Albemarle Kemerton Plant Development Envelope  
  
Development Envelope Coordinates  
Coordinates defining the development envelope shown in Figure 1 is held by the 
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, Document Reference 
Number DWERDT407015.  
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Figure 1:Albemarle Kemerton Plant development envelope  
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All coordinates are in metres, listed in Map Grid of Australia Zone 50 (MGA Zone 50), 
datum of Geocentric Datum of Australia 1994 (GDA94). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hon. Amber-Jade Sanderson MLA 
MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT  
 
Approval date:     
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Appendix B: Recommended conditions 

STATEMENT TO CHANGE THE IMPLEMENTATION CONDITIONS APPLYING TO 
A PROPOSAL  

(Section 46 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986) 
 

ALBEMARLE KEMERTON PLANT 

Proposal:  The proposal is for the construction and operation of the 
Albemarle Kemerton Plant, and associated infrastructure, 
within the Kemerton Strategic Industrial Area (KSIA), 
approximately 17 kilometres north-east of 
Bunbury Western Australia. The proposal includes 
construction of up to five lithium hydroxide product 
process trains and associated infrastructure.   

Proponent: Albemarle Lithium Pty Ltd  
Australian Company Number 618 095 471  

Proponent Address: Level 7, 197 St Georges Terrace   
Perth, Western Australia 6000  

Assessment Number: 2230 and 2296 

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: 1717 

Preceding Statement/s Relating to this Proposal: 1085  

Pursuant to section 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986, as applied by 

section 46(8), it has been agreed that the implementation conditions set out in 

Ministerial Statement No. 1085, be changed as specified in this Statement.  

Conditions 9 and 10 of Ministerial Statement 1085 are deleted and replaced 
with:  
 
9 Greenhouse Gas Management 

9-1 Subject to condition 9-3, the proponent shall take measures to ensure that PS 

Net GHG Emissions do not exceed:  

(1) 956,000 tCO2-e for the period 1 January 2021 to 31 December 2024; 

(2) 1,195,000 tCO2-e for the period 1 January 2025 to 31 December 2029; 

(3) 1,186,000 t CO2-e for the period 1 January 2030 to 31 December 2034; 

(4) 1,110,000 tCO2-e for the period between 1 January 2035 and 31 

December 2039; 



Albemarle Kemerton Plant – s. 46 inquiry 

34  Environmental Protection Authority 

(5) 960,000 tCO2-e for the period between 1 January 2040 and 31December 

2044; 

(6) 700,000 tCO2-e for the period between 1 January 2045 and 31 

December 2049; and in any event; and 

(7) zero tonnes of CO2-e for every five (5) year period from 1 January 2050 

onwards.  

9-2 Subject to condition 9-3, the proponent shall take measures to ensure that 

Plant Net GHG Emissions do not exceed; 

(1) 1,240,000 tCO2-e for the period between 1 January 2021 and 31 

December 2024; 

(2) 1,550,000 tCO2-e for the period between 1 January 2025 and 31 

December 2029 

(3) 1,000,000 tCO2-e for the period between 1 January 2030 and 31 

December 2034;  

(4) 1,000,000 tCO2-e for the period between 1 January 2035 and 31 

December 2039; 

(5) 1,000,000 tCO2-e for the period between 1 January 2040 and 31 

December 2044; 

(6) 740,000 tCO2-e for the period between 1 January 2045 and 31 

December 2049; and in any event; and 

(7) zero tonnes of CO2-e for every five (5) year period from 1 January 2050 

onwards.  

9-3 Where the time between the Commencement of Operations and the end of a 

period specified in conditions 9-1 and 9-2 is less than five (5) years, the PS Net 

GHG Emissions or Plant Net GHG Emissions limit for that period is to be 

determined in accordance with the following formula: 

Reduced Net GHG Emissions limit =  
𝐴

𝐵
∗ 𝐶 

Where: 

A is the relevant Net GHG Emissions limit for the periods as specified 

in condition 9-1 or 9-2.  

B is the time (in days) in the relevant period 

C is the days remaining between the Commencement Date and the end 

of the relevant period. 
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9-4 The proponent shall implement the Albemarle Kemerton Plant Greenhouse Gas 

Management Plan (Final Version, 8 October 2021) which includes the following:  

(1) is consistent with the achievement of the PS Net GHG Emissions and 

Plant Net GHG Emissions limits in conditions 9-1 and 9-2 subject to the 

adjustment provided for in condition 9-3 (or achievement of emission 

reductions beyond those required by those emission limits);  

(2) estimated Proposal GHG Emissions and Emissions Intensity for the 

life of the proposal;  

(3) compare  estimated Proposal GHG Emissions and Emissions 

Intensity for the life of the proposal against other comparable facilities;  

(4) identify and describe any measures that the proponent will implement to 

avoid, reduce and/or offset Proposal GHG Emissions and/or reduce 

the Emissions Intensity of the proposal; and 

(5) provide a program for the future review of the plan to:  

(a) assess the effectiveness of measures referred to in 

condition 9-4(4); and 

(b) identify and describe options for future measures that the 

proponent may or could implement to avoid, reduce, and/or offset 

Proposal GHG Emission and/or reduce the Emissions 

Intensity of the proposal.   

9-5 The proponent:  

(1) may revise and submit to the CEO the Confirmed Greenhouse Gas 

Management Plan at any time;  

(2) must revise and submit to the CEO the Confirmed Greenhouse Gas 

Management Plan if there is a material risk that conditions 9-1 and 9-2 

will not be complied with, including but not limited to as a result of a 

change to the proposal;  

(3) must revise and submit to the CEO the Confirmed Greenhouse Gas 

Management Plan by the date that the first five (5) yearly consolidated 

report is required to be submitted under condition 9-10(1) and every five 

(5) years after that date; and 

(4) must revise and submit to the CEO the Confirmed Greenhouse Gas 

Management Plan as and when directed to by the CEO.   

9-6 Within one (1) month of receiving confirmation in writing from the CEO that: 
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(1)  the Greenhouse Gas Management Plan referred to in condition 9-4 

satisfies condition 9-4; or 

(2)  any subsequent version of the Confirmed Greenhouse Gas 

Management plan submitted under condition 9-5 satisfies condition 9-

4, 

the proponent must submit a separate summary of the relevant plan to the CEO 

for public disclosure, which must: 

(3)  include a summary of the matters specified in conditions 9-4(1) to 9-

4(4); and 

(4)  be published as required by condition 9-11(2). 

9-7 The proponent shall implement the most recent version of the Confirmed 

Greenhouse Gas Management Plan until the CEO has confirmed by notice in 

writing that it has been demonstrated that the Net GHG Emission limits in 

conditions 9-1 and 9-2 have been met.   

9-8 The proponent shall submit an annual report to the CEO each year by 31 March, 

commencing on the first 31 March after the Commencement of Operations, 

or such other date within that financial year as is agreed by the CEO to align 

with other reporting requirements for GHG, specifying for the previous calendar 

year:  

(1) the quantity of Proposal GHG Emissions and lithium hydroxide 

produced; and 

(2) the Emissions Intensity for the proposal.  

9-9 The proponent shall submit to the CEO by 31 March 2030 or such other date 

within that financial year as is agreed by the CEO to align with other reporting 

requirements for GHG, and every fifth year thereafter:  

(1) a consolidated report specifying:  

(a) for each of the preceding five (5) calendar years, the matters 

referred to in conditions 9-8(1) and (2);  

(b) for the period specified in condition 9-1 and 9-2 that ended on 30 

June of the year before the report is due:  

i. the quantity of Proposal GHG Emissions;  

ii. the Net GHG Emissions, PS Net GHG Emissions and 

Plant Net GHG Emissions; 
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iii. the type, quantity, identification or serial number, and date 

of retirement or cancellation of any Authorised Offsets 

which have been retired or cancelled and which have been 

used to calculate the Net GHG Emissions, PS Net GHG 

Emissions and Plant Net GHG Emissions;  referred to in 

condition 9-9(1)(b) ii, including written evidence of such 

retirement or cancellation; and 

iv. any measures that have been implemented to avoid or 

reduce Proposal GHG Emissions;   

(2) an audit and peer review report of the consolidated report required by 

condition 9-9(1), carried out by an independent person or independent 

persons with suitable technical experience dealing with the suitability of 

the methodology used to determine the matters set out in the 

consolidated report, whether the consolidated report is accurate and 

whether the consolidated report is supported by credible evidence.   

9-10 A consolidated report referred to in condition 9-9(1) must be accompanied by: 

(1) a revision of the Confirmed Greenhouse Gas Management Plan under 

condition 9-5(3); and 

(2) a separate summary report, for the period specified in conditions 9-1 and 

9-2 that ended on 30 June of the year before the report is due and any 

previous periods specified in condition 9-1 and 9-2, and which includes:   

(a) a graphical comparison of PS Net GHG Emissions with the PS Net 

GHG Emissions limits detailed in conditions 9-1 (subject to the 

adjustment provided for in condition 9-3); 

(b) a graphical comparison of Plant Net GHG Emissions with the Plant 

Net GHG Emissions limits detailed in condition 9-2 (subject to the 

adjustment provided for in condition 9-3); 

(c) proposal Emissions Intensity compared to comparable facilities;  

(d) a summary of measures undertaken by the proponent to avoid or 

reduce Proposal GHG Emissions for compliance periods detailed 

in conditions 9-1 and 9-2; and 

(e) a clear statement as to whether limits for PS Net GHG Emissions 

and Plant Net GHG Emissions set out in conditions 9-1 and 9-2 

have been met, and whether future PS Net GHG Emissions and 

Plant Net GHG Emissions limits are likely to be met, including a 

description of any reasons why those limits have not been, and/or 

are unlikely to be met. 
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9-11 The proponent shall make the Confirmed Greenhouse Gas Management Plan, 

the summary of that plan, and all reports required by condition 9 publicly 

available on the proponent’s website within the timeframes specified below for 

the life of the proposal, or in any other manner or time specified by the CEO:  

(1) any Confirmed Greenhouse Gas Management Plan, within two (2) 

weeks of receiving written confirmation from the CEO as referred to in 

condition 9-6;  

(2) the summary of any Confirmed Greenhouse Gas Management Plan 

referred to in condition 9-6 and the reports referred to in conditions 9-8, 

9-9 and 9-10 within two (2) weeks of submitting the document to the 

CEO. 

10  Offsets 

10-1 The proponent shall undertake an offset with the objective of counterbalancing 

the significant residual impact to 40.4 ha of foraging habitat, including 9.12 ha 

of potential breeding habitat for Carnaby’s black cockatoo (Calyptorhynchus 

latirostris), forest fed-tailed black cockatoo (Calyptorhynchus banksii naso) and 

Baudin’s black cockatoo (Calyptorhynchus baudinii) as a result of 

implementation of the proposal. 

10-2 Within twelve (12) months of the publication of this Statement, the proponent 

shall prepare and submit an Offset Strategy to the CEO. The Offset Strategy 

shall: 

(1) identify an initially unprotected area or areas to be protected and 

managed for conservation that contains the foraging habitat values 

identified in condition 10-1; 

(2) demonstrate how the proposed offset counterbalances the significant 

residual impact through consideration of the six principles and 

completion of the WA Offsets Template, as described in the WA 

Environmental Offsets Guidelines 2014, and the Environment Protection 

and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 Environmental Offsets Policy 

(October 2012) in conjunction with the associated Offsets assessment 

guide;  

(3) identify the environmental values of the offset area(s);  

(4) commit to a protection mechanism for any areas of land acquisition, 

being either the area is ceded to the Crown for the purpose of 

conservation, or the area is managed under other suitable mechanisms 

as agreed by the CEO;  
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(5) if any land is to be ceded to the Crown for the purpose of conservation, 

the proponent will identify:  

(a) the quantum of, and provide funds for, the upfront works associated 

with establishing the conservation area;  

(b) the quantum of, and provide a contribution of funds for, the 

management of this area for the first twenty (20) years after 

completion of purchase; and  

(c) an appropriate management body for the ceded land.  

(6) identify any threats to offset values and provide management and/or 

rehabilitation actions to be undertaken to address the threats including: 

(a) the objectives and targets to be achieved, including completion 

criteria; 

(b)  management and/or rehabilitation actions and a timeframe for the 

actions to be undertaken; 

(c) funding arrangements and timing of funding for conservation 

activities; and 

(d)  monitoring requirements for activities. 

(7) define the role of the proponent and/or any third parties. 

10-3 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO, on advice of the Department of 

Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions, that the Offset Strategy satisfies the 

requirements of condition 10-2, the proponent shall: 

(1) implement the actions in accordance with the requirements of the 

approved Offsets Strategy; and 

(2) continue to implement the approved Offset Strategy until the CEO has 

confirmed by notice in writing that it has been demonstrated that the 

completion criteria in the Offset Strategy have been met and therefore the 

implementation of the actions is no longer required. 

10-4 The proponent shall review and revise the Offset Strategy as and when directed 

by the CEO. 

10-5 The proponent shall implement the latest version of the Offset Strategy, which 

the CEO has confirmed by notice in writing, satisfies the requirements of 

condition 10-2. 
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Appendix C: Identified Decision-Making 
Authorities 

The decision-making authorities (DMAs) in the table below have been identified for 
the purposes of s. 45 as applied by s. 46(8) of the Environmental Protection Act 
1986. 
 

Decision-Making Authority Legislation (and approval) 

1. Minister for Environment Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 

(Taking of flora and fauna) 

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

Environmental Protection Act 1986 

(Works approval and licence) 

3. Chief Dangerous Goods Officer, 
Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety 

Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004 

(Dangerous goods licence) 

 

4. Presiding Member 

Southern Joint Development 
Assessment Panel 

Planning and Development Act 2005 

(Planning approval) 

5. Chief Health Officer 

Department of Health 

Health Act 1911 

(Apparatus for treatment of sewage) 

6. Chief Executive Officer 

Shire of Harvey 

Building Act 2011 

(Building permit) 
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