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describes the outcomes of the EPA’s assessment of the Sanjiv Ridge Project – 
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Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999 to be a controlled action and to be 
assessed by the EPA under an accredited process. This document is also the result 
of the EPA’s accredited assessment process.  

This assessment report is for the Western Australian and Commonwealth Ministers 
for Environment and sets out: 

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

• an assessment of the matters of national environmental significance 

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

• other information, advice and recommendations as the Authority thinks fit. 
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Summary 

Proposal 

The Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 (the proposal) is located 241 (kilometres) km 
southeast of Port Hedland and 33 km south of Marble Bar, in the Pilbara region of 
Western Australia. The proposal indicative footprint is 125 hectares (ha) within a 246 
ha development envelope. The mine life is 4.5 years from substantial 
commencement.  
 
The proposal is a significant amendment to the existing Corunna Downs Project 
(Corunna Downs). The Corunna Downs was referred to the Environmental 
Protection Authority (EPA) in May 2019 and approved subject to conditions set out in 
Ministerial statement 1125.    
 
The proponent for the proposal is Atlas Iron Pty Ltd.  
 
The proposal involves the above watertable mining of approximately 10 million 
tonnes of iron ore from the Glen Herring deposit which is located about 1.5 km west 
of Corunna Downs. The proposal consists of three pits, four waste rock dumps and a 
4 km haul road connecting Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 to Corunna Downs 
Project.  
 
No groundwater abstraction is required, as water for activities such as dust 
suppression will be supplied from Corunna Downs. 

Context 

The proposal is located within the Panorama Pastoral Station and lies within the 
Njamal Native Title Determination Area.  

Consultation  

The EPA published the proponent’s referral information for the proposal on its 
website for seven days public comment (28 September 2021). The EPA also 
published the proponent’s updated referral information and additional information on 
its website for public review for two weeks, with an additional two weeks due to 
Christmas/New Year’s period (from 14 December 2021 to 11 January 2022). The 
EPA considered the comments received during these public consultation periods in 
its assessment. 

Mitigation hierarchy  

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

The proponent considered the mitigation hierarchy in the development and 
assessment of its proposal, and commits to: 
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• minimising impacts to bat roost caves by implementing avoidance buffers around 
ten ghost bat (Macroderma gigas) or Pilbara leaf-nosed (Rhinonicteris aurantia 
(Pilbara form)) bat roosts  

• avoiding direct impacts and minimising indirect impacts to inland waters by 
implementing avoidance buffers of 50 metres to significant pools 

• avoiding direct impacts and minimising indirect impacts to heritage sites CRD-
03-13B and CRD-71-20 through avoidance buffers  

• minimising indirect impacts to the cultural heritage sites, catchment areas of 
several pools and key northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) habitat by 
implementing the 15.35 ha Mine Exclusion Zone (MEZ). No mining activities, 
such as pit excavation or waste rock dumps, that result in permanent changes to 
the landform are allowed in the MEZ 

• progressive rehabilitation of disturbed areas in preparation for mine closure. 

Assessment of key environmental factors  

The EPA has identified the key environmental factors (listed below) in the course of 
the assessment. As the proposal is a significant amendment to an existing proposal, 
the EPA’s assessment has been undertaken in the context of the existing proposal, 
having regard to the combined and cumulative effects on the environment. The EPA 
has also considered whether to inquire into the implementation conditions for the 
existing proposal.   
 

Flora and vegetation  

Residual impact Assessment finding 

Proposal (significant amendment to 
the existing proposal) 

Clearing of up to 125 ha of native 
vegetation in ‘Excellent’ condition. 

Combined effect 

The proposal indicative disturbance 
footprint of 125 ha of native 
vegetation will be cleared. The 
combined effect of the Corunna 
Downs (423.11 ha) and the 
proposal will be up to 548.11 ha 
cleared within the proposal 
development envelope (i.e. 246 ha) 
and Corunna Downs development 
envelope (i.e. 2,257.6 ha).  

There are no threatened flora or priority flora 
recorded in the development envelope or indicative 
footprint. 

The clearing of ‘Excellent’ condition vegetation is 
likely to be significant, both on its own and in the 
context of the existing Corunna Downs Project. 
This vegetation contributes to biological diversity 
and ecological integrity in the local area and 
provides habitat for conservation significant fauna 
species.  

Due to the remaining quantity and quality of habitat 
types in the local area and region, the significant 
residual impact could be counterbalanced in 
accordance with the WA Environmental Offsets 
Guidelines. 

The environmental outcome is likely to be 
consistent with the EPA’s objective for this factor, 
subject to limitations on the proposal footprint 
(recommended condition 1) and a contribution to 
the Pilbara Environmental Offsets Fund 
(recommended condition 5).  
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Proposal  

Clearing and disturbance of up to 
0.2 ha of groundwater dependent 
vegetation (GDV) – vegetation type 
(VT) 3 within the indicative 
disturbance footprint. 

Combined effect 

The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) on VT 3 is 
1.2 ha (2.5%) within the indicative 
disturbance footprints.  

The proposal would impact up to 0.2 ha of VT 3. 
This equates to 0.4% of the 48.7 ha mapped extent 
(proposal and Corunna Downs) of VT 3. The EPA 
considers that this is not likely to be a material 
impact given the small scale of the impact. 

The EPA advises that there is unlikely to be any 
residual impacts to potential GDV as 97.5% will 
remain and the environmental outcome is likely to 
be consistent with the EPA’s objective for flora and 
vegetation.  

Proposal 

Clearing and disturbance of up to 
1.6 ha of GDV VT14 within the 
indicative footprint. 

Combined effect 

The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) on VT 14 is 
13.4 ha (0.9%) within the indicative 
disturbance footprint.  

The proposal would impact up to 1.6 ha of VT 14. 
This equates to 0.1% of the 1,419.4 ha mapped 
extent of VT 14.  

The EPA considers that this is not likely to be a 
material impact given the small scale of the impact. 

The EPA advises that there is unlikely to be any 
residual impacts to potential GDV as 99.1% will 
remain and the environmental outcome is likely to 
be consistent with the EPA’s objective for flora and 
vegetation.  

Proposal  

Indirect impacts to ‘Excellent’ 
quality flora and vegetation through 
the introduction or spread of 
weeds, dust deposition and surface 
water alterations. 

Combined effects  

Surveys for the Corunna Downs 
identified low levels of introduced 
flora. The combined effect is the 
spread of weed species within the 
proposal development envelope 
and Corunna Downs development 
envelope. 

The environmental outcome is likely to be 
consistent with the EPA’s objective for this factor, 
subject to limitations on the proposal footprint 
(recommended condition 1) and recommended 
condition 2-3 (Significant Species Management 
Plan).  

Given the short-term life of the mine and controls in 
place, indirect impacts are likely to be of a limited 
scale and duration. 

The EPA advises there is unlikely to be residual 
impacts and the environmental outcome is likely to 
be consistent with the EPA’s objective for flora and 
vegetation.  

 

Terrestrial fauna  

Residual impact Assessment finding 

Proposal 

Clearing and disturbance of up 
to 89.1 ha of ironstone ridgetop 
habitat for conservation 
significant species. 

Combined effect 

The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) of clearing 

The proposal would directly impact 5.8% of ironstone 
ridgetop habitat within the local vicinity (as mapped in 
the study area [1,542.6 ha]).  

The proposal combined with Corunna Downs would 
impact on 16.6% of this habitat type within the study 
area.  
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ironstone ridgetop habitat type 
will be up to approximately 256 
ha within the combined 
indicative disturbance footprint.  
 

 

The residual impact on 89.1 ha of ironstone ridgetop 
habitat for conservation significant species is likely to 
be significant, both on its own and in the context of the 
Corunna Downs Project. 

The EPA considers that the significant residual 
impacts be regulated through recommended condition 
2 (terrestrial fauna) and counterbalanced by offsets 
(condition 5) so the environmental outcome is likely to 
be consistent with the EPA’s objective for terrestrial 
fauna. 

Proposal  
Clearing and disturbance of up 
to 25 ha of rocky ridge and 
gorge critical habitat for 
conservation significant species. 
 
Combined effect 
The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) of clearing 
rocky ridge and gorge habitat 
type will be up to approximately 
67 ha within the combined 
indicative footprint.   
 

The proposal would directly impact 1.4% of the rocky 
ridge and gorge habitat within the local vicinity (as 
mapped in the study area [1,766.4 ha]).  

The proposal combined with Corunna Downs would 
impact on 3.8% of this habitat type within the study 
area.  

The residual impact on 25 ha of rocky ridge and gorge 
habitat for conservation significant species is likely to 
be significant, both on its own and in the context of the 
Corunna Downs Project.  

Significant residual impacts can be regulated through 
condition 2 (terrestrial fauna) and counterbalanced by 
offsets (condition 5) so the environmental outcome is 
likely to be consistent with the EPA’s objective for 
terrestrial fauna.     

Proposal 
Clearing and disturbance of up 
to 5.9 ha of stony rises habitat 
for conservation significant 
species.  
 
Combined effect  
The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) of clearing 
stony rises habitat type will be 
up to approximately 85 ha within 
the combined indicative 
disturbance footprint.   
 

The proposal would directly impact on 0.08% of the 
stony rises habitat within the local vicinity (as mapped 
in the study area [7,702.7 ha]).  

The proposal combined with Corunna Downs would 
impact on 1.1% of this habitat type within the study 
area.  

The residual impact on 5.9 ha of stony rises habitat for 

conservation significant species is not likely to be 

significant.  

Proposal 
Clearing and disturbance of up 
to 4.6 ha of rocky foothills 
habitat for conservation 
significant species. 

 

Combined effect 
The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) of clearing 

The proposal would directly impact on 0.09% of the 
rocky foothills habitat within the local vicinity (as 
mapped in the study area [4,986.4]).  

The proposal combined with Corunna Downs would 
impact on 0.3% of this habitat type within the study 
area. 
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rocky foothills habitat type will 
be up to approximately 16 ha 
within the combined indicative 
disturbance footprint.   

The residual impact on 4.6 ha of rocky foothills habitat 

for conservation significant species is not likely to be 

significant. 

Proposal 
Loss of one category 4 
noncritical bat cave (CO-CA-
34). 

Combined effect 
The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) is the loss 
of three category 4 noncritical 
bat caves (CO-CA-34, CO-CA-
08 and CO-CA-15). 

The impact on one noncritical bat roosting cave, in 
addition to the impact on three caves at Corunna 
Downs, will not threaten the viability of bat populations. 
Other caves located within and outside of the 
development envelope are available for the roosting of 
bats. 

Significant residual impacts can be regulated through 
condition 2 (terrestrial fauna) and counterbalanced by 
offsets (condition 5) so the environmental outcome is 
likely to be consistent with the EPA’s objective for 
terrestrial fauna.     

Proposal 
Potential indirect impact to the 
structural integrity of ten bat 
caves. 
 
Combined effect 
The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) may 
indirectly impact 26 caves within 
and in close proximity to the 
development envelopes.  

Significant residual impacts can be regulated through 
condition 2 (terrestrial fauna) to limit indirect impacts to 
the structural integrity of the bat caves and 
counterbalanced by offsets (condition 5) so the 
environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with 
the EPA’s objective for terrestrial fauna.       

Proposal 
Death or injury as a result of 
interaction with project related 
vehicles or machinery. 

Increased risk of predation of 
native fauna, including 
conservation significant fauna. 

Combined effect 
The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) is unlikely 
to have a material impact on 
conservation significant fauna 
species. 

Significant residual impacts can be regulated through 
condition 2 (terrestrial fauna) and counterbalanced by 
offsets (condition 5) so the environmental outcome is 
likely to be consistent with the EPA’s objective for 
terrestrial fauna.       
 

 

 

Inland waters  

Residual impact Assessment finding 

Proposal  

Potential residual impacts to 
pools: 

CO- WS-04 – ephemeral 

CO- WS-16 – permanent 

CO-WS-17 – ephemeral 

The EPA recommends implementation of the Mine 
Exclusion Zone (condition 1) and 50 m avoidance 
buffers around each pool (condition 3). Subject to 
these conditions the proposal is likely to be 
implemented consistent with the EPA’s objective for 
inland waters.  
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CO-WS-18 – ephemeral 

Combined effect 

The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) is 
potential impacts to 16 water 
sources within and surrounding 
the development envelopes.  

 

 

Proposal 

Potential residual impact to 
water quality from spills or 
contamination. 

Combined effect 

The combined effect (Corunna 
Downs and proposal) is the 
potential residual impact to 
water quality from spills or 
contamination.  

The EPA advises there is a low risk of impacts to 
water quality. Subject to condition 3 for a 50 m 
avoidance buffers around each pool and condition 4 
Cultural Heritage Management Plan, the proposal is 
likely to be implemented consistent with the EPA’s 
objective for inland waters.  

 

 

 

 

Social surroundings  

Residual impact Assessment finding 

Proposal  

Potential impacts to cultural 
heritage sites (CRD-3-13B) and 
(CRD-71-20). 

Combined effect 

No Aboriginal heritage sites 
were located within the Corunna 
Downs development envelope. 
Therefore, the combined effect 
is the impact to cultural heritage 
sites (CRD-3-13B) and (CRD-
71-20). 

The EPA has concluded that there are no direct 
impacts to known cultural heritage sites if the proposal 
is subject to recommended condition 1 (Mine 
Exclusion Zone) and condition 4 (avoidance buffers 
and Cultural Heritage Management Plan). 

Subject to these conditions, the proposal is likely to be 
able to be implemented consistent with the EPA’s 
objective for social surroundings. 

Proposal  

Indirect impacts of dust, noise, 
vibrations, and visual amenity 
on cultural heritage sites (CRD-
3-13B) and (CRD-71-20). 

 

Combined effect 

No Aboriginal heritage sites 
were located within the Corunna 
Downs development envelope. 
Therefore, the combined effect 
is the indirect impact to cultural 
heritage sites (CRD-3-13B) and 
(CRD-71-20). 

The EPA has concluded that there is the residual risk 
of indirect impacts to cultural heritage sites from dust, 
noise, vibrations, and visual amenity. 

 

Residual impact should be subject to condition 1 to 
require implementation of the Mine Exclusion Zone, 
and condition 4 to require avoidance buffers and 
Cultural Heritage Management Plan to avoid where 
possible and otherwise, minimise indirect impacts to 
ensure the environmental outcome is consistent with 
the EPA’s objective for social surroundings. 
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Holistic assessment 

Given the link between terrestrial fauna, flora and vegetation, inland waters and 
social surroundings factors, the EPA considered the connections and interactions 
between relevant environmental factors and values to inform a holistic view of 
impacts to the whole environment. The EPA formed the view that the holistic impacts 
would not alter the EPA’s conclusions about consistency with the EPA’s factor 
objectives. 

Conclusion and recommendations 

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

• environmental values which may be significantly affected by the proposal 

• residual impacts, emissions and effects in relation to the key environmental 
factors, separately and holistically 

• likely environmental outcomes (and taking into account the EPA’s recommended 
conditions), consistency of these outcomes 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.  
 

The EPA has recommended that the proposal may be implemented subject to 
conditions recommended in Appendix A. 
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1 Proposal 

The Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 (the proposal) is located 241 km southeast of 
Port Hedland and 33 km south of Marble Bar, in the Pilbara region of Western 
Australia (see Figure 1). The proposal is a significant amendment to the existing 
Corunna Downs Project (Corunna Downs).  
 
The proposal consists of three pits, four waste rock dumps and a 4 km haul road to 
connect to Corunna Downs, where ore will be trucked for processing. No 
groundwater abstraction is required as water for activities such as dust suppression 
will be supplied from Corunna Downs using its existing infrastructure. The proposal 
indicative footprint is up to 125 hectares (ha) within a 246 ha development envelope 
(see Figure 2).  
 
The proponent is Atlas Iron Pty Ltd. The proponent referred the proposal to the 
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) on 20 September 2021. The referral 
information was published on the EPA website for 7-day public comment. On 
15 October 2021, the EPA decided to assess the proposal at the level Assess 
Referral Information with additional information required. The EPA published the 
additional information and the Matters of National Environmental Significance 
information on its website for public review for two weeks, with an additional two 
weeks due to Christmas/New Year’s period (from 14 December 2021 to 11 January 
2022). 
 
The proposal was determined to be a controlled action under the Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) on 10 November 
2021 (Ref. 2021/8885).  
 
The proposal is set out in section 2 of the proponent’s referral (Atlas Iron 2021), 
which is available on the EPA website.  
 
The elements of the proposal which have been subject to the EPA’s assessment are 
included in Table 1.  
 
Table 1: Location and proposed extent of proposal elements 

Proposal element Location Approved 
proposal (MS 
1125) 
(Corunna 
Downs) 

 Proposal 
(significant 
amendment) 
(Sanjiv Ridge – 
Stage 2) 

Combined 
proposal (Corunna 
Downs and Sanjiv 
Ridge – Stage 2) 

Physical elements  

Development 
envelope 

Figure 2 No more than 
2,257.6 ha  

No more than 
246 ha 

No more than 
2,503.6 ha 

Indicative footprint Figure 2 Clearing no 
more than 
423.11 ha with 
a 2,257.6 ha 

Clearing no more 
than 125 ha 
within a 246 ha 
development 
envelope 

Clearing of no 
more than 548.11 
ha within 2,503.6 
ha development 
envelope. 
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Proposal element Location Approved 
proposal (MS 
1125) 
(Corunna 
Downs) 

 Proposal 
(significant 
amendment) 
(Sanjiv Ridge – 
Stage 2) 

Combined 
proposal (Corunna 
Downs and Sanjiv 
Ridge – Stage 2) 

development 
envelope 

Mine Exclusion 
Zone (MEZ) 

Figure 3 Not applicable Exclusion of 
mining activities, 
pits, excavation 
and permanent 
rock structures.  

Exclusion of mining 
activities, pits, 
excavation and 
permanent rock 
structures in the 
MEZ for Sanjiv 
Ridge Stage 2. 

Operational elements  

Mining  Figure 2  Undefined in 
MS 1125 

Referred as on 
average 3.8 
Mtpa  

and licenced 
for up to 5 
Mtpa 

Up to 3 Mtpa Up to 5 Mtpa 

Timing elements 

Project life - Undefined in 
MS 1125 

Referred as 
approximately 
6 years 

Up to 4.5 years 
from date of 
substantial 
commencement 

Up to 7 years 

Units and abbreviations  
ha – hectare 
km - kilometre 
Mtpa – million tonnes per annum  

Proposal alternatives 

The proponent considered the below options for the proposal: 

• a shorter haul road running east to west, however the impact to the landscape 
would have been significant due to the hilly topography 

• a longer haul road west to Hillside – Marble Bar Road which had similar 
topographical impacts and would have required significantly longer road 
haulages 

• a shallow waste rock dump located immediately west of the glen herring pit; 
however, this was changed after the identification of ghost bat caves, Aboriginal 
heritage sites and downstream water features. 

 
The proponent therefore referred the proposal in its current location, and this is the 
alternative proposal which the EPA has assessed.  
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Proposal context 

The Corunna Downs Project was assessed by the EPA and approved in Ministerial 
statement 1125 (MS 1125) on 12 March 2020. Corunna Downs was also assessed 
under the EPBC Act (Ref. 2017/7861) and consists of five open pits, three waste 
rock dumps, mine operation centre, bore field and accommodation camp with a 
project life of approximately six years.  
 
The existing Corunna Downs MS 1125 has been reviewed and it was determined 
that the conditions did not need amending. The Minister for Environment may decide 
to issue a separate Ministerial statement for the Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 
proposal. MS 1125 is a contemporary statement, and the environmental impacts can 
be managed separately. 
 
Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 (the proposal) is a satellite operation to Corunna 
Downs and it will feed additional ore to the Corunna Downs Project. The additional 
ore will extend the operational life of the processing facility of Corunna Downs from 
six years to up to seven years, but the life of the Corunna Downs mine pits will 
remain unchanged as 6 years.  

Original proposal implementation (Corunna Downs)  

The original proposal was implemented in late 2020 with first ore being crushed in 
2021. The licence to operate the original proposal was granted on 4 August 2021 
and expires in 2037 (L9280/2021/1).  
 
Corunna Downs was assessed based on through put of up to 5 Mtpa which is the 
maximum capacity of the crushing and screening facility. The average mining rate for 
Corunna Downs is 3.8 Mtpa resulting in ‘excess capacity’ which allows for the 
processing of ore delivered from Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 to Corunna Downs. 
Therefore, the maximum capacity of the current operating licence for Corunna 
Downs will remain the same (L9280/2021/1) even with the supply of additional ore 
from Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2. 
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Figure 1: Project location  
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  Figure 2: Development envelope and indicative footprint 
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Figure 3: Mine Exclusion Zone (within the development envelope)  
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2 Assessment of key environmental factors 

The EPA has determined that the key environmental factors for this assessment are 
flora and vegetation, terrestrial fauna, inland waters and social surroundings. This 
section includes the EPA’s assessment of the key environmental factors. The EPA 
also evaluated the impacts of the proposal on other environmental factors and 
concluded these were not key factors for the assessment. This evaluation is included 
in Appendix D. 
 
The EPA has assessed the proposal in the context of the approved proposal (MS 
1125) while having regard to the combined and cumulative effect that the 
implementation of the approved proposal may have on the following environmental 
factors.  

2.1 Flora and vegetation 

2.1.1  Environmental objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for flora and vegetation is to protect flora and 
vegetation so that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained (EPA 
2016a). 
 

2.1.2  Investigations and surveys 

Between 2014 and 2021, four flora and vegetation surveys have been undertaken for 
the proposal, across the regional area. The EPA notes that in addition to past survey 
work, the following investigations were used to inform the assessment of the 
potential impacts to flora and vegetation:  

• Referral Information Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 (Atlas Iron 2021c). 

• Sanjiv Ridge Project Updated Flora and Vegetation Assessment (Appendix B of 
the referral information) (Woodman Environmental 2021a). 

• Sanjiv Ridge Project Impact Assessment (Appendix C of the referral information) 
(Woodman Environmental 2021b). 

 
The surveys were consistent with the Technical guidance – Flora and vegetation 
surveys for environmental impact assessment (EPA 2016a).  
 

2.1.3 Assessment context: existing environment 

The proposal is situated within the Chichester sub-region of the Interim 
Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia (IBRA) of the Pilbara region and is 
predominately on the Panorama and Eginbah Pastoral Leases, with a small portion 
located on Unallocated Crown Land (Beard 1990). 
 

Vegetation 

The study area (mapped extent of the surveys) covered 26,021.8 ha (which includes 
the development envelope). The vegetation condition was mapped and assessed in 
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accordance with the vegetation condition rating scale for Eremaean and Northern 
Botanical Provinces.  
 
About 90% of the vegetation within the study area is considered to be in ‘Excellent’ 
condition with little to no disturbance (Woodman Environmental 2021a). It is noted 
that where large creeks and rivers were present, the vegetation varied from ‘Very 
Good’ to ‘Poor.’ The larger drainage features had lower condition scores due to the 
presence of aggressive introduced flora species, high levels of grazing and trampling 
from cattle (Woodman Environmental 2021a).  
 
No Threatened Ecological Communities (TECs) defined under the EPBC Act or the 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act) or Priority Ecological Communities 
(PECs) as listed by Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions 
(DBCA) have been found to occur within the development envelope (Woodman 
Environmental 2021a).  
 
Fifteen vegetation types were found within the study area of which eight were 
considered to be locally significant due to their limited extent within the study area 
and they form habitat for conservation significant flora. Four were potentially 
regionally significant. Five vegetation types were recorded within the development 
envelope, one of which (VT 3) is locally significant and potentially regionally 
significant (see Figure 4). Refer to section 2.1.9 for further information.  
 

Groundwater dependant vegetation (GDV) 

In the study area, 5 vegetation types are potentially GDV, these include VT 3, 4, 8, 
14 and 15 (Woodman Environmental 2021a). Two of these (VT 3 and 14) were 
recorded within the development envelope. Two potential GDV locations were 
identified within the development envelope (GDV A and GDV B), both are mapped 
within VT 3 (see Figure 5).  
 

Flora 

A total of 413 vascular flora taxa, representative of 177 genera, and 63 families, 
were recorded within the flora study area (see Figure 6) (Woodman Environmental 
2021a). A summary of the findings for the development envelope include: 

• no threatened flora as listed under the EPBC Act or BC Act were recorded 

• one species of taxonomic interest (143 individuals) Triumfetta aff. appendiculata. 
This species is similar to Triumfetta appendiculata (Woodman Environmental 
2021a). 

 

Introduced flora 

A total of 18 introduced flora species were recorded within the flora study area, none 
of which represent weeds of national significance or are currently listed under the 
Biosecurity and Agricultural Management Act 2007. None of these introduced 
species were recorded within the development envelope.    
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Figure 4: Vegetation types within the study area (including development 

envelope and indicative footprint) 
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Figure 5: Groundwater dependent vegetation within the development envelope 



Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 

18  Environmental Protection Authority 

Figure 6: Significant flora within the study area 
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2.1.4 Consultation 

Concerns were raised regarding cumulative impacts on vegetation clearing in the 
Pilbara region, potential loss of vegetation associations, dust control and its impacts 
on neighbouring vegetation.  
 
The key issues raised during the public consultation on the proposal and how they 
have been considered in the assessment are outlined in section 2.1.9.  
 

2.1.5 Potential impacts from the proposal 

The proposal has the potential to impact on flora and vegetation from: 

• clearing of 125 ha of native vegetation within a 246 ha development envelope 

• impacts to potential groundwater dependent ecosystems 

• degradation or alteration of vegetation through altered surface water flows 

• generation of dust emissions during construction and operation which may cause 
a loss or degradation of vegetation condition 

• increase in the abundance and diversity of weeds which may cause a loss or 
degradation of vegetation condition. 
 

2.1.6  Avoidance 

There are no TECs, PECs, critical vegetation types or high priority flora to avoid. 
There are no avoidance measures for the proposal. 
 

2.1.7 Minimisation measures  

The proponent has designed the proposal to minimise impacts to flora and 

vegetation by: 

1. minimising clearing of vegetation necessary for construction and operation 

2. implementing a Significant Species Management Plan which includes a ground 

disturbance permit procedure, weed hygiene procedure and a flora management 

procedure 

3. installing bunds, drains and culverts to maintain natural flow patterns 

4. implementing speed limits, regular application of water on unsealed roads and 
considering meteorological conditions when blasting to minimise dust dispersion. 

5. implementing Dust Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0003). 
 

2.1.8 Rehabilitation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 

The proponent has proposed the following progressive rehabilitation measures: 

1. reinstatement of the natural flow paths following removal of infrastructure 

2. progressive revegetation works in accordance with the Mine Closure Plan 

3. progressive rehabilitation of disturbed areas in accordance with the Significant 
Species Management Plan.  
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In accordance with the Mining Act 1978, the proponent would be required to prepare 
a Mine Closure Plan consistent with the Statutory Guidelines for Mine Closure Plans 
(DMIRS 2020) which includes requirements for rehabilitation and revegetation of 
land and closure objectives and criteria.  
 

2.1.9 Assessment of impacts to environmental values  

The EPA considered that the key environmental values for flora and vegetation likely 
to be impacted by the proposal is the clearing of vegetation in ‘Excellent’ condition.  
 
The EPA has assessed the proposal in the context of the approved proposal (MS 
1125) while having regard to the combined and cumulative effect that the 
implementation of the approved proposal may have on flora and vegetation.  
 

Vegetation   

The EPA notes that there is a significant residual impact from clearing 125 ha of 
‘Excellent’ condition vegetation within the Chichester IBRA subregion. A total of 
548.1 ha of ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition vegetation will be cleared as a result of the 
Corunna Downs and Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 proposals. The cumulative impacts from 
clearing vegetation in the Chichester IBRA subregion for these proposals would 
constitute a significant residual impact.  

The Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 development envelope and part of the Corunna Downs 
development envelope lie within the George Ranges 82 vegetation system 
association (Woodman Environmental 2021b). This vegetation system association is 
described as hummock grasslands, low shrub-steppe in lower valleys and it covers 
about 317,182 ha in the East Pilbara.  

About 5,000 ha of George Ranges 82 vegetation system association is expected to 
be impacted by projects in the East Pilbara region, with an additional 45,500 ha 
coinciding with active mining leases (Atlas Iron 2021c). Projects include Corunna 
Downs Project, Abydos Project, Miralga Creek Project, Mt Webber Project, 
Warrawoona Project, Roy Hill Project and FMG Iron Bridge Project. 

The EPA notes after implementation of the proposal, over 266,800 ha (84%) of the 
pre-European extent of the George Ranges 82 vegetation system association will 
remain.  

The vegetation surveys identified five vegetation types across the development 
envelope. Total areas and relative percentages of proposed clearing for each 
vegetation type (VT) are presented in Table 2.  

The clearing of 125 ha of native vegetation for the proposal includes vegetation 
types 3, 9,10,11 and 14. 

VT 9 would experience the most impact from the proposal, with 76.8 ha to be 
cleared. This represents 2.9% of the total extent of this vegetation type in the flora 
study area. VT 9 would also experience the highest cumulative impact (from 
Corunna Downs and Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2) representing 272 ha, which equates to 
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10.1% of the mapped extent of this vegetation type. VT 9 is not locally or regionally 
significant (Woodman Environmental 2021b). 
 
Table 2: Vegetation types in the Sanjiv Ridge project area (adapted from Atlas 
2021c) 

Vegetation 
Type (VT) 

Local conservation 
significance 

Mapped 
extent 

Development 
envelope 

Indicative 
footprint 

 ha ha % ha % 

3 locally uncommon and or 
restricted 

48.7 2.8 5.7 0.2 0.4 

9 locally common and 
widespread 

2,694.4 149.6 5.6 76.8 2.9 

10 locally common and 
widespread 

6,625.7 77.7 1.2 41.9 0.6 

11 locally common and 
widespread 

9,767.1 8.3 0.1 4.0 0.04 

14 locally common and 
widespread 

1419.4 3.8 0.3 1.6 0.1 

cleared NA 123.8 3.8 0.2 0.1 0.1 

Total 20,679.10 246  13.1 125 4.1 

 
The EPA notes that there is a significant residual impact from clearing 125 ha of 
‘Excellent’ condition vegetation within the Chichester IBRA subregion which can be 
counterbalanced through offsets (recommended condition 5).  

Conclusion 

The EPA considers there is a significant residual impact from clearing 125 ha of 
‘Excellent’ condition vegetation in the Chichester IBRA subregion. The EPA advises 
that the significant residual impact can be counterbalanced by offsets, in this case 
PEOF. 

The EPA considers that the environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with the 
EPA objective for flora and vegetation provided there is a limit on the extent of 
clearing (recommended condition 1) and an offset is implemented (recommended 
condition 5).  
 

Potential groundwater dependant vegetation (GDV) 

Table 5-2 of the proponent’s referral information (Atlas Iron 2021c) identifies the 
direct impacts to vegetation types, including potential groundwater dependent 
vegetation (VT 3 and VT 14) from the proposal and the combined Sanjiv Ridge 
Stage 2 and Corunna Downs proposals. The EPA notes there will be no groundwater 
abstraction as part of this proposal. 

VT 3 is likely to have isolated occurrences of obligate GDV supported by aquifers 
within this vegetation type and therefore is likely to be groundwater dependant. VT 3 
is locally uncommon in the region (Woodman Environmental 2021b). 0.2 ha of VT 3 
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will be directly impacted by the proposal, which represents 0.4% of its mapped 
extent in the flora study area. 

VT 14 mid open woodland of mixed species is considered to contain facultative or 
obligate vegetation in locations where Melaleuca argentea and Eucalyptus 
camaldulensis subsp. refulgens are present. VT 14 is locally common and 
widespread in the study area (Woodman Environmental 2021b). 1.6 ha of VT 14 will 
be impacted by the proposal, which represents 0.1% of its mapped extent in the flora 
study area. 
 
The cumulative impact on VT 3 and VT 14 when this proposal is combined with 
Corunna Downs is 1.2 ha or 2.5% and 13.4 ha or 0.9% respectively of the total 
extent of these vegetation types in the flora study area.  

Conclusion 

The EPA has determined there is unlikely to be a residual impact to potential GDV, 
as 97.5% of VT 3 and 99.1% of VT 14 will remain. 
  

Flora  

There are no threatened flora or priority flora recorded in the development envelope 
or indicative footprint (Woodman Environmental 2021b).  
 
The proposal has the potential to impact Triumfetta aff. appendiculata. This species 
is potentially an extreme form of Triumfetta appendiculata (Woodman Environmental 
2021). Woodman Environmental (2021b) noted that the 2020 targeted flora survey 
recorded 143 individuals within the development envelope and across the study area 
in vegetation types 10,11,12 and 14 which are locally common.  
 
Further studies into this species are necessary to confirm its taxonomic status as it is 
potentially an extreme form of Triumfetta appendiculata (Woodman Environmental 
2021). The EPA notes this species is not likely to have a limited distribution as it is 
common in the study area and occurs across a wide range of IBRA subregions such 
as Cape Range, Chichester, Fortescue, Hamersley, Pindanland and Roebourne 
(Florabase 2022).  
 

Vegetation loss due to indirect impacts  

Dust deposition has the potential to indirectly impact on flora and vegetation. The 
closest priority flora species, Ptilotus mollis (P4), is more than 1 km outside the 
development envelope and is unlikely to be impacted by dust deposition. Woodman 
Environmental recorded 779 individuals in the study area and this species occurs 
over a range of approximately 640 km in Western Australia. The proponent has 
committed to implementing a dust management procedure as a mitigation measure 
(950-EN-PRO-0003).  
 
The EPA advises the potential dust impacts can be managed under the mining 
proposal required under the Mining Act 1978.  
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The EPA assessed the proponent’s proposed mitigation measures and determined 
they would be sufficient to ensure the EPA’s objective for flora and vegetation is met.  
 
Alteration of surface water flow has the potential to indirectly impact on flora and 
vegetation which may cause drainage shadowing, ponding and increased sediment 
runoff (Atlas Iron 2021c). The Glen Herring, Dazzler and Hero pits are likely to 
capture rainfall and potentially impact vegetation adjacent to the indicative footprint. 
CO-WS-16 total catchment is expected to be reduced by 21%. This is assessed 
further in (inland waters) section 2.3.7. The proponent has committed to installing 
bunds, drains and culverts to maintain natural flow paths, where possible.   
 
The EPA has assessed the indirect impacts to native vegetation from dust deposition 
and altered surface water flows are likely to be consistent with the EPA’s objective 
for flora and vegetation.  
 
The following weed species are known to occur within or adjacent to the 
development envelope: Buffel Grass (Cenchrus ciliaris), Kapok Bush (Aerva 
javanica) Rubber Bush (Calotropis procera), Purpletop Chloris (Chloris barbata), 
Couch (Cynodon dactylon), Awnless Barnyard Grass (Echinochloa colona) and 
Stinking Passionflower (Passiflora foetida var. hispida). These species are known to 
colonise and proliferate in post disturbance environments (Woodman Environmental 
2021b). Increase in abundance or diversity of introduced flora can potentially impact 
on vegetation in ‘Excellent’ condition. To prevent spreading these weed species, a 
weed hygiene management program will be developed. This includes weed hygiene 
for mobile plant equipment entering and leaving the development envelope to reduce 
the risk of weed incursions into the area. 
 
The Significant Species Management Plan (SSMP) incorporates management 
actions to minimise and mitigate impacts to vegetation such as a Ground 
Disturbance Permit Procedure (950-HSE-EN-PRO-0001), a Flora Management 
Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0005) and a Weed Hygiene Procedure (950-EN-PRO-
0005).  

The EPA considered the risk of weeds to impact vegetation in ‘Excellent’ condition. 
The EPA advises that the indirect impacts to native vegetation from the spread of 
weeds can be regulated through recommended condition 2-3 (SSMP), so the 
environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with the EPA objective for flora and 
vegetation. 

Conclusion 

1.  The EPA has determined the impacts to native vegetation from clearing 125 ha 
are likely to be consistent with the EPA’s objective for flora and vegetation 
subject to conditions on management and offsets.  

2. The EPA advises that the indirect impacts to native vegetation from the spread of 
weeds can be regulated through recommended condition 2-3 (Significant Species 
Management Plan).  

3. The EPA has also considered the requirement for the proponent to prepare a 
mine closure plan consistent with the Statutory Guidelines for Mine Closure Plans 
(DMIRS 2020). The EPA considers that the standards required for progressive 
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rehabilitation to meet the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety 
(DMIRS) objectives for biodiversity, would be consistent with the EPAs objective 
for flora and vegetation. 

 

2.1.10 Summary of key factor assessment and recommended conditions 

The EPA has considered the likely environmental outcomes of the proposal on flora 
and vegetation environmental values. 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 assessment findings are 
presented in Table 3. 

The EPA has also considered the principles of the Environmental Protection Act 
1986 (EP Act) in assessing whether the residual impacts will be consistent with its 
environmental factor objective and whether reasonable conditions can be imposed 
(see Appendix C).  
 
Table 3: Summary of assessment for flora and vegetation  

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

Proposal 

The clearing of 125 ha of 
native vegetation in 
‘Excellent’ condition. 
 

Combined effect 

The combined effect of the 
existing Corunna Downs 
(423.11 ha) and the Sanjiv 
Ridge Stage 2 proposal 
(125 ha) will be up to 
548.11 ha.  

There are no threatened flora or 
priority flora recorded in the 
development envelope. 

The EPA has recommended a limit 
to the extent of clearing of native 
vegetation to 125 ha.  
 

The EPA advises that the 
significant residual impact can be 
counter-balanced by offsets so that 
the environmental outcome is likely 
to be consistent with the EPA’s 
objective for flora and vegetation. 

Regulated through: 
 

Condition 1 
Limitations and extent 
of proposal. 
 

Condition 5 Offsets  

Contribution to 
Pilbara 
Environmental Offset 
Fund (PEOF). 

Proposal  

Clearing and disturbance of 
up to 0.2 ha of VT 3. 
 

Combined effect 

The combined effect of the 
existing Corunna Downs 
and the Sanjiv Ridge Stage 
2 proposal on VT 3 is 1.2 ha 
or 2.5% of its extent within 
the flora study area.  

The EPA advises that there is 
unlikely to be a residual impact to 
VT 3 as 97.5% of this vegetation 
type will remain and the 
environmental outcome is likely to 
be consistent with the EPA’s 
objective for flora and vegetation. 

Regulated through: 
 

Condition 1 
Limitations and extent 
of proposal. 

 

 

Proposal  

Clearing and disturbance of 
up to 1.6 ha of VT 14. 
 

 

The EPA advises that there is 
unlikely to be a residual impact to 
VT 14 as 99.1% of this vegetation 
type will remain and the 
environmental outcome is likely to 

Regulated through: 
 

Condition 1 
Limitations and extent 
of proposal. 
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Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

Combined effect 

The combined effect of the 
existing Corunna Downs 
and the Sanjiv Ridge Stage 
2 proposal on VT 14 is 13.4 
ha or 0.9% of its extent 
within the flora study area. 

be consistent with the EPA’s 
objective for flora and vegetation. 

 

Proposal  

Indirect impacts to 
‘Excellent’ quality flora and 
vegetation through the 
introduction or spread of 
weeds, dust deposition and 
surface water alterations. 
 

Combined effects  

Surveys for the Corunna 
Downs identified low levels 
of introduced flora. The 
combined effect is the 
spread of weed species 
within the proposal 
development envelope and 
Corunna Downs 
development envelope. 

The EPA advises there is unlikely 
to be residual impacts and the 
environmental outcome is likely to 
be consistent with the EPA’s 
objective for flora and vegetation. 

Regulated through:  
 

Condition 2-3 
Significant Species 
Management Plan.  
 

Mining proposal and 
Mine Closure Plan is 
to be regulated by the 
DMIRS under the 
Mining Act 1978. 
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2.2  Terrestrial fauna 

2.2.1  Environmental objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective for terrestrial fauna is to protect terrestrial fauna 
so that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained (EPA 2016b). 
 
The EPA has assessed the proposal in the context of the approved proposal (MS 
1125) while having regard to the combined and cumulative effect that the 
implementation of the approved proposal may have on terrestrial fauna.  
 

2.2.2  Investigations and surveys 

The EPA advises the following investigations were used to inform the assessment of 
the potential impacts to terrestrial fauna.   

• A Review of Ghost Bat Ecology, Threats, and Survey Requirements (Bat Call WA 
2021a) 

• A Review of Pilbara Leaf Nosed Bat Ecology, Threats and Survey Requirements 
(Bat Call WA 2021b) 

• Blast Impact Global Assessment Report for Bat caves at Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 
(Blast It Global 2021) 

• Referral Information Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 (Atlas Iron 2021c) 

• Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 Consolidated Terrestrial Fauna Report (Biologic 2021a) 

• Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 Ghost Bat and Pilbara Leaf-nosed Bat Monitoring and 
Regional Survey (Biologic 2021b) 

• Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 Review (Bat Call 2021c) 

• Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 Vertebrate Fauna Impact Assessment (Biologic 2021c) 

• PSM Consultants Geotechnical Assessment of Bat Caves at Sanjiv Ridge Stage 
2 (PSM 2021) 

• Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 Significant Species Management Plan (Atlas Iron 2021b) 

• Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 Short – Range Endemic Invertebrate Fauna Impact 
Assessment (Biologic 2021d) 

• Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 Short – Range Endemic Invertebrate Fauna Survey 
(Biologic 2021e). 
 

The surveys were consistent with the Technical guidance – Terrestrial vertebrate 
fauna surveys for environmental impact assessment (EPA 2020b); and Technical 
guidance – Sampling of short-range endemic invertebrate fauna (EPA 2016c).  
 

2.2.3 Assessment context: existing environment 

Fauna habitat 

The study area (including the development envelope) occurs within the Capricorn 
land system which is a common land system and is not considered threatened. This 
land system is defined as ‘hills and ridges of sandstone and dolomite supporting 
shrubby hard and soft spinifex grasslands’ (Atlas Iron 2021c).   
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Six fauna habitats (depicted in Figure 7) were identified within the study area which 
include stony rises, rocky foothills, spinifex stony plain, rocky ridge and gorge, 
ironstone ridgetop, and drainage line. 
 
No drainage lines or spinifex stony plain habitat is recorded within the development 
envelope. Three fauna habitats (i.e., ironstone ridgetop, rocky foothills and stony 
rises) in the development envelope are considered to be widely represented in the 
Pilbara region. Rocky ridge and gorge are widespread in the Pilbara region, however 
less common in the Chichester subregion (Biologic 2021a). 
 

Significant fauna 

Species of conservation significance that were recorded (or had a high likelihood of 
occurring) in the development envelope include: 

• northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) listed as Endangered under the EPBC Act 
and BC Act 

• ghost bat (Macroderma gigas) listed as Vulnerable under the EPBC Act and BC 
Act  

• Pilbara leaf-nosed bat (Rhinonicteris aurantia) listed as Vulnerable under the 
EPBC Act and BC Act 

• Pilbara olive python (Liasis olivaceus barroni) listed as Vulnerable under the 
EPBC Act and BC Act 

• peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) listed as specially protected under the BC Act 

• spectacled hare-wallaby (Lagorchestes conspicillatus leichardti) listed as Priority 
3 (P3) (DBCA) 

• western pebble-mound mouse (Pseudomys chapmani) listed as P4 (DBCA) 

Species not found in or near to the development envelope have not been considered 
further.  

 

 



Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 

28  Environmental Protection Authority 

Figure 7: Terrestrial fauna habitats 
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Bat cave habitat classification 

Each bat cave has been categorised according to the following categories based on 
ghost bat usage (Bat Call WA 2021a): 

• Category 1 - diurnal roost caves with permanent ghost bat occupancy 

• Category 2 - diurnal roost caves with regular occupancy  

• Category 3 - roost caves with occasional occupancy 

• Category 4 - nocturnal roost caves, opportunistic usage. 
 
All category 1, 2 and 3 caves are considered to be critical habitat (Biologic 2021b). 
 
The following cave categories were used for the Pilbara leaf-nosed bat (Bat Call WA 
2021b): 

• Category 1 and 2 – Permanent diurnal roosts (critical habitat for daily survival) 

• Category 3 – Semi – permanent diurnal roosts  

• Category 4 – Nocturnal refuge (not considered critical but important for 
persistence in local area). 

 
Caves supporting ghost bats and Pilbara leaf-nosed bats within the development 
envelope are depicted in Figure 8.  

2.2.4  Consultation 

During the four-week public review of the updated referral information, concerns were 
raised regarding this factor. The key issues raised involved the proposals cumulative 
impacts to threatened fauna species and their critical habitat, particularly the ghost 
bat, Pilbara leaf-nosed bat, northern quoll and Pilbara olive python. 

2.2.5  Potential impacts from the proposal 

The proposal has the potential to significantly impact terrestrial fauna by the: 

• loss of 89.1 ha of ironstone ridgetop terrestrial fauna habitat  

• loss of 25.0 ha of rocky ridge and gorge terrestrial fauna habitat  

• loss of 5.9 ha of stony rises terrestrial fauna habitat  

• loss of 4.6 ha of rocky foothills terrestrial fauna habitat  

• potential impacts to several ghost bat roosts including caves defined as critical 
habitat 

• cave CO-CA-34 (category 4) potential to be directly impacted due to its proximity 
(10 m) to the indicative footprint 

• potential indirect impact to ghost bat and Pilbara leaf-nosed bat roosting in certain 
caves – from noise, vibration, dust and lighting 

• potential indirect risk of vehicle strikes on native fauna  

• potential increase of introduced fauna  
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• potential impacts to fauna from injury and/or mortality due to construction and 
operation 

• altered fire regimes.   

2.2.6  Avoidance measures 

The proponent has designed the proposal to avoid impacts to terrestrial fauna habitat 
where possible: 

1. avoidance buffers surrounding key caves and pools 

2. avoid structural damage to caves through blasting design and vibration limits 

2.2.7  Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 

The proponent proposes the following measures to minimise the impacts to fauna: 

1. implementation of Significant Species Management Plan 

2. off-road driving will be prohibited unless authorised by senior management  

3. night-time vehicle movements will be restricted where possible 

4. implementation of the Fauna Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0004) 

5. implementation of the Dust Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0003) 

6. implementation of the Waste Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0013) 

7. implementation of the Introduced Fauna Control Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0009) 

8. implementation of the Hot Work Standard (950-HS-STA-0018) 

9. progressive clearing to allow fauna to move away from disturbed areas. 

2.2.8  Rehabilitation 

The proponent has proposed the following rehabilitation measures for terrestrial 
fauna: 

1. progressively revegetate areas disturbed during construction and operation 
according to the Mine Closure Plan  

2. vegetation monitoring of rehabilitated areas will be undertaken for at least 10 
years post mine closure 

3. implementation of the Significant Species Management Plan 

4. The proponent would be required to prepare a Mine Closure Plan which includes 
requirements for rehabilitation of land and closure objectives and commitments 
consistent with the Statutory Guidelines for Mine Closure Plans (DMIRS 2020). 
The MCP would be finalised and regulated through consultation with DMIRS as 
required under the Mining Act 1978.  

2.2.9  Assessment of impacts to environmental values   

The EPA considered that the key environmental values for terrestrial fauna likely to 
be impacted by the proposal are conservation significant fauna species. The potential 
impact to terrestrial fauna is likely to be a residual impact for the proposal and is 
assessed further in this section.  
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Significant fauna habitat 

The fauna habitats found in the development envelope are presented in Table 4. All 
habitats within the indicative footprint are also mapped within the development 
envelope and within the mapped extent of surveyed area (study area).   
 
The EPA considers the potential significant impacts to conservation significant fauna 
from the proposal are:  

• Clearing up to 89.1 ha of ironstone ridgetop habitat considered to represent 
critical habitat for the Pilbara olive python. This is a 5.8% impact to the extent of 
this habitat in the fauna study area. 

• Clearing of 25 ha of rocky ridge and gorge habitat considered to represent critical 
habitat for the northern quoll, Pilbara leaf-nosed bat and Pilbara olive python. 
This is a 1.4% impact to the extent of this habitat in the fauna study area. 

 
When the proposal impacts are combined with Corunna Downs, the cumulative 
impacts are 16.6% for the extent of the ironstone ridgetop habitat in the fauna study 
area; 3.8% for the rocky ridge and gorge habitat; 1.1% for the stony rises habitat; and 
0.3% for the rocky foothills habitat. 

Table 4: Fauna habitats impacted by the proposal 

Habitat Mapped extent  Total in development 
envelope 

Total in indicative 
footprint 

ha ha % ha % 

Ironstone 
Ridgetop 

1,542.6 148 9.6 89.1 5.8 

Rocky Ridge and 
Gorge 

1,766.4 77.6 4.4 25.0 1.4 

Stony Rises 7,702.7 11.5 0.15 5.9 0.08 

Rocky Foothills 4,986.4 8.5 0.17 4.6 0.09 

 
Conclusion 

The EPA consider that the significant residual impact from habitat loss can be 
regulated through recommended conditions and counterbalanced by offsets to 
ensure the environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with the EPA’s objective 
for terrestrial fauna.  
 

Significant fauna species  

Ghost bat (Macroderma gigas) and Pilbara leaf-nosed bat (Rhinonicteris aurantia) 

The Pilbara ghost bat population is estimated to consist of 1,300 and 2,000 
individuals. The distribution of the ghost bat is determined by suitable roosting sites. 
Ghost bats move between caves seasonally and by weather conditions, as a result 
are likely to require multiple cave sites (Biologic 2021b). 
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Eleven caves were recorded within the development envelope which is shown in 
Table 5. The ghost bat was recorded at 11 sites and the Pilbara leaf-nosed bat was 
recorded at 8 sites within the development envelope in 2021 targeted surveys 
(Biologic 2021b).  
 
All 11 caves hold potential values for the ghost bat. However, only CO-CA-24 
(potential maternity roost), CO-CA-22 and CO-CA-27 (diurnal roosts) represent 
critical habitat for the ghost bat. These three caves are within 90 m of the indicative 
footprint and the bats are at risk of indirect impacts during operations. None of the 11 
caves were deemed critical habitat for the Pilbara leaf-nosed bat and roosting was 
not indicated at any of the caves sampled via ultrasonic recorder (Biologic 2021b). It 
appears the microclimate of the caves are not conducive to them being a diurnal or 
maternity roost. 
 
Cave CO-CA-34 is located 10 m from the indicative footprint where six ghost bats 
were recorded roosting in late January 2021. No Pilbara leaf-nosed bats were 
recorded. This cave is considered to be category 4 non-critical habitat for both bats 
(Bat Call WA 2021c). Due to the close proximity of this cave to the indicative 
disturbance footprint, it is expected to be directly impacted by blast vibrations with the 
possibility of loss of structural integrity. The EPA notes the loss of this cave is unlikely 
to have a significant residual impact as it is considered of low usage to the bats and 
there are 19 (known) alternative roosts (ranging from diurnal roosts, night roosts, 
potential maternity roosts and nocturnal refuges) within 6 km of the development 
envelope. 
 
Table 5: Caves supporting ghost bats and Pilbara leaf-nosed bats inside the 
development envelope 

Cave Cave 
category 
for the 
ghost bat 

Habitat value 
to ghost bat  
 

Cave 
category 
for the 
Pilbara 
leaf-
nosed bat  

Habitat 
value to 
Pilbara leaf-
nosed bat  
 

Cave 
entrance 
distance 
from 
indicative 
footprint 
(m) 

Avoidance 
buffer (m) 

CO-CA-20 3 Diurnal roost 4 Nocturnal 
refuge 

53 50 

CO-CA-21 3 Diurnal roost 4 Nocturnal 
refuge 

30 30 

CO-CA-22 2 Diurnal 
roost* 

4 Nocturnal 
refuge 

28 28 

CO-CA-23 3 Night roost 4 Nocturnal 
refuge 

29 25 

CO-CA-24 2 Diurnal/ 
Potential 
maternity 
roost* 

4 Nocturnal 
refuge 

24 23 

CO-CA-25 3 Potential 
diurnal roost 

4 Potential 
Nocturnal 
refuge 

30 25 

CO-CA-26 4 Nocturnal 
refuge 

4 Nocturnal 
refuge 

25 25 
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CO-CA-27 2 Diurnal 
roost* 

4 Nocturnal 
refuge 

90 50 

CO-CA-28 4 Potential 
diurnal roost 

4 Nocturnal 
refuge 

119 50 

CO-CA-29 4 Potential 
diurnal roost 

4 Nocturnal 
refuge 

144 50 

CO-CA-34 4 Diurnal roost 4 Potential 
Nocturnal 
refuge 

10 none 

*Considered critical habitat 

 
The remaining ten caves (depicted in Figure 8) are within 150 m of the indicative 
disturbance footprint. Due to the location of the ore body and design of the pits, it 
was not possible to allocate a larger area to bat cave avoidance buffers. Bats 
roosting in these caves during construction and mining will be indirectly impacted by 
noise, vibration and increased light. It is likely that short-term abandonment will occur 
during mining, however long-term impact is not expected, providing the structural 
integrity of these ten caves are maintained (not including CO-CA-34) (Bat Call WA 
2021c).  
 
The EPA notes the bats are expected to utilise alternative roosting caves that are 
within normal foraging ranges. Outside of the development envelope, the closest 
diurnal roost for the ghost bat and permanent diurnal roost for the Pilbara leaf-nosed 
bat is 344 m away (Atlas Iron 2021c).  
 
Nine of the ten caves had a geotechnical assessment undertaken in 2021 by PSM 
Consult Pty Ltd to determine their stability. The assessment identified loose boulders 
of varying sizes that could be dislodged by blasting, however are not expected to 
cause complete loss of access (PSM 2021). The boulders are not large enough to 
block bats from entering the caves if they were dislodged, apart from category 2 cave 
CA-CO-22 which has a number of large rocks and if dislodged have the potential to 
impact stability and access (PSM 2021). This category 2 cave is important for the 
species persistence in the area and protection should be ensured. Blasting at this 
cave should follow the recommended maximum in-ground vibration limits to protect 
the caves ability to remain viable as a category 2 roost (Bat Call WA 2021c).  
 
The EPA recommends artificial habitats should be constructed as a contingency 
measure in the case of structural damage particularly to cave CO-CA-22 which is 
potentially at higher risk than the other roosts. 
 
A blast impact assessment was then undertaken for the bat roost caves within the 
development envelope (Blast it Global 2021) to develop appropriate buffers, ground 
vibration limits and blast design targets which are detailed in the SSMP. 
 
Blast it Global recommended specific vibration criteria to be applied at all caves: all 
blasts to be designed to achieve 85 mm/s at these caves; and blast vibrations not to 
exceed 100 mm/s at these caves. 

 
Following any blasting, if changes or movement of rock are observed, a new 
geotechnical assessment will be conducted in or around the cave as outlined in the 
SSMP. 
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The EPA notes cave CO-CA-21 has not been assessed for structural integrity as it is 
about 1,500 m from the nearest pit and not at risk of indirect impacts from blasting. 
 
The Corunna Downs Project has similar blast models developed where mining has 
already begun. Blast vibrations have been recorded consistently lower than 
modelling predictions. Atlas Iron states this data has been used to refine the 
calibration of the blast models for the proposal. These studies and knowledge gained 
at Corunna Downs provide confidence that structural damage of nine caves that are 
located close to pits can be avoided by vibration levels remaining below geotechnical 
thresholds, blast design limits and blast vibration monitoring (Atlas Iron 2021b). 
 
The EPA recommends the implementation of the SSMP which has both outcome-
based and objective based management conditions. The SSMP includes avoidance 
buffers around bat caves and blast vibration limits will likely avoid indirect impacts to 
caves in the development envelope and ensure the caves are viable for the bats 
once mining has ceased. The SSMP also manages temporary cave closures of key 
caves during bat breeding season as recommended by Bat Call (2021).  
 
The EPA notes, Bob Bullen, a recognised bat expert, states it is anticipated that the 
proposed Sanjiv Ridge Project Stage 2 will not have a significant impact on Ghost 
bats or Ghost bat caves (Bat Call WA 2021c). Additionally, the use of buffers, 
blasting controls and structure assessments are practices that have been 
successfully applied to other proposals to protect the structural integrity of caves that 
are adjacent to operational pits, including the neighbouring Corunna Downs.   
 
The EPA notes there will be no disturbance activities in the bat cave avoidance 
buffers. Avoidance buffers are clearly marked out and no personnel are allowed to go 
into the area, unless for monitoring (Atlas Iron 2021c).  
 
Water features are considered a significant foraging and drinking source for the 
Pilbara leaf-nosed bat, whereas there are information gaps for the ghost bat 
regarding water sources (Bat Call WA 2021a). There are four water sources in the 
development envelope, none of which are found in the indicative footprint (Biologic 
2021a). Figure 8 shows their location relative to the roosting locations.  Other larger 
water sources such as the Coongan River are found within 9 km of the development 
envelope. The EPA notes there is no groundwater abstraction as part of this proposal 
and as a result no impact on cave humidity or persistence of drinking water supplies 
is expected. 
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Figure 8: Bat cave avoidance buffers and Water feature avoidance buffers 
(within the development envelope) 
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The EPA assessed that all four habitats found in the development envelope are 
suitable habitat for foraging and dispersal for the ghost bat and Pilbara leaf-nosed 
bat. The proposal will directly impact on 125 ha of ghost bat and Pilbara leaf-nosed 
bat foraging and dispersal habitat which represents, 50.8% of habitat within the 
development envelope and 0.8% of ironstone ridgetop, rocky ridge and gorge, stony 
rises and rocky foothills (15,998.1 ha) mapped extent. 
   
Conclusion 

1. The EPA has determined the significant residual impact from foraging habitat loss 
(125 ha) can be regulated through condition 2 and counterbalanced by offsets to 
ensure the environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with the EPA’s 
objective for terrestrial fauna.   

2. The EPA advises the significant residual impact to the structural integrity of bat 
caves can be regulated through condition 2-3 (implementation of the Significant 
Species Management Plan) so that the environmental outcome is likely to be 
consistent with the EPA’s objective for terrestrial fauna.  

 

Northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) 

Since 2014, this species has been consistently recorded in the study area, with high 
density populations present (Biologic 2021a). Within the development envelope, 
several records of the northern quoll were documented in 2018 surveys in the rocky 
ridge and gorge habitat. An adult female was captured at one of these sites, 
indicating that female northern quolls are likely using the development envelope for 
breeding. During current surveys, the northern quoll was recorded once via scat(s) in 
the development envelope (Biologic 2021a).  

The Mining Exclusion Zone (MEZ) (Figure 3) encompass most of the locations where 
the northern quolls have been recorded. The MEZ will protect key northern quoll 
habitat from permanent disturbance such as mining activities, pits or waste rock 
dumps and any disturbance in this area must be rehabilitated upon closure.  

Previous and current survey results suggest that quolls occur in a high density 
(numerous camera triggers of multiple individuals) with a permanent breeding 
population occurring across the study area (Biologic 2021a).  

Rocky ridge and gorge and rocky foothills habitat are considered critical habitat for 
this species and provides breeding, foraging and dispersal habitat. Ironstone ridgetop 
also provides foraging and dispersal habitat but is not considered critical to this 
species (Biologic 2021a).   

The northern quoll population is likely to experience a low to moderate level of 
impact, primarily due to the removal and fragmentation of habitat (Atlas Iron 2021b).  

The proposal will directly impact 29.6 ha of the northern quolls critical breeding, 
foraging and dispersal habitat which represents 34.3% of the development envelope 
and 0.4% of the rocky ridge and gorge and rocky foothills (6,752.8 ha) mapped 
extent of surveyed area.   
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Conclusion 

1. The significant residual impact from habitat loss can be regulated through    
recommended conditions (condition 2 and condition 5) and counterbalanced by 
offsets to ensure the environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with the 
EPA’s objective for terrestrial fauna.  

2. The EPA recommends, as part of condition 1, a MEZ to be implemented to 
ensure the environmental outcome is consistent with the EPA’s objective for 
terrestrial fauna. 

Pilbara olive python (Liasis olivaceus barroni) 

This species has been recorded within the study area (Biologic 2021c). The 
development envelope supports suitable habitat types i.e. ironstone ridgetop, rocky 
ridge and gorge and rocky foothills provide breeding, foraging and dispersal habitat 
for this species.   

The proposal will directly impact on 118.7 ha of Pilbara olive python habitat which 
represents 50.7% within the development envelope and 1.4% of ironstone ridge top, 
rocky ridge and gorge and rocky foothills (8,295.4 ha) which is the mapped extent of 
surveyed area (study area).  

Conclusion 

The significant residual impact from habitat loss can be regulated through    
recommended conditions (condition 2 and condition 5) and counterbalanced by 
offsets to ensure the environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with the EPA’s 
objective for terrestrial fauna. 
 

Spectacled hare-wallaby (Lagorchestes conspicillatus leichardti) 

• This species has been recorded in the study area (mapped extent) approximately 
7 km southwest of the development envelope. The stony rises habitat, which is 
mapped in the development envelope, may provide foraging and dispersal habitat 
but is not considered a core habitat for this species (Biologic 2021c).  

 
Conclusion 

The EPA has assessed that the proposal is unlikely to have a material impact on the 
habitat associated with the species and likely to be consistent with EPA objective for 
terrestrial fauna. 

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrines) 

• All four habitats found in the development envelope provide suitable foraging and 
dispersal habitat for the falcon. The rocky ridge and gorge habitat also provide 
potential nesting for this species. While this species was recorded within the 
mapped extent (study area) approximately 7 km south of the development 
envelope. 
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• This species has not been recorded within the development envelope (Biologic 
2021c). The EPA notes none of the habitats represent core breeding habitat for 
this species.  

 
Conclusion 

The EPA has assessed that the proposal is unlikely to have a material impact on the 
habitat associated with the species and likely to be consistent with EPA objective for 
terrestrial fauna. 
 

Western pebble mound – mouse (Pseudomys chapmani) 

• This species is endemic to the Pilbara region. The mouse has the potential to 
occur within the development envelope in ironstone ridgetop, rocky foothills and 
stony rises habitat which provide breeding, shelter, foraging and dispersal. 
Inactive mounds were recorded approximately 100 m south of the development 
envelope (Biologic 2021a).  

 
The EPA notes that the occurrence of mounds stay in the landscape for many years 
and is not necessarily a reliable indicator of presence or abundance of this species. 
The EPA notes that the habitat is not likely to be critical for the species and no 
recently active mounds were found during surveys of the development envelope.  
 
Conclusion 

The EPA has assessed that the proposal is unlikely to have a material impact on the 
habitat associated with the species and likely to be consistent with EPA objective for 
terrestrial fauna. 
 

Artificial light spill, noise emissions, vibration, and vehicle strike 

There are potential indirect impacts on terrestrial fauna such as alterations to 
foraging behaviour, reproduction, migration, and communication from the generation 
of artificial light spill from construction and operational activities (Biologic 2021a). The 
proposal will be in operation on a 24-hour basis with installation of mobile lighting in 
the active mine pit and operational areas (Atlas Iron 2021c). The presence of artificial 
lighting will likely impact on conservation significant species.  
 
The proponent has proposed measures to minimise the potential indirect impacts: 

• speed limits along haul road. 

• use of minimal lighting. 

• progressive clearing.  

• implementation of the Significant Species Management Plan. 

• Fauna Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0004).  
 

The EPA considers the management measures are suitable for minimising impacts to 
terrestrial fauna, to ensure the EPA’s objective for terrestrial fauna can be met. 
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The EPA considers that noise emissions and vibration activities from the proposal 
are likely to have an impact on bats. With the implementation of in-ground vibration 
limits to ensure caves remain viable, if significant category 2 and 3 caves are 
managed and remain unblocked, the bats are likely to re-occupy the caves once the 
disturbance has finished (Atlas Iron 2021b). Refer to section 2.2.9 (above), which 
discusses the potential impacts to bat caves. 

The EPA considers indirect impacts to terrestrial fauna is not expected to affect the 
ecological integrity of the species within the indicative disturbance footprint or to be 
inconsistent with the EPA’s objective to protect terrestrial fauna.  

Conclusion 

1. The EPA considers that terrestrial artificial light from the proposed change is 
unlikely to have a significant impact on terrestrial fauna and is expected to be 
consistent with the EPA’s objective for terrestrial fauna. 

2. The EPA assessed that fauna injury or mortality due to vehicle strikes are likely to 
occur as a result of the proposal. The proponent has committed to implement 
speed restrictions and small embankments along the haul road to reduce the 
likelihood of this occurrence.  

Introduced fauna species 

The introduction or increased abundance of introduced fauna species can be a threat 
to conservation significant species through competition of habitats and foraging 
sources.  
 
Five introduced species have been recorded in the study area, two of which have 
been recorded in the development envelope: 

• Canis familiaris (dog) 

• Felis catus (cat).  
 
The cat is a direct predator of the northern quoll, Pilbara olive python, Pilbara leaf-
nosed bat and other species (Biologic 2021a).  
 
The SSMP outlines introduced fauna management targets, management actions, 
monitoring indicators, timing and reporting for the Corunna Downs Project and the 
Stage 2 proposal. As a requirement of the SSMP, a Waste Management Procedure 
(950-EN-PRO-0013) and an Introduced Fauna Control Procedure (950-EN-PRO-
0009) will be implemented. All introduced fauna sightings will be recorded, and 
freshwater storages and potential food sources will be contained (Atlas Iron 2021b). 
 
The EPA considers that the management measures are suitable for minimising 
impacts to terrestrial fauna, to ensure the EPA’s objective for terrestrial fauna can be 
met. 

Conclusion 

The EPA assessed that introduced fauna is unlikely to have a significant impact on 
terrestrial fauna with appropriate management and is expected to be consistent with 
the EPA’s objective for terrestrial fauna.   
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Short Range Endemic (SRE) Invertebrate fauna  

Five habitat types which have the potential to support SRE fauna species were found 
in the development envelope. Of these, three habitats have a medium to high 
significance (due to high protection from exposure, high complexity, and high 
isolation within the landscape) to support SRE fauna within the development 
envelope: 

• 8 ha (3.3%) gorge/gully – high significance 

• 75 ha (30.6%) hillcrest/hillslope – moderate significance  

• 6 ha (2.4) medium drainage lines – moderate significance 

• 155 ha (63.1%) undulation low hills – low significance 

• 1 ha (0.6%) stony plain – low significance.  
 
Approximately 45.8 ha (51.4%) of these moderate to high SRE habitat types are 
mapped in the indicative disturbance footprint (Biologic 2021d).  
 
Based on recent desktop and field surveys, seven potential SRE morphospecies 
were recorded within the development envelope but outside the indicative footprint. 
These included (Biologic 2021d): 

• one selenopid spider 

• three pseudoscorpions 

• two scorpions  

• one terrestrial isopod.  
 
The EPA considers the impacts to SRE invertebrate species has been adequately 
considered as part of the proposal and the habitats found in the development 
envelope occur beyond the development envelope and the study area. 
 
Conclusion 

The EPA considers the proposal is not likely to have a significant residual impact on 
SRE and likely to be consistent with the EPA objective for terrestrial fauna.   
 

Cumulative Impacts  

Approximately 4,000 ha of the Capricorn land system will be impacted cumulatively 
within the East Pilbara region as a result of proposed and commenced projects 
occurring on this land system. An additional 36,000 ha overlapping with active mining 
leases in the area. The EPA notes that approximately 88% of the Capricorn land 
system will remain.   
 
Cumulative total land disturbance of the Corunna Downs Project and Stage 2 
proposal is approximately 423.6 ha. None of the habitat types are restricted within 
the development envelope (Biologic 2021a). 
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Corunna Downs Project directly impacted two nocturnal refuges (CO-CA-08 and CO-
CA-15). Both caves are nocturnal refuges for ghost bats, and one is a nocturnal 
refuge for the Pilbara leaf-nosed bat. As a result of the Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 
proposal, one cave (CO-CA-34) will be lost which is a ghost bat diurnal roost and 
Pilbara leaf-nosed bat potential nocturnal refuge. Cumulatively, the loss of these 
three caves is not anticipated to cause a significant impact on the bat population. 
There are 19 known alternative caves available in the surrounding area.  
 
The ghost bat has a nightly foraging distance of 10 – 15 km (Bat Call WA 2021a) and 
the Pilbara leaf-nosed bat typically forages up to 20 km from their diurnal roost and 
has been recorded to forage up to 30 km (Bat Call WA 2021b). 
 
There are 19 (known) caves within foraging distance outside the Corunna Downs 
Project and the Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 development envelope (Bat Call WA 2021c). 
These caves range from potential maternity roosts (located 1.7 km – 6 km away from 
nearest proposed pit), diurnal roosts (318 m - 5.2 km away) and night roosts (448 m 
– 4.1 km away) for the ghost bat. For the Pilbara leaf-nosed bat, these caves range 
from one permanent diurnal roost (344 m away), nocturnal refuges and potential 
nocturnal refuges (23 m - 6 km away from the nearest proposed pit).  
 
The EPA notes there are bat caves within foraging distance and with the 
implementation of the SSMP there is unlikely to be a residual cumulative impact on 
the bats and the environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with the EPA’s 
objective for terrestrial fauna. 
 
Conclusion 

The EPA assessed the cumulative impacts from this proposal and surrounding 
projects is likely to have significant residual impacts on fauna habitats within the East 
Pilbara region.  
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Figure 9: Potential SRE invertebrates within the development envelope 
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2.2.9  Summary of key factor assessment and recommended regulation 

The EPA has considered the likely residual impacts 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.   
 

Likely residual impacts of proposal 

The EPA has assessed the likely residual impacts of the proposal on terrestrial fauna 
to be:  

1. loss of 89.1 ha of ironstone ridgetop habitat 

2. loss of 25 ha of rocky ridge and gorge habitat 

3. loss of 5.9 ha of stony rises habitat 

4. loss of 4.6 ha of rocky foothills habitat.   

The EPA summary assessment findings are presented in Table 6. 
 
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 6: Summary of assessment for terrestrial fauna 

Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended conditions 
and DMA regulation 

Proposal  
Conservation significant 
fauna (clearing of habitat). 
 
Clearing and disturbance 
of up to 89.1 ha of 
ironstone ridgetop habitat 
for conservation significant 
species. 
 
Combined effect 
The combined effect 
(Corunna Downs and 
proposal) of clearing 
ironstone ridgetop habitat 
type will be up to 
approximately 256 ha 
within the indicative 
footprints.  

The proposal would directly 
impact on 5.8% of ironstone 
ridgetop habitat mapped in the 
fauna study area (1,542.6 ha). 

The proposal combined with 
Corunna Downs would impact 
on 16.6% of this habitat type 
within the fauna study area. 

The EPA considers that the 
significant residual impacts be 
regulated through 
recommended conditions and 
counterbalanced by offsets, so 
the environmental outcome is 
likely to be consistent with the 
EPA’s objective for terrestrial 
fauna.       

Regulated through:  

 

Condition 1 – Limitations 
and extent of proposal 

 

Condition 2-1(1) – Loss of 
no more than 89.1 ha of 
habitat 

 

Condition 5 – Offsets 

 

Proposal  
Conservation significant 
fauna (clearing of habitat). 
 
Clearing and disturbance 
of up to 25 ha of rocky 
ridge and gorge critical 

The proposal would directly 
impact on 1.4% of the rocky 
ridge and gorge habitat 
mapped in the study area 
(1,766.4 ha). 

Regulated through:  

 

Condition 1 – Limitations 
and extent of proposal 
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Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended conditions 
and DMA regulation 

habitat for conservation 
significant species. 
 
Combined effect  
The combined effect 
(Corunna Downs and 
proposal) of clearing rocky 
ridge and gorge habitat 
type will be up to 
approximately 67 ha within 
the indicative disturbance 
footprints.    
 

The cumulative impact when 
the proposal impacts are 
combined with Corunna Downs 
is 3.8% for the rocky ridge and 
gorge habitat. 

Significant residual impacts are 
likely to be able to be regulated 
through reasonable conditions 
and counterbalanced by offsets 
so the environmental outcome 
is likely to be consistent with 
the EPA’s objective for 
terrestrial fauna.      

Condition 2-1(2) – Loss of 
no more than 25 ha of 
habitat 

 

Condition 5 – Offsets 

 

Proposal  
Conservation significant 
fauna (clearing of habitat) 
 
Clearing and disturbance 
of up to 5.9 ha of stony 
rises habitat for 
conservation significant 
species. 
 
Combined effect   
The combined effect 
(Corunna Downs and 
proposal) of clearing stony 
rises habitat type will be 
up to approximately 85 ha 
within the indicative 
footprints.    

The proposal would directly 
impact on 0.08% of the stony 
rises habitat mapped in the 
study area (7,702.7 ha). 

The cumulative impact when 
the proposal impacts are 
combined with Corunna Downs 
is 1.1% for the stony rises 
habitat. 

The residual impact is not 
considered to be significant.       

Regulated through:  

 

Condition 1 – Limitations 
and extent of proposal 

 

Condition 2-1(3) – Loss of 
no more than 5.9 ha of 
habitat. 

Proposal  
Conservation significant 
fauna (clearing of habitat). 
 
Clearing and disturbance 
of up to 4.6 ha of rocky 
foothills habitat for 
conservation significant 
species. 
 
Combined effect  
The combined effect 
(Corunna Downs and 
proposal) of clearing rocky 
foothills habitat type will be 
up to approximately 16 ha 
within the indicative 
footprint. 

The proposal would directly 
impact on 0.09% of the rocky 
foothills mapped in the study 
area (4,986.4 ha).  

The cumulative impact when 
the proposal impacts are 
combined with Corunna Downs 
is 0.3% for the rocky foothills 
habitat. 

The residual impact is not 
considered to be significant.  

Regulated through:  

 

Condition 1 – Limitations 
and extent of proposal 

 

Condition 2-1(4) – Loss of 
no more than 4.6 ha of 
habitat 
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Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended conditions 
and DMA regulation 

Proposal  

Direct impact to cave CO-
CA-34 (category 4 non 
critical) 

 

Combined effect  
The combined effect 
(Corunna Downs and 
proposal) is the loss of 
three category 4 
noncritical bat caves (CO-
CA-34, CO-CA-08 and 
CO-CA-15).  

This cave is a category 4 non-
critical habitat for both bats and 
will be lost as a result of the 
proposal.  

Other caves located within and 
outside of the development 
envelope are available for the 
roosting of bats, so the impact 
is unlikely to be significant. 

Regulated through 
recommended conditions:  

 

Condition 1 – Limitations 
and extent of proposal 

 

Condition 2 – protection of 
remaining caves from direct 
impacts. 

Proposal  

Indirect impacts to the 
structural integrity of ten 
bat caves in the 
development envelope. 

 

Combined effect  
The combined effect 
(Corunna Downs and 
proposal) may indirectly 
impact 26 caves within 
and in close proximity to 
the development 
envelopes.   

Residual impacts are likely to 
be regulated through 
reasonable conditions, so the 
environmental outcome is likely 
to be consistent with the EPA’s 
objective for terrestrial fauna.       

Regulated through 
recommended conditions: 

Condition 2-3(1) and 2-3(2) 
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2.3  Inland waters  

2.3.1  Environmental objective 

The EPA’s environmental objective of the inland waters is to maintain the 
hydrological regimes and quality of groundwater and surface water so that 
environmental values are protected (EPA 2018). 
 
The EPA has assessed the proposal in the context of the approved proposal (MS 
1125) while having regard to the combined and cumulative effect that the 
implementation of the approved proposal may have on inland waters.  

2.3.2  Investigation and surveys 

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

• Glen Herrin Hydrological Characterisation –  (Appendix L of the referral 
supporting document) (Atlas Iron 2021a) 

• Referral Information Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 (Atlas Iron 2021c). 
 
The EPA considers that the proponent’s surveys are satisfactory for the purposes of 
its assessment.  

2.3.3  Assessment context – existing environment  

The climate is classified as semi-arid to arid by hot summers and warm winters.  
The majority of rainfall events occur as scattered thunderstorms which result in heavy 
localised falls over a short period. No drainage line habitat occurs within the 
development envelope. No additional groundwater abstraction is proposed as part of 
the Sanjiv Ridge proposal. The proposed pits are above the watertable. A detailed 
hydrogeological characterisation is provided in Appendix L of the referral supporting 
documentation (Atlas Iron 2021a).  

 

Surface water  

The Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 development envelope lies within the culturally significant 
Coongan River catchment which has a total catchment area of 7,090 km2. This 
catchment drains into the Indian Ocean via the De Grey River. Surface water 
generally flows northeast toward the Coongan River in the Sanjiv Ridge project area. 
The Coongan River is located approximately 9 km from the heritage site CRD-03-
13B which is located within the development envelope. No perennial streams occur 
in the stage 2 project area (Atlas Iron 2021a).  
 

Groundwater  

The Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 development envelope lies within the Pilbara Groundwater 
Province of Western Australia. Two aquifer systems are located in the area: the 
fractured bedrock aquifer and an ephemeral alluvial groundwater system. Primarily, 
direct rainfall infiltration recharges the fractured bedrock aquifer (Atlas Iron 2021a). 
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Mine Exclusion Zone (MEZ) 

There are a number of significant values present in the development envelope. The 
Mine Exclusion Zone (MEZ) encompasses two cultural heritage sites (CRD-03-13B 
and CRD-71-20), two water features (CO-WS-04 and CO-WS-16) and a number of 
records of northern quoll activity. The MEZ protects overlapping values and protects 
supporting catchment areas. The MEZ is shown in Figure 10. 
 
The MEZ excludes mining activities, such as pits, excavation, waste dumps and 
permanent structures.  
 
Activities allowed within the MEZ include environmental monitoring activities, access 
tracks (existing and proposed), haul road, firebreaks, hardstand areas, topsoil 
stockpiles, ground disturbance associated with pit crests (around the edge of pits but 
outside the pit void) and ground disturbance associated with waste rock dumps 
(sedimentation basins or emergency access tracks).   
 
The EPA notes the existing avoidance buffers for the cultural heritage sites and water 
features override the MEZ and no ground disturbing activities will occur in these 
zones. Avoidance buffers are clearly marked out and no personnel are allowed to go 
into the area (Atlas Iron 2021c).  
 
The EPA notes that the indicative disturbance footprint shows a small overlap 
between the Strawberry Waste Rock Dump and the MEZ. The waste rock dump will 
be constructed completely outside of the MEZ. The MEZ overrides the waste dump 
rock overlap.  

2.3.4  Consultation 

There were no public comments regarding inland waters.  

2.3.5  Potential impacts from the proposal  

The proposal has the potential to significantly impact on inland waters from:  

• direct loss of significant pools due to clearing 

• indirect impacts on significant hydrological features due to change in groundwater 
levels and quality 

• alteration to surface water flows  

• alteration to surface water quality due to increased sediment load and runoff, and 
potential hydrocarbon and chemical contamination. 

2.3.6  Minimisation measures  

The proponent proposes to minimise impacts through the following: 

1. implementation of a 50 m buffer surrounding water features CO-WS-04, CO-WS-
16, CO-WS-17, and CO-WS-18 (CO-WS-04 occurs within the avoidance buffer of 
heritage site CRD-03-13B)  

2. implementation of the MEZ which encompasses CO-WS-04 and CO-WS-16 

3. no below watertable mining 
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4. no additional groundwater abstraction or production of bores 

5. existing abstraction impacts to the water table are managed to not exceed 
thresholds. This is monitored via three monitoring bore locations within and 
adjacent to the development envelope 

6. installation of culverts along haul road where it intersects drainage features. 

7. implementation of hydrocarbon management procedure (950-EN-PRO-0008) and 
hydrocarbon and chemical spill management procedure (950-EN-PRO-0007), 
such as: 

(a) handling and storage of hydrocarbons and spill response 

(b) ensuring appropriate surface water management around pits and waste rock 
dumps 

(c) waste rock dumps to be stable, erosion resistant and to drain into 
sedimentation ponds prior to any discharge. 

2.3.7  Assessment of impacts to environmental values  

The EPA considered the key environmental values for inland waters likely to be 
impacted by the proposal are potential impacts to water features and potential 
impacts to water quality.  
 

Impacts to water features  

CO-WS-04 and 16 are permanent pools located between the Glen Herring north and 
south pits. This feature consists of a chain of smaller pools of approximately 100 m in 
length which is groundwater fed by spring/seep and receives surface runoff from the 
upstream catchment.  
 
The Glen Herring, Dazzler and Hero pits are likely to capture rainfall resulting in 
approximately 21% loss of the surface water catchment feeding into the pools. 
However, the surface water is expected to be redirected through natural infiltration to 
groundwater at the bottom of the pits which will in turn seep into this pool. The EPA 
therefore concludes that it is not likely to be a material impact on groundwater 
recharge.  
 
The indirect impacts to CO-WS-04 and 16 will be avoided by implementing a MEZ as 
part of recommended condition 1. This exclusion zone provides additional protection 
of the catchment feeding into the permanent pools CO-WS-04 and 16 (see Figure 
10) and ensures that no long-term structures such as waste rock dumps or pits will 
be constructed in close proximity of the pools.  
 
CO-WS-17 and CO-WS-18 are located about 70 m away from the haul road and are 
ephemeral rock pools which retain water after rainfall and slowly recede with 
evaporation (Atlas Iron 2021c). The EPA notes avoidance buffers have been applied 
for CO-WS-17 and CO-WS-18.  
 
The sub-catchment contributing to surface runoff to ephemeral pools CO-WS-17 and 
CO-WS-18 will be reduced by approximately 18% due to the construction of the haul 
road. The proponent has committed to installing bunds, drains and culverts to 
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maintain natural flow paths where possible.  The EPA considers that any impact to 
the ephemeral pools will be limited and not likely to have material impact on their 
persistence. 
 
The EPA has recommended conditions to monitor the pools through the Cultural 
Heritage Management Plan to make sure that the pools continue to exist in the 
landscape and verify the proponent’s commitments. 
 
The proponent has also committed to mitigation measures for water quality which are 
included in the SSMP: Hydrocarbon Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-8000); 
and Hydrocarbon and Chemical Spill Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-7000). 
The EPA considers the management measures are suitable for minimising impacts to 
inland waters, to ensure the EPA’s objective for inland waters can be met. 
 

Conclusion 

1. The EPA recommends condition 1, a MEZ to ensure the EPA’s objective for 
inland waters can be achieved.  

2. The EPA recommends condition 3-1(1) avoidance buffers and condition 4-3 
Cultural Heritage Management Plan, which monitors permanent water sources 
that may be impacted by altered runoff.  
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Figure 10: Mine Exclusion Zone, cultural heritage sites and water features 
within the development envelope 
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2.3.9  Summary of key factor assessment and recommended regulation 

The EPA has considered the likely residual impacts 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 7. 
 
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 7: Summary of assessment for inland waters 

Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

Proposal 

Impacts to pools: 

Potential impacts to 

CO-WS-04 

CO-WS-16 

CO-WS-17  

CO-WS-18 

 

Combined effect  
The combined effect 
(Corunna Downs and 
proposal) is potential 
impacts to 16 water 
sources within and 
surrounding the 
development 
envelopes.   

The EPA has concluded that 
there is not likely to be direct or 
indirect impact to the pools with 
the implementation of 50 m 
avoidance buffers and Mine 
Exclusion Zone.  

 

Subject to these conditions, the 
proposal is likely to be 
implemented consistent with the 
EPA’s objective for inland waters.  

Regulated through 
recommended 
conditions:  

Condition 1 (Mine 
Exclusion Zone) 

 

Condition 3 (avoidance 
buffers) 

 

 

Proposal  

Impact to water quality: 

Potential residual impact 
to water quality from 
spills or contamination. 

 

Combined effect 

The combined effect 
(Corunna Downs and 
proposal) is the potential 
residual impact to water 
quality from spills or 
contamination.  

The EPA recommends 
implementation of ongoing 
monitoring of permanent water 
sources (condition 4) and the 
Mine Exclusion Zone (condition 
1).  

 

Subject to these conditions, the 
proposal is likely to be 
implemented consistent with the 
EPA’s objective for inland waters. 

Regulated through 
recommended 
conditions:  

Condition 1 (Mine 
Exclusion Zone) 

 

Condition 4 (Cultural 
Heritage) 
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2.4  Social surroundings 

2.4.1  Environmental objective  

The EPA’s environmental objective for social surroundings is to protect social 
surroundings from significant harm (EPA 2016b). 
 
The EPA has assessed the proposal in the context of the approved proposal (MS 
1125) while having regard to the combined and cumulative effect that the 
implementation of the approved proposal may have on social surroundings.  

2.4.2  Investigations and surveys  

The EPA advises that the following investigations, surveys and peer reviews were 
undertaken to inform the assessment of the potential impacts of social surroundings:  

• Terra Rosa. Assessment of Social Surroundings values within the proposed 
Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 project area (Terra Rosa 2022). 

• Atlas Iron, Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 (ARI document) (Atlas Iron 2021c).  
 

The EPA considers it has sufficient information to assess impacts on social 
surroundings.  

2.4.3  Assessment context: existing environment 

The proposal is within the Panorama Pastoral Station and within the Nyamal People 
#1 native title claim area (WCD2019/010) under the Native Title Act 1993.  
Barlbinbinya Aboriginal Corporation are the representatives for the Njamal Traditional 
Owners (NTO).  
 
Since 2012, several heritage surveys have occurred within the project area. A 
desktop assessment of Corunna Downs and Stage 2 project areas was completed to 
comprehend the extent of heritage research undertaken within the project area.  
 
Two heritage surveys were undertaken by Terra Rosa Consultancy: 

• the first between 5 and 9 December 2020  

• the second between 28 and 30 of January 2021. 
 
Permanent water sources are of high cultural importance to the Njamal People.  
‘Njamal country is defined as a country with reliable waters, sand soaks in stream 
beds, river pools and even springs.’ Currently, Njamal People hunt and gather within 
this area utilising plants and animals as their ancestors have done before them 
(Terra Rosa 2022). 
 
The proponent has undertaken consultation with the NTO group to discuss the social 
and cultural values of the project area, the potential impacts related to the proposal 
and the potential management and mitigation measures.  
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2.4.4  Consultation 

The four week public comment period raised no concerns regarding this factor.   

2.4.5  Potential impacts from the proposal 

The proponent has identified that the proposal has the potential to impact on the 
EPAs objective for social surroundings through:  

• impacts to sites of cultural heritage (CRD-03-13B and CRD-71-20) through land 
disturbance and clearing activities 

• indirect impacts to culturally significant areas within and surrounding the 
development envelope as a result of hydrological regimes, visual impact, dust, 
noise and vibrations 

• impacts on pastoral activities  

• indirect impacts to the culturally significant Coongan river (9 km away from 
development envelope). 

2.4.6  Avoidance measures 

The proponent has designed and refined the proposal, based on NTO feedback, to 
avoid impacts to two identified Aboriginal heritage sites within the development 
envelope: 

1. avoidance buffers around cultural heritage sites CRD-03-13B and CRD-71-20 

2. implementation of the MEZ which encompasses both cultural heritage sites.  

2.4.7  Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs)  

The proponent has proposed measures to minimise impacts to social surroundings: 

1. continue to work in accordance with the Njamal Deed of Agreement: 

(a) prior to ground disturbing activities all areas are surveyed for Aboriginal 
heritage 

(b) if an item of indigenous heritage is identified during construction or operations, 
all ground disturbing activities will cease 

(c) providing ongoing access to Njamal to the development envelope and 
surrounds 

2. annual inspections of heritage sites with Njamal representatives to confirm no 
impact has occurred 

3. ongoing consultation with affected pastoralists to ensure impacts of the proposal 
are minimised 

4. development and implementation of an appropriate blasting design (blasting 
monitoring program) to ensure no impacts from ground vibration or fly rock to 
heritage site CRD-03-13B 

5. implementation of the Ground Disturbance Permit Procedure (950-EN-PRO-006), 
Dust Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0003), Clearing and Grubbing 
Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0002) to ensure dust emissions and associated impacts 
are minimised: 
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(a) planning of clearing  

(b) Implementation of speed limits on unsealed roads 

(c) Implementation of dust suppression mechanisms 
 

Cultural Heritage Management Plan 

The EPA requires the Cultural Heritage Management Plan to include a consultation 
framework which maintains that NTOs will be involved in the decision-making 
processes on access issues, cultural heritage surveys and monitoring of permanent 
water sources that may be impacted.  
 
To ensure that consultation with the NTO about the access, management and 
protection of cultural heritage sites are maintained, the EPA recommends a condition 
to ensure that any change or revision to the Cultural Heritage Management Plan be 
undertaken in consultation with the NTO.  

2.4.8  Rehabilitation  

The proponent proposes to revegetate areas disturbed during construction and 
operation according to the Mine Closure Plan. The NTO’s have requested that the 
rehabilitation is in line with a cultural focus (Terra Rosa 2022).   

2.4.9  Assessment of impacts to environmental values 

The EPA considered that the key values for social surroundings likely to be impacted 
by the proposal are direct impacts to cultural heritage sites and indirect impacts of 
dust, noise, vibrations and visual amenities.  
 
Heritage surveys found two sites within the development envelope CRD-03-13B and 
CRD-71- 20. These cultural heritage surveys were endorsed by the Baribinbinya 
Aboriginal Corporation. Both sites have avoidance buffers of at least 15 m as 
requested by the NTO. The proposed buffers are shown in Figure 10. 
 
Atlas Iron has had a claim-wide agreement with the NTO since December 2008. This 
agreement involves annual inspections of mining operations and environmental 
management and ongoing access by the NTO to the development envelope during 
the construction and operational phase. During closure planning, post mining access 
into the development envelope will be provided (Atlas Iron 2021c).  
 

Direct impacts to cultural heritage site CRD-03-13B 

This site is identified as a multi component site, containing three rock shelters, an 
ochre source, a grinding patch, a water source in the form of rock holes, and 
historical material. CRD-03-13B lies at the top of a catchment area which feeds into 
the culturally significant Coongan River which is approximately 9 km downstream.  
 
This heritage site is separated by an existing track approximately 5 m wide. The 
proponent is committed to excluding the access track from the proposal’s routine 
road network (Terra Rosa 2022). 
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The NTO have requested that the proponent archaeologically excavate rock shelters 
one and three and allow Traditional Owners to make use of the ochre deposits within 
this heritage site (Terra Rosa 2022). 
 

Direct Impacts to Cultural heritage site CRD-71-20 

Terra Rosa (2022) states that this site is of high significance to the NTO. CRD-71-20 
is a moderately size chert quarry, artefact scatter and a place where tools were made 
for use in the surrounding landscape. Approximately 150 m east of this site is an 
ephemeral creek line which flows into a larger creek bed approximately 160 m 
southeast (Atlas Iron 2021). 
 
The NTO discussed the importance of access to this heritage site during all phases 
of mining. The proponent has ensured ongoing access to Njamal to the development 
envelope and surrounds.  
 
The MEZ will encompass cultural heritage sites CRD-03-13B, CRD-71-20 and 
associated buffers.  
 
The EPA considers that the proposal does not directly impact cultural heritage site 
CRD-03013B and CRD-71-20 due to the avoidance buffers and implementation of 
the Mine Exclusion Zone which prevent direct disturbance. On this basis the EPA 
considers that the residual impact on cultural heritage sites is consistent with the 
EPAs objective for social surroundings.  
 
Conclusion 

1. The EPA has concluded that there is no direct impact to known cultural heritage     
sites by the implementation of the proposal 

2. The EPA advises that the residual impact to cultural heritage sites should be 
subject to the implementation condition 1 (MEZ) and condition 4 ‘Cultural 
Heritage’ to ensure protection of the identified sites, to ensure the environmental 
outcome is likely to be consistent with the EPA’s objective for social surroundings. 

 

Indirect impacts of dust, noise, vibrations and visual amenity 

Cultural heritage sites have been excluded from the indicative footprint and 
avoidance buffers and a Mine Exclusion Zone has been implemented. There remains 
a residual risk of indirect impacts to cultural heritage sites from dust, noise, vibrations 
and visual amenity. 
 
The proponent conducted a geotechnical assessment of each rock shelter which was 
used to create a blast impact assessment. This outlines ground vibration limits, drill 
and blast parameters and considers potential impacts from fly rock. This assessment 
was used to avoid indirect impacts to cultural heritage sites CRD-03-13B and CRD-
71-20 (Atlas Iron 2021c).  
 
Dust emissions associated with construction, blasting, haulage and general traffic 
activities has the potential to indirectly impact these two cultural heritage sites (Atlas 
Iron 2021c).  
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The proponent has committed to implementing the Ground Disturbance Permit 
Procedure (950-EN-PRO-006), Dust Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0003), 
and Clearing and Grubbing procedure (950-EN-PRO-0002).  
 
The EPA considers the project is not likely to impact on known cultural heritage sites 
and therefore meets the EPA objective for social surroundings.  
 
The NTO survey team had concerns regarding indirect impacts to sites along the 
creek lines between Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 and the Coongan River. The concern was 
in relation to runoff due to mine works.   
 
The EPA notes Atlas Iron and the NTO’s ongoing interest in monitoring is part of a 
broader agreement. The EPA advises there is unlikely to be indirect impacts to the 
Coongan river as it is 9 km away from the development envelope. 
 
The EPA advises condition 4-3 Cultural Heritage Management Plan be imposed to 
ensure the environmental outcome is consistent with the EPA’s objective for this 
factor. 
 
Conclusion 

1. The EPA has concluded that there is a risk of residual indirect impacts to cultural 
heritage sites from dust, noise, vibrations and visual amenity.  

2. The EPA advises that the residual indirect impacts to social surroundings should 
be subject to the implementation of recommended condition 1 (MEZ) and 
condition 4 (CHMP) to ensure the environmental outcome is consistent with the 
EPA’s objective for this factor.  

 

Cumulative impacts  

The EPA notes Corunna Downs proposal recorded no cultural heritage sites within 
the development envelope and social surroundings was not identified as a key 
environmental factor when the EPA assessed the proposal.  
 
The EPA considers the ongoing consultation with the NTO and that there are no 
registered Aboriginal sites or other heritage sites located within the Corunna Downs 
project development envelope, the cumulative impacts from this proposal and 
surrounding proposals is likely to be consistent with the EPA’s objective for this 
factor.  
 
Conclusion 

The EPA concluded that there are no significant direct/indirect cumulative impacts 
from the implementation of this proposal on social surroundings.  

2.4.10  Summary of key factor assessment and recommended regulation 

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 8. 
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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 8: Summary of assessment for social surroundings (cultural heritage) 

Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

Proposal  

Cultural heritage:  

Potential impacts to cultural 
heritage sites CRD-3-13B 
and CRD-71-20. 

 

Combined effect 

No Aboriginal heritage sites 
were located within the 
Corunna Downs 
development envelope. 
Therefore, the combined 
effect is the impact to 
cultural heritage sites 
(CRD-3-13B) and (CRD-71-
20).  

The EPA has concluded that 
there are no direct impacts to 
known cultural heritage sites by 
the implementation of the 
proposal if the Mine Exclusion 
Zone and avoidance buffers are 
implemented.   

 

Subject to these conditions, the 
environmental outcome is likely 
to be consistent with the EPAs 
objective for social 
surroundings. 

Regulated through:  

 

Condition 1 Mine 
Exclusion Zone 

 

Condition 4-1 
Avoidance buffers 

 

Condition 4-3 Cultural 
Heritage Management 
Plan 

 

Proposal  

Indirect impacts of dust, 
noise, vibrations and visual 
amenity  

 

Combined effect  

No Aboriginal heritage sites 
were located within the 
Corunna Downs 
development envelope. 
Therefore, the combined 
effect is the indirect impact 
to cultural heritage sites 
(CRD-3-13B) and (CRD-71-
20).  

The EPA has concluded that 
there is the residual risk of 
indirect impacts to cultural 
heritage sites from dust, noise, 
vibrations and visual amenity. 

 

Residual impact should be 
subject to condition 1 and 
condition 4 to require 
implementation of the CHMP to 
avoid where possible and 
otherwise minimise indirect 
impacts to ensure the 
environmental outcome is 
consistent with the EPAs 
objective for social 
surroundings. 

Regulated through:  

 

Condition 1 Mine 
Exclusion Zone 

 

Condition 4-2 

 

Condition 4-3 Cultural 
Heritage Management 
Plan  
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3  Holistic assessment 

While the EPA assessed the impacts of the proposal against the key environmental 
factors and environmental values individually in the key factor assessments above, 
given the link between flora and vegetation, terrestrial fauna, inland waters and social 
surroundings, the EPA also considered connections and interactions between them 
to inform a holistic view of impacts to the whole environment.  
 
The EPA’s evaluation of the environmental factors (that is, those which were not 
considered key factors for assessment) is included in Appendix D. The below 
diagram summarises the key relations and links between the key environmental 
factors to inform the EPA’s holistic assessment.  
 
 

 
 
Figure 11: Intrinsic interactions between environmental factors 
 
There is a high level of connectivity between the environmental factors inland waters, 
flora and vegetation, terrestrial fauna and social surroundings.  
 

Social surroundings  

There are inherent links between social surroundings and inland waters for the Sanjiv 
Ridge Stage 2 project. The Coongan River and the significant importance of the 
creek lines that feed into the Coongan is a place that Njamal people have used 
greatly in the past and in the present. Still to this day, the river is used for hunting, 
camping, as a water source, mythological site and plant resource area.  

Inland waters 

Terrestrial 
fauna 

Flora and 
vegetation  

Social 
surroundings 
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The impact assessment has considered the strong connection of the traditional 
owner’s land and the potential impact this proposal has on inland waters, terrestrial 
fauna and flora and vegetation.  
 
The EPA considers that the proposed mitigation and management measures and 
recommended conditions for impacts to social surroundings will also mean the inter-
related impacts to the health of other factors of the environment including the values 
associated with inland waters, terrestrial fauna and flora and vegetation are likely to 
be consistent with the EPA’s environmental factor objectives. 
 

Inland waters 

The EPA recognises that there are inherent links between the factor inland waters 
and other environmental factors. The hydrological features within the development 
envelope are important for conservation significant fauna combined with supporting 
groundwater dependent ecosystems. The changes to the quality and quantity can 
affect flora and vegetation and social surroundings.  

The EPA considers that the proposed mitigation and management measures for 
impacts to inland waters will also mean the interrelated impacts to the health of other 
factors of the environment including the values associated with social surroundings, 
terrestrial fauna and flora and vegetation are likely to be consistent with the EPA’s 
environmental factor objectives. 
 

Flora and vegetation and terrestrial fauna 

Flora and vegetation and terrestrial fauna have a key reliance on inland waters to 
sustain and maintain growth. Social surroundings are also linked to flora and 
vegetation and terrestrial fauna given the close connection the Njamal People have 
to the land.  

The EPA considers that the proposed mitigation and management measures and 
offsetting of significant residual impacts to flora and vegetation will also mean the 
interrelated impacts to the health of other factors of the environment including the 
values associated with terrestrial fauna and social surroundings are likely to be 
consistent with the EPA’s environmental factor objectives. 
 

Summary of holistic assessment 

There is overlapping values of bat caves, foraging areas, cultural heritage sites, 
water bodies, catchment areas and northern quoll key habitat. The EPA recommends 
the MEZ to protect these significant values. 
 
When the separate environmental factors and values affected by the proposal were 
considered together in a holistic assessment, the EPA formed the view that the 
impacts from the proposal would not alter the EPA’s views about consistency with the 
EPA’s factor objectives as assessed in section 2.   
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4  Offsets 

Environmental offsets are actions that provide environmental benefits which 
counterbalance the significant residual impacts of a proposal.  
 
The EPA considers that the clearing of native vegetation and impacts on other 
associated environmental values in the Pilbara Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation 
(IBRA) bioregion is significant where the cumulative impact may reach critical levels if 
not managed. The proposal is located within the Chichester IBRA subregion. 
 
Consistent with the WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines (Government of Western 
Australia 2014), the EPA may consider the application of environmental offsets to a 
proposal where it determines that the residual impacts of a proposal are significant, 
after avoidance, minimisation and rehabilitation have been pursued.    
 
In the case of this proposal, offsetting of significant residual impacts through the 
provision of funds to the PEOF would be appropriate for any residual impacts to flora 
and vegetation, and terrestrial fauna values that the EPA has determined could be 
counterbalanced.  
 
In the case of this proposal, likely (and potential) significant impacts are: 

• flora and vegetation values 

• significant fauna habitat values. 
 
In applying the residual impact significance model (Government of Western Australia 
2014), the EPA considers that the proposal would result in a significant residual 
impact to: 

• Good to Excellent condition native vegetation – base rate 

• Critical habitat for the northern quoll, ghost bat and Pilbara olive python – higher 
rate.  

 
Consistent with other decisions within the Pilbara region, the EPA recommends that 
the following offset rates (calculated on the 2020-2021 financial year) should apply in 
the form of a contribution to: 

• $794 per hectare of ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition native vegetation within the 
Chichester IBRA subregion. 

• $1,587 per hectare of critical habitat, foraging and dispersal habitat for the 
northern quoll, ghost bat, Pilbara olive python and Pilbara leaf-nosed bat.  

 

The increasing impacts from development and land use in the Pilbara region will 
significantly impact on biodiversity and environmental values.  
 
The EPA has concluded that the habitat clearing is a significant residual impact on its 
own, in the context of Corunna Downs, and in the context of the biological diversity 
and ecological integrity in the local area as it provides habitat for conservation 
significant fauna species.  
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Due to the remaining quantity and quality of habitat types in the local area and 
region, the significant residual impact could be counterbalanced in accordance with 
the WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines by a contribution to the PEOF. 
 
The EPA recommends that condition 5 be imposed on the proponent to provide an 
offset in the form of a contribution to the PEOF to counterbalance the significant 
residual impacts of the proposal. 
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5  Matters of national environmental significance 

The Commonwealth Minister for the Environment has determined that the proposal is 
a controlled action under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 1999 (EPBC Act) as it is likely to have a significant impact on one or more 
matters of national environmental significance (MNES). It was determined that the 
proposed action is likely to have a significant impact on the following matters 
protected by the EPBC Act: 

• Listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 & 18A). 
 

The assessment approach Accredited Assessment was determined under section 87 
of the EPBC Act by the Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment 
(DAWE) on 25 March 2021 (EPBC 2021/8885). 
 
The EPA has assessed the controlled action on behalf of the Commonwealth as an 
accredited assessment under the EPBC Act. 
  
During the assessment process DAWE have provided comment on the Significant 
Species Management Plan, draft report and draft conditions.  
 
This assessment report is provided to the Commonwealth Minister for Environment 
who will decide whether or not to approve the proposal under the EPBC Act. This is 
separate from any Western Australian approval that may be required. 

Commonwealth policy and guidance 

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

• Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities 
(2011). Threat abatement plan for the biological effects, including lethal toxic 
ingestion, caused by cane toads. Canberra, ACT: Commonwealth of Australia. 

• Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities 
(2012). Threat abatement plan to reduce the impacts on northern Australia's 
biodiversity by the five listed grasses. Department of Sustainability, Environment, 
Water, Population and Communities. 

• Department of the Environment (2015). Threat abatement plan for predation by 
feral cats. Canberra, ACT: Commonwealth of Australia 

• Department of the Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (DEWHA) (2008). 
Threat abatement plan for predation by the European red fox. DEWHA, 
Canberra. 

• Commonwealth EPBC Act Environmental Offsets Policy (Commonwealth of 
Australia 2012) 

• Department of the Environment 2016. EPBC Act Referral guideline for the 
endangered northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus), Department of the 
Environment, Canberra, ACT. 
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• Hill, B.M. & S.J. Ward 2010, National recovery plan for the northern quoll 
(Dasyurus hallucatus), Department of Natural Resources, Environment, The Arts 
and Sport, Darwin, NT. 

• Threatened Species Scientific Committee 2005, Commonwealth Listing Advice 
on northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus). 

• Threatened Species Scientific Committee 2016. Conservation Advice 
Macroderma gigas ghost bat. Canberra: Department of the Environment. 

• Threatened Species Scientific Committee 2016. Conservation Advice 
Rhinonicteris aurantia (Pilbara form) (Pilbara Leaf-nosed Bat). Canberra: 
Department of the Environment.  

• Bat Call WA 2021a, A Review of Ghost Bat Ecology, Threats and Survey 
Requirements. Prepared for the Department of Agriculture, Water and 
Environment, May 2021. 

• Bat Call WA 2021b, A Review of Pilbara leaf-nosed Bat Ecology, Threats and 
Survey Requirements. Prepared for the Department of Agriculture, Water and 
Environment, May 2021. 

• Bat Call WA 2021c, Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 Review, July 2021. 

EPA assessment 

Impacts to the environment relating to MNES are also covered under the key 
environmental factors terrestrial fauna, flora and vegetation, and inland waters in 
section 2 or this report.   
 

Listed threatened species and communities (sections 18 and 18A) 

Northern quoll 

The northern quoll has previously been recorded in the development envelope with 
its Rocky Ridge and Gorge, and Rocky Foothills habitats being present within the 
development envelope. 
 
There is potential for suitable denning habitat in the Rocky Ridge and Gorge habitat 
type within the development envelope. It is likely that a northern quoll residing 
population utilises parts of the development envelope as part of its range. There is no 
drainage line habitat in the development envelope that is often used for this species 
foraging or dispersing throughout the landscape.  
 
It is estimated that the regional habitat for the species is 1.6 million ha. The proposal 
will impact up 29.6 ha, (approx. 0.4%) of potentially suitable northern quoll habitat 
within the 6,752 ha of mapped extent of Rocky Ridge and Gorge, and Rocky Foothills 
habitats. 
 
The EPA has assessed there to be a significant residual risk to the listed northern 
quoll from clearing habitat. While the direct impact to the potential foraging habitat 
from the proposal is a small percentage of the known regional extent for this species, 
the EPA advises that the significant residual impact can be regulated through 
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reasonable conditions and counter-balanced by offsets so that the environmental 
outcome is consistent with the EPA’s objective for terrestrial fauna. 

Ghost bat  

Eleven caves were recorded within the development envelope as ghost bat roosts in 
2021 targeted surveys (Biologic 2021b).  The categorisation of these roosts is shown 
in Table 5.  Only one cave was considered to be a potential maternity roost (CO-CA-
24), whilst two caves, CO-CA-22 and CO-CA-27 were potential diurnal roosts.  These 
caves represent critical habitat and are within 90 m of the indicative disturbance 
footprint. Given the roosts proximity, the bats are at risk of indirect impacts during 
operations.  
 
CO-CA-34 which is a diurnal roost is only located 10 m from the indicative footprint 
and structural integrity is not expected to be maintained.  The EPA notes the loss of 
this cave is unlikely to have a significant residual impact as it is considered of low 
usage to the bats and there are 19 (known) alternative roosts (ranging from diurnal 
roosts, night roosts, potential maternity roosts and nocturnal refuges) within 6 km of 
the development envelope. 
 
Bats roosting in the 10 remaining caves during construction and mining will be 
indirectly impacted by noise, vibration and increased light. It is likely that short-term 
abandonment will occur during mining, however long-term impact is not expected, 
providing the structural integrity of these ten caves are maintained (not including CO-
CA-34) (Bat Call WA 2021c). 
 
The use of bat cave avoidance buffers, blasting vibration limits, structure 
assessments and temporarily blocking off caves during bat breeding season are 
practices that have been successfully applied to other proposals to protect the 
structural integrity of caves that are adjacent to operational pits, including the 
neighbouring Corunna Downs.   
 
The EPA notes, Bob Bullen a recognised bat expert, states it is anticipated that the 
proposed Sanjiv Ridge Project Stage 2 will not have a significant impact on Ghost bat 
caves (Bat Call WA 2021c).  
 
All four habitats found in the development envelope are suitable habitat for foraging 
and dispersal for the ghost bat. The proposal will directly impact on 125 ha of ghost 
bat foraging and dispersal habitat. 

 
The EPA has assessed there to be a residual risk to the listed ghost bat from clearing 
of foraging habitat. Given that the direct impact to potential habitat in the proposal is 
a small percentage of the known extent for this species, the EPA advises that the 
residual impact to the species should be subject to implementation of recommended 
conditions to ensure the environmental outcome is consistent with the EPA objective 
for terrestrial fauna. 
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Pilbara leaf-nosed bat  

Of the ten remaining caves surveyed, nine were found to be roost sites for Pilbara 
leaf nosed bat, one was considered to be a potential roost site.  None of the caves 
were considered critical habitat.  It appears the microclimate of the caves is not 
conducive to them being a diurnal or maternity roost. 
 
All four habitats found in the development envelope are suitable habitat for foraging 
and dispersal for the Pilbara leaf-nosed bat. The proposal will directly impact on 125 
ha of Pilbara leaf-nosed bat foraging and dispersal habitat. 
 
The EPA has assessed there to be a residual risk to the listed Pilbara leaf-nosed bat 
from clearing of foraging habitat. Given that the direct impact to potential habitat in 
the proposal is a small percentage of the known extent for this species, the EPA 
advises that the residual impact to the species should be subject to implementation 
of recommended conditions to ensure the environmental outcome is consistent with 
the EPA objective for terrestrial fauna. 
 

Pilbara olive python  

This species has been recorded within the study area, the closest record being 
approximately 500 m from the development envelope, and it is considered likely to 
occur in the development envelope (Biologic 2021c).  The quality of the species 
habitat is strongly influenced by the presence of waterholes and gorge features. 
Suitable habitat types in the survey area ironstone ridge top, rocky ridge and gorge 
and rocky foothills which are well represented in the development envelope. 

The proposal will directly impact on 118.7 ha of Pilbara olive python habitat which 
represents 50.7% within the development envelope and 1.4% of ironstone ridge top, 
rocky ridge and gorge and rocky foothills (8,295.4 ha) which is the mapped extent of 
surveyed area (study area). 

The EPA notes this species is known to be widespread in the region, and the 
preferred habitats extend beyond the development envelope. The EPA has assessed 
there to be a significant residual risk to the listed Pilbara olive python from clearing of 
habitat. The EPA advises that the significant residual impact can be regulated 
through reasonable conditions and counter-balanced by offsets so that the 
environmental outcome is consistent with the EPA’s objective for terrestrial fauna. 

Summary 

The EPA recommends the following environmental conditions to minimise impacts on 
MNES: 

• condition 1 Mine Exclusion Zone – exclusion of mining activities, pits, excavation, 
waste dumps and permanent structures 

• condition 2-1 Terrestrial fauna - no adverse impact to the structural integrity or 
viability of the bat caves 
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• condition 2-2 Terrestrial fauna - avoid, where possible and otherwise minimise 
direct and indirect impacts to listed Conservation Significant Fauna species 
within the development envelope 

• condition 2-3 Implementation of the Significant Species Management Plan (which 
includes avoidance buffers of 23–50 m around ten bat caves). 

 
The EPA considers that there will be a significant residual impact from the clearing of 
vegetation and fauna habitat. The EPA has recommended an offset in condition 5 
(see section 4) which takes into account the significant residual impact to 
conservation significant vegetation communities and fauna habitat due to 
implementation of the proposal.  
 
The EPA’s view is that the impacts from the proposal on the above-listed MNES are 
not expected to result in an unacceptable or unsustainable impact on the reason for 
the controlled action. 
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6  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  

• assessment of key environmental factors, separately and holistically (this has 
included considering cumulative impacts of the proposal where relevant) 

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

• likely environmental outcomes which can be achieved with the imposition of 
conditions 

• consistency of environmental outcomes with the EPA’s objectives for the key 
environmental factors 

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

• principles of the EP Act. 
 
The EPA recommends that the proposal may be implemented subject to the 
conditions recommended in Appendix A. 
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7  Other advice 

The EPA may, if it sees fit, include other information, advice, or recommendations 
relevant to the environment in its assessment reports, even if that information has not 
been taken into account by the EPA in its assessment of a proposal. 
 
The EPA provides the following information for consideration by the Minister. 
 
Approval of the mining proposal and mine closure plan by the DMIRS under the 
Mining Act 1978 which considers and includes the following items:  

• Decommissioning and rehabilitation (Mine Closure) to be regulated by the 
DMIRS under the Mining Act 1978 to ensure that mining activities are 
rehabilitated and closed in a manner to make them physically safe to humans 
and fauna, geo-technically stable, geo-chemically non-polluting/non-
contaminating and capable of sustaining an agreed post mining land use without 
unacceptable liability to the State.  

 
It is the EPA’s view that the above aspects of the proposal can be adequately 
regulated through the Mining Act 1978, rather than a condition under part IV of the 
EP Act.  
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Appendix A: Recommended conditions 

Section 44(2)(b) 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. 

 
STATEMENT THAT A PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED 

(Environmental Protection Act 1986) 

SANJIV RIDGE PROJECT – STAGE 2 

Proposal:  The proposal will involve the above watertable mining of 
approximately 10 million tonnes of iron ore from the Glen 
Herring, Dazzler and Hero pits. The proposal will consist 
of three new pits, four waste rock dumps and a 4 kilometre 
haul road connecting it to stage 1, where ore will be hauled 
for processing.   

Proponent: Atlas Iron Pty Ltd 
Australian Company Number 110 396 168  
 

Proponent address: Level 17, 300 Murray St, Perth WA 6000 

Assessment number: 2313 

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: 1726 

Pursuant to section 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act), it has been 

agreed that the proposal described and documented in Table ES-2 of the proponent’s 

referral supporting document (revision 2) dated 25 November 2021 may be 

implemented and that the implementation of the proposal is subject to the following 

implementation conditions and procedures:  

Previous Assessment Number: 2218 

Previous Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: 1665 

Preceding Statement Relating to this proposal: 1125 

1 Limitations and Extent of proposal 

When implementing the proposal, the proponent shall ensure the proposal does not 

exceed the following extents: 
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Proposal element Location Maximum extent or range 

Physical elements 

Development envelope Figures 1 and 2 No more than 246 ha 

Indicative footprint Figure 2 No more than 125 ha within a 246 ha 
development envelope 

Mine Exclusion Zone 
(MEZ) 

Figure 3 Exclusion of mining activities, pits, 
excavation, waste dumps and 
permanent structures. 

Operational elements 

Mining Figure 2 Up to 3 Mtpa. 

Timing elements 

Project life N/A Up to 4.5 years from date of 
substantial commencement. 

2    Terrestrial Fauna 

2-1 The proponent shall implement the proposal to meet the following 

environmental outcomes: 

(1) clearing in the fauna habitat type identified as Ironstone Ridgetop shall

not exceed 89.1 ha;

(2) clearing in the fauna habitat type Rocky Ridge and Gorge shall not

exceed 25 ha;

(3) clearing in the fauna habitat type Stony Rises shall not exceed 5.8 ha;

(4) clearing in the fauna habitat type Rocky Foothills shall not exceed 4.6 ha;

(5) no adverse impact to the structural integrity, microclimate or viability of

the ten (10) bat caves shown in Figure 4; and

(6) no direct disturbance of bat cave avoidance buffers around ten (10) caves

in the development envelope as depicted in Figure 4 and coordinates in

Schedule 1;

2-2 The proponent shall implement the proposal to meet the following 

environmental objective: 

(1) avoid, where possible, and otherwise minimise indirect impacts to listed

conservation significant fauna species within the development

envelope.

2-3 The proponent shall implement the latest version of the Significant Species 

Management Plan which shall:  
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(1) demonstrate how the environmental outcomes in condition 2-1 and the

objective of condition 2-2 are achieved;

(2) include bat cave avoidance buffers around ten (10) caves in the

development envelope as depicted in Figure 4 and coordinates in

Schedule 1;

(3) include the latest version of the northern quoll monitoring procedure;

(4) include the latest version of the ghost bat monitoring procedure;

(5) design blasts to perform to the blast criteria at threshold 100 mm/s at

caves CO-CA-22, CO-CA-24 and CO-CA-27 for the protection of the

structural integrity of bat roosts;

(6) specify trigger criteria that will trigger the implementation of management

and/or contingency actions to prevent direct or indirect impacts to

conservation significant fauna species;

(7) specify threshold criteria to demonstrate compliance with conditions 2-1

and 2-2;

(8) specify monitoring methodology to determine if trigger criteria and

threshold criteria have been met;

(9) specify management and/or contingency actions which include changes

to operations to be implemented if the trigger criteria required by

condition 2-3(6) and/or the threshold criteria 2-3(7) have not been met;

and

(10) provide the format and timing for the reporting of monitoring results

against trigger criteria and threshold criteria to demonstrate that

conditions 2-1 and 2-2 have been met over the reporting period in the

Compliance Assessment Report required by condition 8-6.

2-4

2-5

2-6

The proponent must not commence ground disturbing activities until the CEO 

has confirmed in writing that the Significant Species Management Plan satisfies 

the requirements of condition 2-3. 

The proponent shall implement the most recent version of the confirmed 

Significant Species Management Plan until the CEO has confirmed by notice in 

writing that the proponent has demonstrated that the environmental outcomes 

in condition 2-1 and objective detailed in condition 2-2 have been met.   

In the event that the environmental outcomes in condition 2-1 are exceeded, 

or monitoring or investigations at any time indicate an exceedance of 
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threshold criteria specified in the confirmed Significant Species 

Management Plan, the proponent shall:  

(1) report the exceedance in writing to the CEO and DCCEEW within seven

(7) days of the exceedance being identified;

(2) implement the management or contingency actions required by condition

2-3(9) within seven (7) days of the exceedances being reported as 
required by condition 2-6(1) and continue implementation of those 
actions until the CEO and DCCEEW have confirmed by notice in writing 
that it has been demonstrated that the threshold criteria are being met 
and implementation of the management and/or contingency actions are 
no longer required;

(3) investigate to determine the cause of the threshold criteria being 
exceeded;

(4) investigate to provide information for the CEO and DCCEEW to 
determine potential environmental harm or alteration of the environment 
that occurred due to threshold criteria being exceeded;

(5) provide a further report to the CEO and DCCEEW within twenty-one (21) 
days of the exceedance being reported as required by condition

2-6(1) which shall include: 

(a) details of management and/or contingency actions implemented;

(b) the effectiveness of the management and/or contingency actions

implemented against the threshold criteria;

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

2-6(4);

(d) measures to prevent the threshold criteria being exceeded in the

future;

(e) measures to prevent, control or abate the environmental harm

which may have occurred; and

(f) justification of the threshold criteria remaining, or being adjusted

based on better understanding, demonstrating that outcomes will

continue to be met.

2-7 Without limiting condition 2-5 (implementation of the plan) and

notwithstanding compliance with condition 2-6 (response to exceedance), the 

proponent must not cause or allow:  

(1) a failure to implement one of more management and/or contingency

actions, if the relevant threshold criteria have been exceeded;
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(2) the exceedance of a threshold criteria (regardless of whether the relevant

management and/or contingency actions have been or are being

implemented); and/or

(3) a failure to comply with the requirements of the confirmed Significant

Species Management Plan.

2-8 The proponent: 

(1) may review and revise the confirmed Significant Species Management

Plan and submit it to the CEO; and

(2) shall review and revise the confirmed Significant Species Management

Plan and submit it to the CEO as and when directed by the CEO.

3 Inland Waters 

3-1 The proponent shall implement the proposal to meet the following outcome: 

(1) avoid direct disturbance of the 50 m avoidance buffer around pools CO-

WS-04, CO-WS-16, CO-WS-17 and CO-WS-18 as depicted in Figure 3

and coordinates in Schedule 1.

4    Cultural Heritage  

4-1 The proponent shall implement the proposal to meet the following outcomes: 

(1) avoid direct disturbance of Aboriginal heritage avoidance buffers and

their sites CRD-03-13B and CRD-71-20, located in the exclusion zones

as shown in Figure 3 and coordinates in Schedule 1; and

(2) subject to reasonable health and safety requirements, allow ongoing

access to land utilised for traditional owner and custodian access within

and surrounding the development envelope during operations.

4-2 The proponent shall implement the proposal to meet the following objectives: 

(1) avoid, where possible, and otherwise minimise indirect impacts to

Aboriginal heritage sites CRD-03-13B and CRD-71-20, within and

surrounding the disturbance footprint; and

(2) avoid, where possible, and otherwise minimise direct and indirect

impacts to social and cultural places and activities of significance.

4-3 Prior to the ground disturbing activities, or such lesser time approved in 

writing by the CEO, the proponent shall, in consultation with the Njamal 

Aboriginal Corporation, prepare and submit to the CEO a Cultural Heritage 

Management Plan, to meet the outcomes specified in condition 4-1 and 

objectives specified in condition 4-2 and this plan shall:  
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(1) specify the objectives to be achieved, as specified in condition 4-2; 

(2) include a framework for consultation with traditional owners and custodians 

via the Njamal Aboriginal Corporation and other relevant stakeholders during 

the life of the proposal;  

(3) include information on ongoing monitoring of permanent water sources 

including the creeklines that flow between the development envelope and 

Coongan river; specify operation environmental management activities 

relevant to cultural heritage;  

(4) include information on the outcomes of a heritage survey over a 200 m wide 

area surrounding the development envelope;  

(5) specify management actions that will be implemented to demonstrate 

compliance with the objectives specified in condition 4-2;  

(6) specify target(s) to determine the effectiveness of the management actions;  

(7) specify monitoring to measure the effectiveness of management actions 

against management targets; 

(8) in the event that the outcomes, objectives, and management targets are not 

achieved, specify a process of review and revision of management actions 

and changes to activities. Such process must include an investigation to 

determine the cause of the outcome, objective or management target(s) not 

being met;  

(9) report on compliance with the outcomes specified in condition 4-1 and 

objectives specified in condition 4-2; and 

(10) provide the format and timing to demonstrate that conditions 4-1, 4-2, and 4-

3 have been met for the reporting period in the Compliance Assessment 

Report required by condition 8-6 including, but not limited to:  

(a) verification of the implementation of management actions; and 

(b) reporting on the effectiveness of management actions against the 

outcomes and objectives.   

4-4 The proponent must not commence ground disturbing activities until the CEO 

confirmed in writing that the plan submitted under condition 4-3 satisfies the 

requirements of condition 4-3.   

4-5 The proponent must implement the most recent version of the confirmed 

Cultural Heritage Management Plan until the CEO has confirmed by notice in 

writing that the proponent has demonstrated the outcomes specified in condition 

4-1 and objectives specified in condition 4-2 have been met or are able to be 

met under another statutory decision making process.  
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4-6 In the event that monitoring, tests, surveys or investigations indicate non-

achievement of outcomes specified in condition 4-1 or the objectives specified 

in condition 4-2, the proponent must:  

(1) report the non-achievement in writing to the CEO, and the Njamal 

Aboriginal Corporation, within twenty-one (21) days of the non-

achievement being identified; 

(2) investigate to determine the cause of outcome or management target(s) 

not being achieved; 

(3) provide a further report to the CEO, Njamal Aboriginal Corporation, within 

ninety (90) days of the non-achievement being reported as required by 

condition 4-7(1) which must include: 

(a) a description of the cause of outcome or management target(s) 

being exceeded if known, or analysis of likely causes if not known;  

(b) the findings of the investigation required by condition 4-6(2);  

(c) details of revised and/or additional management actions to be 

implemented to prevent non-achievement; and 

(d) relevant changes to activities.   

4-7 In the event that monitoring, tests, surveys or investigations indicate that one or 

more management action(s) specified in the confirmed Cultural Heritage 

Management Plan have not been implemented, the proponent must:  

(1) report the failure to implement the management action(s) in writing to the 

CEO, Njamal Aboriginal Corporation, within seven (7) days of 

identification;  

(2) investigate to determine the cause of the management action(s) not 

being implemented;  

(3) investigate to determine potential environmental harm or alteration of the 

environment that occurred due to the failure to implement management 

action(s);  

(4) provide a further report to the CEO, Njamal Aboriginal Corporation, within 

twenty-eight (28) days of the non-compliance being identified, which 

must include:  

(a) cause for failure to implement management action(s);  

(b) the findings of the investigation required by condition 4-7(2);  

(c) relevant changes to activities; and 
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(d) measures to prevent, control or abate the environmental harm 

which may have occurred.   

4-8 Without limiting condition 4-5 (implementation of the plan) and not withstanding 

compliance with condition 4-6 (response to exceedance), the proponent must 

not cause or allow:  

(1) a failure to implement one or more management actions specified in the 

confirmed Cultural Heritage Management Plan, and/or 

(2) failure to comply with the requirements of the confirmed Cultural 

Heritage Management Plan. 

4-9 The proponent, in consultation with the Njamal Aboriginal Corporation: 

(1) may review and revise the confirmed Cultural Heritage Management 

Plan and submit it to the CEO; and 

(2) shall review and revise the confirmed Cultural Heritage Management 

Plan as and when directed by the CEO.  

5 Offsets 

5-1 The proponent shall contribute funds to the Pilbara Environmental Offsets 

Fund calculated pursuant to condition 5-2, to counterbalance the significant 

residual impacts to:  

(1) ‘Excellent’ condition native vegetation; and 

(2) critical habitat for the northern quoll, ghost bat, Pilbara leaf-nosed bat, 

and Pilbara olive python.   

5-2 The proponent’s provisional contribution to the Pilbara Environmental Offsets 

Fund shall be paid after the conclusion of the biennial reporting period specified 

in conditions 5-5, with the provisional amount to be contributed, calculated 

based on the clearing undertaken during the biennial reporting period in 

accordance with the highest applicable rate specified in condition 5-3 for the 

relevant type of vegetation.   

5-3 Calculated on the 2020–2021 financial year, the contribution rates are: 

(1) $794 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of ‘Good to Excellent’ condition 

native vegetation within the Chichester IBRA subregion; and 

(2) $1,587 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of critical habitat, northern 

quoll, ghost bat, Pilbara leaf-nosed bat and Pilbara olive python within 

the Chichester IBRA subregion. 
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5-4 The rates in condition 5-3 change annually each subsequent financial year in 

accordance with the percentage change in the CPI applicable to that financial 

year.   

5-5 The proponent must prepare and submit a Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 Project Impact 

Reconciliation Procedure to the CEO prior to ground disturbing activities 

which must: 

(1)  spatially define the environmental value(s) identified in condition 5-1;  

(2)  spatially define the areas in respect of which offsets required by condition 

5-1 are to be calculated;  

(3) include a methodology to calculate the amount of clearing undertaken 

during each year of the biennial reporting period for each of the 

environmental values identified in condition 5-3;  

(4)  state that clearing calculation for the first biennial reporting period will 

commence from ground disturbing activities in accordance with 

condition 5-2 and end on the second 30 June following the 

commencement of ground disturbing activities; 

(5)  state that clearing calculations for each subsequent biennial reporting 

period will commence on 1 July of the required reporting period, unless 

otherwise agreed by the CEO;  

(6) indicate the timing and content of the Impact Reconciliation Reports; and  

(7) be prepared in accordance with Instructions on how to prepare 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 Part IV Impact Reconciliation 

Procedures and Impact Reconciliation Reports (or any subsequent 

revisions).   

5-6 The proponent must not commence ground disturbing activities until the CEO 

has confirmed by notice in writing that the Impact Reconciliation Procedure 

satisfies the requirements of condition 5-5.   

5-7 The proponent: 

(1) may review and revise the confirmed Impact Reconciliation Procedure; 

or  

(2) shall review and revise the confirmed Impact Reconciliation Procedure 

as and when directed by the CEO by a notice in writing.  

5-8 The proponent shall submit an Impact Reconciliation Reports in accordance 

with the confirmed Impact Reconciliation Procedure.  
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5-9 Despite payment of the provisional contribution, the proponent’s liability to make 

a contribution under this condition shall be finally determined: 

(1) by the Minister upon application by the proponent in writing to the 

Minister to reduce in part or whole the proponent’s liability under this 

condition where: 

(a) a payment has been made to satisfy a condition of an approval 

under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 

Act 1999 in relation to the proposal; and/or 

(b) the payment is made for the purpose of counterbalancing impacts 

of the proposal on matters of national environmental significance 

identified in condition 5-1; or  

(2) to be equivalent to the provisional contribution if no application of the 

kind described in condition 5-9(1) is made within twelve (12) months of 

the conclusion of the relevant biennial reporting period.   

6 Contact Details 

6-1 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.  

7 Time Limit for Proposal Implementation 

7-1 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.  

7-2 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.  

8 Compliance Reporting  

8-1 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 8-6, or prior to ground 

disturbing activities, whichever is sooner. 

8-2 The Compliance Assessment Plan shall indicate:  

(1) the frequency of compliance reporting;  
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(2) the approach and timing of compliance assessments;  

(3) the retention of compliance assessments;  

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

actions taken;  

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

(6) public availability of Compliance Assessment Reports.   

8-3 After receiving notice in writing from the CEO that the Compliance Assessment 

Plan satisfies the requirements of condition 8-2, the proponent shall assess 

compliance with conditions in accordance with the Compliance Assessment 

Plan required by condition 8-1.   

8-4 The proponent shall retain reports of all compliance assessments described in 

the Compliance Assessment Plan required by condition 8-1 and shall make 

those reports available when requested by the CEO.   

8-5 The proponent shall advise the CEO of any potential non-compliance within 

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

8-6 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 8-1.   

9 Public Availability of Data  

9-1 Subject to condition 9-2, 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, 



Sanjiv Ridge Project – Stage 2 

80  Environmental Protection Authority 

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. 

9-2 If any data referred to in condition 9-1 contains particulars of:  

(1) a secret formula or process; or 

(2) confidential commercially sensitive information,  

the proponent may submit a request for approval from the CEO to not make 

these data publicly available. In making such a request the proponent shall 

provide the CEO with an explanation and reasons why the data should not be 

made publicly available. 
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Table 1: Abbreviations and definitions 

Acronym or 
abbreviation 

Definition or term 

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 the CEO’s delegate. 

Clearing Has the same meaning as in section 51A of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1986. 

Conservation 
significant 
fauna 

Threatened fauna species listed under the Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 and or the Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 2016. 

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. 

CPI The All Groups Consumer Price Index numbers for Perth compiled 
and published by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. 

DCCEEW Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water 

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986 

EPBC Act Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

Ground 
disturbing 
activities 

Any ground disturbing activity undertaken in the implementation of 
the proposal, including any clearing, civil works or construction, other 
than preliminary works to which approval has been given under the 
EP Act.   

ha Hectares 

m Meters 

Mining 
Activities 

Excavation of pits and construction of waste rock dumps 

Mine Exclusion 
Zone 

The Mine Exclusion Zone (MEZ) as delineated in Figure 3. Exclusion 
of mining activities, pits, excavation, waste dumps and permanent 
structures.  

mm/s Millimetres per second 

Mt Million tonnes 

Mtpa Million tonnes per annum 

IBRA Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia 

Pilbara 
Environmental 
Offsets Fund 

A special purpose account that has been created pursuant to 
section 16(1)(d) of the Financial Management Act 2006 by the 
department of Water and Environmental Regulation. 

Social and 
cultural places 

Places and activities that are important to the Aboriginal people of the 
State, and are recognised through social, spiritual, historical, 
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and activities 
of significance 

scientific or aesthetic values, as part of Aboriginal tradition, including 
the Coongan River.  

 

Figures (attached) 

Figure 1: Project location and the development envelope 

Figure 2: Development envelope and indicative footprint  

Figure 3: Mine Exclusion Zone, Cultural Heritage buffers and water feature buffers 
within the development envelope 

Figure 4: Bat cave avoidance buffers within the development envelope 
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Figure 1: Project location and development envelope 
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Figure 2: Development envelope and indicative footprint 
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Figure 3: Mine Exclusion Zone, Cultural Heritage buffers and water feature buffers 
within the development envelope 
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Figure 4: Bat cave avoidance buffers within development envelope 
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Schedule 1 

All coordinates are in metres, listed in Map Grid of Australia Zone 51 (MGA Zone 51), 

datum of Geocentric Datum of Australia 1994 (GDA94).  

Coordinates defining the development envelope shown in Figure 2 are held by the 

Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, Document Reference Number 

DWERDT506162. 

Coordinates defining the Mine Exclusion Zone, Cultural Heritage buffers and the water 

feature buffers shown in Figure 3 are held by the Department of Water and 

Environmental Regulation, Document Reference Number DWERDT589618. 

Coordinates defining the defining the bat cave buffers shown in Figure 4 are held by 

the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, Document Reference 

Number DWERDT589613. 
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Appendix B: Decision-making authorities 

Table B1: Identified relevant decision-making authorities for the proposal   
 

Decision-Making Authority Legislation (and approval) 

1.   Minister for Aboriginal Affairs Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972  

- section 18 

2.   Minister for Environment Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016  

- section 40 authority to take of disturb 
threatened species 

3.   Minister for Mines and Petroleum  Mining Act 1978 

- Grant of Mining leases 

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

Environmental Protection Act 1986  

- Part V works approval and licence  

5.   Exec Director, Resource and 
Environmental Compliance 
Division, Department of Mines, 
Industry Regulation and Safety 

Mining Act 1978 

- Mining Proposal 

- Mine Closure Plan 

6.   Worksafe Commissioner Work Health and Safety (Mines) Regulations 2022  
- Regulation 675UC  

7.    Chief Executive Officer  

Shire of East Pilbara 

Planning and Development Act 2005 
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Appendix C: Environmental Protection Act principles 

Table C1: Consideration of principles of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 

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. 

 

The EPA has considered the precautionary principle in its assessment and has 
had particular regard to this principle in its assessment of flora and vegetation, 
terrestrial fauna and inland waters. The assessment of these impacts is provided 
in this report.  

 
Investigations into the biological and physical environment undertaken by the 
proponent have provided sufficient scientific certainty to assess the risks and 
identify measures to avoid or minimise impacts. The EPA notes that the proponent 
has identified measures to avoid potential serious or irreversible damage to the 
environment included:  

• implementation of the MEZ to protect significant environmental values 

• implementation of avoidance buffers surrounding cultural heritage sites, bat 
caves and pools 

• implementation of Significant Species Management Plan 

• ongoing consultation with Traditional Owners regarding access issues, cultural 
heritage surveys and environmental monitoring. 

 
The EPA has recommended conditions to ensure risks are minimised or avoided 
where possible and that the proponent undertakes relevant measures to manage 
residual impacts. The EPA also recommends offsets be imposed to ensure that 
the significant residual impacts are counterbalanced.  

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.   

The EPA has considered the principle of intergenerational equity in its assessment 
and has had particular regard to this principle in its assessment of flora and 
vegetation, terrestrial fauna, inland waters and social surroundings.  

The EPA considers consistency with this principle could be achieved with the 
implementation of its recommended conditions.  
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EP Act Principle Consideration 

The EPA notes that the proponent has identified measures to avoid or minimise 
impacts. The EPA has considered the extent to which the potential impacts from 
the proposal can be ameliorated by the recommended conditions, including 
offsets. The EPA has concluded that the proposed offsets are likely to ameliorate 
impacts to the health, diversity and productivity of the environment.  

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

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

The EPA has considered the principle of conservation of biological diversity and 
ecological integrity in its assessment and has had particular regard to this principle 
in its assessment of flora and vegetation, and terrestrial fauna.  

 

The EPA notes that the proponent has identified measures to avoid or minimise 
impacts by avoiding permanent and ephemeral pools, most caves and cultural 
heritage sites in accordance with the mitigation hierarchy. The EPA has 
considered these measures during its assessment (provided in this report).  

 

The EPA has concluded that given the nature of the impacts (clearing of 125 ha of 
‘Excellent’ condition vegetation) that the proposed offsets are likely to counter-
balance the impacts of the loss of biological diversity and ecological integrity. 

 

The EPA notes that the offset for the Excellent condition vegetation is consistent 
with this principle.  

 

In considering this principle, the EPA has concluded that the environmental 
outcome of the proposal is likely to be consistent with this principle and the EPA 
factor objective for flora and vegetation, and terrestrial fauna.  

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

(7) Environmental factors should be included in the valuation of assets 
and services.  

(8) The polluter pays principle — those who generate pollution and 
waste should bear the cost of containment, avoidance or 
abatement. 

(9) The users of goods and services should pay prices based on the 
full life cycle costs of providing goods and services, including the 

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that the proponent will bear the cost 
relating to implementing the proposal to achieve environmental outcomes, and 
management and monitoring of environmental impacts to flora and vegetation, 
terrestrial fauna, inland waters and social surroundings during construction, and 
operation of the proposal.  
 
The EPA has had regard to this principle during the assessment of the proposal.  
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EP Act Principle Consideration 

use of natural resources and assets and the ultimate disposal of 
any wastes.  

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

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.   

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that the proponent proposes to 
implement the Waste Management Procedure. Atlas Iron’s Waste Management 
Procedure is centred around three key principles: 

• stewardship (i.e., avoiding unnecessary waste generation through the lifecycle 
of a product) 

• waste hierarchy (i.e., avoid, reduce, reuse, recycle) 

• resource efficiency (i.e., getting the most out of a resource). 

This procedure ensures waste minimisation and recycling opportunities are 
explored throughout the lifecycle of products used, appropriate waste 
management practices are in place, and compliance with relevant legislation and 
standards.  

The EPA has considered the principle of waste minimisation in its assessment and 
has had particular regard to this principle in its assessment. 
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Appendix D: Evaluation of other environmental factors 

Table D1: Evaluation of other environmental factors 

Environmental 
factor 

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

Government agency and public 
comments 

Evaluation of why the factor is not a key environmental factor 

Land  

Subterranean 
fauna 

Potential impacts include: 

• direct disturbances of 
habitat through mining 

• spill of hydrocarbons or 
chemicals . 

 

There are no agency or public 
comments related to 
subterranean fauna. 

 

Subterranean fauna was not identified as a preliminary key 
environmental factor when the EPA set the level of assessment. 

Having regard to:  

• The desktop assessment recorded no priority or threatened 
subterranean fauna species in the development envelope.  

• There were 17 holes sampled in the development envelope. 
Minor local impacts on three troglofaunal species (16 
individuals) which were recorded in the development 
envelope, all species are recorded more widely in the fauna 
study area (Atlas Iron 2021c).   

• No stygofauna were recorded.  

• Implementation of the Hydrocarbon Management Procedure 
(950-EN-PRO-0008) and the Hydrocarbon (and Chemical) 
Spill Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0007). 

• The proposal is above the water table mining. No dewatering 
and limited groundwater abstraction from interconnected 
habitats. 

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

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

Landforms Potential impacts include: 

• reduced landform diversity 

There are no agency or public 
comments related to landforms 

Landforms was not identified as a preliminary key environmental 
factor when the EPA set the level of assessment. 

The Capricorn land system is defined as “hills and ridges of 
sandstone and dolomite supporting shrubby hard and soft 
spinifex grasslands” (Atlas Iron 2021c). The development 
envelope is within this land system. 

Having regard to:  

• Minor loss of the distinctive landforms, ironstone ridgetop 
(5.8%) and rocky ridge and gorge habitat (1.4) of its mapped 
extent.  

• Impacts too rocky ridge and gorge habitat have been 
avoided in the indicative footprint to avoid impacts to key 
habitat features (Atlas Iron 2021c). 

• Approximately 4.5 year life of mine (from substantial 
commencement) - short term impact.  

• Progressive revegetation of disturbed areas in accordance 
with the Mine Closure Plan.  

• The proposal is in a remote area and is not frequently 
visited.  

The EPA considers it is unlikely that the proposal would have a 
significant impact on landforms and that the impact to this factor 
is manageable. 

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

Terrestrial 
environmental 
quality 

Potential impacts include: 

• inadequate transport, 
handling and storage of 
hydrocarbons and 
chemicals. 

There are no agency or public 
comments related to terrestrial 
environmental quality. 

The EPA considers it is unlikely that the proposal would have a 
significant impact on terrestrial environmental quality and that 
the impact to this factor is manageable. 

No asbestiform minerals have been identified and mining will be 
above the water table which will not expose the water table to pit 
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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 

lake risks. Waste rock has been tested as being non-acid 
forming and low risk. 

The proposed haul road is heavily compacted and bunded on 
either side and the use of storage chemicals is not proposed. 
Equipment servicing and workshops will be undertaken at the 
Corunna Downs (Atlas Iron 2021c). 

Having regard to the implementation of the proponents: 

• Hydrocarbon Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-0008) 

• Hydrocarbon Spill Management Procedure (950-EN-PRO-
0007) 

Both procedures are within the SSMP which has been 
implemented as condition 2-3. 

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

Air    

Air quality Potential impacts include: 

• Dust emissions on 
vegetation and terrestrial 
fauna 

There are no agency or public 
comments related to air quality. 

An assessment of air quality impacts was summarised in section 
7.5 of the referral supporting document. 

The EPA considers it unlikely that the proposal would have a 
significant impact on air quality and that the impact on this factor 
is manageable. 

Having regard to the implementation of the proponents:  

• ground disturbance permit procedure (950-EN-PRO-0006) 

• Clearing and grubbing procedure (950-EN-PRO-0002) 

• Dust management procedure (950-EN-PRO-0003). 

The nearest residences are located 26 kms from the proposed 
project (Marble Bar). Accordingly, the EPA did not consider the 
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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 

factor air quality to be a key environmental factor at the 
conclusion of its assessment.  

Greenhouse gas 
emissions 

 

 

The GHG emissions were 
estimated for the construction 
and operations of the mine.  

 

Corunna Downs Project emits 
at about 25,000 tonnes per 
annum (tpa) CO2-e of scope 1 
emissions.  

 

Sanjiv Ridge will emit about 
16,000 tpa CO2-e each year at 
an average intensity of 5.62 kg 
CO2-e/t  

 

With a project life of about 4.5 
years the total emissions of 
Sanjiv Ridge will be around 
56,200 tonnes CO2-e. 

Public comments 

• Concern over the cumulative 
effects of GHG in the region 
and the lack of commitment 
from the proponent to reduce 
fossil fuel consumption.  

 

GHG emissions was not identified as a preliminary key 
environmental factor when the EPA decided to assess the 
proposal.  

The operation is a low carbon intensity, due to short haulage and 
mining above the watertable. 

Total GHG emissions for Sanjiv Ridge Stage 2 project 
approximately 56,200 t CO2-e for the LOM. This includes 14,000 
t CO2-e to account for the 10 MT resource size, plus an 
estimated 8,200 t CO2-e for haulage of mined ore to Corunna 
Downs for processing.   

Cumulatively, Corunna Downs Project and Sanjiv Ridge Project 
GHG emissions are about 41,000 t CO2-e per year, well below 

100,000 t CO2-e per year. 

Having regard to: 

• the scope 1 emissions are below the threshold for the factor 
guideline of 100,000 tCO2-e 

• The Environmental factor guideline – Greenhouse gas 
emissions (EPA 2020a) which details that GHG from a 
proposal will be assessed where it exceeds 100,000 tonnes 
of scope 1 emissions each year measured in carbon dioxide 
equivalence (CO2-e). 

The EPA considers it unlikely that the proposal would have a 
significant impact on GHG emissions and that the impacts to this 
factor are manageable. 

Accordingly, the EPA did not consider the factor GHG 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 – Flora and vegetation (EPA 2016) 

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

• Environmental factor guideline – Inland waters (EPA 2018) 

• Environmental factor guideline – Social surroundings (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental factor guideline – Subterranean fauna (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental factor guideline – Terrestrial environmental quality (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental factor guideline – Terrestrial fauna (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Procedures 
Manual (EPA 2021)  

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

• WA Environmental Offsets Guidelines (Government of Western Australia 2014)  

• Statement of environmental principles, factors, objectives and aims of EIA (EPA 
2021) 

• Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative 
Procedures (State of Western Australia 2021)  

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

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

• Technical guidance – Subterranean fauna surveys (EPA 2016)  

• Technical guidance – Terrestrial vertebrate fauna surveys for environmental 
impact assessment (EPA 2020). 
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Appendix F: List of submitters 

7-day comment on referral 

 
One submission was received from one individual. 

 

Public review of proponent information 

 
A total of three submissions were received from individuals on the referral. 
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Appendix G: Assessment timeline 

Date Progress stages Time 
(weeks) 

15 October 2021 EPA decided to assess – level of assessment set  

2 November 2021 EPA requested additional information 2 

25 November 2021 EPA received additional information 3 

25 November 2021 EPA accepted additional information 1 

14 December 2021 EPA released additional information for public review 4 

11 January 2022 Public review period for additional information closed 4 

5 May 2022 EPA received final information for assessment 15 

19 May 2022 EPA completed its assessment 2 

24 June 2022 EPA provided report to the Minister for Environment 6 

29 June 2022 EPA report published 3 days 

20 July 2022 Appeals period closed 3 

 
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 
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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