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Summary 

Proposal 

The Ashburton Infrastructure Project is a proposal to construct a fully sealed private 
haul road, approximately 125 kilometres (km) in length, from the proponent’s 
approved Bungaroo South Mine located approximately 45 km southwest of 
Pannawonica, to the Port of Ashburton located 12 km from Onslow in the Pilbara 
region of Western Australia. At the port, the proposal includes a facility for storing 
and bulk handling ore, a dedicated nearshore berth facility and 5 offshore anchorage 
points to support the export of iron ore.  
 
The proposal is to support the export of iron ore at the Port of Ashburton at a 
commencement handling rate of approximately 30 million tonnes per annum (Mtpa), 
with capacity to expand up to 40 Mtpa during the life of the proposal over a 30-year 
period. 
 
In addition, the proposal will: 

• connect the West Pilbara Iron Ore Project Stage 1 Mine Areas (approved under 
Ministerial statement 1027) to the existing Goldfields Gas Transmission Pipeline 
via a 7 km southern diversion of the gas pipeline corridor 

• connect the West Pilbara Iron Ore Project haul road to the proposal haul road via 
a fully sealed 7.8 km haul road. 

 
The total development envelope for the proposal is 20,821 hectares (ha), which 
includes 16,209 ha for the haul road, and 4,494 ha for nearshore and offshore 
components.  This is comprised of: 

• haul road development envelope (16,209 ha): includes a fully sealed private haul 
road from the approved Bungaroo South Mine to the Port of Ashburton, borrow 
pits, laydown areas, gas pipeline, temporary construction camp, administrative 
buildings, other ancillary infrastructure, and an access road that runs adjacent to 
the haul road for light vehicle use  

• nearshore development envelope (11 ha): includes a dedicated nearshore 
berthing pocket, temporary causeway, a modular jetty wharf and ship loader  

• offshore development envelope (4,483 ha): includes an offshore transhipment 
area in State waters for 5 offshore anchorages. 

 
In February 2022, the EPA approved a change to Ministerial statement 1131 that 
provides for the Pilbara Port Authority (PPA) to develop land at the Port of 
Ashburton, referred to as the Eastern Port Precinct, to provide a development-ready 
hardstand area at an elevation suitable for port infrastructure. The proponent will 
utilise this land (development envelope of 118 ha) to develop landside port facilities 
to support the proposal, including storage and bulk handling of ore, a seawater 
desalination plant, a power station, bulk storage of fuel, administration building and a 
wastewater treatment plant. As the precinct will be development-ready, no additional 
clearing of native vegetation under this proposal is required. These proposed 
activities within this area are subject to development approvals from the PPA. 
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The proponent for the proposal is Onslow Infraco Pty Ltd, a wholly owned subsidiary 
of Mineral Resources Limited. 

Context 

The Port of Ashburton was initially developed by Chevron Australia for the 
Wheatstone Project. In 2020, the EPA approved the change of proponent for 
components of the Wheatstone Project, including the shipping channel, marine 
offloading facility and a section of the access road, from Chevron Australia to the 
PPA under Ministerial statement 1131.  

Environmental values 

Benthic communities and habitat, marine environmental quality, marine fauna, flora 
and vegetation, terrestrial fauna, greenhouse gas emissions and social surroundings 
are the key environmental factors that may be impacted by the proposal. 

Consultation  

The EPA published the proponent’s referral information for the proposal on its 
website for 7 days public comment. The EPA also published the proponent’s referral 
supporting document with additional information on its website for public review for 2 
weeks (from 25 July 2022 to 8 August 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, 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 as a result will:  

• avoid impacting the benthic habitat type sand with sparse filter feeders by moving 
one of the 5 offshore transhipment anchorage points to an area of bare substrate  

• avoid impacts to humpback whale cow-calf pairs during the southern migration 
and green sawfish during pupping season by not undertaking dredging works 
between 1 May and 30 November or piling works between 1 August and 30 
November  

• avoid direct disturbance to the Tanpool Land System Priority Ecological 
Community (Priority 1) and the mesas and breakaway fauna habitat type, through 
the alignment of the development envelope 

• minimise impacts to benthic communities and habitat and marine environmental 
quality by locating the desalination plant outfall, and its associated mixing zone, 
in an area bare substrate within the berth pocket 

• minimise impacts to marine fauna by implementing marine fauna observation 
protocols, which include observation and exclusion zones and stop work 
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provisions when marine fauna are sighted within proximity to piling, dredging or 
spoil dumping activities 

• minimise direct disturbance to priority flora, locally significant vegetation types, 
and important fauna habitat types through setting limits of disturbance, and 
implementing internal site disturbance permit procedures for all clearing activities 

• minimise impact to terrestrial fauna by undertaking pre-clearance surveys, 
engaging fauna spotters, implementing vehicle speed limits, and installing 
underpasses/overpasses near high value fauna habitat types 

• undertake a weed monitoring program to minimise potential introduction and 
spread of weeds into adjacent land 

• progressively rehabilitate 1,200 ha of temporary disturbed areas. 

Assessment of key environmental factors  

The EPA has identified the key environmental factors (listed below) in the course of 
the assessment. For each factor, the EPA has assessed the residual impacts of the 
proposal on the environmental values and considered whether the environmental 
outcomes are likely to be consistent with the EPA environmental factor objectives. 
 

Benthic communities and habitat 

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding  

Irreversible loss of up to: 

• 5 ha of bare substrate in 
the nearshore development 
envelope and  

• 1,347 ha of bare substrate 
in the offshore 
development envelope. 

The proposal Zone of High Impact, in which impacts 
are likely to be irreversible, is composed of bare 
substrate. This habitat type is widely distributed within 
both the Local Assessment Unit and regionally, and 
the loss represents a small proportion of the remaining 
extent. 

The EPA advises that the potential residual impact 
should be subject to implementation conditions 
(recommended conditions A1 and B1) to ensure that 
the proposal confines the areas of direct disturbance 
to the area assessed and manages impacts through 
the implementation of a Dredging and Spoil Disposal 
Management Plan. This ensures consistency with the 
EPA objective for benthic communities and habitats. 

Recoverable impacts of up to: 

• 113.62 ha of bare 
substrate within the 
nearshore development 
envelope and 

• 2,160 ha bare substrate 
and 313 ha of sand with 
sparse filter feeder habitats 
within Spoil Ground C 
during spoil disposal 
activities.  

The Zone of Moderate Impact, in which impacts are 
likely to recover in 5 years, is composed of bare 
substrate and a small area of sand with sparse filter 
feeder habitat which has previously been disturbed. 
These habitat types are widely distributed within both 
the Local Assessment Unit and regionally, and the 
loss represents a small proportion of the remaining 
extent. 

The EPA advises that the potential residual impact 
should be subject to implementation conditions 
(recommended condition B1) to ensure that the 
proponent manages impacts through the 
implementation of a Dredging and Spoil Disposal 
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Management Plan. This ensures consistency with the 
EPA objective for benthic communities and habitats. 

 

Marine environmental quality 

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding  

Temporary reduction in marine 
environmental quality from 
increased turbidity during 
construction. 

Dredging and spoil disposal activities will result in 
temporary but elevated levels of turbidity during 
construction, which is expected to be up to 90 days. 
Sediments mobilised by dredging are free from 
contaminants and turbidity will return to background 
levels once dredging activities cease. 

The EPA advises that the potential residual impact 
should be subject to implementation conditions 
(recommended conditions A1 and B1) to ensure that 
the proposal confines the areas of direct disturbance 
to the area assessed and manages impacts through 
the implementation of a Dredging and Spoil Disposal 
Management Plan. This ensures consistency with the 
EPA objective for marine environmental quality. 

Reduction in marine 
environmental quality due to 
brine discharge and vessel 
loading during operations. 

The reduction in environmental quality is confined to a 
small area around the port and anchorage areas. The 
brine outfall is also confined to the zone of initial 
dilution. Outside these areas, the existing high level of 
ecological protection will be retained where the 
environmental quality objective is to allow for small 
detectable changes in the quality of water, sediment, 
and biota, but not to a level that changes ecosystem 
processes, biodiversity or abundance and biomass of 
marine life beyond the limits of natural variation. 

The EPA advises that the potential residual impact 
should be subject to implementation conditions 
(recommended condition B2) to ensure that the 
proponent manages impacts through the 
implementation of a Marine Operational 
Environmental Monitoring and Management Plan. This 
ensures consistency with the EPA objective for marine 
environmental quality. 

 

Marine fauna 

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding 

Direct and indirect impacts to 
marine fauna during 
construction from underwater 
noise (dredging and piling) and 
vessel strike. 

The proposal will result in an increase of marine noise, 
particularly during construction, and an increased risk 
of vessel strike. The EPA considers that the proponent 
has avoided impacts to humpback whale cow-calf 
pairs and green sawfish by not undertaking works 
during critical ecological windows. The proponent has 
also implemented industry standard practices around 
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Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding 

marine fauna observation protocols to further minimise 
impacts. The EPA considers that construction impacts 
are of a short duration, and that neither construction 
nor operational impacts are likely to have a significant 
impact on marine fauna. 

The EPA advises that the potential residual impact 
should be subject to implementation conditions 
(recommended conditions A1 and B3) to ensure that 
the proponent manages impacts through the 
implementation of a Marine Construction 
Environmental Monitoring and Management Plan and 
Underwater Noise Management Protocol. This 
ensures consistency with the EPA objective for marine 
fauna. 

Potential impacts to nesting 
adult and hatchling orientation 
and sea finding success, or 
adult nesting utilisation as a 
result of operational lighting. 

The proposal will result in a cumulative increase in the 
levels of artificial light at important turtle nesting 
beaches, both onshore and at offshore islands. 
However, the proponent has applied the national 
standards for minimising light impacts and will conduct 
pre- and post-operational monitoring to allow the 
further application of mitigation measures to ensure 
that adult and turtle hatchling sea finding success is 
not significant. 

The EPA advises that the potential residual impact 
should be subject to implementation conditions 
(recommended condition B3) to ensure that the 
proponent manages impacts through the 
implementation of an Artificial Light Management 
Plan. This ensures consistency with the EPA objective 
for marine fauna. 

Loss of habitat for shorebirds 
and waterbirds. 

The EPA advises that this residual impact is likely to 
be able to be regulated through reasonable conditions 
(recommended condition A1). 

The EPA has concluded that the environmental 
outcome is consistent with the EPA objective for 
marine fauna.  

 

Flora and vegetation 

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding  

Clearing of up to 1,564 ha of 
native vegetation of which 
1,514 ha occurs in ‘Good’ to 
‘Excellent’ condition including 
potential groundwater 
dependent ecosystems. 

The proposal straddles the boundary between the 
Pilbara and Carnarvon bioregions. The EPA advises 
that the clearing of ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition 
vegetation is significant in the context of biological 
diversity and ecological integrity, as it provides habitat 
for conservation of significant flora and fauna species. 
The EPA advises that this significant residual impact 
is likely to be regulated through reasonable conditions 
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Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding  

(recommended condition B4), including a requirement 
for offsets (recommended condition B8). 

The EPA has concluded that the environmental 
outcome is likely to be consistent with the EPA 
objective for flora and vegetation. 

Indirect impacts associated 
with the introduction and 
spread of weeds and altered 
hydrological regimes. 

The EPA advises that this residual impact is likely to 
be able to be regulated through reasonable conditions 
(recommended condition B4-1(3), B4-1(4) and B4-
1(5)). 

The EPA has concluded that the environmental 
outcome is consistent with the EPA objective for flora 
and vegetation. It is also noted that this aspect can be 
subject to other statutory decision-making processes. 

 

Terrestrial fauna 

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding  

Direct impact to the following 
habitat types that are of 
importance to threatened 
fauna: 

• 42 ha of 
drainage/river/creek 
(major)  

• 226 ha of 
drainage/rive/creek (minor)  

• 150 ha of stony hills and 
slopes.  

The EPA notes that the fauna habitat types provide 
critical, foraging and/or dispersal habitat for 
threatened fauna including northern quoll, ghost bat, 
Pilbara leaf-nosed bat and Pilbara olive python. The 
EPA has assessed that this residual impact is 
significant.  

The EPA advises that this significant residual impact 
should be subject to reasonable implementation 
conditions (recommended condition B5), including a 
requirement for an offset (recommended condition 
B8), to ensure the environmental outcome is likely to 
be consistent with the EPA objective for terrestrial 
fauna. 

Impact to threatened fauna 
through vehicle strike and 
fence collision. 

The EPA advises that this residual impact is likely to 
be able to be regulated through reasonable conditions 
(recommended conditions B5-16, B5-17 and B5-18). 

The EPA has concluded that the environmental 
outcome is consistent with the EPA objective for 
terrestrial fauna. 

Indirect impact to threatened 
fauna through habitat and 
population fragmentation, and 
from artificial light, vibration, 
and noise emissions. 

The EPA advises that this residual impact is likely to 
be able to be regulated through reasonable conditions 
(recommended condition B5). 

The EPA notes that minimising the threat of habitat 
fragmentation of local northern quoll populations is 
critical to ensure its viability. The EPA has 
recommended conditions B5-11, B5-12 and B5-13 
requiring monitoring of northern quoll population 
density and effectiveness of the use of fauna 
underpasses to ensure that the proposal does not 
impact the viability of the population. 
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The EPA has concluded that the environmental 
outcome is consistent with the EPA objective for 
terrestrial fauna. 

 

Social surroundings 

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding  

Potential for direct or indirect 
impact to undiscovered 
Aboriginal heritage sites and 
areas of cultural significance. 

The EPA has concluded that there is a risk of residual 
direct and indirect impacts to Aboriginal cultural 
heritage. The EPA notes that the proponent will 
develop Social Cultural Heritage Management Plans 
with the relevant Traditional Owners, being the 
Thalanyji People and Robe River Kuruma People.  

The EPA advises that the potential residual impact 
should be subject to implementation conditions 
(recommended condition B6) to ensure that the 
proposal avoids where possible, and otherwise 
minimises, project attributable direct and indirect 
impacts to cultural and heritage values within and 
surrounding the development envelope. This ensures 
consistency with the EPA objective for social 
surroundings. 

 

Greenhouse gas emissions 

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding  

Greenhouse gas emissions for 
the proposal are estimated to 
be:  

• construction scope 1 
emissions will be 95,705 t 
CO2-e per annum 

• operational scope 1 
emissions will be 130,384 t 
CO2-e per annum at the 
commencement of the 
proposal, reducing to net-
zero by 2050 along an 
approximately straight line 
trajectory from 2030    

• scope 3 emissions will be 
74,875,863 t CO2-e per 
annum 

• total scope 1 emissions for 
the life of the proposal is 
expected to be 4,007,225 
CO2-e with no mitigation. 

The EPA advises that the potential residual impact 
should be subject to implementation conditions 
(recommended condition B7), which requires the 
development of a greenhouse gas environmental 
management plan within 6 months of ground 
disturbing activities commencing, for the approval of 
the Department of Water and Environmental 
Regulation. The implementation of an approved plan 
will ensure consistency with the EPA objective for 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
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Holistic assessment 

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 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  

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

• 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 

• 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 Ashburton Infrastructure Project is a proposal to construct a fully sealed private 
haul road, approximately 125 kilometres (km) in length, from the proponent’s 
approved Bungaroo South Mine located approximately 45 km southwest of 
Pannawonica, to the Port of Ashburton located 12 km from Onslow in the Pilbara 
region of Western Australia. At the port, the proposal includes a facility for storing 
and bulk handling ore, a dedicated nearshore berth facility and 5 offshore anchorage 
points to support the export of iron ore (see Figure 2).  
 
The proposal is to support the export of iron ore at the Port of Ashburton, at a 
commencement handling rate of approximately 30 million tonnes per annum (Mtpa), 
with capacity to expand up to 40 Mtpa during the life of the proposal over a 30-year 
period. 
 
In addition, the proposal will: 

• connect the West Pilbara Iron Ore Project Stage 1 Mine Areas (approved under 
Ministerial statement 1027) to the existing Goldfields Gas Transmission Pipeline 
via a 7 km southern diversion of the gas pipeline corridor 

• connect the West Pilbara Iron Ore Project haul road to the proposal haul road via 
a fully sealed 7.8 km haul road. 

 
The total development envelope for the proposal is 20,821 hectares (ha), which 
includes 16,209 ha for the haul road, and 4,494 ha for nearshore and offshore 
components. This comprises: 

• nearshore development envelope (11 ha): includes a dedicated nearshore 
berthing pocket, temporary causeway, a modular jetty wharf and ship loader (see 
Figure 1) 

• offshore development envelope (4,483 ha): includes an offshore transhipment 
area in State waters for 5 offshore anchorages (see Figure 2) 

• haul road development envelope (16,209 ha): includes a fully sealed private haul 
road from the approved Bungaroo South Mine to the Port of Ashburton, borrow 
pits, laydown areas, gas pipeline, temporary construction camp, administrative 
buildings, other ancillary infrastructure, and an access road that runs adjacent to 
the haul road for light vehicle use (see Figure 3). 

 
In February 2022, the EPA approved a change to Ministerial statement 1131 that 
provides for the Pilbara Port Authority (PPA) to develop land at the Port of Ashburton, 
referred to as the Eastern Port Precinct, to provide a development-ready hardstand 
area at an elevation suitable for port infrastructure. The proponent will utilise this land 
(development envelope of 118 ha) to develop landside port facilities to support the 
proposal, including storage and bulk handling of ore, a seawater desalination plant, a 
power station, bulk storage of fuel, administration building and a wastewater 
treatment plant. As the precinct will be development-ready, no additional clearing of 
native vegetation under this proposal is required. The proposed activities within this 
area are subject to development approvals from the PPA. 
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The proponent for the proposal is Onslow Infraco Pty Ltd, a wholly owned subsidiary 
of Mineral Resources Limited. The proponent referred the proposal to the EPA on 26 
October 2021. The referral information was published on the EPA website for 7 days 
public comment. On 23 February 2022, the EPA decided to assess the proposal at 
the level Referral Information with addition information required. The EPA published 
the referral supporting document including additional information (MRL 2022d) on its 
website for public review for 2 weeks (from 25 July 2022 to 8 August 2022). 
 
The proposal was determined under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) to be a controlled action. The proposal is not 
being assessed via the accredited assessment approach as the proponent sought 
separate assessment processes from the State and the Commonwealth 
departments.  
 
The EPA assessed the elements outlined in the proponent’s Proposal Content 
Document (MRL 2022e). The summary of the main matters assessed are contained 
in Table 1.  
 
Table 1: Summary of elements of the Proposal Content Document (MRL 2022e) 
assessed by the EPA 

Proposal element Location Maximum extent or range 

Physical elements 

Landside development envelope Figure 1 Up to 118 ha. No clearing within the 
development envelope. 

Nearshore development envelope Figure 1 Up to 11 ha. Disturbance of no more than 
5 ha of bare substrate benthic 
communities and habitat within the 
development envelope. 

Offshore development envelope, 
including offshore anchorage 
points  

Figure 2 Up to 4,483 ha. Disturbance of up to 1,347 
ha of bare substrate benthic communities 
and habitat within the development 
envelope. 

Haul road development envelope Figure 3 Up to 16,209 ha. Clearing of no more than 
1,564 ha within the development 
envelope. 

Construction elements 

Temporary causeway including 
piling activities 

- Construction of the dedicated nearshore 
berth facility will be undertaken from a 
temporary impermeable causeway that 
will be removed after construction and 
commissioning of the jetty is completed. 
Piling for jetty/wharf construction. 

Dredging and dredge spoil 
placement 

Figure 1 Capital dredging of up to 150,000 m3 with 
disposal of dredge at Spoil Ground C. 

Operational elements 

Bulk material loading Figure 1 Operational throughput capacity of up to 
40 Mtpa. 
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Proposal element Location Maximum extent or range 

Brine outfall  - Discharge of up to 2 GL/a of hypersaline 
brine. 

Timing elements 

Construction phase of the haul 
road, landside and nearshore 
elements 

- Approximately 18 months. 

Commissioning phase - Approximately 12 months. 

Project life - Up to 30 years. 

Units and abbreviations  
ha – hectare 
m3 – cubic metre 
GL/a – gigalitres per annum 
Kt/d – kilotonnes per day 

Proposal amendments 

The original proposal is set out in section 2 of the referral supporting document (MRL 
2022d), which is available on the EPA website. 

The proponent requested changes to the original proposal during the assessment to: 

• make minor changes to the haul road development envelope to accommodate 
further engineering designs at the North West Coastal Highway crossing, and 
provide further flexibility within the development envelope to allow for options to 
avoid an identified Aboriginal heritage site, if required 

• increase the disturbance area within the nearshore development envelope from 3 
ha to 5 ha of benthic communities and habitat. 

 
The changes will not result in alterations to the development envelope size (in ha) or 
the amount of native vegetation clearing.  
 
The changes were assessed as being substantially the same character as the 
existing referred proposal and the EPA did not consider the amendment would be a 
significant amendment if the proposal was already approved. The EPA Chair’s 
notice, of 13 December 2022, consenting to the change is available on the EPA 
website. 

The consolidated and updated elements of the proposal that has been subject to the 
EPA’s assessment is included in Table 1. 

Proposal alternatives 

The proponent assessed the need for the proposal and concluded that the proposal 
is required to ‘unlock’ stranded mineral assets in the West Pilbara region (MRL 
2022d). In the first instance, the proposal will support the proponent’s approved 
Bungaroo South Mine (Ministerial statement 960 and 1147). 
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The proponent considered alternatives for the proposal including options for haulage 
methods, export locations, transhipping routes and marine infrastructure, power 
supply, and ancillary infrastructure within the haul road development envelope.  
 
The proponent used baseline studies and investigations to inform the location of the 
proposal, so that impact to the environment can be minimised as far as practicable. 
The proponent therefore referred the proposal in its current location and form, and 
this is the proposal that the EPA has assessed. 

Proposal context 

The Port of Ashburton was initially developed by Chevron Australia for the 
Wheatstone Project. In 2020, the EPA approved the change of proponent for 
components of the Wheatstone Project, including the shipping channel, marine 
offloading facility and a section of the access road, from Chevron Australia to the 
PPA under Ministerial statement 1131.  
 
A number of other approved, but not implemented, proposals exist in the west Pilbara 
region (see Figure 4). Mineral Resources Limited has acquired, or acquired interest 
in, these proposals and has advised the EPA that the Ashburton Infrastructure 
Proposal will provide a single, low impact logistics solution for the west Pilbara and 
avoid duplication of infrastructure associated with individual mining projects. 
Furthermore, MRL has advised the other approved proposals are unlikely to progress 
should this proposal be implemented as this proposal provides a more efficient and 
sounder alternative for the delivery of ore for export. The proponent therefore did not 
undertake a cumulative impact assessment of multiple infrastructure corridors. The 
EPA has considered the absence of cumulative impact assessment by the proponent 
in section 3 and provided other advice in section 6 to reduce the risk of additional 
fragmentation and to ensure the EPA objectives can be met.    



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

15   Environmental Protection Authority 

 
Figure 1: Landside and nearshore development envelopes  
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Figure 2: Offshore, nearshore and landside development envelopes and 
offshore anchorage points  
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Figure 3: Haul road development envelope and mesa and breakaway habitat 
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Figure 4: Ashburton Infrastructure Project in context of other approved but not 
implemented proposals  
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2 Assessment of key environmental factors 

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 of 
coastal processes, inland waters, and air quality, and concluded these were not key 
factors for the assessment. This evaluation is included in Appendix D. 

2.1 Benthic communities and habitat 

2.1.1 Environmental objective 

The EPA environmental objective for benthic communities and habitat (BCH) is to 
protect benthic communities and habitats so that biological diversity and ecological 
integrity are maintained (EPA 2021b). 
 

2.1.2 Investigations and surveys 

The EPA advises the following investigations and surveys were used to inform the 
assessment of the potential impacts to benthic communities and habitat: 

• Benthic Communities and Habitat Report, Ashburton Infrastructure Project 
(appendix M of the referral supporting document) (O2 Marine 2021b)  

• Supplementary Benthic Communities and Habitat Survey of Spoil Ground C 
(appendix N of the referral supporting document) (O2 Marine 2022d) 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project, Base Hydrodynamic Modelling (appendix BB of 
the referral supporting document) (O2 Metocean 2021a) 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project Dredge Plume Modelling Assessment (appendix 
J of the referral supporting document) (O2 Marine 2022a). 

 
The surveys were consistent with the EPA’s technical guidance for BCH (EPA 2016j 
and EPA 2021c). 
 

2.1.3 Assessment context – existing environment 

The EPA uses local assessment units (LAUs) to map and assess impacts to benthic 
habitats on an appropriate scale, and to assist in assessing cumulative impacts. 
LAUs in the vicinity of Onslow have been previously defined for Chevron’s 
Wheatstone Project, and the proponent has used these same LAUs for this proposal 
(MRL 2022d). This has allowed the consideration of cumulative impacts from 
historical losses, addressed in section 2.1.8. 
 
Habitat mapping by the proponent identified 5 habitat types in the vicinity of the 
marine development envelopes: bare substrate, sand with sparse filter feeders, sand 
veneered limestone pavement, coral, and low profile reef (refer Figures 6-1 and 6-2 
of the referral supporting document, MRL 2022d). Although not surveyed by the 
proponent, about 2 km west of the nearshore development envelope is the Ashburton 
River Delta ‘Regionally Significant’ mangrove area (EPA 2001). 
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2.1.4 Consultation 

Matters raised during stakeholder consultation and the proponent’s responses are 
provided in section 4 of the referral supporting document (MRL 2022d), and in the 
response to submissions document (MRL 2022c). 
 
The key issues raised during the public consultation were: 

• direct impacts to BCH in both the nearshore and offshore DE, including to an area 
of sparse filter feeding habitat 

• potential impacts to mangroves 

• ongoing potential impacts from dredging. 
 
How these issues have been considered in the assessment are described in sections 
2.1.6, 2.1.7 and 2.1.8.  
 

2.1.5 Potential impacts from the proposal 

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

• direct impact of up to 5 ha of bare substrate in the nearshore development 
envelope from port infrastructure, dredging of the berth pockets during 
construction, and during vessel loading and the release of hypersaline brine 
during operations 

• direct impact of up to 1,347 ha of bare substrate from vessel anchoring within the 
offshore development envelope anchorages during operation 

• direct and indirect impacts of up to 2,160 ha bare substrate and 313 ha of sand 
with sparse filter feeder habitats within Spoil Ground C during spoil disposal 
activities 

• indirect impact to up to 113.62 ha of bare substrate BCH from increased turbidity 
during dredging  

• accidental product, fuel or pollutant spills to the marine environment from 
construction vessels and vehicles and during operations from port loading and at 
the offshore transhipment anchorages. 

 

2.1.6 Avoidance measures 

The proponent has designed the proposal to avoid impacts to BCH by:  

• locating the 5 offshore transhipment anchorage points in areas of bare substrate 
and avoiding an area of sand with sparse filter feeders  

• dredged material to be disposed offshore in an existing and previously approved 
disposal area, being the PPA’s Spoil Ground C.  

 

2.1.7 Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 

The proponent has designed the proposal to minimise impacts to BCH by:  

• locating the desalination plant outfall, and its associated mixing zone, within bare 
substrate in the berth pocket  
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• implementation of a construction, dredging and operational environmental 
management plans. 

 
The EPA notes the proponent has received a sea dumping permit for the spoil 
disposal activities from the Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment 
and Water (DCCEEW), in accordance with the Commonwealth Environment 
Protection (Sea Dumping) Act 1981. The purpose of this Act is to prevent marine 
pollution by controlling dumping at sea. The sea dumping permit requires the 
proponent to implement a monitoring and management plan to manage the impacts 
on the environment from spoil disposal activities. 
 

2.1.8 Assessment of impacts to environmental values  

The EPA considered that the key environmental values for BCH likely to be impacted 
by the proposal are bare substrate, sand with sparse filter feeders and coral habitats. 
These impacts are likely to arise from dredging and spoil disposal during 
construction, and vessel anchoring and brine disposal during operations. 
 
The areas that may be impacted by the proposal have been defined in accordance 
with the EPA’s Technical guidance – Environmental impact assessment of marine 
dredging proposals (EPA 2021c). This guidance provides a framework to identify 
zones of impact based on extent, severity and duration. The zones are based on 
whether impacts are irreversible (Zone of High Impact (ZoHI)), recoverable within five 
years (Zone of Moderate Impact (ZoMI) or will experience small changes in 
ecosystem parameters that are unlikely to have an impact on benthic communities 
(Zone of Influence (ZoI)).  
 
Proposal specific modelling was undertaken to predict the extent, duration and 
severity of plumes generated by the proposal. The proponent also modelled two 
different scenarios and provided predictions to benthic habitats based on these 
scenarios and a probable (most likely) and possible (realistic worst case) impacts 
(refer section 6.4.3.1 of MRL 2022d, and Table 9 O2 Marine 2022a). 
 
The proponent predicted that during all construction and operational activities, the 
ZoHI and ZoMI would predominately correlate to areas of bare substrate, with small 
areas of either sand veneered limestone pavement and/or sand with spare filter 
feeders also being impacted. The EPA considers that these 3 habitat types are 
widely distributed both with the LAUs and regionally. The EPA also notes that the 
proponent will be utilising an existing, approved spoil ground and considers that while 
this area has a higher proportion of sparse filter feeder habitat (about 13% of Spoil 
Ground C contains this habitat type) this area has been previously disturbed. The 
EPA considers it is likely the sparse filter feeder habitat will recover in Spoil Ground 
C, as it was demonstrated following the Chevron’s Wheatstone Project that this 
habitat type is largely unaffected to turbidity and low light conditions predicted for this 
proposal. No sensitive benthic habitats (corals, mangroves or seagrass) occur within 
the ZoMI or ZoHI. 
 
The proponent also predicted the likely ZoI for dredging and disposal activities, with 
the plume intersecting the Ashburton River Delta ‘Regionally Significant’ mangrove 
area and potentially intersecting an area of coral habitat offshore Onslow.  
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To manage and mitigate the potential impacts, the proponent has prepared a 
Dredging and Spoil Disposal Management Plan (DSDMP) (Revision 5, O2 Marine 
2022b). This plan includes a validation program for the dredge plume modelling in 
addition to weekly water quality monitoring to ensure the DSDMP’s environmental 
protection outcomes will be met (see Table 7 of the DSDMP). Monitoring locations 
include areas of sensitive benthic habitats, including the area of coral habitat offshore 
Onslow. The proponent has also committed to not undertaking dredging activities 
between 1 May and 30 November to minimise potential impacts to marine fauna. 
This will also coincide with a period when oceanographic and metocean conditions 
will result in a smaller zone of moderate impact. 
 
The EPA notes that the Ashburton River mangrove area is within the ZoI and will 
experience increased turbidity as a result of the dredging program. However, the 
EPA considers that sediment deposition rates are unlikely to have an impact on the 
community, and that reduced light availability is not a relevant parameter for 
mangrove communities.  
 
The EPA therefore considers that with the implementation of the DSDMP, it is 
unlikely that sensitive benthic habitats will be significantly impacted by the proposal. 
The EPA has recommended condition B1-2 be applied requiring the implementation 
of the DSDMP. 
 
The EPA has concluded that, given the scale, extent and severity of turbidity 
generated during construction, the small extent of impacts to affected habitat types 
and the cumulative impacts from other proposals, the environmental outcome is likely 
to be consistent with the EPA objective for BCH. 
 

Cumulative impact assessment 

Within the Onslow region, there are 22 previously defined LAUs covering the area 
from Direction Island to the Ashburton River and offshore to a depth of 40 metres.  
 
The proponent did not examine cumulative impacts as part of its assessment as it 
considered the only habitat type impacted was bare substrate, noting that the sparse 
filter feeder habitat in Spoil Ground C has been previously disturbed. However, the 
EPA has considered the cumulative impacts and notes that a comprehensive 
cumulative impact assessment was undertaken for Chevron’s Wheatstone Project 
assessment, with further impacts considered from the recent Onslow Marine Support 
Base proposal.  
 
The EPA advises that cumulatively in the LAUs affected by this proposal (1C, 1D and 
2F) the predominate habitat type irreversibly impacted has been bare substrate. 
Impacts to other habitat types have also occurred from previous proposals (250 ha to 
macroalgae in LAU 1D), however, this proposal is unlikely to further impact this 
habitat type in this LAU. The EPA also considers that no irreversible impacts to 
sparse filter feeder habitat is likely to occur as a result of this proposal. 
 
No other proposals likely to impact these LAUs have been referred to the EPA for 
assessment. The EPA recognises that Onslow has been a focus for development, 
and cumulative impacts have increased. However, while development has been 
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focused into one area, overall, the EPA considers that impacts are not to a level that 
would alter the likely environmental outcomes of this proposal.  
 

2.1.9 Summary of key factor assessment and recommended regulation 

The EPA has given consideration to the likely residual impacts of the proposal on 
BCH environmental values. In doing so, the EPA has contemplated 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 2.  
 

The EPA has also considered the principles of the Environmental Protection Act 
1986 (EP Act) (see 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 2: Summary of assessment for benthic communities and habitat  

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding or 
Environmental outcome 

Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

Irreversible loss of up to: 

• 5 ha of bare substrate in 
the nearshore 
development envelope 
and  

• 1,347 ha of bare 
substrate in the offshore 
development envelope. 

The proposal ZoHI, in which 
impacts are likely to be 
irreversible, is composed on 
bare substrate. This habitat type 
is widely distributed within both 
the LAU and regionally, and the 
loss represents a small 
proportion of the remaining 
extent. 

 

Environmental outcome 
consistent with the EPA factor 
objective for BCH if subject to 
recommended conditions. 

Condition A1 
(Limitations and extent 
of proposal)  

Limits on extent of 
seabed disturbance. 

Condition B1 (Benthic 
communities and 
habitats) 

Implementation of the 
DSDMP. 

 

 

Recoverable impacts of up 
to: 

• 113.62 ha of bare 
substrate within the 
nearshore development 
envelope and 

• 2,160 ha bare substrate 
and 313 ha of sand with 
sparse filter feeder 
habitats within Spoil 
Ground C during spoil 
disposal activities. 

The ZoMI, in which impacts are 
likely to recover in 5 years, is 
composed of bare substrate and 
a small area of sand with sparse 
filter feed habitat which has 
previously been disturbed. 
These habitat types are widely 
distributed within both the LAU 
and regionally, and the loss 
represents a small proportion of 
the remaining extent. 
 
Environmental outcome 
consistent with the EPA factor 
objective for BCH if subject to 
recommended conditions. 

Condition A1 
(Limitations and extent 
of proposal)  

Limits on extent of 
seabed disturbance. 

Dredge spoil to be 
disposed of in Spoil 
Ground C. 

Condition B1 (Benthic 
communities and 
habitats) 

Implementation of the 
DSDMP. 

DMA legislation 

A sea dumping permit is 
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Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding or 
Environmental outcome 

Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

required from DCCEEW 
which requires the 
proponent to implement 
a monitoring and 
management plan to 
manage the impacts on 
the environment from 
dumping activities. 
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2.2 Marine environmental quality 

2.2.1 Environmental objective 

The EPA environmental objective for marine environmental quality is to maintain the 
quality of water, sediment and biota so that environmental values are protected (EPA 
2021b). 
 

2.2.2 Investigations and surveys 

The EPA advises the following investigations were used to inform the assessment of 
the potential impacts to marine environmental quality: 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project Sediment Sampling and Analysis Plan (appendix 
Z of the referral supporting document) (O2 Marine 2021a) 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project Sediment Sampling and Analysis Plan 
Implementation Report (appendix AA of the referral supporting document) (O2 
Marine 2021e) 

• Water Quality Desktop Review Ashburton Infrastructure Project (appendix Q of 
the referral supporting document) (O2 Marine 2021f) 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project Dredge Plume Modelling Assessment (appendix 
J of the referral supporting document) (O2 Marine 2022a). 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project Base Hydrodynamic Modelling (appendix BB of 
the referral supporting document) (O2 Metocean 2021a) 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project Desalination Brine Plume Modelling Report 
(appendix K of the referral supporting document) (O2 Metocean 2021b). 

 
The surveys were consistent with the EPA’s technical guidance for marine 
environmental quality (EPA 2016i). 
 

2.2.3 Assessment context – existing environment 

The proposal is located within the Port of Ashburton, immediately adjacent to the 
marine offloading facility constructed for the Chevron’s Wheatstone Project and 
currently operated by the PPA. The area is characterised by relatively turbid waters 
with moderate tidal flows, with episodic highly turbid run-off from the Ashburton River. 
 
The EPA has an Environmental Quality Management Framework (EQMF) for 
ensuring long-term protection of the quality of marine waters of WA, which is 
described in its Technical guidance – Protecting the quality of Western Australia’s 
marine environment (EPA 2016i). This framework builds on the updated Pilbara 
Coastal Waters Consultation Outcomes Report (Pilbara Coastal Waters Report) 
(EPA 2019), which defined the levels of ecological protection (LEP) that would apply 
within Pilbara waters to achieve this outcome. The EQMF also outlines the relevant 
environmental values (EVs) and associated environmental quality outcomes (EQO) 
that proponents are required to achieve, based on the LEPs applied in marine waters 
(refer Tables 1 and 2 of EPA 2016i).  
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Consistent with the EPA’s EQMF, the proponent has proposed that the following 
LEPs will apply for the proposal during both construction and operations: 

• retention of the existing maximum and high LEPs outlined in the Pilbara Coastal 
Waters Report 

• retention of moderate and low LEPs currently applied for the Port of Ashburton 

• new moderate (250 m) and low (30 m) LEPs around the onshore infrastructure, 
and 5 new moderate (1000 m radius) LEPs around each offshore transhipping 
anchorage point. This will result in relatively small reductions in the high LEP 
outlined in the Pilbara Coastal Waters Report; about a 35 ha reduction in the 
nearshore waters and a 1,347 ha reduction in the offshore waters. 

 
The EPA notes that the designation of moderate and low LEPs is consistent with the 
Technical Guidance and the Pilbara Coastal Waters Report. 
 

2.2.4 Consultation 

Matters raised during stakeholder consultation and the proponent’s responses are 
provided in section 4 of the referral supporting document (MRL 2022d), and in the 
response to submissions document (MRL 2022c). 
 
The key issues raised during the public consultation relate to the proposed sampling 
program outlined in the marine operation environmental monitoring and management 
plan (MOEMMP).  
 
How these issues have been considered in the assessment are described in sections 
2.2.6 and 2.2.7.  
 
Impacts to BCH from increased turbidity and brine discharge are addressed under 
section 2.1. 
 

2.2.5 Potential impacts from the proposal 

The proposal has the potential to significantly impact on marine environmental quality 
from: 

• temporary, localised turbidity increase from dredging and disposal activities  

• altered physicochemical conditions resulting from the release of hypersaline brine 
to the marine environment during operations.  

• localised increased turbidity and accidental product, fuel or pollutant spills to the 
marine environment from during operations in the nearshore and offshore 
development envelopes. 

 

2.2.6 Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 

The proponent has proposed measures to minimise impacts to marine environmental 
quality: 

• dredged material to be disposed offshore in an existing and approved disposal 
area, being the PPA’s Spoil Ground C  



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

27   Environmental Protection Authority 

• locating the desalination plant outfall, and its associated mixing zone, within the 
disturbed berth pocket  

• implementation of a construction, dredging and operational environmental 
management plans. 

 

2.2.7 Assessment of impacts to environmental values  

The EPA considered that the key environmental values for marine environmental 
quality likely to be impacted by the proposal is water quality from construction and 
water and sediment quality from operations.  
 

Construction 

The primary impact during construction is increased turbidity due to dredging and 
spoil disposal activities.  
 
As described above in section 2.1, the proponent undertook proposal specific 
modelling to predict the extent, duration and severity of total suspended sediments 
for 2 different dredging scenarios. Plume dispersion modelling information is provided 
in Appendix J of the referral supporting document (O2 Marine 2022a). The proponent 
also conducted sediment sampling, which determined that the sediments are free of 
contaminants and are unlikely to result in contamination of water or sediment quality 
during dredging activities.  
 
The proponent has prepared a DSDMP to manage dredging activities and to meet a 
management target of “maintain water quality to meet a moderate LEP criteria”. 
Actions within the plan include a dredge plume extent validation program and a 
weekly monitoring program for total suspend sediments and turbidity (O2 Marine 
2022b).  
 
The EPA advises that the proposal will result in an inconsistency with the high and 
maximum levels of ecological protection in the vicinity of the Ashburton River Delta 
‘Regionally Significant’ mangrove area and the waters offshore Onslow for a short 
time. However, the EPA notes that consistency with the maximum and high levels of 
ecological protection will be achieved once activities cease. The EPA considers that 
the inconsistency is unlikely to have a significant impact given the naturally turbid 
waters experienced in the region and the levels of total suspended sediments 
expected from dredging activities.  
 
The EPA considers that the dredge program represents a relatively small campaign, 
with only small volumes of sediment requiring removal and disposal over a relatively 
short duration of up to 90 days. The EPA therefore considers that, with the 
implementation of the DSDMP, impacts from total suspended sediments is likely to 
be consistent with EQMF and the EPA factor objective for marine environmental 
quality. The EPA has recommended condition B1-2 be applied requiring the 
implementation of the DSDMP. 
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Operations 

The primary impact during operations is changes to marine environmental quality due 
to brine discharge and risks associated with vessel loading during operations.  
 

Brine discharge 

Brine discharged from the desalination process may alter physiochemical properties 
that can impact the receiving marine environment. These include elevated 
temperatures, increased salinity (twice that of the surrounding water) and toxicants 
used in the desalinisation process.  
 
Brine outfall modelling was conducted to predict the extent of the plume and the rate 
of dilution to determine the size and location of the ecological protection area. The 
near-field modelling assessment indicates that the target dilutions required to meet 
the 90% and 99% species protection levels (as applied to the moderate and high 
LEPs) could be achieved within 30 m of the outfall. The proponent has therefore 
applied a new low ecological protection area (LEPA) around the outfall point. This 
LEPA is within the new larger moderate ecological protection area (MEPA) applied 
around the berth pocket and vessel loading area. This will result in a small reduction 
of about 35 ha in the nearshore waters high ecological protection area outlined in the 
Pilbara Coastal Waters Report. 
 
To manage and mitigate the potential impacts, the proponent has prepared a Marine 
Operations Environmental Management and Monitoring Plan (MOEMMP) (Revision 
7, O2 Marine 2022c). Within the MOEMMP the proponent will establish 5 EVs 
(ecosystem health; fishing and aquaculture; recreation and aesthetics; cultural and 
spiritual; and industrial water supply), against which 8 EQOs will be applied and 
monitored to protect marine environmental quality in the vicinity of the proposal. The 
EPA advises that this approach is consistent with its EQMF. 
 
The MOEMMP also includes both a commissioning and validation program for the 
brine discharge to confirm that actual impacts are consistent with the modelled 
predictions as well as ongoing routine monitoring. The MOEMMP also includes 
management measures to ensure that the environmental quality guidelines and 
thresholds associated with each of the LEPs are achieved. 
 
The EPA considers that the area impacted by the brine discharge is small and within 
an area that will already be impacted by the construction of the vessel loading area. 
The EPA therefore considers that, with the implementation of the MOEMMP, impacts 
from brine discharge is likely to be consistent with EQMF and the EPA factor 
objective for marine environmental quality. The EPA has recommended condition B2-
1 requiring the proponent achieve the LEPs, and condition B2-2 be applied requiring 
the implementation of the MOEMMP. 
 

Vessel loading 

Vessel loading operations pose a risk to marine environmental quality through 
accidental product spillage and the continual mobilisation and redistribution of 
sediments in the berth pocket and offshore anchorages. 
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The proponent has proposed new MEPAs within the nearshore (35 ha) and offshore 
development envelopes, consistent with the EPA’s EQMF. The EPA accepts that 
small changes in marine environmental quality is likely within port areas, noting that 
no detectable and persistent changes in biodiversity or the type of ecosystem 
processes should occur. To achieve this outcome, the MOEMMP includes routine 
sediment monitoring, against the 8 EQOs, to ensure that maintaining a moderate 
level of ecological protection will be achieved.  
 
The EPA notes that the size of the MEPA has been applied to a relatively small area 
and also that the vessel berthing areas is within the Port of Ashburton and is adjacent 
to other existing operations. The EPA is of the view that vessel loading poses a small 
risk to marine environmental quality, and with the implementation of the MOEMMP, 
impacts from vessel loading are likely to be consistent with the EPA objective for 
marine environmental quality. The EPA has recommended condition B2-1 requiring 
the proponent achieve the LEPs and condition B2-2 be applied requiring the 
implementation of the MOEMMP. 
 
The EPA notes that a licence under Part V of the EP Act will be required for vessel 
loading both in the nearshore and offshore development envelopes. This is likely to 
mitigate impacts by placing licence conditions to control and prevents spills of 
product such that marine environmental quality will be maintained and be consistent 
with the EPA objectives.  
 

Cumulative impact assessment 

The EPA has assessed the cumulative effects of the proposal by considering this 
proposal in addition to nearby approved discharges and levels of ecological 
protection. 
 
Within the nearby vicinity of the proposal, existing MEPA and LEPAs have been 
applied to Chevron’s Wheatstone Project, with existing MEPAs also applied in the 
vicinity of Onslow for Beadon Creek, authorised spoil grounds and the turning basin 
for the Onslow jetty.  
 
Cumulatively, the areas of the MEPAs and LEPAs account for a very small 
percentage of the region’s marine environment and the EPA considers that the 
ecological integrity in the marine environment will still be maintained. In addition, the 
EPA considers the LEPA of 30 m around the proposed outfall is small in extent and 
that the existing outfalls are at a sufficient distance that the mixing zones will not 
interact. 
 
The EPA recognises that Onslow has been a focus for development, and cumulative 
impacts have increased. While development has been focused into one area, overall, 
the EPA considers that impacts are not at a level that would alter the likely 
environmental outcomes as a result of this proposal.  
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2.2.8 Summary of key factor assessment and recommended regulation 

The EPA has considered the likely residual impacts of the proposal on marine 
environmental quality environmental values. In doing so, the EPA has considered 
whether reasonable conditions could be imposed to 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 EP Act (see 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 3: Summary of assessment for marine environmental quality  

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding or 
Environmental outcome 

Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

Temporary reduction in 
marine environmental 
quality from increased 
turbidity during construction.  

Dredging and spoil disposal 
activities will result in temporary 
but elevated levels of turbidity 
during construction, which is 
expected to be up to 90 days. 
Sediments mobilised by 
dredging are free from 
contaminants and turbidity will 
return to background levels once 
dredging activities cease. 

 

Environmental outcome 
consistent with the EPA factor 
objective for marine 
environmental quality if subject 
to recommended conditions. 

Condition A1 
(Limitations and extent 
of proposal)  

Limits on extent of 
seabed disturbance. 

Limits on volume of 
sediments to be dredged 
and disposed of. 

Dredge spoil to be 
disposed of in Spoil 
Ground C. 

Condition B1 (Benthic 
communities and 
habitats)  

Implementation of the 
DSDMP. 

Reduction in marine 
environmental quality due to 
brine discharge and vessel 
loading during operations. 

The reduction in environmental 
quality is confined to a small 
area around the port and 
anchorage areas (MEPA) and 
the brine outfall (a 30 m LEPA) 
to accommodate the zone of 
initial dilution. Outside the MEPA 
and LEPA, the existing high or 
maximum levels of ecological 
protection will be retained where 
the objectives are either no or 
small detectable changes in 
ecosystem integrity. 

 
Environmental outcome 
consistent with the EPA factor 
objective for marine 

Condition A1 
(Limitations and extent 
of proposal)  

Limits on volume of 
hypersaline brine to be 
discharged. 

Condition B2 (Marine 
environmental quality)  

Achievement of the 
LEPs. 

Implementation of the 
MOEMMP. 

DMA legislation 

A licence under Part V of 
the EP Act is required 
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Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding or 
Environmental outcome 

Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

environmental quality if subject 
to recommended conditions. 

for bulk loading at the 
landside development 
envelope and in the 
transhipment 
anchorages. 
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2.3 Marine fauna 

2.3.1 Environmental objective 

The EPA environmental objective for marine fauna is to protect marine fauna so that 
biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained (EPA 2021b). 
 

2.3.2 Investigations and surveys 

The EPA advises the following investigations and surveys were used to inform the 
assessment of the potential impacts to marine fauna: 

• Artificial Light Impact Assessment and Management Plan (Appendix F of the 
referral supporting document) (Pendoley Environmental 2022) 

• Marine Fauna Desktop Assessment Study Ashburton Infrastructure Project 
(Appendix L of the referral supporting document) (O2 Marine 2021c) 

• Marine Pest Risk Assessment Ashburton Infrastructure Project (Appendix O of the 
referral supporting document) (O2 Marine 2021d) 

• Migratory Birds Desktop Assessment, Ashburton Infrastructure Project (Appendix 
II of the referral supporting document) (Bamford Consulting Ecologists 2022) 

• Underwater Noise Modelling Ashburton Infrastructure Project (Appendix P of the 
referral supporting document) (Talis 2021). 
 

2.3.3 Assessment context – existing environment 

The marine waters surrounding the proposal area support a variety of fauna, several 
of which are protected under State and Commonwealth legislation. Conservation 
significant marine fauna considered likely to interact with the proposal include 
dugongs, several species of cetaceans, turtles, sharks and rays, and significant sea 
and shorebirds (refer table 8-7 and Table 10-5 of MRL 2022d). Table 8-8 identifies 
the key ecological windows for species likely to be present as the distribution of 
significant marine fauna within the area changes seasonally depending on migration 
patterns and water temperature (MRL 2022d).  
 
Biologically Important Areas coincide with the proposal area for blue and humpback 
whales; whale shark; several species of seabirds including terns and shearwaters; 
and green, hawksbill and flatback turtles. Whales, whale sharks and seabirds are 
predominantly seasonal visitors, with seabirds breeding on both offshore islands and 
mainland locations. Marine turtles are present year-round, utilising the mainland and 
offshore island beaches for nesting. The Recovery Plan for Marine Turtles identifies 
critical habitat areas that spatially overlap the proposal’s development envelope 
(MRL 2022d). 
 
A desktop assessment identified 35 species of significant waterbirds, including 
migratory and threatened shorebirds, seabirds and waders, as potentially interacting 
with the proposal (refer table 10-5 of MRL 2022d). The development envelope 
includes the tidal flat and clay pans habitat types and intersects the following areas of 
importance for significant waterbirds: 
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• the Onslow Estuarine tidal flat, listed as a Recommended Conservation Reserve 
in the EPA Redbook 

• the North-west Marine Region Biodiversity Important Area 

• the Onslow Shorebird Area, which is considered as a major stop-over area for 
migratory shorebirds in the East Asian-Australasian flyway 

 
In the context of the wider Onslow area, the proposal is not located in an area where 
significant waterbirds regularly aggregate. Higher counts of significant waterbirds 
occur at Onslow Town Beach (Beadon Point) located approximately 12 km north of 
the port, and in the northern extent of Exmouth Gulf located 100 km south-west 
(Bamford 2022). 
 

2.3.4 Potential impacts from the proposal 

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

• indirect impact from underwater noise during construction 

• direct impacts from vessel strike during construction and operations 

• indirect impacts to turtle and seabird nesting on nearby nesting beaches from 
operational lighting 

• direct loss of habitat for significant waterbirds 

• indirect impacts during construction and operations from hydrocarbon spill, marine 
debris and introduction of marine pest species 

• brine disposal affecting marine fauna and marine fauna habitat in the vicinity of 
the discharge. 

 
The potential impacts from brine disposal are considered unlikely to be material to 
marine fauna due to the absence of important marine fauna habitat, the extent of the 
area affected by brine, the proponent’s minimisation measures described in section 
2.2.8 and the application of a MOEMMP. Therefore, these issues were not 
considered further in the assessment. 
 

2.3.5 Avoidance measures 

The proponent has designed the proposal to avoid impacts to marine fauna by not 
undertaking dredging works between 1 May and 30 November or piling works 
between 1 August and 30 November to avoid the peak period of the southern 
migration of humpback whale cow-calf pairs and the green sawfish pupping season. 
 
The issue raised during the public consultation about potential impacts of dredging 
and underwater noise to conservation significant marine fauna species has been 
considered through the above avoidance measure. 
 

2.3.6 Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 

The proponent has proposed measures to minimise impacts to marine fauna by: 

1. setting limits of disturbance for significant waterbird habitat types, so that 
disturbance does not exceed 1 ha of claypan and 69 ha of tidal flats 
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2. implementation of construction and dredging environmental management plans, 
and an Underwater Noise Management Protocol (Noise Protocol) (Revision 3, 
MRL 2022f), which include: 

• marine fauna observers during piling and dredging works, including during 
vessel transit 

• observation and exclusion zones, including stop work provisions when marine 
fauna are sighted within proximity to piling, dredging or spoil dumping activities 

• piling only to occur during daylight hours 

• vessel speed limits within the Port of Ashburton port area 

• compliance with the PPA procedures for marine pests, debris and 
hydrocarbon spills. 

3. Implementation of an artificial light environmental management plan during 
operations which include: 

• application of best practice lighting measures 

• adult and turtle nestling monitoring, inclusive of mitigation measures, to ensure 
operational lighting will not have an impact on sea-finding ability and nesting 
beach utilisation. 

 
The issues raised during the public consultation about potential impacts to marine 
fauna have been considered through minimisation measures 2 and 3. 
 

2.3.7 Consultation 

Matters raised during stakeholder consultation and the proponent’s responses are 
provided in section 4 of the referral supporting document (MRL 2022d), and in the 
response to submissions document (MRL 2022c). 
 
The key issues raised during the public consultation were regarding the potential 
impacts to marine fauna from vessel strike, noise pollution, dredging turbidity and 
potential impacts to nesting habitat for turtles.  
 
How these issues have been considered in the assessment are described in sections 
2.3.6, 2.3.7 and 2.3.8.  
 

2.3.8 Assessment of impacts to environmental values  

The EPA considered that the key environmental values for marine fauna likely to be 
impacted by the proposal are conservation significant species from underwater noise 
during construction, artificial light from operations, and from habitat loss for sea and 
shorebirds.  
 

Underwater noise  

Dredging and piling activities will generate underwater noise during construction, 
which may either have a physiological impact to an animal’s hearing (which is either 
permanent or temporary) or a behavioural response (such as fleeing or moving 
away). The proponent conducted underwater noise modelling to predict the extent of 
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noise propagation during construction. Impulsive noises such as piling activities have 
the potential to have a more significant effect than continuous and non-impulsive 
noises like dredging.  
 
Modelling predicted that noise would propagate further at high tide and that low 
frequency cetaceans (for example humpback whales) would experience permanent 
injury at 225 m from the noise source, while marine turtles and sawfish would 
experience permanent injury 190 m from the noise source. Low frequency cetaceans 
may exhibit a behavioural response 15 km from the noise source while turtles and 
sawfish may exhibit a behavioural response 420 m from the noise source. Predicted 
impact distances for other cetaceans and dugongs are between those for low 
frequency cetaceans and turtles. 
 
During dredging activities, low frequency cetaceans would experience permanent 
injury at 16 m from the noise source, while marine turtles and sawfish would 
experience permanent injury 50 m from the noise source. Low frequency cetaceans 
may exhibit a behavioural response 3,470 m from the noise source, while turtles and 
sawfish may exhibit a behavioural response 130 m from the noise source. Predicted 
impact distances for other cetaceans and dugongs are less than those for turtles and 
sawfish. Dredging activities also pose a risk to some species of marine fauna from 
vessel strike. 
 
To minimise impacts, the proponent has committed to avoiding the key ecological 
windows for humpback whale calf-cow pairs and green sawfish (as outlined in 
section 2.3.6 above). To manage and mitigate the remaining potential impacts to 
marine fauna, the proponent has prepared a Marine Construction Environmental 
Management Plan (MCEMP) (Revision 6, MRL 2022b), a Noise Protocol, and a 
DSDMP, which include the use of industry standard marine fauna observation 
protocols. These protocols include the use soft-start procedures prior to works 
commencing, observation and exclusions zones and stop work procedures should 
marine fauna enter an exclusion zone. Piling activities are likely to take up to 100 
days (daylight hours only) and dredging activities is likely to take up to 90 days (24 
hours a day). 
 
In considering this proposal’s likely impacts, the EPA recognises that the duration of 
impacts is low and that impacts will not occur when more sensitive low-frequency 
humpback whale cow-calf pairs are present or during pupping season for green 
sawfish. The EPA advises that these protocols are likely to mitigate the potential 
impacts. This is because the use of observation and exclusion zones (and soft-
start/stop work procedures) reduce the likelihood that marina fauna will be within 
proximity to the noise source and therefore at risk of injury. The EPA therefore 
considers that the environmental outcome from implementing observation and 
exclusion zones is likely to be consistent with the EPA objective for marine fauna. 
 
The EPA has recommended condition B1-2, B3-2 and B3-3 requiring the 
implementation of the DSDMP, MCEMP and Noise Protocol accordingly. The EPA 
has also recommended condition A1 which restricts the proponent from conducting 
piling or dredging activities during key ecological windows.  
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The EPA notes the MCEMP (recommended condition B3-2) also includes provisions 
for managing indirect impacts from hydrocarbon spill, marine debris and introduction 
of marine pest species, consistent with the requirements of the PPA. The EPA 
advises that the existing management marine pests measures implemented at the 
Port of Ashburton have been approved by the Department of Primary Industries and 
Regional Development (DPIRD) are likely to minimise the risks of introduction of 
marine species. The EPA considers all these measures are appropriate to minimise 
these risks to marine fauna. 
 

Artificial light 

Artificial light has the potential to have a significant impact on marine turtles as it can 
disrupt key critical behaviours. Both adult female marine turtles and recently emerged 
turtle hatchlings use light to orientate towards the ocean, and artificial light has the 
potential to cause misorientation and/or disorientation. This can result in turtles 
moving away from the ocean and cause increased mortality from predation or 
becoming trapped in dunes and vegetation. Disorientated hatchlings that do reach 
the ocean may have also used valuable energy reserves needed to reach offshore 
feeding areas. Wedge-tail shearwaters and night-migrating shorebirds particularly 
can also be attracted to artificial lights, with impacts occurring through collision or 
influencing both migration and foraging behaviours (Pendoley Environmental 2022c).  
 
The proponent conducted an artificial light assessment to determine baseline levels 
of sky brightness at 3 offshore islands and at 2 mainland beaches. Light modelling of 
the proposal shows that operational lighting (both direct visibility and/or sky glow) are 
visible from all locations at varying intensities. When considered cumulatively with the 
artificial light produced from the Wheatstone Project: 

• Mainland lighting (both direct visibility and sky glow) merges with that produced at 
Wheatstone when viewed from Thevenard, Bessieres and Ashburton Islands, and 
the increases are not detectable in the modelling at these locations. 

• Sky glow from the offshore anchorages is highly visible at Thevenard and 
Bessieres Islands but is shielded by sand dunes at Ashburton Island. 

• Mainland lighting produces a relatively small increase in sky glow at the 
Ashburton River delta, with vegetated sand dunes provided a shield from direct 
visibility. The sky glow from the offshore anchorages in undetectable at this 
location. 

• Mainland lighting merges with the lighting from Wheatstone, increasing sky glow 
intensity and the areal extent across the horizon at Onslow back beach. The sky 
glow from the offshore anchorages in undetectable at this location (Appendix A, 
Pendoley Environmental 2022c). 

 
To manage and mitigate the potential impacts from artificial light, the proponent has 
prepared an Artificial Light Management Plan (ALMP) (Revision 6, Pendoley 
Environmental 2022c). The plan applies best practice lighting design principles to 
minimise the impacts of lighting visibility and sky glow. The plan also includes 
monitoring of lighting and the application of further mitigation measures to reduce the 
lighting levels. These measures are consistent with the National Light Pollution 
Guidelines for Wildlife including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory Shorebirds 
(Commonwealth of Australia 2020). 
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The EPA considers that the ALMP applies suitable procedures to measure and then 
minimise impacts to marine fauna, including conducting baseline and post 
construction surveys of turtle tracks (both adult tracks and hatchling ‘fans’) to 
determine whether lighting used for the proposal is causing misorientation and/or 
disorientation and therefore affecting sea finding ability.  
 
The EPA recognises, however, that the ALMP does not contain specific management 
targets and actions, consistent with its guidance. It has therefore recommended 
condition B3-4 be applied requiring the ALMP be updated prior to commencement of 
construction. Considering that the offshore islands are within a Biologically Important 
Area and are considered critical habitat, the EPA recommends the ALMP be updated 
to incorporate management targets aimed at establishing whether the proposal is 
having a detectable difference on marine turtle orientation and nesting beach 
utilisation at Ashburton Island, Direction Island, Thevenard Island and Bessieres 
Island (condition C5-2). 
 
The EPA also notes the MOEMMP (recommended condition B2-2) includes 
provisions for managing indirect impacts from hydrocarbon spill, marine debris and 
introduction of marine pest species, consistent with the requirements of the PPA. The 
EPA is of the view that these measures are appropriate to minimise these risks to 
marine fauna. 
 
The EPA considers that given the scale of the predicted increases in light glow and 
direct visibility from operations in the context of the cumulative impacts from other 
existing proposals, and the availability of further mitigation measures consistent with 
the national light pollution guidelines, the environmental outcome is likely to be 
consistent with the EPA objective for marine fauna. 
 

Habitat loss for waterbirds 

Significant waterbirds may intermittently utilise the tidal flats and claypans habitat 
types within the development envelope when conditions are suitable. The tidal flat 
habitat type within the development envelope is distant from the coastline, and 
therefore tidal inundation is likely to be very infrequent. However, when inundated, 
may provide some habitat opportunities.  
 
The claypans habitat type comprises small, slight depressions that flood following 
heavy rainfall events, and can persist for long periods of time. When inundated, 
assemblage of aquatic macroinvertebrates is likely to develop within claypans, which 
are suitable prey items for significant waterbirds (mostly shorebirds) (Bamford 2022). 
Neither of these habitat types support species in nationally or internationally 
significant numbers. 
 
Approximately 327 ha of tidal flat habitat type, and 11 ha of claypan habitat type, 
occur within the development envelope. However, as described above, the proponent 
is proposing to limit the extent that will be impacted, and about 90% of claypan and 
79% of tidal flat habitat types will remain within the development envelope. The EPA 
considers that, given the extent remaining, the infrequency of tidal inundation and 
likely utilisation of these areas, the EPA objective for marine fauna is likely to be met. 
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The EPA has recommended condition A1 which limits the extent of vegetation that 
can be cleared. 
 

Cumulative impact assessment 

The EPA has assessed the cumulative effects of the proposal by considering these in 
the context of other nearby proposals, including the Wheatstone proposal. 
 
During construction, cumulative noise levels will increase with the addition of 
dredging and piling activities. However, the EPA considers that these are of a short 
duration and have been timed to minimise impacts to the key ecological windows of 
more sensitive species (humpback whale cow-calf pairs and green sawfish). The 
EPA notes that noise levels within the area will increase overall during operations 
with the introduction of this proposal. However, the EPA considers the increase is 
unlikely to have significant impacts on marine fauna or marine fauna behaviours 
given the likely levels and type of noise to occur (non-impulsive noises). 
 
As noted above, artificial lighting is having a cumulative impact on nesting marine 
turtles within the Onslow Region with both direct visibility and sky glow increasing at 
key nesting locations. The EPA notes the proponent has applied the mitigation 
measures recommended by the national guidelines, and the EPA has recommended 
conditions to ensure that the sea-finding ability of nesting turtles and turtle hatchlings 
are not significantly affected by the proposal. The EPA has also recommended a 
condition that requires the proponent to minimise the risk that the proposal increases 
the cumulative adverse impacts on regional populations of adult marine turtle and 
marine turtle hatchling misorientation, disorientation and associated increases in 
mortality rate (recommended condition B3-1(4)). 
 
No other proposals likely to impact marine turtle nesting from light have been referred 
to the EPA for assessment, and the EPA is unaware of other potential cumulative 
impacts. Cumulatively, the EPA considers that impacts are not to a level that would 
alter the likely environmental outcomes of this proposal.  
 

2.3.9 Summary of key factor assessment and recommended regulation 

The EPA has considered the likely residual impacts of the proposal on marine fauna 
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 4.  
 
The EPA has also considered the principles of the EP Act (see Appendix C) in 
assessing whether the residual impacts will be consistent with its environmental 
factor objective and whether reasonable conditions can be imposed (see Appendix 
A).  
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Table 4: Summary of assessment for marine fauna  

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding or 
Environmental outcome 

Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

Direct and indirect impacts 
to marine fauna during 
construction from 
underwater noise (dredging 
and piling) and vessel 
strike. 

Dredging and spoil disposal 
activities, and marine piling 
activities for jetty construction 
has the potential to impact 
marine fauna. 

The proponent has incorporated 
fauna observation protocols into 
the MCEMMP and the Noise 
Protocol to minimise impacts 
during construction. The 
proponent has also committed to 
not undertaking dredging or 
marine piling during key critical 
ecological windows (migration 
and pupping).  

The environmental outcome is 
consistent with the EPA factor 
objective for marine fauna if the 
proposal is subject to 
recommended conditions. 

Condition A1 
(Limitations and extent 
of proposal) 

Restriction on the time of 
year when dredging and 
spoil disposal can occur. 

Restriction on the time of 
year when piling can 
occur. 

Condition B3 (Marine 
fauna) 

Implementation of the 
MCEMMP. 

Implementation of the 
Noise Protocol. 

Potential impacts to nesting 
adult and hatchling 
orientation and sea finding 
success or adult nesting 
utilisation as a result of 
operational lighting. 

The proponent has prepared a 
ALMP to manage and mitigate 
the impacts from artificial light at 
relevant turtle nesting beaches. 
This includes applying the 
national light pollution guidelines 
with the aim of ensuring that the 
impact to nesting turtles is 
unlikely to have a significant 
impact.  

The proposed management plan 
includes monitoring of both adult 
and emergent nestlings to 
ensure that modelled prediction 
regarding impacts is accurate 
and that no significant difference 
in hatchling or adult orientation 
results from operational lighting. 

The environmental outcome is 
consistent with the EPA factor 
objective for marine fauna if the 
proposal is subject to 
recommended conditions. 

Condition B3 (Marine 
fauna) 

Objectives to minimise 
risk to adult or hatchling 
orientation and sea 
finding success at 
relevant offshore island 
and to adult turtle 
nesting utilisation at 
relevant offshore 
islands. 

Objective to minimise 
risk of cumulative 
adverse impacts of 
regional turtle 
populations.  

Update the ALMP to 
include management 
actions designed to 
meet these objectives. 

Loss of habitat for 
shorebirds and waterbirds. 

The proposal will impact up to 
70 ha of claypans and tidal flats 
habitat. The EPA notes that 90% 
of claypan and 79% of tidal flat 

Condition A1 
(Limitations and extent 
of proposal)  
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Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding or 
Environmental outcome 

Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

habitat types will remain within 
the development envelope. The 
EPA considers the loss of these 
habitat types represents a small 
proportion of the remaining 
extent and these habitat types 
do not support significant 
numbers of shorebirds or 
waterbirds.  

The environmental outcome is 
consistent with the EPA factor 
objective for marine fauna if the 
proposal is subject to 
recommended conditions. 

Limitation on the extent 
of clearing. 
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2.4 Flora and vegetation 

2.4.1 Environmental objective 

The EPA environmental objective for flora and vegetation is to protect flora and 
vegetation so that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained (EPA 
2021b). 
 

2.4.2 Investigations and surveys 

The EPA advises the following surveys were used to inform the assessment of the 
potential impacts to flora and vegetation: 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project Flora and Vegetation Assessment (appendix R of 
the referral supporting document) (360 Environmental 2021a), peer reviewed by 
Mattiske Consulting Pty Ltd 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project Flora and Vegetation Assessment (appendix S of 
the referral supporting document) (360 Environmental 2022a). 

 
The 2021 report excluded a section of the development envelope near Red Hill 
Station. This area was surveyed, and the results were consolidated into the 2022 
report. The 2022 report also incorporates peer review comments made by Mattiske 
Consulting Pty Ltd. 
 
The surveys were consistent with the Technical guidance – Flora and vegetation 
surveys for environmental impact assessment (EPA 2016b). 
 

2.4.3 Assessment context – existing environment 

As defined in the Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation of Australia (IBRA), the 
proposal occurs within the Cape Range subregion of the Carnarvon bioregion and 
extends eastwards into the Hamersley and Roebourne subregions of the Pilbara 
bioregion. 
 
The haul road development envelope is approximately 16,209 ha, within which 
approximately 1,564 ha of native vegetation is proposed to be cleared (MRL 2022d).  
 
The vegetation within the development envelope ranges from ‘Completely Degraded’ 
to ‘Excellent’ condition (360 Environmental 2022a). Areas of low-quality vegetation 
represents approximately 3% of the development envelope, and the majority is in 
‘Very Good’ (11,111 ha, 68.5%) to ‘Good’ (4,547 ha, 28%) condition.  
 
Fifty-four vegetation types were recorded during the survey (360 Environmental 
2022a). Of these, 48 vegetation types occur within the development envelope (MRL 
2022d). No Threatened Ecological Communities and one Priority Ecological 
Community (PEC), being the Tanpool Land Systems PEC (Priority 1) listed by the 
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA), was recorded 
during the survey. Vegetation of local significance within the development envelope 
includes potential groundwater dependent ecosystems (GDEs). 
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Surveys did not record any threatened flora pursuant to the EPBC Act or listed under 
the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2006 (BC Act). Eight priority flora species listed by 
the DBCA were recorded during the survey, and one additional priority flora species 
was opportunistically recorded outside of the survey area. Of the recorded priority (P) 
flora, 7 occur within the development envelope: 

• Euphorbia inappendiculata var. inappendiculata (P2)  

• Abutilon sp. Onslow (F. Smith s.n. 10/9/61) (P3, previously listed P1 at the time of 
survey) 

• Eremophila forrestii subsp. viridis (P3)  

• Owenia acidula (P3)  

• Indigofera rivularis (formerly Indigofera sp. Bungaroo Creek (S. van Leeuwen 
4301)) (P3) 

• Solanum sp. Red Hill (S. van Leeuwen et al. PBS 5415) (P3) 

• Goodenia nuda (P4) (360 Environmental 2022a). 
 
The haul road development envelope intersects existing pastoral leases, and as 
such, the vegetation structure within these areas have been altered due to grazing 
pressures and weed invasion. Eighteen introduced flora species were recorded 
during the survey, of which *Prosopis pallida and *Parkinsonia aculeata are Declared 
Pest under the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act 2007 and listed as 
Weeds of National Significance.  
 

2.4.4 Consultation 

Matters raised during stakeholder consultation and the proponent’s responses are 
provided in section 9 of the referral supporting document (MRL 2022d), and response 
to submissions document (MRL 2022c). 
 
The key issues raised during the public consultation were regarding the potential 
impacts from cumulative clearing in the Pilbara, potential loss of Owenia acidula, 
weed management and loss of vegetation supporting fauna.  
 
How these issues have been considered in the assessment are described in sections 
2.4.6, 2.4.7 and 2.4.9.  
 

2.4.5 Potential impacts from the proposal 

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

• clearing of up to 1,564 ha of native vegetation, of which the majority is in ‘Good’ to 
‘Excellent’ condition 

• clearing of locally significant vegetation, including potential GDEs  

• indirect impact to surrounding vegetation from increased dust deposition, 
introduction and/or spread of weeds, and altered hydrological regimes. 

 
The issue raised during consultation about potential impacts to priority flora species 
is considered unlikely to be material because of the proponent’s avoidance and 
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minimisation measures described in section 2.4.6 and 2.4.7. In addition, given the 
linear nature of the haul road, habitat suitable for supporting priority flora species will 
continue to be presented within the development envelope and the wider survey area 
post-construction. Therefore, this issue was not considered further in the 
assessment. 
 

2.4.6 Avoidance measures 

The proponent has designed the proposal to avoid impacts to flora and vegetation: 

1. aligning the development envelope to avoid the occurrence of the Tanpool Land 
Systems PEC recorded during the survey 

2. clearing of no individuals of Owenia acidula (P3) recorded during the survey. 
 
The issue raised during the public consultation about potential impacts to Owenia 
acidula has been considered through avoidance measure 2. The EPA recommends 
that the proponent’s commitment to avoiding Owenia acidula be subject to 
implementation condition (recommended condition B4-1(1)) so that the 
environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with the EPA objective for flora and 
vegetation. 
 

2.4.7 Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 

The proponent has proposed measures to minimise impacts to flora and vegetation:  

1. minimise clearing within high density areas of Abutilon sp. Onslow (F. Smith s.n. 
10/9/61) (P3) 

2. clearing of no more than 5% of individuals of Eremophila forrestii subsp. viridis 
(P3) and Goodenia nuda (P4) recorded during the survey 

3. clearing of no more than 10% of the total of following vegetation types that are 
potential GDEs, DR03, DR04, DR06, DR07, DR08, PL03, PL20 and PL21, as 
recorded during the survey 

4. develop and implement internal site disturbance procedure, including the 
requirement to clearly demarcate clearing areas 

5. engage observers and spotters during construction activities near sensitive sites, 
such as priority flora locations, or where clearing boundaries may not be readily 
visible 

6. vehicles, plants, and equipment access will be limited to within clearing areas 

7. progressively rehabilitate up to 1,200 ha of temporary cleared areas 

8. incorporate adequate surface water management structures into the final haul 
road design to minimise indirect impact to vegetation from altered hydrological 
regimes 

9. implement dust suppression measures including avoiding construction works 
during high wind speeds and the use of watercarts over cleared areas 

10. establish vehicle weed inspection checkpoints and washdown areas at entry 
points 
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11. undertake weed monitoring program to inform weed control measures, to ensure 
that weed species extent and cover does not increase compared to baseline 
weed mapping. 

 
The issue raised during the public consultation about potential impacts to vegetation 
from the introduction and spread of weeds has been considered through minimisation 
measure 11 and 12. 
 

2.4.8 Rehabilitation measures 

The proponent has proposed to progressively rehabilitate 1,200 ha of temporary 
disturbance, including borrow pits and temporary construction areas, in accordance 
with the proposed closure strategy (appendix I of the referral supporting document).  
 
The EPA also notes that the proponent would be required to prepare a Mine Closure 
Plan consistent with the Statutory Guidelines for Mine Closure Plans (DMIRS 2020) 
and in accordance with the Mining Act 1978, which includes requirements for 
rehabilitation and revegetation of land to meet closure objectives and criteria.  
 

2.4.9 Assessment of impacts to environmental values  

The EPA considered the potential impacts to vegetation in ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ 
condition including locally significant vegetation, is likely to be a significant residual 
impact for the proposal and is assessed further in this section. 
 

Vegetation  

The EPA has assessed the likely residual impacts of the proposal on vegetation to be 
clearing of up to 1,564 ha of ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition vegetation. The EPA 
recognises that cumulative loss of native vegetation through current and future 
mining, pastoralism and infrastructure developments is a key threat to flora and 
vegetation values within the Pilbara bioregion. The proposal includes clearing of 
approximately 1,413 ha of vegetation in ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition within the 
Pilbara bioregion, of which approximately 863 ha is within the Hamersley subregion, 
and 550 ha is within the Roebourne subregion (MRL 2022a). The proposal straddles 
the boundary between the Pilbara bioregion and the Carnarvon bioregion. 
Approximately 125 ha of vegetation in ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition is proposed to 
be cleared within the Cape Range subregion of the Carnarvon bioregion (MRL 
2022a). 
 
Eight vegetation types (DR03, DR04, DR06, DR07, DR08, PL03, PL20, PL21) are 
locally significant, as they are identified as potential GDEs due to the presence of 
facultative phreatophytes, Eucalyptus camaldulensis and Eucalyptus victrix, or 
obligative phreatophytes, Melaleuca argentea (360 Environmental 2022a). 
Approximately 3,009.3 ha of potential GDEs were recorded during the survey, of 
which 2,340 ha occurs within the development envelope. Based on the indicative 
disturbance footprint, approximately 150.9 ha of potential GDEs is proposed to be 
cleared. The proponent has committed to clearing no more than 10% of the mapped 
potential GDEs within the development envelope. The EPA has therefore 
recommended condition B4-1(2) that limits the extent of disturbance of potential GDE 
vegetation types. Potential indirect impact to GDEs as a result of altered hydrological 
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regimes is assessed further in this section (see ‘Indirect impacts to vegetation’ 
below). 
 
The EPA has assessed the residual impact to vegetation in ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ 
condition, including potential GDEs, to be significant. The EPA advises that the 
significant residual impact is likely to be able to be regulated through reasonable 
conditions and counterbalanced by offsets (refer section 4) so that the vegetation in 
‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition, including potential GDEs, is protected; and the 
environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with the EPA objective for flora and 
vegetation. 
 
The EPA assessed potential impact to conservation significant vegetation 
communities and concluded that it is not likely to be a residual impact for the 
proposal. The survey recorded the Tanpool Land Systems PEC from one patch of 
vegetation type PL01. This patch occurs over 660 m outside from the boundary of the 
development envelope. The other occurrences of vegetation type PL01 within the 
development envelope is not considered to be analogous to the Tanpool Land 
Systems PEC, as although the vegetation composition and structure are similar, it 
does not occur within the landform that defines this PEC (360 Environmental 2022a). 
 

Indirect impacts to vegetation 

The potential indirect impacts need to be actively managed to ensure the biological 
diversity and ecological integrity of the vegetation in the local area is not adversely 
impacted by implementation of the proposal. The EPA has assessed likely residual 
impacts to flora and vegetation from indirect impacts to be: 

• increased dust deposition from construction activities 

• changes to existing hydrological regimes 

• introduction and spread of weeds to adjacent vegetation. 
 
The potential impact of dust deposition to adjacent flora and vegetation is likely to be 
temporary and only during construction activities. To minimise impact of dust, all 
temporary cleared areas will be progressively rehabilitated to reduce areas of bare 
ground. Furthermore, dust suppression strategies will be implemented during 
construction, including utilising watercarts, avoiding activities during high winds, and 
setting speed limits for vehicles and machinery on unsealed roads. Construction is 
expected to be completed within one year, at which time the haul road will be fully 
sealed. All loads on haul trucks will be covered during operations. 
 
The EPA assessed the proponent’s proposed mitigation measures for dust emissions 
and determined that they would be sufficient to ensure the EPA objective for flora 
and vegetation is met. 
 
Changes to existing hydrological regimes through groundwater abstraction and 
disruption of surface water flows through the presence of the haul road may indirectly 
cause degradation of vegetation. The EPA notes that the proponent is required to 
obtain a water licence under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 (RIWI Act). 
The potential impact of groundwater drawdown is considered through the water 
licence assessment. The EPA has determined that the potential impact to 
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groundwater resulting in indirect impact to potential GDEs can be adequately 
managed and regulated under the RIWI Act through a water licence, to be consistent 
with the EPA objective for flora and vegetation. 
 
In regard to surface water, the EPA notes that the design phase of the haul road has 
not progressed far enough to determine specific details of waterway crossings and/or 
surface water management structures. The EPA considers that based on the advice 
of DWER, further modelling of specific waterway crossing designs is required to 
ensure the environmental outcome of not disrupting existing surface water flows will 
be met. The EPA notes that the waterway crossings and/or surface water 
management structures are routinely assessed, and impacts to surface water 
managed, through a mining proposal regulated by the Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety (DMIRS) under the Mining Act 1978. The EPA therefore 
considers that through the mining proposal assessment, indirect impact of surface 
water to vegetation can be managed to be consistent with the EPA objective for flora 
and vegetation but provides advice to the DMIRS (see section 6). The EPA, however, 
still recommends condition B4-1(4) and B4-1(5) to ensure that there are no indirect 
impacts to vegetation related to changes to existing surface water flows. 
 
There is potential for project activities to introduce and increase the spread of weeds 
throughout the development envelope and adjacent vegetation. To prevent the 
introduction and spread of weeds during construction, the proponent will ensure 
appropriate vehicle and machinery hygiene, demarcate buffers around known weed-
infested areas, and appropriately remove any cleared material containing weeds. The 
proponent also commits to undertaking baseline weed mapping prior to construction 
to benchmark future weed monitoring programs (MRL 2022d).  
 
Post-construction, the proponent commits to ensuring that the number and extent of 
declared pests and weeds of national significance do not exceed baseline weed 
mapping. The EPA recommends condition B4-1(3) to ensure that there are no project 
attributable indirect impacts to vegetation from the introduction or spread of weed 
species. 
 
The EPA considers that with appropriate management and implementation of 
reasonable conditions (recommended conditions B4-1(3), B4-1(4) and B4-1(5)), 
these indirect impacts can be managed such that the proposal can be implemented 
to be consisted with EPA environmental objective for flora and vegetation.  
 

Cumulative impact assessment 

The proponent has assessed the cumulative effects of the proposal by considering 
this proposal in addition to related projects within the local area, including: 

• Main Roads WA’s Warrirda Road Corridor Project 

• the proponent’s Onslow Camp Dunes Project 

• PPA’s Eastern Port Precinct (EPP). 
 
Impacts from pastoral activities have not been quantified and are not included in the 
cumulative impacts assessment. 
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Of the related projects, the proponent assessed the cumulative impacts of the 
proposal to be limited to the 5 vegetation types occurring on broad landforms of 
claypans and dune swales (see table 9-17 of the referral supporting document). One 
vegetation type (DS01) is considered to be locally significant, as it is known to 
support 2 priority flora species. Cumulatively, no more than 9.7% of its mapped 
extent is proposed to be cleared. Cumulative impacts to the other 4 vegetation types 
does not exceed 40% of their mapped extents. 
 
There are 2 priority flora species that are cumulatively impacted by the proposals: 

• Eremophila forrestii subsp. viridis (P3), of which 22.8% of known individuals will 
be cleared 

• Indigofera rivularis (P3), of which 2% of known individuals will be cleared. 
 
On a bioregional scale, the proposal is likely to contribute to approximately 0.05% of 
vegetation clearing within the Carnarvon region, and 0.19% of vegetation clearing 
within the Pilbara region (MRL 2022d). 
 
Cumulatively, the native vegetation to be impacted is considered to be limited to a 
small extent in comparison to the native vegetation remaining in the bioregions. The 
EPA considers the environmental outcomes are likely to be consistent with the EPA 
objective for flora and vegetation.  
 

2.4.10  Summary of key factor assessment and recommended regulation 

The EPA has considered the likely residual impacts 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 5. 
 
The EPA also notes that the DMIRS can regulate weed hygiene practices, surface 
water management structures/waterway crossings, and closure rehabilitation through 
the Mining Proposal and Mine Closure Plan required under the Mining Act 1978. 
 
The EPA has also considered the principles of the EP Act (see 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 5: Summary of assessment for flora and vegetation  

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding or 
Environmental outcome 

Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

Clearing of up to 1,564 ha 
of native vegetation of 
which 1,514 ha occurs in 
‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ 
condition including potential 
GDEs. 

The clearing of ‘Good’ to 
‘Excellent’ condition vegetation 
within and immediately adjacent 
to the Pilbara bioregion is 
significant in the context of 
biological diversity and 
ecological integrity, as it 

Condition A1 
(Limitations and extent 
of proposal) 
 
Condition B4 (Flora 
and vegetation) 
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Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding or 
Environmental outcome 

Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

provides habitat for conservation 
significant flora and fauna 
species. 

The EPA advises that there is 
unlikely to be a significant 
residual impact to potential 
GDEs, as subject to conditions, 
at least 90% of each vegetation 
type that are potential GDEs will 
remain in the survey area. 

The EPA advises that subject to 
limitations on clearing, and 
recommended conditions 
requiring progressive 
rehabilitation and offsets, the 
significant residual impact can 
be counterbalanced, so that the 
environmental outcome is likely 
to be consistent with the EPA 
objective for flora and 
vegetation. 

Disturbance limits to 
clearing of potential 
GDEs. 
 
Condition B8 (Offsets) 
Contribution to the 
Pilbara Environmental 
Offsets Fund for the 
clearing of ‘Good’ to 
‘Excellent’ condition 
vegetation within the 
Pilbara bioregion. 
 
DMA regulation 
The DMIRS can regulate 
rehabilitation, including 
progressive 
rehabilitation, under the 
requirements of mining 
proposal under the 
Mining Act 1978. 

Indirect impacts associated 
with the introduction and 
spread of weeds and 
altered hydrological 
regimes. 

The EPA advises there is 
unlikely to be residual impacts 
from the introduction and spread 
of weeds, or altered hydrological 
regimes, and the environmental 
outcome is likely to be 
consistent with the EPA 
objective for flora and 
vegetation. 

Condition B4 (Flora 
and vegetation) 
Environmental outcomes 
ensuring there are no 
project attributable 
indirect impacts from 
introduction or spread of 
weeds, or from altered 
hydrological regimes. 
 
DMA regulation 
The DMIRS can regulate 
weed management and 
surface water 
management structures 
under the requirements 
of mining proposal under 
the Mining Act 1978. 
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2.5 Terrestrial fauna 

2.5.1 Environmental objective 

The EPA environmental objective for terrestrial fauna is to protect terrestrial fauna so 
that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained (EPA 2021b). 
 

2.5.2 Investigations and surveys 

The EPA advises the following surveys and peer reviews were used to inform the 
assessment of the potential impacts to terrestrial fauna: 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project Vertebrate and Short-Range Endemic 
Invertebrate Assessment (appendix T of the referral supporting document) (360 
Environmental 2021b), peer reviewed by Bamford Consulting Ecologists 

• Red Hill North and South Haul Road Vertebrate and Short-Range Endemic 
Invertebrate Assessment (appendix JJ of the referral supporting document) (360 
Environmental 2022b) 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project – Desktop Bat Assessment (appendix KK of the 
referral supporting document) (Bat Call WA 2022). 

 

2.5.3 Assessment context – existing environment 

Fauna habitat 

Ten broad fauna habitat types were recorded during the survey of which 9 occur 
within the development envelope, including claypans, tidal flats, drainage 
line/river/creek (major), drainage line/river/creek (minor), mulga woodland, plain, 
sand dunes and swales, stony hills and slopes, and stony plain (MRL 2022d). Of 
these, the development envelope has been designed to avoid the mesas and 
breakaway habitat type (MRL 2022d). 
 
The most common fauna habitat types recorded were stony plain (6,567 ha) and 
plain (4,981 ha), which account for approximately 71% of the total development 
envelope (MRL 2022d). 
 
Most of the habitat types within the development envelope were identified as being of 
low suitability for short-range endemic (SRE) invertebrates, due to the lack of 
microhabitat opportunities. The mesas and breakaway, stony hills and plains, and 
drainage line/river/creek (major and minor) were identified as being of moderate 
suitability for SRE invertebrates (360 Environmental 2021b, 2022b). 
 

Significant fauna 

Nine species of conservation significance were recorded, or had a high likelihood of 
occurring within or immediately adjacent to, the development envelope: 

• northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) listed endangered under the EPBC Act and 
BC Act (confirmed) 
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• ghost bat (Macroderma gigas) listed vulnerable under the EPBC Act and BC Act 
(confirmed) 

• Pilbara leaf-nosed bat (Rhinonicteris aurantia Pilbara form) listed vulnerable 
under the EPBC Act and BC Act (confirmed) 

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

• grey falcon (Falco hypoleucos) listed vulnerable under the BC Act 

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

• western pebble-mound mouse (Pseudomys chapmani) listed Priority 4 (DBCA) 
(confirmed) 

• short-tailed mouse (Leggadina lakedownensis) listed Priority 4 (DBCA) 
(confirmed) 

• long-tailed dunnart (Sminthopsis longicaudata) listed Priority 4 (DBCA) 
(confirmed) 

 

2.5.4 Consultation 

Matters raised during stakeholder consultation and the proponent’s responses are 
provided in section 10 of the referral supporting document (MRL 2022d), and 
response to submissions document (MRL 2022c). 
 
The key issues raised during the public consultation were regarding the potential 
impacts from cumulative loss of fauna habitat in the Pilbara particularly for quoll, bat 
species and Pilbara olive python, offsets, risks of vehicle strike to fauna particularly, 
quoll, and fencing.  
 
How these issues have been considered in the assessment are described in sections 
2.5.9.  
 

2.5.5 Potential impacts from the proposal 

The proposal has the potential to significantly impact on terrestrial fauna from: 

• loss of important habitat for threatened fauna species 

• potential impacts to fauna from injury and/or mortality during construction and 
operation 

• potential indirect impacts to fauna from habitat fragmentation, artificial light during 
construction, vibration, and noise emissions. 

 
The potential impacts to priority fauna species and SRE invertebrates are considered 
unlikely to be material because of the proponent’s minimisation measures described 
in section 2.5.7. In addition, given the linear nature of the haul road, habitat suitable 
for supporting priority fauna species and SRE invertebrates will continue to be 
presented within the development envelope and the wider survey area post-
construction. Therefore, these issues were not considered further in the assessment. 
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2.5.6 Avoidance measures 

The proponent has designed the proposal to avoid impacts to terrestrial fauna by 
aligning the development envelope to avoid the mesas and breakaway habitat type. 
 

2.5.7 Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 

The proponent has proposed measures to minimise impacts to terrestrial fauna: 

1. set limits of disturbance for important fauna habitat types, so that disturbance 
does not exceed: 

o 42 ha of drainage line/river/creek (major) 

o 226 ha of drainage line/river/creek (minor) 

o 150 ha of stony hills and slopes 

2. within 1 km of the mesas and breakaway habitat type: 

o set speed limits on road sections (during construction and operations) 

o undertake pre-clearance surveys within 7 days prior to clearing  

o engage fauna spotters during clearing 

o clearing and construction to only occur during daylight hours 

3. within drainage line/river/creek (major) habitat type: 

o undertake pre-clearance surveys within 7 days prior to clearing  

o engage fauna spotters during clearing  

4. daily inspections of trenches and borrow pits 

5. directional clearing from disturbed vegetation edge to an undisturbed area 

6. avoid use of barbed wire fencing where possible. If required, it will be installed 
with suitable bat deflectors 

7. install overpasses and/or underpasses in high-value habitat areas (near the 
mesas and breakaway habitat type) 

8. if blasting is required: 

o to be completed during daylight hours only 

o if within 300 m of the mesas and breakaway habitat types, blasting will be 
done outside of northern quoll breeding season, where possible. 

 

2.5.8 Rehabilitation measures 

The proponent has proposed to progressively rehabilitate 1,200 ha of temporary 
disturbance, including borrow pits and temporary construction areas, in accordance 
with the proposed closure strategy (appendix I of the referral supporting document).  
 
The EPA also notes that the proponent would be required to prepare a Mine Closure 
Plan consistent with the Statutory Guidelines for Mine Closure Plans (DMIRS 2020) 
and in accordance with the Mining Act 1978, which includes requirements for 
rehabilitation and revegetation of land to meet closure objectives and criteria.  
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2.5.9 Assessment of impacts to environmental values  

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

Fauna habitat 

The mesas and breakaway, drainage line/river/creek (minor), drainage 
line/river/creek (major), and stony hills and slopes habitat types were identified as 
being of highest value to terrestrial fauna, particularly for threatened fauna (360 
Environmental 2021b, 2022b).  
 
The mesas and breakaway habitat type contain microhabitats such as rock crevices, 
shallow caves, and overhangs, that are highly important habitat features for northern 
quoll, ghost bat, Pilbara leaf-nosed bat and Pilbara olive python. This habitat type 
was recorded to be in excellent condition (360 Environmental 2021b, 2022b). The 
development envelope has been aligned to exclude the mesas and breakaway 
habitat type, so that direct disturbance can be avoided. However, this habitat type 
occurs immediately adjacent, with the nearest occurrence being only 2.5 m of the 
development envelope.  
 
The drainage line/river/creek (major) habitat type provides for a continuous fauna 
corridor along major drainage lines, including Cane River, Warramboo Creek, and 
Red Hill Creek. This allows dispersal and connectivity of fauna over large distances. 
No semi-permanent or permanent pools were recorded within the development 
envelope (360 Environmental 2021b, 2022b). However, this habitat type is likely to 
support such environmental values in other areas along the watercourse. The 
drainage line/river/creek (minor) habitat type comprises similar values to drainage 
line/river/creek (major) habitat type, but has less presence of gullying, and the 
likelihood of occurrence of semi-permanent or permanent pools is lower. The 
drainage line/river/creek (minor) is more extensively represented within the Pilbara. 
Approximately 561 ha of the drainage line/river/creek (major), and 1,835 ha of the 
drainage line/river/creek (minor) occur within the development envelope.  
 
The stony hills and slopes habitat type frequently connects the mesas and 
breakaway habitat type with the surrounding environment, therefore providing 
important dispersal and foraging habitat for threatened fauna species. Approximately 
1,056 ha occurs within the development envelope. 
 
Noting the importance of the drainage line/river/creek (minor), drainage 
line/river/creek (major), stony hills and slopes, the proponent has set limits of 
disturbance to them. At least 85% of the mapped extents of each habitat type will 
remain within the development envelope (Table 6). 
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Table 6. Limits of disturbance to important fauna habitat types 

Fauna habitat type Extent mapped 
within development 
envelope (ha) 

Limit of 
disturbance 
(ha) 

Extent remaining within 
development envelope 
post-clearing (ha)  

Drainage/river/creek 
(major) 

561 42 519 (92.5%) 

Drainage/rive/creek 
(minor) 

1,835 226 1,609 (87.7%) 

Stony hills and slopes 1,056 150 906 (85.8%) 

 
The other fauna habitat types recorded in the survey are not considered to be highly 
valuable for terrestrial fauna, as they do not provide as many microhabitat 
opportunities. These fauna habitat types are widespread throughout the Pilbara 
region, and no threatened fauna species are likely to rely upon them. 
 
The EPA considers that the significant residual impact from habitat loss can be 
regulated through recommended condition B5-1 and counterbalanced by offsets 
(section 4) to ensure the environmental outcome is likely to be consistent with the 
EPA objective for terrestrial fauna. 
 

Threatened fauna 

Northern quoll 

Northern quoll was recorded during the surveys from multiple cage traps, camera 
traps, scats, and tracks. Spot analysis of the survey data identified 18 individuals of 
northern quoll, with an average of 11.11 individuals per 100 trap nights (360 
Environmental 2021b, 2022b). To place this in context, previous studies undertaken 
by the DBCA recorded an average of 3.61 individuals per 100 camera trap nights 
across 15 locations within the Pilbara (Dunlop et al 2018). The proposal therefore 
comprises habitat that supports a high-density population of northern quoll and is 
consequently important for the long-term survival of the species. Furthermore, 
camera traps recorded an adult and juvenile together, indicating that the habitat 
supports breeding and denning.  
 
In the local context of this proposal, habitat critical to the survival of northern quoll is 
described as rocky habitats such as ranges, mesas, breakaways, major drainage 
lines and/or treed creek lines. Of the fauna habitat types recorded within the survey, 
the mesas and breakaway habitat type is critical to the survival of northern quoll. The 
proponent has aligned the development envelope to remove this area. However, the 
boundary of this habitat type at its nearest point is only 2.5 m from the development 
envelope. Whilst direct disturbance (clearing) may not occur within this habitat type, 
there will be an increase in the risk of impact to northern quoll by constructing a haul 
road immediately adjacent to critical habitat.  
 
Dispersal and foraging habitat associated with, or connecting populations, is 
important for the long-term survival of northern quoll and is considered critical habitat 
(Commonwealth of Australia 2016). Therefore, dispersal or foraging habitat occurring 
within 1 km of the mesas and breakaway habitat type is defined as critical habitat for 
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northern quoll. To account for project flexibility, the proponent has set an upper limit 
of disturbance to critical habitat within the development envelope as 141 ha (MRL 
2022d). There is potential for impact up to approximately 858.33 ha of dispersal and 
foraging habitat for northern quoll outside of the area defined as critical habitat (MRL 
2022a). 
 

Bats  

Two bat species of conservation significance occur within the proposal area, being 
ghost bat and Pilbara leaf-nosed bat. The ghost bat was recorded from calls and one 
camera trap outside the development envelope, and the Pilbara leaf-nosed bat was 
recorded from calls outside the development envelope (360 Environmental 2021b, 
2022b).  
 
Caves suitable for supporting maternity, permanent, or semi-permanent diurnal 
roosts for both bat species were not identified during the survey (360 Environmental 
2021b, 2022b). Mesas containing suitable shelter for bats are known within 1 km of 
the development envelope, including the Kens Bore Mesa, which contains multiple 
diurnal and nocturnal roosts that are occasionally, or opportunistically, utilised by 
both bat species (Bat Call WA 2022). 
 
The nearest maternity/diurnal roost for ghost bat is located within the uplands of 
Hamersley Range, over 5 km east of the development envelope. Ghost bats are 
known to forage out to 10 to 12 km from roosts sites (Bat Call WA 2022). Within 12 
km of the nearest maternity/diurnal roost, up to approximately 850.15 ha of critical 
habitat for ghost bat may be impacted, with a further 661.16 ha of supporting habitat 
likely to be impacted (MRL 2022a).  
 
For Pilbara leaf-nosed bat, the nearest known maternity roost site is at Cane River, 
located approximately 12 km southeast, and a permanent diurnal roost site at 
Mungarathoona Creek, located 17 km north of the development envelope (Bat Call 
WA 2022). Pilbara leaf-nosed bat are known to regularly forage up to 10 km from 
roost sites. No critical habitat is likely to be impacted by the proposal, however, 
Pilbara leaf-nosed bat are likely to forage within the development envelope, and up to 
approximately 1,511.32 ha of foraging habitat may be impacted (MRL 2022a). 
 
The entire development envelope may provide foraging and dispersal opportunities 
for both bat species, for individuals that may disperse further than their regular 
distances from roost sites. The conservation advice for both bat species emphasises 
the need to minimise the loss and modification to foraging habitat (TSSC 2016a, 
TSSC 2016b). The occurrence of bats is considered to be low west of Red Hill Creek 
(Bat Call WA 2022). Potential interaction east of Red Hill Creek is considered to be 
moderate to high, and the foraging habitat in this area is likely to be significant, noting 
its proximity to the Hamersley Range and known roost sites for both bat species.  
 

Pilbara olive python 

The Pilbara olive python was not recorded within the survey area but was 
opportunistically recorded approximately 20 km south of the development envelope 
(360 Environmental 2021b). 



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

55   Environmental Protection Authority 

 
No semi-permanent or permanent water pools were recorded during the survey. 
Therefore, critical habitat for Pilbara olive python does not occur within the 
development envelope. However, the drainage line/river/creek (major) is likely to 
comprise pools in other locations along the watercourse (360 Environmental 2021b, 
2022b). Approximately 1,511.85 ha of the development envelope provides foraging 
and dispersal habitat for Pilbara olive python. 
 
The EPA has assessed the likely residual impacts of the proposal on threatened 
fauna to be: 

• loss of up to 141 ha of critical habitat that supports a high-density population of 
northern quoll 

• loss of up to 858.33 ha of foraging and dispersal habitat for northern quoll 

• loss of up to 850.15 ha of critical habitat supporting a maternity roost for ghost bat  

• loss of up to 661.16 ha of critical habitat supporting a maternity roost for ghost bat  

• loss of up to 1,511.32 ha of foraging and dispersal habitat for Pilbara-leaf nosed 
bat 

• loss of up to 1,511.85 ha of supporting habitat suitable for Pilbara olive python. 
 
The EPA considers that the significant residual impact to threatened fauna can be 
regulated through recommended condition B5-1, which sets the limit of disturbance 
to high value fauna habitat types that provide critical foraging and dispersal habitat 
for threatened fauna, and that the loss of important habitat can be counterbalanced 
by offsets (section 4) to ensure the environmental outcome is likely to be consistent 
with the EPA’s objective for terrestrial fauna. 
 

Other impacts to terrestrial fauna 

Fauna mortality or injury 

The proponent commits to undertaking pre-clearance surveys within 7 days prior to 
clearing within 1 km of mesas and breakaway habitat type and within the drainage 
line/river/creek (major) habitat type, to identify presence of northern quoll individuals. 
Fauna spotters will also be engaged when clearing within these fauna habitat types. 
The EPA considers that the risk of fauna mortality or injury from clearing and 
construction activities can be minimised through recommended conditions B5-3, B5-4 
and B5-5 that requires the proponent to delay or cease construction activities if 
individuals are identified, and allow individuals to move away or be relocated from the 
disturbance area, to be consistent with the EPA objective for terrestrial fauna. 
Clearing will be undertaken progressively, from cleared edges to intact vegetation to 
encourage fauna to move away from disturbed areas. 
 
The entire length of the haul road will be fenced to prevent cattle from crossing, 
however, it will be designed with sufficient spacing to allow for ground dwelling fauna 
to pass through underneath. Collision with fencing is identified as a threat factor for 
ghost bats (TSSC 2016a). The proponent has committed to not utilising barbed wire 
fencing unless it is required for pastoral management. The proponent advised that if 
barbed wire fencing is required, it will be installed with appropriate bat deflectors 
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(MRL 2022d). The EPA considers that the risk of mortality and injury to bats can be 
minimised through recommended condition B5-16 that requires the use of any 
barbed wire fencing to be installed in accordance with the recommendations of the 
conservation advice, to be consistent with the EPA objective for terrestrial fauna.  
 
During construction and operation of the haul road, there is a risk of threatened fauna 
being struck by vehicles. To minimise this potential impact, the proponent proposed 
construction speed limits of 60 km/hr during day-light hours and 40 km/hr during 
night-time hours, and an operational speed limit of 80km/hr at all times, within 1 km 
of the mesas and breakaway habitat type. 
 
The EPA considers that the proponent’s mitigation measure of setting speed limits 
near high-value habitat will minimise the potential impact of vehicle strike and 
minimise the risk of injury and mortality of individuals. However, noting the haul road 
will intersect habitat that supports high density population of northern quoll, the EPA 
considers that a speed limit of 60 km/hr is more appropriate during night-time hours, 
than the 80km/hr speed limit proposed by the proponent. Northern quoll are nocturnal 
and therefore dispersal activities will be higher during night-time hours. Applying a 
slower speed limit is likely to improve the chances of individuals being able to move 
away from the haul road safely. The EPA consider that the risk of fauna mortality or 
injury from vehicle strike can be minimised and managed through recommended 
condition B5-17 and B5-18 to be consistent with the EPA objective for terrestrial 
fauna. 
 
The EPA considers that through recommended conditions to manage clearing, haul 
road fence design and vehicle speed limits, the proposal can be managed to be 
aligned with the conservation advice of northern quoll, ghost bat and Pilbara leaf-
nosed bat, (Hill and Ward 2010, TSSC 2016a, TSSC 2016b), and minimise adversely 
impacting individuals and causing local population decline of these threatened fauna, 
to be consistent with the EPA objective for terrestrial fauna. 
 

Indirect impact to terrestrial fauna 

The recovery plan for northern quoll highlights the need to manage northern quoll 
populations, to halt their decline and prevent fragmentation and further genetic 
isolation of these population, particularly in areas not affected by cane toads (Hall 
and Ward 2010). The development envelope traverses at least three major 
watercourses and habitats that connect mesas and ridges. Therefore, the haul road 
will impede some movement of fauna between populations and areas of critical 
habitat.  
 
To minimise the impact of habitat fragmentation, the proponent proposes to install 
and maintain fauna underpasses in proximity to high-value habitat, so that the local 
population remain viable. Noting the high density population of northern quoll that will 
be impacted by the proposal, the EPA considers that monitoring of population density 
post-construction and their usage of the underpasses, should be undertaken to verify 
that effectiveness of fauna crossings and that the environmental outcome is 
achieved. The EPA has recommended conditions B5-11 and B5-12 requiring the 
installation and maintenance of the fauna crossings, and condition B-13 requiring an 
environmental management plan to monitor their effectiveness and viability of the 



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

57   Environmental Protection Authority 

northern quoll population, to be developed prior to ground-disturbing activities. The 
EPA considers that through recommended conditions to minimise habitat 
fragmentation, in conjunction with recommended conditions to minimise mortality and 
injury to northern quoll individuals, the proposal can be managed so that it does not 
cause significant population decline impacting the population viability. The EPA 
considers that impact to northern quoll can be managed to be consistent with the 
EPA objective for terrestrial fauna. 
 
Noise and vibration can impact the behaviour of fauna utilising the area surrounding 
the haul road. Blasting may be required to enable road construction. If blasting is 
required within 300 m of critical habitat during northern quoll breeding season (June 
to December), the proponent intends to undertake a pre-blasting survey and only 
proceed with the blasting program if no northern quoll is recorded.  
 
As the development envelope supports a high-density population, and that breeding 
and denning occurs immediately adjacent to the development envelope, the EPA 
considers that blasting during a time where large pouch or denned young are present 
(August to October) poses a risk to fauna, particularly northern quoll. The EPA 
therefore recommends a condition whereby no blasting can occur during August to 
October when northern quoll are likely to have large pouch or denned young. The 
EPA consider that potential impact from blasting can be regulated through 
recommended conditions A1 and B5-14 and B5-15 to be consistent with the EPA 
objective for terrestrial fauna. 
 
During construction, the proponent has committed to not undertaking any night 
construction activities within 1 km of the mesas and breakaway habitat, therefore 
minimising impact of nocturnal activities of threatened fauna. Artificial light required 
during construction will be kept to a minimum, and lighting will be directed to 
illuminate specific areas as needed. All lights will be mounted as low as possible, and 
intensity of light will be minimised to the extent required for safety (MRL 2022d). The 
EPA assessed the proponent’s proposed mitigation measures for managing artificial 
light during construction and determined that they would be sufficient to ensure the 
EPA objective for terrestrial fauna is met. 
 
Altered surface water flows and introduction and spread of weeds may impact the 
quality of fauna habitat through vegetation degradation. Potential indirect impact to 
vegetation (fauna habitat) is assessed under flora and vegetation (section 2.4). 
 

Cumulative impact assessment 

The proponent has assessed the cumulative effects of the proposal by considering 
this proposal in addition to 2 related projects within the local area:  

• Main Roads WA’s Warrirda Road Corridor Project 

• the proponent’s Onslow Camp Dunes Project. 
 
The EPA notes that on a bioregional scale, implementation of this proposal would 
contribute to cumulative impacts to threatened fauna species, including northern 
quoll, ghost bat, Pilbara leaf-nosed bat, and Pilbara olive python, through habitat 



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

58   Environmental Protection Authority 

loss. As assessed in this section, the proposal is likely to constitute significant 
residual impact to fauna habitats.  
 
Cumulatively, the impacts are not to a level that would alter the likely environmental 
outcomes of this proposal. Should this proposal be approved with EPA’s 
recommendation for offsets (section 4), it will combine with offset contribution from 
other projects in the bioregion, to deliver offset project through the Pilbara 
Environmental Offsets Fund to provide environmental benefits within the Pilbara. 
 

2.5.10  Summary of key factor assessment and recommended regulation 

The EPA has considered the likely residual impacts of the proposal on terrestrial 
fauna 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 7. 
 

The EPA has also considered the principles of the EP Act (see 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).  
 
The EPA also notes that the proponent would be required to obtain ministerial 
authorisation to take or disturb threatened fauna in accordance with the BC Act. 
 
Table 7: Summary of assessment for terrestrial fauna  

Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding or 
Environmental outcome 

Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

Direct impact to the 
following habitat types that 
are of importance to 
threatened fauna: 

• 42 ha of 
drainage/river/creek 
(major)  

• 226 ha of 
drainage/rive/creek 
(minor)  

• 150 ha of stony hills and 
slopes.  

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 objective for terrestrial 
fauna. 

Condition 1 
(Limitations and extent 
of proposal)  

Condition B5 
(Terrestrial fauna) 
Sets limits of 
disturbance to important 
fauna habitat types. 
 
Condition B8 (Offsets)  
Contribution to the 
Pilbara Environmental 
Offsets Fund for clearing 
threatened fauna 
habitat. 

Impact to threatened fauna 
through vehicle strike and 
fence collision. 

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

Condition B5 
(Terrestrial fauna) 

Pre-clearance surveys 
and engage fauna 
spotters during clearing 
activities. 
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Residual impact or risk to 
environmental value 

Assessment finding or 
Environmental outcome 

Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

 
Set speed limits on 
sections of the haul road 
nearby high-value fauna 
habitat. 
 
Restrict the use of 
barbed wire fencing east 
of Red Hill Creek. 

 
DMA legislation 
The proponent will need 
to obtain Ministerial 
authorisation under the 
BC Act to take or disturb 
threatened fauna. 

Indirect impact to 
threatened fauna through 
habitat and population 
fragmentation, and from 
artificial light, vibration, and 
noise emissions. 

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

Condition 1 
(Limitations and extent 
of proposal)  

No blasting to occur 
within 300 m of the 
mesas and breakaway 
habitat type between 
August and October 
(inclusive). 
 
Condition B5 
(Terrestrial fauna) 
Install and maintain 
overpasses and/or 
underpasses near high-
value fauna habitat 
types. 
Prepare an 
environmental 
management plan to 
monitor the 
effectiveness of the 
structures and the 
viability of the northern 
quoll population. 
 
DMA legislation 

The proponent will need 
to obtain Ministerial 
authorisation under the 
BC Act to take or disturb 
threatened fauna. 
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2.6 Greenhouse gas emissions  

2.6.1 Environmental objective 

The EPA environmental objective for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions is 
to reduce net greenhouse gas emissions in order to minimise the risk of 
environmental harm associated with climate change (EPA 2021b).  
 

2.6.2 Potential emissions from the proposal  

The proposal will produce GHG emissions from: 

• construction activities for the development of the haul road and ancillary 
infrastructure, including the clearing of native vegetation 

• construction and operational activities at the port, including fuel consumption from 
construction, PNG electricity generation, transhipment vessels, and stationary 
non-transport purposes. 

 
The transport (hauling) activities during operations are not included in the GHG 
emissions estimates for the proposal, as it is considered as part of the mining and 
other proposals that will use the haul road (MRL 2022d). 
 
The Environmental factor guideline – Greenhouse gas emissions (EPA 2020b) 
provides that, generally, GHG emissions from a proposal will be assessed where 
they exceed 100,000 tonnes of scope 1 emissions each year measured in tonnes of 
CO2-e (tCO2-e). This is currently the same as the threshold criteria for designation of 
a large facility under the Australian Government’s Safeguard Mechanism. 
 
The proposal is expected to export up to 30 million tonnes per annum (Mtpa) of ore 
for the first 10 years but has design flexibility to expand up to 40 Mtpa of ore, subject 
to ore availability. At a throughput of 30 Mtpa, the annual scope 1 emissions is 
predicted to be marginally less than 100,000 tCO2-e. However, as there is capacity 
for the operating throughput to expand beyond 30 Mtpa, the greenhouse gas 
assessment has been based on the possible maximum operating throughput of 40 
Mtpa (Greenbase Environmental Accountants 2021).  
 
The proponent has provided the following estimates of GHG emissions: 

• total scope 1 emissions of 95,705 tCO2-e for the construction of the haul road 
(including vegetation clearing) and port facilities  

• operational scope 1 emissions of 130,384 tCO2-e per annum with no mitigation, 
with an emission intensity of 0.0032 tCO2-e per tonne of ore1  

• operational scope 3 emissions of 74,875,863 tCO2-e per annum with no mitigation 
(Greenbase Environmental Accountants 2021). 

 
Based on the above estimates provided by the proponent, total scope 1 and scope 3 
emissions over the life of the proposal (first year construction followed by 30 years of 

 
1 Emissions intensity is estimated based on port operation and transhipment to ocean-going vessels 
and does not include the mining or haulage of ore.  
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operations) without mitigation and based on a throughput of 40 Mtpa of ore, is 
calculated to be 4,007,225 tCO2-e and 2,246,275,890 tCO2-e, respectively. 
 
For the purposes of benchmarking the proposal against comparable projects in the 
Pilbara, the proponent has estimated emissions intensity using expected scope 1 
emissions from mining, processing, and haulage of iron ore from the West Pilbara 
Iron Ore Project, with export through the Port of Ashburton (this proposal). The 
proponent estimates the emissions intensity to be 0.0154 tCO2-e per tonne of ore, 
which is comparable with similar operating projects (MRL 2022d). 
 
The proponent, at an organisational level, is seeking to reduce GHG emissions to 
achieve net zero scope 1 emissions from 2050 and is also seeking to explore 
opportunities in asset design to drive emissions reductions before carbon offsets are 
considered (MRL 2022d). 
 

2.6.3 Consultation 

Consultation on the proposal raised concerns about the lack of a greenhouse gas 
management plan (GHGMP) to support the proposal.  
 
The key issue raised during the public consultation was the size of the scope 1-3 
emissions likely to be emitted without commitment to emission reduction.  
 
How these issues have been considered in the assessment are described in sections 
2.7.9.  
 

2.6.4 Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 

To minimise GHG emissions, the proponent will incorporate a solar array for up to 
1.15 megawatts into the design of the port facility, which is estimated to prevent 
1,000 tCO2-e being emitted from the facility per annum. The proponent also advises 
that electric motors will replace diesel-fired motors wherever possible to further avoid 
GHG emissions.  
 
The proponent has not identified any further measures to minimise GHG emissions 
and has not provided a GHGMP for the proposal.  
 
The EPA notes that the proponent will be subject to reporting requirements of the 
Clean Energy Regulator to comply with the National Greenhouse and Energy 
Reporting Act 2007 (NGER Act), and also subject to the NGER Emissions Reduction 
Fund Safeguard which requires facilities whose net emissions exceed the safeguard 
threshold to keep emissions at or below baseline. 
 

2.6.5 Assessment of impacts to environmental values  

There is an established link between GHG emissions and the risk of climate change. 
The EPA recognises that climate change will impact on Western Australia’s 
environment and environmental values. For example, climate change has already 
caused a significant drying of the State’s south-west, which in turn places significant 
additional pressures on water resources, flora and fauna, marine environmental 
quality, and social surroundings of WA’s environment. Some WA ecosystems, 



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

62   Environmental Protection Authority 

including coral reefs, kelp forests, Karri and Jarrah forests, are already at critical 
thresholds and further warming will result in damage and loss that is irreversible 
(IPCC Working Group II Climate Change 2022: Impacts, Adaptation and 
Vulnerability).  
 
The EPA therefore considers GHG emissions to be a key environmental factor in the 
assessment of the proposal.  
 
Total scope 1 GHG emissions from the proposal, based on baseline estimates during 
operation at a throughput of 40 Mtpa of ore, would be 130,384 tCO2-e per annum 
under worst case scenarios with no mitigation.  
 
The annual estimated scope 1 GHG emissions (without mitigation) from the proposal 
would, at commencement, constitute approximately 0.16% of Western Australia’s 
total emissions (based on 2020 emissions of 81.7036 Mt CO2-e) and 0.027% of 
Australia’s total reported GHG emissions for 2020 of 497.7001 Mt CO2-e 
(Commonwealth of Australia 2021).  
 
The GHG Guideline recognises that Western Australia’s GHG emissions are 
expected to continue to increase in the short to medium term. However, in the 
meantime, the objective of the GHG Guideline is to reduce net greenhouse gas 
emissions in order to minimise the risk of environmental harm associated with climate 
change.  
 
The EPA notes that the GHG Guideline does not mandate net zero emissions over 
the life of a proposal. Rather, its objective is reduction of emissions having regard to 
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC) Paris 
Agreement and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) 1.5 report 
which recommend achievement of net-zero emissions by 2050. When assessing 
proposals where greenhouse gas emissions are a key environmental factor, the EPA 
therefore usually considers a proposal’s annual and total contributions to GHG 
emissions, but also assesses the proponent’s contribution and trajectory towards this 
net zero by 2050 goal.  
 
The intent of the EPA’s GHG Guideline is to inform the development and assessment 
of proposals, not determine the outcome of the EPA’s assessment. Consistent with 
this, the EPA assesses proposals where GHG emissions are a key environmental 
factor on a case-by-case basis and recognises that a flexible approach is important 
to drive innovation and improvement in best practice technologies.  
 
In relation to the proposal, the EPA had particular regard to the annual and total 
contributions to GHG emissions (see above), and the emissions intensity of the 
proposal (including by considering industry benchmarking). 
 
In considering these, the EPA has noted: 

• at the commencement of the proposal and based on the current ore availability, 
the proposal’s scope 1 GHG emissions is estimated to be marginally below 
100,000 tCO2-e per annum, however GHG emissions could extend up to 130,384 
tCO2-e per annum at a worst-case scenario (without mitigation) 
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• the proponent’s benchmarking assessment, which found that its emissions 
intensity is comparable against similar operating projects when considering 
mining, processing and hauling from a nearby mine 

• the proponent’s consideration of best practice design to reduce impacts. 
 
The GHG Guideline acknowledges GHGs from a cumulative range of sources may 
have an impact on WA’s environment, even if the specific impact of a particular 
proposal’s emissions may not be known with certainty. In response to this, and to 
minimise cumulative impacts to WA’s environment, the GHG guideline therefore 
generally applies to proposals emitting greater than 100,000 tCO2-e per annum of 
scope 1 emissions, so the GHG Guideline’s objective to reduce emissions can be 
applied to those particular proposals. The EPA’s consideration of the GHG Guideline 
in its assessment of this proposal therefore means the impact of cumulative 
emissions on WA’s environment have been taken into account for this proposal. 
 

2.6.6 Consideration of conditions 

The EPA believes it is reasonable to recommend a condition (condition B7) which 
sets limits on GHG emissions to achieve net zero emissions by 2050 on a linear 
trajectory from 2030. The EPA also considers that it is reasonable to recommend a 
condition which requires the proponent to develop a GHGMP for approval by the 
DWER CEO within 6 months of the commencement of the proposal. The proponent 
will be required to implement the GHGMP, which will be subject to the emission 
reduction limits, and also subject to continuous improvement by going through 
ongoing 5 yearly reviews. Conditions relating to reporting, audits, peer reviews, and 
summary plans and reports are also recommended to increase transparency and 
continuous improvement of the proposal’s GHG emissions and emissions intensity. 
 
The GHG conditions recommended by the EPA require achievement of specific GHG 
emission limits but are flexible enough to be able to ensure that any future GHGMP, 
if required, include innovation and improvement in best practice technologies. 
 
The EPA notes that the science and policy of GHG emissions and climate change 
are rapidly evolving. The EPA advises the GHG conditions are expected to be able to 
be responsive to this, particularly by enabling reviews of the GHGMP to reflect any 
significant changes (for example, if there are material changes to relevant State, 
Commonwealth or international GHG science or policy). The EPA also notes the 
Minister can direct the EPA to inquire into Ministerial statement conditions (including 
GHG conditions) at any time.  
 
The EPA believes the GHG conditions it is recommending will be responsive enough 
to take account of changes in this evolving area as well as provide the need for 
innovation and improvement in best practice technologies. The conditions are also 
consistent with the GHG Guideline which is based on a continuous improvement 
approach to emissions reduction. 
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2.6.7 Summary of key factor assessment and recommended regulation 

The EPA has considered whether the residual emissions from the proposal are 
consistent with the principles of the EP Act (see Appendix C) and with the EPA factor 
objective for GHG emissions. 
 
In doing so, the EPA has also considered whether reasonable conditions could be 
imposed to reduce potential inconsistency with the EP Act principles and EPA’s 
factor objective. 
 
The EPA summary findings are in Table 8. 
 
The EPA advises that, with the application of the recommended conditions, and the 
proponent’s prediction that the annual scope 1 emissions are below 100,000 tCO2-e, 
the proposal is generally consistent with the EPA’s GHG Guideline. However, 
residual emissions remain estimated to add a potential 4,007,225 tonnes of scope 1 
CO2-e over the life of the proposal to WA emissions. Risk to climate change impacts 
to WA’s environment depends on the state of cumulative emissions over time (such 
as whether any current emission sources discontinue).  
 
Table 8: Summary of assessment for greenhouse gas emissions 

Residual emissions Assessment finding Recommended conditions 
and DMA regulation 

Construction scope 1 
emissions will be 95,705 
tCO2-e. 

 

Operational scope 1 
emissions are expected to 
commence at 130,384 tCO2-e 
per annum and reduce to net 
zero by 2050. Emissions at 
commencement are 
estimated to 0.15% WA’s 
annual emissions (based on 
2020 year data). 
 
Scope 3 GHG emissions 
generated over the life of the 
proposal is estimated to be 
approximately 2,246,275,890 
tCO2-e.  
 

GHG emissions contribute to 
climate change, which 
impacts on WA’s 
environment. 

Total scope 1 emissions are 
estimated as 4,007,225 
tCO2-e over the life of the 
proposal (1 year of 
construction and 30 years of 
operation). 
 
The following aspects of the 
proposal are generally 
consistent with the GHG 
Guideline (where relevant): 

• continuous improvement 
approach  

• use of efficient 
technology 

• benchmarking that 
projected GHG emissions 
are expected to be 
comparable in emissions 
intensity of similar 
projects in the Pilbara. 

 

The EPA recommends the 
proposal should be subject 
to conditions to achieve 
progressive emission 
reduction limits, including 
achievement of net zero by 

Condition B7 
(Greenhouse gas 
emissions) 

• require achievement of 
and reporting on 
specific emissions 
limits 

• require development, 
implementation and 
review of the GHGMP. 

 
Complementary reporting 
requirements to the Clean 
Energy Regulator to 
comply with the NGER Act. 

 

Complementary 
application of the NGER 
Emissions Reduction Fund 
Safeguard which requires 
facilities whose net 
emissions exceed the 
safeguard threshold to 
keep emissions at or below 
baseline. 
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Residual emissions Assessment finding Recommended conditions 
and DMA regulation 

2050, associated conditions 
dealing with management, 
reporting and transparency. 
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2.7 Social surroundings 

2.7.1 Environmental objective 

The EPA environmental objective for social surroundings is to protect social 
surroundings from significant harm (EPA 2021b). 
 

2.7.2 Investigations and surveys 

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

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project – Visual Impact assessment (section 13.5.2 of 
referral supporting document) (Tetra Tech Coffey 2021) 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project – Maritime Heritage Non-Aboriginal Desktop 
Assessment (appendix V of referral supporting document) (Cosmos Archaeology 
2021) 

• Ashburton Infrastructure Project - Cultural Heritage Survey and Consultation 
Summary Report (MRL 2022g) 

• Environmental Noise Assessment Ashburton Project (appendix W of referral 
supporting document) (Lloyd George Acoustics 2021) 

 
The EPA advises that results from Aboriginal heritage survey reports have not been 
provided to inform the assessment. The EPA proceeded with its assessment based 
on advice from the Buurabalayji Thalanyji Aboriginal Corporation (BTAC) and Robe 
River Kuruma Aboriginal Corporation (RRK) providing advice regarding the level of 
engagement, and also some limited information by way of maps showing some of the 
location of Aboriginal heritage sites identified during the survey.  
 
Noting the limited information provided by the proponent, the EPA recommend 
conditions that require the proponent to develop Social and Cultural Heritage 
Management Plans in consultation with relevant Traditional Owners, for approval by 
the DWER CEO, prior to ground disturbing activities that may result in any impact to 
Aboriginal cultural heritage. 
 

2.7.3 Assessment context: existing environment 

Aboriginal heritage 

The western portion of the haul road development envelope is within the Thalanyji 
(WCD2008/003) native title claim area of the Thalanyji People, represented by the 
Buurabalayji Thalanyji Aboriginal Corporation (BTAC). The eastern portion of the 
haul road is within the Kuruma Marthudunera Part B (WCD2018/003) native title 
claim area of the Robe River Kuruma People, represented by the Robe River 
Kuruma Aboriginal Corporation (RRK). 
 
The proposed haul road traverses Peedamulla Station, which is currently leased by 
the Jundaru Aboriginal Corporation and subleased to the Ashburton Aboriginal 
Corporation. Both corporations are owned by the Banjima People, however, while 
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they are not the Traditional Owners of the country where the proposal is located, 
many of the Aboriginal people have cultural and heritage ties to the area.  
 
There are areas outside the current determination area where the Thalanyji People 
continue to assert and practice their native title rights and interest, including land east 
of the current determination area to Cane River, and northwest over sea and islands 
off Onslow. The Thalanyji People are the key Knowledge Holders of these areas. 
 
Two lodged Aboriginal heritage sites, Toolunga Creek Heritage Site 4 (Site ID 28200) 
and RRK21_013 (Site ID 39214) occur within the development envelope.  
 
The boundary of the Cane River (Site 11405) registered site is located approximately 
80 m north of the development envelope. The Cane River Lore Ground and 
associated place, within the boundary of this registered site, is located approximately 
1.2 km from the development envelope. The proposed Cane River crossing of the 
haul road is located approximately 4 km upstream of the lore ground. 
 

Noise 

The noise assessment considered the following noise sensitive receptors in its 
modelling: 

• Red Hill Station homestead 

• Peedamulla Station homestead and campground 

• Aboriginal Lore Ground 

• Wheatstone Accommodation Village 

• Chevron Wheatstone (Lloyd George Acoustics 2021).  
 
Modelling of noise emissions from construction and operational activities indicate that 
noise levels at the above locations will not exceed assigned levels in the 
Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997 for noise sensitive premises 
(Lloyd George Acoustics 2021). 
 
The EPA considers that no further assessment or consideration of mitigation 
measures in relation to the potential impact from noise, is required. Based on 
modelling results, it is likely that the proposal will be consistent with EPA objective for 
social surroundings in regard to noise.  
 

Visual amenity 

The visual impact assessment considered that coastal areas near the port and the 
haul road crossing at the North West Coastal Highway have the highest potential for 
visual amenity impacts (Tetra Tech Coffey 2021).  
 
The proposed port facilities are located immediately adjacent to the larger Chevron 
Wheatstone project, and within the Port of Ashburton. It is therefore not visibly 
conspicuous as a separate project to existing facilities. 
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The proposed haul road will cross the North West Coastal Highway via an 
underpass, and will therefore be visible to public road users driving along the 
highway. The visibility of the haul road will be brief at the site of the crossing and is 
not likely to have significant impact on visual amenity.  
 
The EPA considers that no further assessment, or consideration of mitigation 
measures on the potential impact to visual amenity, is required. It is likely that the 
proposal will be consistent with EPA objective for social surroundings in regard to 
visual amenity. 
 

Pastoral operations 

The proposal will traverse, or run adjacent to a number of pastoral stations, including 
Red Hill, Peedamulla and Minderoo. Impacts to pastoral operations may include 
impedance of stock movement and fencing; dust, noise, light and vibration; weeds; 
stock water supply; and truck movements affecting amenity.  
   

Maritime heritage 

One known shipwreck – a modern fishing trawler dated from the 1970s – was 
identified in the marine archaeological study area. No significant residual impact on 
maritime heritage is expected by the proposed activities. 
 

2.7.4 Consultation 

The 2-week public review period raised concerns regarding the proposal’s impacts to 
Aboriginal heritage, noise, visual amenity, and impacts to existing pastoral activities. 
 
The key issues raised during the public consultation were regarding noise impacts to 
sensitive receptors, potential impacts to pastoral operations, impacts to Aboriginal 
heritage sites and impacts to other users in the port areas.  
 
The issue raised during the public consultation about potential impacts to noise 
sensitive receptors and visual amenity is considered unlikely to be material based on 
the results of the technical assessments. The proposal is unlikely to have significant 
impact on any sensitive receptors (noise or visual amenity). Given this, these issues 
were not considered further in the assessment. 
 
The issue raised during the public consultation about potential impacts to pastoral 
operations is also considered unlikely to be material because of the proponent’s 
minimisation measures, which was clarified in the response to submissions 
document (MRL 2022c) and described in section 2.7.7. The EPA also expects the 
proponent to consult with affected pastoralists and obtain their agreements regarding 
specific measures (e.g. dimension of underpasses) to further mitigate impacts. 
 
In regard to the availability of groundwater for pastoral use, groundwater allocation 
and abstraction is regulated by the DWER through permits and licenses under the 
RIWI Act, which considers existing land users during its assessment. Furthermore, 
groundwater abstraction is only required during construction of the haul road which is 
expected to be completed within 18 months. Given the temporary nature of 
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groundwater abstraction impacts, this issue was not considered further in the 
assessment. 
 

2.7.5 Potential impacts from the proposal 

The proposal has the potential to significantly impact on social surroundings from: 

1. indirect impact to nearby registered or lodged Aboriginal heritage sites, including 
the Cane River Lore Ground 

2. direct or indirect impact to undiscovered Aboriginal heritage sites.  
 

2.7.6 Minimisation measures (including regulation by other DMAs) 

The proponent outlined the following minimisation measures to reduce both direct 
and indirect impacts to social surroundings: 

1. implement Social Cultural Heritage Management Plans (SCHMP) that are 
developed in consultation with the relevant Traditional Owner group 

2. minimise disturbance and access restrictions within areas used for cultural 
purposes  

3. if heritage sites are discovered, works will cease and not commence until 
consultation has occurred with the proponent’s internal heritage specialist, 
appropriate authorities and external stakeholders 

4. install underpasses beneath the haul road in consultation with pastoral 
leaseholders to allow stock and vehicle movements. The location and dimension 
of underpasses, which will allow for light and heavy vehicle movement, will be 
agreed with the pastoral leaseholders to minimise the impact on pastoral 
management 

5. weed management along the haul road to ensure weeds of significance are not 
spread or introduced into pastoral stations 

6. the proponent will replace bores and watering points to the agreement of the 
pastoralist, if required. 

 
The issue raised during the public consultation about appropriate underpasses for 
light and heavy vehicles required for pastoral management, has been considered 
through minimisation measure 4. 
 

2.7.7 Assessment of impacts to environmental values  

The EPA considered that the key social surroundings values likely to be impacted by 
the proposal is Aboriginal cultural heritage. 
 
Two lodged Aboriginal heritage sites of significance occur within the development 
envelope. The proponent has advised that new potential Aboriginal heritage sites 
were identified during the surveys. In addition, there may be indirect impact to areas 
of cultural significance, particularly along Cane River, through altered surface water 
flows due to the presence of the haul road. The results of Aboriginal heritage surveys 
over the development envelope have not been provided to the EPA during 
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assessment. The proponent has advised that 2 identified potential sites may be 
impacted, however, the others can be avoided. 
 
The RRK have advised the EPA that the proponent has undertaken extensive and 
ongoing consultation, which has included ethnographic and archaeological surveys 
and meetings with three specific heritage advisory committee and the RRK board. 
The RRK have also advised the EPA that the proponent has provided an appropriate 
level of consultation and engagement. The proponent has advised that the RRK have 
agreed to support an application to salvage and clear all the sites along the haul 
road. 
 
The BTAC have also advised the EPA that engagement with the proponent has been 
comprehensive and informative, allowing the Thalanyji People to make informed 
decisions on the proposal. The BTAC have advised that they have agreed for the 
proponent to commence early works on the proposal ahead off ILUA negotiations. 
The BTAC advises that the development of a SCHMP with the proponent will 
commence. 
 
To ensure that the proposal is managed to be consistent with the EPA objective for 
social surroundings, the EPA recommends condition B6 requiring the proponent to 
develop a SCHMP in consultation with the relevant Traditional Owner group, for 
approval by the DWER CEO, prior to ground disturbing activities that may result in 
any impact to Aboriginal cultural heritage.  
 

2.7.8 Summary of key factor assessment and recommended regulation  

The EPA has considered the likely residual impacts of the proposal on social 
surroundings. 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 9. 
 

The EPA has also considered the principles of the EP Act (see 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 9: Summary of assessment for social surroundings 

Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

Potential for direct or 
indirect impact to 
undiscovered Aboriginal 
heritage sites and areas of 
cultural significance. 

The EPA has concluded that 
there is a risk of residual direct 
and indirect impacts to 
Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

Any potential residual impact to 
Aboriginal cultural heritage is 
likely to be managed through 
the implementation of 
recommended conditions, so 
that it is consistent with the 

Condition B6 
(Aboriginal cultural 
heritage) 
Requirement for a Social 
and Cultural Heritage 
Management Plan to be 
co-developed with 
relevant Traditional 
Owner groups, prior to 
ground disturbing 
activities that may result 
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Residual impact Assessment finding Recommended 
conditions and DMA 
regulation 

EPA objective for social 
surroundings. 

in any impact to 
Aboriginal cultural 
heritage. 
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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, and between benthic communities and habitat, marine environmental 
quality and marine fauna, the EPA also considered connections and interactions 
between them to inform a holistic view of impacts to the whole environment.  
 
Figure 5 illustrates the connections and interactions between the key environmental 
factors and the relevant other environmental factors described in Appendix D, to 
inform the EPA’s holistic assessment. 

 

 
 

Figure 5: Intrinsic interactions between environmental factors  
 

Benthic communities and habitat – Marine environmental quality – Marine 

fauna 

It is recognised that there is an established scientific link between impacts to marine 
environmental quality and the condition of the environment for BCH and marine 
fauna. Avoiding and minimising any significant turbidity effects from dredging and 
disposal, and therefore maintaining the quality of marine waters is important in 
protecting the ecosystem health of environmental factors such as BCH. This in turn 
supports other environmental values and beneficial uses for marine fauna such as 
dugongs, turtles, whales and fish species, which all rely on good marine water quality 
and healthy BCH. 
 
The EPA also considers that by limiting the scale and extent of the capital dredging 
campaign by restricting dredging activities during sensitive ecological windows and 
utilising an existing spoil ground to dispose dredge spoil, the proponent has avoided 
significant environmental impacts to marine fauna and BCH. 
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The EPA considers that the proposed mitigation and management measures and 
recommended conditions for impacts to marine environmental quality will also mean 
the inter-related impacts to the health of other factors of the environment including 
the values associated with marine fauna and BCH are likely to be consistent with the 
EPA environmental factor objectives. 
 

Flora and vegetation – Terrestrial fauna – Inland waters 

There is a high level of connectivity between the environmental factors of flora and 
vegetation, terrestrial fauna and inland waters. The flora and vegetation provide 
habitat for threatened fauna, including northern quoll, ghost bat, Pilbara leaf-nosed 
bat and Pilbara olive python. Surface water flows ensures health of vegetation 
growing in association with watercourses, and this riparian vegetation, including 
GDEs, provide long, uninterrupted vegetation cover along drainage lines that provide 
connectivity for fauna across the landscape.  
 
The EPA considers that the proposed mitigation and management measures, and 
recommended conditions for impacts and offsetting of significant residual impacts to 
flora and vegetation will also mean the inter-related impacts to other environmental 
factors, including the values associated with terrestrial fauna and inland waters, will 
be consistent with the EPA environmental factor objectives. 
 

Social surroundings 

There is a direct link between Aboriginal culture and the physical or biological 
aspects of the environment. Access to land, ability to carry out traditional Aboriginal 
customs and areas of cultural importance may be impacted through impacts to 
environmental factors of flora and vegetation, terrestrial fauna, inland waters and 
marine environmental quality.  
 
The EPA considers that the proposed mitigation and management measures and 
recommended conditions for impacts to flora and vegetation, terrestrial fauna and 
marine environmental quality will also mean the interrelated impacts to the health of 
social surroundings will likely be consistent with the EPA environmental factor 
objectives. 
 

Greenhouse gas emissions 

There is an established link between GHG emissions and the risk of climate change. 
The EPA recognises that climate change will impact on Western Australia’s 
environment and environmental values.  
 
GHG emissions have the potential to impact on all other environmental factors 
through the effects of climate change. 
 
The EPA considers that the proposed mitigation conditions to regulate GHG 
emissions will also mean that the impacts to other factors and values of the 
environment including the values associated with benthic communities and habitat, 
marine fauna, flora and vegetation, terrestrial fauna and social surroundings are likely 
to be consistent with the EPA environmental factor objectives. 
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Cumulative impact of multiple infrastructure proposals 

This proposal will result in further fragmentation of fauna habitats within the Pilbara, 
and these cumulative impacts should be avoided, and assessed when avoidance is 
not possible.  
 
There are currently a number of other approved, but not implemented, infrastructure 
proposals within the region (refer Figure 4).  These include: 

• a 176 km haul road to Cape Preston East as part of the Buckland Project 
(Ministerial Statement 960) 

• a 221 km rail line to Anketell Point as part of the West Pilbara Iron Ore Project 
(Ministerial Statement 1026). 

 
The proponent considers this proposal is likely relieve economic and environmental 
constraints for other projects in the west Pilbara by removing the need to duplicate 
the infrastructure associated with individual mining projects over the next 40 years 
(the life of this proposal). Furthermore, the proponent advised in its Response to 
Submissions that in the event this proposal is implemented, the other approved 
proposals are unlikely to proceed (MRL 2022d and MRL 2022c).  
 
On this basis, the EPA has not assessed the cumulative impacts of other linear 
infrastructure within this area of the Pilbara. To provide assurance that a cumulative 
impact assessment is not necessary, the EPA has recommended condition B9 which 
requires the proponent to provide within 12 months of the issue of the Ministerial 
statement (in the event an approval is issued) a Cumulative Impact from 
Infrastructure Evaluation Report in the west Pilbara region. The purpose of this report 
is to evaluate and substantiate that this proposal is reasonably likely to avoid 
additional habitat fragmentation during the life of the proposal, when considered 
together with other proposals. 
 
The EPA has also provided other advice that recommends the proponent be required 
to submit applications under 45C of the EP Act to amend Ministerial Statements to 
remove any duplication of linear infrastructure, consistent with the proponent’s advice 
to the EPA about other previously approved infrastructure proposals not being 
required.  
   

Summary of holistic assessment 

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 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.  
 
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. 
 
The EPA considers that the clearing of native vegetation and impacts on other 
associated environmental values in the Pilbara IBRA bioregion is significant where 
the cumulative impact may reach critical levels if not managed (EPA 2014). The 
Pilbara’s unique land tenure hamper’s the delivery of offsets, and the Pilbara 
Environmental Offsets Fund (PEOF) has been established to a provide strategic 
landscape-scale approach that builds on regional programs to deliver environmental 
offset outcomes greater than can be achieved by individual proposals.  
 
The PEOF’s Governance Framework establishes transparent decision-making 
processes, clarity of roles and responsibilities, and guidance for project delivery. 
DWER administers the PEOF with involvement from an Implementation Advisory 
Group made up of key stakeholders and experts and a Project Recommendation 
Group made up of representatives from State and Australian governments. The 
Minister for Environment is the primary decision-maker for the PEOF and approves 
projects that will address significant residual impacts and receive monies from the 
PEOF. 
 
Projects currently being implemented through the PEOF include weed management 
at Woodstock Abydos Aboriginal Reserve and eradication program Parkinsonia 
aculeata along the Shaw River. Coordinated fire management projects are under 
development with the aim of reducing wildfire across the region. These are long term, 
collaborative projects aiming to control threatening processes which in turn is 
anticipated to control threatening processes to improve vegetation condition and 
habitat for fauna, including threatened fauna. The DBCA is also reviewing and 
developing management and research priorities for northern quoll, greater bilby, 
ghost bat, Pilbara leaf nosed bat and Pilbara olive python to guide future investment 
in fauna programs (Government of Western Australia 2022). 
 
The proposal is located within the Hamersley and Roebourne subregions of the 
Pilbara IBRA bioregion. The proposal also straddles the divide between the 
Roebourne subregion of the Pilbara bioregion and the Cape Range subregion of the 
Carnarvon bioregion. The special purpose account statement for the PEOF states 
that monetary contributions can be accepted in the fund for proposals located wholly 
or partly within the Pilbara IBRA region. Any payment that is required to 
counterbalance residual impacts in the Carnarvon bioregion is to be undertaken 
through contributions to the PEOF. The proponent has proposed to offset impacts 
within the Carnarvon bioregion. 
 
In the case of this proposal, likely (and potential) significant impacts are to: 
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• flora and vegetation values 

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

• ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition native vegetation  

• critical and supporting (foraging and dispersal) habitat for northern quoll  

• critical and supporting (foraging and dispersal) habitat for ghost bat  

• supporting (foraging and dispersal) habitat for Pilbara leaf-nosed bat and Pilbara 
olive python. 

 
The EPA has concluded that the clearing of habitat is a significant residual impact on 
its own, in the context of the proposal, and in the context of the biological diversity 
and ecological integrity in the local area, as it provides habitat for threatened 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 by a contribution to the PEOF.  
 
The EPA recommends condition B8 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. 
 
The EPA recommends that the following offset rates (calculated on the 2021-2022 
calendar year) should apply in the form of a contribution to PEOF for landscape-scale 
actions to protect biodiversity in the Pilbara: 

• $890 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition native 
vegetation, cleared as a result of the proposal within the Hamersley IBRA 
subregion 

• $890 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition native 
vegetation, cleared as a result of the proposal within the Roebourne IBRA 
subregion and/or the Cape Range IBRA subregion 

• $1780 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of critical habitat for northern quoll 
cleared as a result of the proposal 

• $890 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of supporting habitat for northern quoll 
cleared as a result of the proposal 

• $1780 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of critical habitat for ghost bat cleared as 
a result of the proposal 

• $890 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of supporting habitat for ghost bat cleared 
as a result of the proposal 

• $890 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of supporting habitat for Pilbara leaf-
nosed bat cleared as a result of the proposal 

• $890 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of supporting habitat for Pilbara olive 
python cleared as a result of the proposal. 
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5 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  

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

• 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 

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

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

• principles of the EP Act. 
 
The EPA recommends that the proposal may be implemented subject to the 
conditions recommended in Appendix A.  
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6 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. 

• The EPA notes that at this stage of proposal, specific and detailed design of 
waterway crossings/structures is not available. On advice of the DWER, the EPA 
notes that further modelling of specific waterway crossing designs is required to 
ensure the environmental outcome of not disrupting existing surface water flows 
will be met. The EPA recommends baseline conditions and appropriate reference 
locations are established for surface water flow monitoring, prior to ground-
disturbing activities. Flow monitoring of selected waterway crossings and sheet-
flow sites will enable verification of connectivity of upstream and downstream 
locations are maintained post-construction. The EPA notes that the DMIRS 
routinely manages impact to surface water through its assessment of waterway 
crossings and/or surface water management structures in a mining proposal 
under the Mining Act 1978. It is of the EPA’s view that regulation by the DMIRS 
under the Mining Act 1978 can achieve the environmental outcome that surface 
water flows will not be impeded by the proposal, and there will be no indirect 
impact to vegetation from changes in surface water flow. The EPA recommends 
that during its assessment of the mining proposal, the DMIRS seeks advice from 
the DWER regarding the management and mitigation of potential impacts to 
surface flows and waterways. However, to instill confidence that there will be no 
project attributable indirect impacts to vegetation related to changes to existing 
surface water flows, the EPA has recommended conditions.  

• The assessment of the mine closure plan by the DMIRS under the Mining Act 
1978 considers the decommissioning, rehabilitation and closure of mining and 
associated activities, so that it is physically safe, 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 decommissioning, rehabilitation and closure of key aspects of this 
proposal (eg. haul road) can be adequately regulated through the Mining Act 
1978, rather than requiring additional conditions under part IV of the EP Act, to 
achieve an environmental outcome where the rehabilitated land is safe, stable, 
resilient, with appropriate hydrology and comprising habitats capable of 
supporting biodiversity. 

• To maintain the connectivity of important fauna habitat, the proponent proposes to 
install fauna crossings (underpasses and/or overpasses) in proximity to the 
mesas and breakaway habitat type. The EPA recommends that the DBCA is 
consulted with during the design process of any fauna crossings, so that the 
design, dimension and location of fauna crossings are adequate for its intended 
purpose. Adequate consultation with DBCA about appropriately designed fauna 
crossings will be a key consideration in the proponent achieving the relevant EPA 
objectives and meeting the requirements of condition B5-13. 

• To enable reduction of duplication of environmental management regulation in 
areas where law and policy are being developed (such as greenhouse gas 
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through the Commonwealth government’s Safeguard Mechanism and Aboriginal 
cultural heritage through the State government’s Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 
2021 (ACH Act)), the EPA has recommended condition C2-1(2), which includes 
that environmental management plans are required to be implemented except for 
any period where the DWER CEO confirms that another statutory decision-
making process can meet the requirements of the plan. 

• As mentioned in Section 3 - Holistic assessment, the proponent advises that 
through implementation of the proposal, it will avoid other transport infrastructure 
(rails and/or roads) within its control from being implemented. The EPA notes that 
other transport infrastructure options are already approved (under the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986) under other mining proposals. The EPA 
recommends that the proponent submit applications to amend their other 
approved proposals to remove such infrastructure, to avoid fragmentation of 
habitats from duplicated transport infrastructure.  

• The EPA has not considered the GHG emissions from the transport (hauling) of 
ore product during haul road operations, as the proponent advises that these 
GHG emissions are considered as part of the mine and other proposals that will 
utilise the road. The EPA notes that there are no GHG conditions on the current 
approved proposals expected to use the road (Ministerial statements 960 and 
1147), and that a section 46 application under the EP Act should be considered 
for proposal where GHG emissions are above 100,000 tCO2-e each year. 
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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) 

ASHBURTON INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT 

Proposal:  The proposal is to develop a fully sealed private haul road, 

approximately 125 km in length, starting from 

approximately 45 kilometres southwest of Pannawonica to 

access the Port of Ashburton, Onslow. Within the Port of 

Ashburton, port facilities will be developed to support the 

transhipping export of up to 40 million tonnes of ore 

product per annum over a 30-year period. 

Proponent: Onslow Infraco Pty Ltd 

Australian Company Number 612 668 201 

Proponent address: 20 Walters Drive, Osborne Park WA 6017 

Assessment number: 2320 

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: 1733 

Introduction: Pursuant to section 45 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986, it has 

been agreed that the proposal entitled Ashburton Infrastructure Project described in 

the ‘Proposal Content Document’ attachment of the referral of 26 October 2021, as 

amended by the change to proposal approved under s. 43A on 13 December 2022, 

may be implemented and that the implementation of the proposal is subject to the 

following implementation conditions and procedures: 

Conditions and procedures: 

Part A: Proposal extent  

Part B: Environmental outcomes, prescriptions and objectives 

Part C: Environmental management plans and monitoring 

Part D: Compliance and other conditions 
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PART A: PROPOSAL EXTENT  

Limitations and Extent of Proposal 

A1-1 The proponent must ensure that the proposal is implemented in such a manner 

that the following limitations or maximum extents / capacities / ranges are not 

exceeded: 

Proposal element 
Location Maximum extent  

Physical elements 

Landside development envelope 
Figure 1 No clearing of native vegetation 

for port development 

Nearshore development envelope, 
including a dedicated berth pocket 
and jetty (excluding dredging) 

Figure 1 Disturbance of no more than  
5 ha of seabed (consisting of 
bare substrate) within a 11 ha 
development envelope 

Offshore development envelope, 
including the offshore anchorage 
points 

Figure 1 Disturbance of no more than 
1,347 ha of seabed (consisting 
of bare substrate) within a 4,483 
ha development envelope for up 
to 5 offshore anchorage points  

Haul road development envelope, 
including the haul road, drainage 
structures, waterway crossings, 
borrow pits, haul road fencing, fauna 
underpass/overpass, temporary 
construction camp, administrative 
buildings, and other ancillary 
infrastructure associated with the 
construction of the proposal 

Figure 2 Clearing of no more than 
1,564 ha of native vegetation 
within a 16,209 ha development 
envelope 

Construction elements 

Dredging and disposal of spoil, 
including the use of a temporary 
causeway 

Figure 1 
• Capital dredging shall not 

exceed 150,000 m3 and shall 
occur within the nearshore 
development envelope  

• Spoil shall be disposed 
within Spoil Ground C 

Operational elements 

Hypersaline brine discharge - Up to 2 GL/annum 

Bulk material loading - Up to 40 Mtpa  
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Proposal element Location Maximum extent  

Timing elements 

Dredging and disposal of spoil - No dredging and disposal of 
spoil shall occur between 1 May 
and 30 November in any year 

Temporary causeway - The temporary causeway shall 
be removed within 6 months of 
the jetty becoming operational 

Nearshore piling - No piling activities shall occur 
between 1 August to 30 
November in any year 

Blasting for haul road construction  Figure 2 No blasting activities within 300 
metres of the mesas and 
breakaway habitat type shall 
occur between 1 August to 30 
October in any year  

Life of project - 30 years from the date of this 
statement 
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PART B – ENVIRONMENTAL OUTCOMES, PRESCRIPTIONS AND OBJECTIVES  

B1 Benthic Communities and Habitat 

B1-1 The proponent must ensure the implementation of the proposal achieves the 

following environmental outcome: 

(1) no adverse impact to benthic communities and habitat beyond the zone 

of moderate impact. 

B1-2 The proponent must implement the Dredging and Spoil Disposal Management 

Plan, Revision 5 (Report number R210180), with the purpose of ensuring the 

benthic communities and habitat environmental outcome in condition B1-1 is 

achieved, monitored and substantiated. 

B2 Marine Environmental Quality 

B2-1 The proponent must ensure the implementation of the proposal achieves the 

following environment outcomes: 

(1) no adverse impacts on the environmental values of Ecosystem 

Health, Fishing and Aquaculture, Recreation and Aesthetics, Industrial 

Water Supply, Cultural and Spiritual; 

(2) for Ecosystem Health, the levels of ecological protection to be achieved 

inside of the:  

(a) Low Ecological Protection Area shown in Figure 3;  

(b) Moderate Ecological Protection Area shown in Figure 3; and 

(c) High Ecological Protection Area shown in Figure 3,   

are consistent with the method for deriving Environmental Quality Guidelines 

and Environmental Quality Standards for the corresponding level of 

ecological protection described in Appendix 1, Table 1 of the Marine Water 

Quality Technical Guidance. 

B2-2 The proponent must implement the Marine Operations Environmental 

Management and Monitoring Plan, Revision 7 (Report number R210169), with 

the purpose of ensuring the marine environmental quality environmental 

outcome in condition B2-1 is achieved, monitored and substantiated. 

 

 

B3 Marine Fauna 
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B3-1 The proponent must implement the proposal to meet the following 

environmental objectives: 

(1) minimise the risk of physical injury or mortality from vessel strike on 

significant marine fauna;  

(2) minimise the risk of behavioural changes, health impacts, physical injury 

or mortality from underwater noise emissions from construction or 

operations to significant marine fauna (including temporary or 

permanent hearing loss);  

(3) minimise the risk of adult marine turtle and marine turtle hatchling 

misorientation, disorientation and associated increases in mortality rate, 

and to adult marine turtle nesting utilisation, at Ashburton Island, 

Direction Island, Thevenard Island and Bessieres Island; and 

(4) minimise the risk that the proposal increases the cumulative adverse 

impacts on regional populations of adult marine turtle and marine turtle 

hatchling misorientation, disorientation and associated increases in 

mortality rate. 

B3-2 The proponent must implement the Marine Construction Environmental 

Monitoring and Management Plan, Revision 6 (Report number ENV-TS-0034), 

with the purpose of ensuring the marine fauna environmental objectives in 

condition B3-1(1) and condition B3-1(2) are achieved. 

B3-3 The proponent must implement the Underwater Noise Management Protocol, 

Revision 3 (Report number OIP-EN-WIN-0001), with the purpose of ensuring 

the marine fauna environmental objective in condition B3-1(2) is achieved. 

B3-4 The proponent must update the Artificial Light Impact Assessment and 

Management Plan Revision 6 (Report number J88001), that satisfies the 

requirements of condition C5 and demonstrates how achievement of the marine 

fauna environmental objectives in condition B3-1(3) and condition B3-1(4) will 

be achieved and submit it to the CEO.  

B4 Flora and Vegetation 

B4-1 The proponent must ensure the implementation of the proposal achieves the 

following environmental outcomes: 

(a) no clearing of Owenia acidula as recorded in the baseline flora and 

vegetation survey; 

(b) directly disturb no more than the following potential groundwater 

dependent ecosystems as described and recorded in the baseline flora 

and vegetation survey: 
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(a) 6.6 ha of DR03; 

(b) 3.5 ha of DR04; 

(c) 13.9 ha of DR06; 

(d) 32.9 ha of DR07; 

(e) 11.4 ha of DR08; 

(f) 190.1 ha of PL03; 

(g) 21.2 ha of PL20; and 

(h) 29.6 ha of PL21; 

(c) ensure there are no adverse impacts from the introduction or spread of 

environmental weeds compared with pre-construction condition;  

(d) ensure there are no adverse impacts to the following potential 

groundwater dependant ecosystems DR03, DR04, DR06, DR07, DR08, 

PL03, PL20, and PL21, as described and recorded in the baseline flora 

and vegetation survey; and 

(e) ensure that surface water flow regimes are maintained compared to pre-

construction conditions and do not cause adverse impacts to native 

vegetation or native fauna habitats. 

B4-2 The proponent must revegetate all areas of native vegetation cleared but not 

reasonably expected to be required for ongoing operations within twenty-four 

(24) months of completion of construction activities and maintain the re-

vegetation so it achieves a ‘good’ quality of vegetation. 

B5 Terrestrial Fauna 

B5-1 The proponent shall ensure the implementation of the proposal achieves the 

following environmental outcomes: 

(1) directly disturb no more than: 

(a) 42 ha of drainage line/river/creek (major) habitat type; 

(b) 226 ha of drainage line/river/creek (minor) habitat type; and 

(c) 150 ha of stony hills and slopes habitat type. 

(2) does not have an adverse impact to any mesa or breakaway habitat; 

and 

(3) the population of northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) which is 

adversely impacted by the proposal remains viable. 
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B5-2 The proponent must implement the proposal to achieve the following 

environmental objectives: 

(1) minimise the risk of physical injury or mortality from construction or 

operation on native fauna; 

(2) minimise the risk of adverse impacts including behavioural changes and 

health impacts from construction and operation on native fauna; and 

(3) minimise the adverse impacts of habitat fragmentation on northern quoll 

(Dasyurus hallucatus). 

Clearing for construction 

B5-3 Prior to ground disturbing activities the proponent shall undertake the 

following actions: 

(1) within seven (7) days prior to clearing, using a licensed fauna spotter, 

undertake pre-clearance surveys to detect presence of northern quoll 

(Dasyurus hallucatus) within: 

(a) the drainage line/river/creek (major) habitat type; and 

(b) a one (1) kilometre buffer of the mesas and breakaway habitat 

type. 

(2) ground disturbing activities shall not commence until either: 

(a) the individual has been relocated by a fauna spotter; or 

(b) the individual has been observed by the fauna spotter to have 

moved on from the area to adjoining suitable habitat. 

B5-4 The proponent shall undertake the following actions during construction 

activities:  

(1) ensure the presence of fauna spotters during clearing activities 

occurring within: 

(a) a one (1) kilometre buffer of the mesas and breakaway habitat 

type; and 

(b) the drainage line/river/creek (major) habitat type. 

(2) construction activities must cease in any area where a northern quoll 

(Dasyurus hallucatus) is identified until either: 

(a) the individual has been removed by a fauna spotter; or 



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

87   Environmental Protection Authority 

(b) the individual has moved on from the area to adjoining suitable 

habitat. 

B5-5 The proponent shall only undertake construction activities during day-time 

hours if those activities are within a one (1) kilometre buffer of the mesas and 

breakaway habitat type. 

Trench inspection 

B5-6 The proponent shall clear trapped vertebrate fauna from within open trenches, 

using a suitably trained and licensed fauna handler: 

(1) at least twice daily, with the first daily clearing to be completed no later 

than three (3) hours after sunrise and the second clearing to be 

completed between the hours of 3:00 pm and 6:00 pm of that same day, 

unless otherwise agreed to by the CEO; and  

(2) within one (1) hour prior to backfilling of trenches. 

B5-7 The proponent shall ensure open trench lengths shall not exceed a length 

capable of being inspected and cleared by the requirements set out in condition 

B5-6. 

B5-8 The proponent shall ensure ramps providing egress points and/or fauna refuges 

providing suitable shelter from the sun and predators for trapped vertebrate 

fauna are to be placed in the trench at intervals not exceeding fifty (50) metres. 

B5-9 In the event of substantial rainfall and following the clearing of vertebrate fauna 

from the trench, pump out any pooled water in the open trench and discharge 

it to adjacent vegetated areas in a manner that does not cause erosion. 

B5-10 The proponent shall produce and provide a report on fauna management no 

later than sixty (60) days after the completion of construction activities to the 

CEO. The report shall include the following: 

(1) details of fauna inspections; 

(2) the number and type of fauna cleared from trenches and actions taken;  

(3) fauna spotter; 

(4) results of pre-clearance survey; and 

(5) vertebrate fauna mortalities. 

Northern quoll fauna crossings and habitat fragmentation 

B5-11 The proponent shall install a minimum of three fauna crossings within three 

(3) kilometres of the mesas and breakaway habitat type to maintain terrestrial 

fauna habitat connectivity.  
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B5-12 The proponent shall maintain fauna crossings installed under condition B5-11 

for the life of the proposal. 

B5-13 The proponent must prepare an environmental management plan, in 

consultation with the DBCA, that satisfies the requirements of condition C4 and 

condition C5 and demonstrates how the environmental outcomes in condition 

B5-1(2) and condition B5-1(3) and the objective in condition B5-2(3) will be 

achieved, monitored and substantiated, and submit it to the CEO. 

Blasting activities 

B5-14 The proponent shall undertake blasting activities in accordance with timing 

elements as defined in Part A of this statement. 

B5-15 Blasting activities shall only take place during day-time hours. 

Haul road fencing 

B5-16 Barbed wire fencing, if required, must be installed with the top strand as a single-

strand wire and with suitable bat deflectors. 

Speed limits 

B5-17 During construction, vehicle and machinery speed limits shall not exceed: 

(1) 60 km/hr on all unsealed roads; and 

(2) 40 km/hr within a one (1) kilometre buffer of mesas and breakaway 

habitat type. 

B5-18 During operation, vehicle and machinery speed limits shall not exceed: 

(1) 80 km/hr on sealed haul road during day-time hours within a one (1) 

kilometre buffer of the mesas and breakaway habitat type; and 

(2) 60 km/hr on sealed haul road and access road during night-time hours 

within a one (1) kilometre buffer of the mesas and breakaway habitat 

type. 

B6 Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

B6-1 The proponent must implement the proposal to meet the following 

environmental outcome: 

(1) subject to reasonable health and safety requirements, no interruption of 

ongoing access to land utilised for traditional use or custom by the 

Thalanyji People or the Kuruma Marthudunera People.  

B6-2 The proponent must implement the proposal to meet the following 

environmental objectives: 
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(1) avoid, where practicable, and otherwise minimise direct disturbance to 

Aboriginal cultural heritage sites;  

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

Aboriginal cultural heritage within and surrounding the development 

envelope; and 

(3) ongoing consultation and engagement with traditional owners about 

achievement of the outcome in condition B6-1 and objectives in condition 

B6-2 for the life of the proposal. 

B6-3 The proponent must, in consultation with the Buurabalayji Thalanyji Aboriginal 

Corporation, prepare an environmental management plan that demonstrates 

how achievement of the Aboriginal cultural heritage environmental outcome will 

be substantiated, how the Aboriginal cultural heritage objectives will be 

achieved, and satisfies the requirements of conditions C4 and condition C5, and 

submit it to the CEO.  

B6-4 The proponent must, in consultation with the Robe River Kuruma Aboriginal 

Corporation, prepare an environmental management plan that demonstrates 

how achievement of the Aboriginal cultural heritage environmental outcome will 

be substantiated, how the Aboriginal cultural heritage objectives will be 

achieved, and satisfies the requirements of conditions C4 and condition C5, and 

submit it to the CEO.  

B7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

B7-1 The proponent shall take measures to ensure that net GHG emissions do not 

exceed:  

(1) 675,189 tonnes of CO2-e for the period until 30 June 2029;  

(2) 415,780 tonnes of CO2-e for the period between 1 July 2029 and 30 June 

2034;  

(3) 304,229 tonnes of CO2-e for the period between 1 July 2034 and 30 June 

2039;  

(4) 195,576 tonnes of CO2-e for the period between 1 July 2039 and 30 June 

2044;  

(5) 86,923 tonnes of CO2-e for the period between 1 July 2044 and 30 June 

2049;  

(6) 4,346 tonnes of CO2-e for the period between 1 July 2049 and 30 June 

2050; and  

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

onwards.   
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B7-2 At least within six (6) months of ground disturbing activities, the proponent 

shall develop and submit to the CEO, a Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Environmental Management Plan to:  

(1) be consistent with the achievement of the net GHG emissions limits in 

condition B7-1 (or achievement of emission reductions beyond those 

required by those emission limits);  

(2) specify the estimated proposal GHG emissions and emissions 

intensity for the life of the proposal;  

(3) include a comparison of the estimated proposal GHG emissions and 

emissions intensity for the life of the proposal against other comparable 

facilities;  

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

avoid, reduce and/or offset proposal GHG emissions and/or reduce the 

emissions intensity of the proposal; and 

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

(a) assess the effectiveness of measures referred to in condition B7-

2(4); and 

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

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

proposal GHG emission and/or reduce the emissions intensity 

of the proposal.  

B7-3 The proponent:  

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

Emissions Environmental Management Plan at any time;  

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

Environmental Management Plan if there is a material risk that condition 

B7-1 will not be complied with, including but not limited to as a result of 

a change to the proposal;  

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

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

consolidated report is required to be submitted under condition B7-7(1) 

and every five (5) years after that date; and 

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

Environmental Management Plan as and when directed to by the CEO.   

B7-4 Within one (1) month of receiving confirmation in writing from the CEO that:  
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(1) the Greenhouse Gas Environmental Management Plan referred to in 

condition B7-2 satisfies condition B7-2; or 

(2) any subsequent version of the confirmed Greenhouse Gas 

Environmental Management Plan submitted under condition B7-3 

satisfies condition B7-2,  

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

which must: 

(3) include a summary of the matters specified in conditions B7-2(1) to 

condition B7-2(4); and 

(4) be published as required by condition B7-9(2).   

B7-5 The proponent shall implement the most recent version of the confirmed 

Greenhouse Gas Environmental Management Plan until the CEO has 

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

emission limits in condition B7-1 have been met.   

B7-6 The proponent shall submit an annual report to the CEO each year by 31 March, 

commencing on the first 31 March after the commencement of operations, or 

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

other reporting requirements for GHG, specifying for the previous financial year: 

(1) the quantity of proposal GHG emissions; and 

(2) the emissions intensity for the proposal.  

B7-7 The proponent shall submit to the CEO by 31 March 2030 or such other date 

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

requirements for GHG, and every five (5) years thereafter: 

(1) a consolidated report specifying:  

(a) for each of the preceding five financial years, the matters referred 

to in conditions B7-6(1) and conditions B7-6(2);  

(b) for the period specified in condition B7-1 that ended on 30 June 

of the year before the report is due:  

(i) the quantity of proposal GHG emissions;  

(ii) the net GHG emissions;  

(iii) any measures that have been implemented to avoid or 

reduce proposal GHG emissions; and 

(iv) the type, quantity, identification or serial number, and date 

of retirement or cancellation of any authorised offsets which 
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have been retired or cancelled and which have been used 

to calculate the net GHG emissions referred to in condition 

B7-7(1)(b)(ii), including written evidence of such retirement 

or cancellation.   

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

condition B7-7(1), carried out by an independent person or independent 

persons, who is nominated or approved by the CEO, with suitable 

technical experience dealing with the suitability of the methodology used 

to determine the matters set out in the consolidated report, whether the 

consolidated report is accurate and whether the consolidated report is 

supported by credible evidence.   

B7-8 A consolidated report referred to in condition B7-7(1) must be accompanied by: 

(1) a revision of the confirmed Greenhouse Gas Environmental 

Management Plan under condition B7-3(3); and 

(2) a separate summary report, for the period specified in condition B7-1 that 

ended on 30 June of the year before the report is due and any previous 

periods specified in condition B7-1, and which includes:   

(a) a graphical comparison of net GHG emissions with the net GHG 

emissions limits detailed in condition B7-1; 

(b) proposal emissions intensity compared to comparable facilities;  

(c) a summary of measures to reduce the proposal GHG emissions 

undertaken by the proponent for compliance periods detailed in 

condition B7-1; and 

(d) a clear statement as to whether limits for net GHG emissions set 

out in condition B7-1 have been met, and whether future net GHG 

emissions limits are likely to be met, including a description of 

any reasons why those limits have not been, and/or are unlikely 

to be met.   

B7-9 The proponent shall make the confirmed Greenhouse Gas Environmental 

Management Plan, the summary of that plan, and all reports required by this 

condition B7 publicly available on the proponent’s website within the timeframes 

specified below for the life of the proposal, or in any other manner or time 

specified by the CEO:  

(1) any confirmed Greenhouse Gas Environmental Management Plan, 

within two (2) weeks of receiving written confirmation from the CEO as 

referred to in condition B7-4;  
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(2) the summary of any confirmed Greenhouse Gas Environmental 

Management Plan referred to in condition B7-4 and the reports referred 

to in condition B7-5, condition B7-6, and condition B7-7 within two (2) 

weeks of submitting the document to the CEO. 

B8 Pilbara Environmental Offsets Fund 

B8-1 The proponent must contribute funds to the Pilbara Environmental Offsets 

Fund calculated pursuant to condition B8-2, to achieve the objective of 

counterbalancing the significant residual impacts to:  

(1) ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ condition native vegetation;  

(2) critical habitat for the northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) (habitat 

occurring within one (1) kilometre of the mesas and breakaway habitat 

type), subject to any reduction approved by the CEO under condition B8-

8;  

(3) critical habitat for ghost bat (Macroderma gigas), subject to any reduction 

approved by the CEO under condition B8-8; and 

(4) supporting habitat for northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus), ghost bat 

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

Pilbara olive python (Liasis olivaceus barroni), subject to any reduction 

approved by the CEO under condition B8-8. 

B8-2 The proponent’s contribution to the Pilbara Environmental Offsets Fund must 

be paid biennially, with the amount to be contributed calculated based on the 

clearing undertaken in each year of the biennial reporting period in accordance 

with the rates in condition B8-3. The first biennial reporting period must 

commence from ground disturbing activities of the environmental value(s) 

identified in condition B8-3.   

B8-3 Calculated on the 2021-2022 financial year, the contribution rates are:  

(1) $890 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of ‘Good’ to ‘Excellent’ 

condition native vegetation cleared as a result of the proposal within 

the Hamersley IBRA subregion, the Roebourne IBRA subregion and/or 

the Cape Range IBRA subregion; 

(2) $1,780 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of the following values cleared 

as a result of the proposal: 

(a) northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) critical habitat (habitat 

occurring within 1 (one) kilometre of the mesas and breakaway 

habitat type); 

(b) ghost bat (Macroderma gigas) critical habitat;   
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(3) $890 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of the following values cleared 

as a result of the proposal: 

(a) northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) supporting habitat;  

(b) ghost bat (Macroderma gigas) supporting habitat;   

(c) Pilbara leaf-nosed bat (Macroderma gigas) supporting habitat; 

and   

(d) Pilbara olive python (Liasis olivaceus barroni) supporting habitat; 

B8-4 The rates in condition B8-3 change annually each subsequent financial year in 

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

year.  

B8-5 To achieve the objective in condition B8-1 the proponent must prepare an 

Ashburton Infrastructure Project Impact Reconciliation Procedure and submit to 

the CEO. This procedure must:   

(1) spatially define the environmental value(s) identified in condition B8-1;  

(2) spatially define the areas where offsets required by condition B8-1 are to 

be exempt;  

(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 B8-3;   

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

commence from ground disturbing activities in accordance with 

condition B8-2 and end on the second 30 June following 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) 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). 

B8-6 The proponent must submit an Impact Reconciliation Report in accordance with 

the confirmed Impact Reconciliation Procedure in condition B8-5.  

B8-7 The Impact Reconciliation Report required pursuant to condition B8-6 must 

provide the location and spatial extent of the clearing undertaken as a result of 

the proposal during each year of each biennial reporting period.  
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B8-8 The proponent may apply in writing and seek the written approval of the CEO 

to reduce all or part of the contribution payable under condition B8-2 where:  

(1) 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 

(2) the payment is made for the purpose of counter-balancing impacts of the 

proposal on matters of national environmental significance.  

B8-9 The CEO may grant approval to discount the amount payable under condition 

B8-1(2), condition B8-1(3) and condition B8-1(4) if the CEO is satisfied that the 

payment will offset the significant residual impacts of the proposal. 

B8-10 Condition C2 applies to the confirmed Impact Reconciliation Procedure 

required by condition B8-5 as if it were an environmental management plan. 

B8-11 Failure to implement a confirmed Impact Reconciliation Procedure or submit 

an Impact Reconciliation Report as required by condition B8-6 represents a 

non-compliance with these conditions. 

B9 Cumulative Impact from Infrastructure Report 

B9-1 Within twelve (12) months of this Statement, the proponent shall prepare a 

Cumulative Impact from Infrastructure Evaluation Report that evaluates 

whether, and substantiates that, the proposal is reasonably likely to avoid 

additional fragmentation of habitat from development of alternative transport 

infrastructure in the West Pilbara region during the life of the proposal and 

submit it to the Minister. 

B10 Northern Quoll Environmental Performance Report 

B10-1 The proponent shall submit an Environmental Performance Report as part of 

the Compliance Assessment Report required by condition D2 every five (5) 

years, unless otherwise agreed to by the CEO, that shall: 

(1) outlines the monitoring, and the results of that monitoring, that was 

undertaken during the implementation of the environmental management 

plan required by condition B5-13; 

(2) report whether the environmental outcome specified in condition B5-1(3) 

and objective specified in condition B5-2(3) were achieved; and 

(3) outline any management actions undertaken during the implementation 

of the environmental management plan required by condition B5-13 to 

meet the environmental outcome specified in condition B5-1(3) and/or 

the objective specified in condition B5-2(3).  

  



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

96   Environmental Protection Authority 

PART C – ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLANS AND MONITORING  

C1 Environmental Management Plans: Conditions Related to 

Commencement of Implementation of the Proposal  

C1-1 The proponent must: 

(1) within six (6) months of the publication of the statement, submit the 

environmental management plan required by condition B3-4 that meets 

the requirements of that condition and condition C5, and must not 

commence port operational activities in the landside and near shore 

development envelopes until the CEO has confirmed in writing that the 

management plan meets the requirements of these conditions; 

(2) not undertake ground disturbing activities within three (3) km of the 

mesas and breakaway habitat type until the CEO has confirmed in 

writing that the environmental management plan required by condition 

B5-13 meets the requirements of that condition and conditions C4 and 

C5;  

(3) not undertake ground disturbing activities that may result in any 

impact to Aboriginal cultural heritage until the CEO has confirmed in 

writing that the environmental management plans required by condition 

B6-3 or condition B6-4 meets the requirements of those conditions and 

conditions C4 and C5; and 

(4) not undertake ground disturbing activities until the CEO has confirmed 

in writing that the Ashburton Infrastructure Project Impact Reconciliation 

Procedure required by condition B8-5 meets the requirements of that 

condition.  

C2 Environmental Management Plans: Conditions Relating to Approval, 

Implementation, Review and Publication 

C2-1 Upon being required to implement an environmental management plan under 

Part B, or after receiving notice in writing from the CEO under condition C1-1 

that the environmental management plan(s) required in Part B satisfies the 

relevant requirements, the proponent must: 

(1) implement the most recent version of the confirmed environmental 

management plan; and 

(2) continue to implement the confirmed environmental management plan 

referred to in condition C2-1(1) other than for any period which the CEO 

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

relevant requirements for the environmental management plan have 

been met or are able to be met under another statutory decision-making 
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process, in which case the implementation of the environmental 

management plan is no longer required for that period. 

C2-2 The proponent: 

(1) may review and revise a confirmed environmental management plan 

provided it meets the relevant requirements of that environmental 

management plan, including any consultation that may be required when 

preparing the environmental management plan; 

(2) must review and revise a confirmed environmental management plan 

and ensure it meets the relevant requirements of that environmental 

management plan, including any consultation that may be required when 

preparing the environmental management plan, as and when directed by 

the CEO.  

C2-3 Despite condition C2-1, but subject to conditions C2-4 and C2-5, the proponent 

may implement minor revisions to an environmental management plan if the 

revisions will not result in new or increased adverse impacts to the 

environment or result in a risk to the achievement of the limits, outcomes or 

objectives which the environmental management plan is required to achieve. 

C2-4 If the proponent is to implement minor revisions to an environmental 

management plan under condition C2-3, the proponent must provide the CEO 

with the following at least twenty (20) business days before it implements the 

revisions: 

(1) the revised environmental management plan clearly showing the minor 

revisions; 

(2) an explanation of and justification for the minor revisions; and 

(3) an explanation of why the minor revisions will not result in new or 

increased adverse impacts to the environment or result in a risk to the 

achievement of the limits, outcomes or objectives which the 

environmental management plan is required to achieve. 

C2-5 The proponent must cease to implement any revisions which the CEO notifies 

the proponent (at any time) in writing may not be implemented. 

C2-6 Confirmed environmental management plans, and any revised environmental 

management plans under condition C2-4(1), must be published on the 

proponent’s website and provided to the CEO in electronic form suitable for on-

line publication by the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 

within twenty (20) business days of being implemented, or being required to be 

implemented (whichever is earlier).  
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C3 Conditions Related to Monitoring  

C3-1 The proponent must undertake monitoring capable of: 

(1) substantiating whether the proposal limitations and extents in Part A are 

exceeded; and 

(2) detecting and substantiating whether the environmental outcomes 

identified in Part B are achieved (excluding any environmental outcomes 

in Part B where an environmental management plan is expressly 

required to monitor achievement of that outcome). 

C3-2 The proponent must submit as part of the Compliance Assessment Report 

required by condition D2, a compliance monitoring report that: 

(1) outlines the monitoring that was undertaken during the implementation 

of the proposal; 

(2) identifies why the monitoring was capable of substantiating whether the 

proposal limitation and extents in Part A are exceeded; 

(3) for any environmental outcomes to which condition C3-1(2) applies, 

identifies why the monitoring was scientifically robust and capable of 

detecting whether the environmental outcomes in Part B are met; 

(4) outlines the results of the monitoring; 

(5) reports whether the proposal limitations and extents in Part A were 

exceeded and (for any environmental outcomes to which condition C3-1 

(2) applies) whether the environmental outcomes in Part B were 

achieved, based on analysis of the results of the monitoring; and 

(6) reports any actions taken by the proponent to remediate any potential 

non-compliance. 

C4 Environmental Management Plans: Conditions Relating to Monitoring and 

Adaptive Management for Outcomes Based Conditions  

C4-1 The environmental management plans required under condition B1-2, condition 

B2-2, condition B5-13, condition B6-3 and condition B6-4, must contain 

provisions which enable the substantiation of whether the relevant outcomes of 

those conditions are met, and must include: 

(1) threshold criteria that provide a limit beyond which the environmental 

outcomes are not achieved; 

(2) trigger criteria that will provide an early warning that the environmental 

outcomes are not likely to be met; 
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(3) monitoring parameters, sites, control/reference sites, methodology, 

timing and frequencies which will be used to measure threshold criteria 

and trigger criteria. Include methodology for determining alternate 

monitoring sites as a contingency if proposed sites are not suitable in the 

future; 

(4) baseline data; 

(5) data collection and analysis methodologies; 

(6) adaptive management methodology;  

(7) contingency measures which will be implemented if threshold criteria 

or trigger criteria are met; and 

(8) reporting requirements. 

C4-2 Without limiting condition C3-1, failure to achieve an environmental outcome, or 

the exceedance of a threshold criteria, regardless of whether threshold 

contingency measures have been or are being implemented, represents a 

non-compliance with these conditions. 

C5 Environmental Management Plans: Conditions Related to Management 

Actions and Targets for Objective Based Conditions 

C5-1 The environmental management plans required under condition B3-2, condition 

B3-3, condition B3-4, condition B5-13, condition B6-3 and condition B6-4 must 

contain provisions which enable the achievement of the relevant objectives of 

those conditions and substantiation of whether the objectives are reasonably 

likely to be met, and must include: 

(1) management actions; 

(2) management targets; and 

(3) contingency measures if management targets are not met; and 

(4) reporting requirements. 

C5-2 The environmental management plan required under condition B3-4 is also 

required to be updated to include management actions, management targets 

and contingency measures that will establish whether the proposal is having 

a detectable difference on marine turtle orientation and nesting beach utilisation 

as described in condition B3-1(3).  

C5-3 The environmental management plans required under condition B6-3 and 

condition B6-4 are also required to include:  
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(1) a map that shows the geographic extent of the area of Aboriginal 

cultural heritage identified and agreed to by the relevant traditional 

owners; and   

(2) a map that shows the areas or site of Aboriginal cultural heritage 

significance that will be avoided. 

C5-4 The environmental management plan required under condition B5-13 is also 

required to include: 

(1) monitoring methodologies to evaluate the effectiveness and utilisation of 

fauna crossings by northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) which must 

include, but not be limited to, camera monitoring; 

(2) the locations and design of the fauna crossings required by condition 

B5-11;  

(3) program for research to address any knowledge gaps regarding the 

mitigation measures which the proponent implements to reduce habitat 

fragmentation impacts on northern quoll during the proposal; and 

(4) publication of environmental performance reports and research findings. 

C5-5 Without limiting condition C2-1, the failure to achieve an environmental 

objective, or implement a management action, regardless of whether 

contingency measures have been or are being implemented, represents a 

non-compliance with these conditions. 
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PART D – COMPLIANCE, TIME LIMITS, AUDITS AND OTHER CONDITIONS 

D1 Non-compliance Reporting 

D1-1 If the proponent becomes aware of a potential non-compliance, the proponent 

must: 

(1) report this to the CEO within seven (7) days; 

(2) implement contingency measures; 

(3) investigate the cause; 

(4) investigate environmental impacts; 

(5) advise rectification measures to be implemented; 

(6) advise any other measures to be implemented to ensure no further 

impact; and 

(7) provide a report to the CEO within twenty-one (21) days of being aware 

of the potential non-compliance, detailing the measures required in 

conditions D1-1(1) to D1-1(6) above. 

D1-2  Failure to comply with the requirements of a condition, or with the content of an 

environmental management required under a condition, constitutes a non-

compliance with these conditions, regardless of whether the contingency 

measures, rectification or other measures in condition D1-1 above have been 

or are being implemented.  

D2 Compliance Reporting 

D2-1 The proponent must provide an annual Compliance Assessment Report to the 

CEO for the purpose of determining whether the implementation conditions are 

being complied with. 

D2-2 Unless a different date or frequency is approved by the CEO, the first annual 

Compliance Assessment Report must be submitted within fifteen (15) months 

of the date of this Statement, and subsequent plans must be submitted annually 

from that date. 

D2-3 Each annual Compliance Assessment Report must be endorsed by the 

proponent’s Chief Executive Officer, or a person approved by proponent’s Chief 

Executive Officer to be delegated to sign on the Chief Executive Officer’s behalf. 

D2-4 Each annual Compliance Assessment Report must: 

(1) state whether each condition of this Statement has been complied with, 

including: 
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(a) exceedance of any proposal limits and extents; 

(b) achievement of environmental outcomes; 

(c) achievement of environmental objectives;  

(d) requirements to implement the content of environmental 

management plans; 

(e) monitoring requirements; 

(f) implement contingency measures; 

(g) requirements to implement adaptive management; and 

(h) reporting requirements; 

(2) include the results of any monitoring (inclusive of any raw data) that has 

been required under Part C in order to demonstrate that the limits in Part 

A, and any outcomes or any objectives are being met;  

(3) provide evidence to substantiate statements of compliance, or details of 

where there has been a non-compliance; 

(4) include the corrective, remedial and preventative actions taken in 

response to any potential non-compliance; 

(5) be provided in a form suitable for publication on the proponent’s website 

and online by the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation; 

(6) be prepared and published consistent with the latest version of the 

Compliance Assessment Plan required by condition D2-5 which the CEO 

has confirmed by notice in writing satisfies the relevant requirements of 

Part C and Part D of this statement. 

D2-5 The proponent must prepare 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 D2-2, or prior to implementation of the proposal, 

whichever is sooner.  

D2-6 The Compliance Assessment Plan must include:  

(1) what, when and how information will be collected and recorded to assess 

compliance; 

(2) the methods which will be used to assess compliance; 

(3) the methods which will be used to validate the adequacy of the compliance 

assessment to determine whether the implementation conditions are being 

complied with; 
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(4) the retention of compliance assessments;  

(5) the table of contents of Compliance Assessment Reports, including audit 

tables; and  

(6) how and when Compliance Assessment Reports will be made publicly 

available, including usually being published on the proponent’s website 

within sixty (60) days of being provided to the CEO. 

D3 Contact Details  

D3-1 The proponent must 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. 

D4 Time Limit for Proposal Implementation  

D4-1 The proposal must be substantially commenced within five (5) years from the 

date of this Statement.  

D4-2 The proponent must provide to the CEO documentary evidence demonstrating 

that they have complied with condition D4-1 no later than fourteen (14) days 

after the expiration of period specified in condition D4-1. 

D4-3 If the proposal has not been substantially commenced within the period 

specified in condition D4-1, implementation of the proposal must not be 

commenced or continued after the expiration of that period. 

D5 Public Availability of Data  

D5-1 Subject to condition D5-2, within a reasonable time period approved by the CEO 

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

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

all validated environmental data collected before and after the date of this 

Statement relevant to the proposal (including sampling design, sampling 

methodologies, monitoring and other empirical data and derived information 

products (e.g. maps)), environmental management plans and reports relevant 

to the assessment of this proposal and implementation of this Statement. 

D5-2 If: 

(1)  any data referred to in condition D6-1 contains trade secrets; or 

(2)  any data referred to in condition D6-1 contains particulars of confidential 

information (other than trade secrets) that has commercial value to a person 

that would be, or could reasonably be expected to be, destroyed or 

diminished if the confidential information were published, 



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

104   Environmental Protection Authority 

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

data publicly available and the CEO may agree to such a request if the CEO is 

satisfied that the data meets the above criteria.  

D5-3 In making such a request the proponent must provide the CEO with an 

explanation and reasons why the data should not be made publicly available. 

D6 Independent Audit   

D6-1 The proponent must arrange for an independent audit of compliance with the 

conditions of this statement, including achievement of the environmental 

outcomes and/or the environmental objectives and/ or environmental 

performance with the conditions of this statement, as and when directed by the 

CEO.  

D6-2 The independent audit must be carried out by a person with appropriate 

qualifications who is nominated or approved by the CEO to undertake the audit 

under condition D6-1. 

D6-3 The proponent must submit the independent audit report with the Compliance 

Assessment Report required by condition D2, or at any time as and when 

directed in writing by the CEO. The audit report is to be supported by credible 

evidence to substantiate its findings. 

D6-4 The independent audit report required by condition D6-1 is to be made publicly 

available in the same timeframe, manner and form as a Compliance 

Assessment Report, or as otherwise directed by the CEO. 
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Table 1: Abbreviations and definitions 

Acronym or 
abbreviation 

Definition or term 

Aboriginal 
cultural heritage 

Means the tangible and intangible elements that are important to 
the Aboriginal people of the State, and are recognised through 
social, spiritual, historical, scientific or aesthetic values, as part of 
Aboriginal tradition to the extent they directly affect or are affected 
by physical or biological surroundings. 

Adverse impact 
/ adversely 
impacted 

Negative change that is neither trivial nor negligible that could result 
in a reduction in health, diversity or abundance of the receptor/s 
being impacted, or a reduction in environmental value. 

Adverse impacts can arise from direct or indirect disturbance, or 
other impacts from the proposal such as (but not limited to) 
hydrological change, spread or introduction of environmental 
weeds, altered fire regimes, introduction or spread of disease, 
changes in erosion/deposition/accretion and edge effects. 

Baseline flora 
and vegetation 
survey 

The flora and vegetation survey results and supporting spatial data 
described in the report Ashburton Infrastructure Project Flora and 
Vegetation Assessment, Report reference 4441AL_Rev1 by 360 
Environmental 2022. 

Bat deflectors A device that can be attached to fencing to increase visibility of the 
wires to reduce potential mortality and entanglement and can 
include items such as a metal disc (10 x 10 cm) between the top 
and second strand. 

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. 

Commencement 
of operations  

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

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

In relation to a plan required to be implemented without the need to 
be first submitted to the CEO, means that plan until it is revised, 
and then means, at the relevant time, the plan that the CEO 
confirmed, by notice in writing, meets the requirements of the 
relevant condition 
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Construction 
activities 

Activities that are associated with the substantial implementation of 
a proposal including but not limited to, earthmoving, blasting, 
vegetation clearing, grading or construction of right of way. 
Construction activities do not include Geotechnical investigations 
(including potholing for services and the installation of piezometers) 
and other preconstruction activities where no clearing of vegetation 
is required. 

Contingency 
measures 

Planned actions for implementation if it is identified that an 
environmental outcome, environmental objective, threshold criteria 
or management target are likely to be, or are being, exceeded. 
Contingency measures include changes to operations or reductions 
in disturbance to reduce impacts and must be decisive actions that 
will quickly bring the impact to below any relevant threshold, 
management target and to ensure that the environmental outcome 
and/or objective can be met. 

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

Day-time The period between sunrise and sunset on any given day. 

DBCA The government agency responsible for the administration of the 
Biodiversity and Conservation Act 2006, which at the time of 
publication of this Ministerial Statement is the Department of 
Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions.  

Detecting / 

Detectable 

The smallest statistically discernible effect size that can be 
achieved with a monitoring strategy designed to achieve a 
statistical power value of at least 0.8 or an alternative value as 
determined by the CEO. 

Disturb Flora – result in death, destruction, removal, severing or doing 
substantial damage to  

Fauna – has the effect of altering the natural behaviour of fauna to 
its detriment  

Direct – causes or immediately has the disturbance effect  

Indirect – materially contributes to the disturbance effect 

Drainage 
line/river/creek 
(major) habitat 

The area defined as the habitat type “Drainage line/river/creek 
(major) habitat” in the report and supporting spatial data in the 
Ashburton Infrastructure Project Vertebrate and Short-Range 
Endemic Invertebrate Assessment, Report reference 
4441AG_Rev4 by 360 Environmental 2021 and/or Red Hill North 
and South Haul Road Vertebrate and Short-Range Endemic 
Invertebrate Assessment, Report reference 4846AA_Rev2 by 360 
Environmental 2022.  
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Drainage 
line/river/creek 
(minor) habitat 

The area defined as the habitat type “Drainage line/river/creek 
(minor) habitat” in the report and supporting spatial data in the 
Ashburton Infrastructure Project Vertebrate and Short-Range 
Endemic Invertebrate Assessment, Report reference 
4441AG_Rev4 by 360 Environmental 2021 and/or Red Hill North 
and South Haul Road Vertebrate and Short-Range Endemic 
Invertebrate Assessment, Report reference 4846AA_Rev2 by 360 
Environmental 2022. 

Eastern Port 
Precinct  

An area of 43.44 ha defined in Ministerial statement 1131. 

Emissions 
intensity 

Proposal GHG emissions per tonnes per annum of product 
produced.   

Environmental 
Values 

Particular value or uses of the environment that are important for a 
healthy ecosystem or for public benefit, welfare, safety or health 
and which require protection from the effects of pollution, waste 
discharges and deposits as defined in the Technical Guidance 
Protecting the Quality of Western Australia’s Marine Environment, 
as amended from time to time, and available at 
www.epa.wa.gov.au. 

Environmental 
Quality 
Guidelines 

Threshold numerical values or narrative statements which if met 
indicate there is a high degree of certainty that the associated 
environmental quality objective has been achieved.  

Environmental 
Quality 
Standards 

Threshold numerical values or narrative statements that indicate a 
level which if not met indicates there is a significant risk that the 
associated environmental quality objective has not been achieved 
and a management response is required.  

Environmental 
weeds 

Any plant declared under section 22(2) of the Biosecurity and 
Agriculture Management Act 2007, any plant listed on the Weeds 
of National Significance List and any weeds listed on the 
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions’ Pilbara 
Impact and Invasiveness Ratings list, as amended or replaced from 
time to time. 

Fauna crossing Infrastructure to reduce fauna vehicle strike and facilitate fauna 
movement including, but not be limited to, fauna overpasses, fauna 
underpasses (which must contain furniture for ground-dwelling 
fauna), dual-use culverts (that is for fauna and drainage), and 
fencing to facilitate access to the fauna crossing structure. 

Fauna handler / 
Fauna spotter 

A person who is qualified and has attained the appropriate licence/s 
and authorisation/s under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 
and the Biodiversity Conservation Regulation 2018. 

http://www.epa.wa.gov.au/
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GL/annum Gigalitres per annum. 

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

‘Good’ / 

‘Good’ to 
‘Excellent’ 
condition native 
vegetation 

Means the condition of native vegetation rated in accordance with 
the Technical guidance – Flora and vegetation surveys for 
environmental impact assessment (EPA 2016) including any 
revision to this technical guidance. 

Greenhouse gas 
/ GHG 

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

Ground 
disturbing 
activities 

Any activity undertaken in the implementation of the proposal, 
including any clearing or civil works. 

Ha Hectare  

High Ecological 
Protection Area 

All of the proximal coastal waters outside of areas defined as Low 
Ecological Protection Areas and Moderate Ecological Protection 
Areas and shown in green in Figure 3. 

IBRA Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia 

Landside 
development 
envelope 

Port development for this proposal shall only occur within the area 
known as the Eastern Port Precinct. 

Low Ecological 
Protection Area 

The area shown in red on Figure 3 as “Ashburton Infrastructure 
Project Low Ecological Protection Area” and described in the 
spatial data in schedule 1. 

Km/hr Kilometre per hour 

m3 Cubic metres 
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Management 
action/s 

The identified actions implemented with the intent of to achieving 
the environmental objective. 

Management 
target/s 

A type of indicator to evaluate whether an environmental objective 
is being achieved. 

Marine Water 
Quality 
Technical 
Guidance 

Technical Guidance for protecting the quality of Western Australia’s 
marine environment, as amended from time to time, and available 
at www.epa.wa.gov.au.  

Mesas and 
breakaway 
habitat 

The area shown in Figure 2 and described in the spatial data in 
schedule 1. 

Moderate 
Ecological 
Protection Area 

The area shown in orange on Figure 3 as “Ashburton Infrastructure 
Project Moderate Ecological Protection Area” and described in the 
spatial data in schedule 1. 

Mtpa Million tonnes per annum. 

Net GHG 
emissions 

  

Proposal GHG emissions for a period less any reduction in GHG 
Emissions represented by the cancellation or retirement of 
authorised offsets which:  

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

(b) have been identified in the report for that period as required by 
condition B7-7(1)(b)(iii);  

(c) have not been identified as cancelled or retired in the report for 
that period as required by condition B7-7(1)(b)(iii);  

(d) have not been used to offset GHG emissions other than 
proposal GHG emissions; and 

(e) were not generated by avoiding proposal GHG emissions.   

Night-time The period between sunset and sunrise on any given day. 

Pilbara 
Environmental 
Offsets Fund 

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

Pre-clearance 
surveys 

Surveys designed to identify the presence or evidence of 
threatened fauna listed under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 
2016 prior to ground disturbing activities. 

http://www.epa.wa.gov.au/
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Port operational 
activities 

Activities associated with port facilities including handling and 
storage of ore product, ship loading, operation of vessels, power 
generation, seawater intake and bring discharge. 

Proposal GHG 
emissions 

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

Significant 
marine fauna 

Includes turtles, cetaceans, dugongs, sawfish and other marine 
fauna species listed under state or Commonwealth legislation.   

Stony hills and 
slopes habitat 

The area defined as the habitat type “Stony hills and slopes habitat” 
in the report and supporting spatial data in the Ashburton 
Infrastructure Project Vertebrate and Short-Range Endemic 
Invertebrate Assessment, Report reference 4441AG_Rev4 by 360 
Environmental 2021 and/or Red Hill North and South Haul Road 
Vertebrate and Short-Range Endemic Invertebrate Assessment, 
Report reference 4846AA_Rev2 by 360 Environmental 2022. 

Suitable habitat Any habitat known to support northern quoll (Dasyurus hallucatus) 
within the mapped Drainage line/river/creek (major) habitat, 
Drainage line/river/creek (minor) habitat and Stony hills and 
slopes habitat. 

Trench / 
Trenches 

Any excavation that is of sufficient depth that would cause 
vertebrate fauna to be become trapped and unable to escape and 
would include, but not be limited to, trenches or pits for utilities, 
pipelines, dewatering pits or bell holes. 

Trigger criteria Indicators that have been selected for monitoring to provide a 
warning that if exceeded the environmental outcome may not be 
achieved. They are intended to forewarn of the approach of the 
threshold criteria and trigger response actions. 

Threshold 
criteria 

The indicators that have been selected to represent limits of impact 
beyond which the environmental outcome is not being met. 

Viable Means the ability of population of northern quoll (Dasyurus 
hallucatus) to persist in a similar density as recorded during the 
fauna survey and described in the report Ashburton Infrastructure 
Project Vertebrate Fauna and Short-Range Endemic Invertebrate 
Fauna Assessment, Report reference 4441AG_Rev4 by 360 
Environmental 2021 and Red Hill North and South Road Vertebrate 
Fauna and Short-Range Endemic Invertebrate Fauna Assessment, 
Report reference 4846AA_Rev2 by 360 Environmental 2022. 
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Zone of 
moderate 
impact 

The zone described in the Dredging and Spoil Disposal 
Management Plan, Revision 5 (Report number R210180) as “Zone 
of Moderate Impact (possible)” and referred to in Figure B-10 of this 
document. 

 

Figures (attached) 

Figure 1  Offshore, Nearshore and Landside Development envelopes and Offshore 

anchorage points (This map is a representation of the co-ordinates 

referenced in Schedule 1) 

Figure 2 Haul road development envelope and mesa and breakaway habitat (This 

map is a representation of the co-ordinates referenced in Schedule 1) 

Figure 3 Levels of Ecological Protection applicable to the proposal (This map is a 

representation of the co-ordinates referenced in Schedule 1) 
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Figure 1  Offshore, nearshore and landside development envelopes and 

offshore anchorage points 



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

113   Environmental Protection Authority  

Figure 2  Haul road development envelope and mesa and breakaway habitat 
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Figure 3  Levels of ecological protection applicable to the proposal  
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Schedule 1 

All co-ordinates are in metres, listed in Map Grid of Australia Zone 50 (MGA Zone 50), 

datum of Geocentric Datum of Australia 1994 (GDA94). 

Spatial data depicting the figures are held by the Department of Water and 

Environmental Regulation. Record no. A2144669.  
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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 consent to impact a registered 
Aboriginal heritage site 

2. Minister for Environment Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016  

- section 40 authority to take or disturb 
threatened species  

3. Minister for Mines and Petroleum Petroleum Pipelines Act 1969  

- approval for construction and operation 

4. Minister for Water Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914  

- permit to take water 
- groundwater abstraction licence 
- licence to construct bores 
- dewatering licence 

5. Chief Executive Officer, 
Department of Biodiversity, 
Conservation and Attractions 

Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016  

- authority to take flora and fauna (other than 
threatened species) 

6. Chief Dangerous Goods Officer 

Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety 

Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004 

- storage and handling of dangerous goods 

7. Executive Director Resource and 
Environmental Compliance,  

Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety 

Mining Act 1978 

- mining proposal 
- mine closure plan 

8. Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety 

Mining Act 1978 

- miscellaneous license 

9. State Mining Engineer,  

Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety 

Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994  

- mine safety 
- approval to commence mining operations 

10. Chief Executive Officer, 
Department of Transport 

Jetties Act 1926 

- construction of jetty 

11. Chief Executive Officer,  

Department of Water and 
Environmental Regulation 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 

- part V works approval and licence 
- part IV compliance (Ministerial statements) 

12. Chief Executive Officer 

Pilbara Ports Authority 

Port Authorities Act 1999 

- port works and port facilities 
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Decision-Making Authority Legislation (and approval) 

13. Chief Executive Officer  

Shire of Ashburton 

Health Act 1911 and Health (Treatment of 
Sewage and Disposal of Effluent and Liquid 
Waste) Regulation 1974 

- permit for treatment of sewage 

Building Act 2011 

- permit for worker accommodation 

Planning and Development Act 2005 

- Shire approval 

 



Ashburton Infrastructure Project 

118                                          Environmental Protection Authority  

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 had 
particular regard to this principle in its assessment of GHG emissions and social 
surroundings. The assessment of these impacts is provided in this report. 

The EPA notes that climate change as a result of cumulative GHG emissions has 
the potential to cause serious damage to WA’s environment. The specific threats 
and impacts from any single proposal’s GHG emissions are not able to be known 
with certainty at this time. However, the EPA has not used this as a reason for 
postponing assessment of the proposal’s contribution to the State’s GHG 
emissions or recommending practicable conditions to reduce emissions in order to 
minimise the risk of environmental harm associated with climate change.  

For this proposal, the EPA has recommended conditions to ensure the 
achievement of the net GHG emissions limits in condition B7-1 (or achievement of 
emission reductions beyond those required by those emission limits) and that the 
proponent follows a trajectory to net zero emissions by 2050; and the requirement 
to develop and implement a GHGMP within 6 months of ground-disturbing 
activities.  

For social surroundings, the EPA has considered the lack of Aboriginal detailed 
heritage survey reports provided to inform the assessment. The EPA determined it 
could proceed with its assessment despite this because of correspondence from 
the traditional owners stating there had been extensive and ongoing consultation, 
which has included ethnographic and archaeological surveys and meetings with 
three specific heritage advisory committees about potential impacts, 
recommended conditions, which requires the proponent to develop Cultural 
Heritage Management Plans in consultation with relevant Traditional Owners, for 
approval by the DWER CEO, prior to ground disturbing activities that may result in 
any impact to Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

2. The principle of intergenerational equity 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 
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EP Act principle Consideration 

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

vegetation, terrestrial fauna, social surroundings, GHG emissions and marine 
environmental quality. 

The EPA is of the view that consistency with this principle could be achieved with 
the implementation of its recommended conditions, which requires the proponent 
to: 

• develop and implement Social and Cultural Heritage Management Plans with 
relevant Traditional Owners prior to ground-disturbing activities 

• develop and implement a GHGMP within 6 months of implementing the 
proposal, and requiring the proponent to demonstrate trajectory to net zero 
emissions by 2050 through emission reporting 

• maintain levels of ecological protection within the marine environment 

• limit the extent of disturbance to flora, vegetation, and fauna habitat types 

• contribute to the PEOF for future landscape-scale environmental offset 
projects, to counterbalance the significant residual impact to vegetation and 
threatened fauna habitats within the Pilbara.  

The EPA has concluded that the environmental values will be protected, and the 
health, diversity and productivity of the environment will be maintained for the 
benefit of future generations. 

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

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

The EPA has considered the principle of the 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, terrestrial fauna, marine fauna, 
and benthic communities and habitat. The EPA has considered to what extent the 
potential impacts from the proposal to these environmental factors can be 
ameliorated, to ensure consistency with this principle, including by provision of 
offsets.  

The EPA has concluded that given the nature of the impacts, the proposed offset 
of contributing to the Pilbara Environmental Offset Funds, are likely to 
counterbalance the impacts of the loss of terrestrial biological diversity and 
ecological integrity. 

The EPA has concluded that the actions to avoid and minimise impact to marine 
fauna and benthic communities and habitat, which are also recommended as 
conditions, will likely conserve marine biological diversity and ecological integrity, 
so that environmental outcomes are achieved. 
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EP Act principle Consideration 

 

During its assessment the EPA was mindful of fragmentation effects from a 
number of transport infrastructure proposals. Furthermore, the proponent advised 
in its Response to Submissions that in the event this proposal is implemented, the 
other approved transport infrastructure proposals are unlikely to proceed (MRL 
2022d and MRL 2022c).  

On this basis, the EPA has not assessed the cumulative impacts of other linear 
infrastructure within this area of the Pilbara. To provide assurance that a 
cumulative impact assessment is not necessary, the EPA has recommended a 
condition which requires the proponent to provide within 12 months of the issue of 
the Ministerial statement (in the event an approval is issued) a Cumulative Impact 
from Infrastructure Evaluation Report in the west Pilbara region. The purpose of 
this report is to evaluate and substantiate that this proposal is reasonably likely to 
avoid additional habitat fragmentation during the life of the proposal, when 
considered together with other proposals. 

The EPA has also provided other advice which recommends that the proponent 
be required to submit applications under 45C of the EP Act to amend Ministerial 
Statements to remove any duplication of linear infrastructure, consistent with the 
proponent’s advice to the EPA about other previously approved infrastructure 
proposals not being required. 

 

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

▪ Environmental factors should be included in the valuation of assets 
and services.  

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

▪ The users of goods and services should pay prices based on the 
full life cycle costs of providing goods and services, including the 
use of natural resources and assets and the ultimate disposal of 
any wastes.  

▪ 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 

In considering this principle, the EPA notes that the proponent will bear the costs 
relating to implementing the proposal to achieve environmental outcomes and 
management and monitoring of environmental impacts during construction, 
operation and decommissioning of the proposal.  

The EPA has had particular regard to this principle in considering flora and 
vegetation, terrestrial fauna, marine fauna, and GHG emissions, including the 
costs of adopting advances in process management and other measures in the 
future to further reduce GHG emissions to achieve net zero along a linear 
trajectory by 2050. 
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EP Act principle Consideration 

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.  

The EPA has considered the principle of waste minimisation in its assessment and 
has had particular regard to this principle in its assessment of GHG emissions. 

The EPA notes that the proponent commits to efficiently utilising natural resources 
such as energy and water and minimise emissions to air including dust pollution 
and greenhouse gases. The EPA has recommended a condition requiring the 
proponent to develop and implement a GHGMP that outlines emissions reduction 
targets along a linear trajectory to net zero by 2050. 

The EPA notes that the proponent proposes to implement an ‘avoid, re-use, 
recycle, and safe disposal’ hierarchy of waste management across all phases of 
the project. 
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Appendix D: 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 

Sea 

Coastal 
processes 

• Infrastructure within the 
nearshore development 
envelope including the 
berthing pocket, and 
moored transhipment 
vessels (TSVs), have the 
potential to modify coastal 
hydrodynamics and 
sedimentation patterns 
within the vicinity of the 
proposal area.  

Public comments 

• concerns about changes to coastal 
processes due to the presence of new 
nearshore infrastructure, dredged 
channel, and moored TSVs. 

Agency comments 

No agency comments were received. 

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

The assessment of coastal processes within the 
proposal area concluded that: 

• the proposed piled structures, such as the jetty and 
dolphins, are known to have negligible effects on the 
propagation of currents and waves 

• the dredge footprint may cause minor reduction in 
wave energy dissipation, and minor changes in non-
linear interactions between wave and seabed 

• TSVs may alter wave and currents by creating a 
sheltered area shoreside of the vessel  

• wave climate at the nearshore site is already 
sheltered by the existing materials offloading facility 
and breakwaters 

• exacerbation in wave climate due to the proposal is 
likely to have negligible impact on littoral transport 
processes (O2 Metocean 2021c). 

Subject to ongoing management as outlined in PPA’s 
existing Coastal Processes Monitoring and Management 
Plan, no predicted new or cumulative impacts to coastal 
processes are expected. It is likely that the proposal will 
be consistent with the EPA objective for coastal 
processes. Accordingly, the EPA did not consider 
coastal processes 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 

Water 

Inland waters • changes to natural 
hydrological regimes, 
including flooding  

• potential for increase in 
turbidity and sediment load 
of surface water during 
construction 

• potential for impact to 
surface water and 
groundwater sources and 
quality, including the Cane 
River Water Reserve 
(Priority 1) Public Drinking 
Water Source Area 
(PDSWA), due to 
disturbance of acid sulfate 
soils (ASS), and release of 
liquids (hydrocarbons, 
wastes, hazardous 
material) 

Public comments 

• concerns about changes to existing 
hydrological regimes 

• concerns about groundwater 
abstraction that will impact water 
availability for pastoral purposes. 

Agency comments 

No agency comments were received. 

Inland waters was identified as a preliminary key 
environmental factor when the EPA set the level of 
assessment. 

The assessment of inland waters within the proposal 
area concluded that: 

• groundwater abstraction will be licensed and 
regulated under the RIWI Act, and no abstraction will 
occur within the Cane River Water Reserve PDWSA  

• surface water management, through incorporation of 
appropriate waterway crossing and structures (for 
example bridges, floodways and culverts) in the haul 
road design, can be regulated through a mining 
proposal under the Mining Act 1978 

• the haul road will be fully sealed prior to operational 
use, reducing the risk of sediment washout and 
blowout of the road into watercourses  

• any increase to turbidity and sediment load of 
surface water during construction activities, 
particularly at significant water crossings, will be 
temporary in nature 

• hydrocarbons, waste, and hazardous liquids will be 
managed in accordance with Water Quality 
Protection Note 56 

• mapping indicates that a small portion of the 
proposal area has moderate-high risk of ASS. If 
present, ASS will be managed in accordance with 
the former Department of Environmental 
Regulation’s guideline on treatment and 
management of soil and water in acid sulfate soil 
landscapes 

Residual impact of the proposal that is associated with 
inland waters is the indirect impact to potential GDEs. 
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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 

This residual impact is assessed and discussed under 
the environmental factor of flora and vegetation (section 
2.4.  

It is not likely that the proposal will have significant 
impact on groundwater or surface water sources or 
quality, and the proposal is likely to be consistent with 
the EPA objective for inland waters. Accordingly, the 
EPA did not consider inland waters to be a key 
environmental factor at the conclusion of its assessment. 

Air 

Air quality • construction and operation 
of the proposal has the 
potential to decrease air 
quality by increasing 
particulate (dust) 
emissions resulting in 
impacts to nearby 
sensitive receptors 
including Onslow Town 
and Wheatstone Village 

• significant dust emissions 
can impact the amenity of 
nearby receptors.  

Public comments 

• concerns that the Wheatstone Village 
was not identified as a sensitive 
receptor. 

• the proponent should review 
modelling and impacts using local 
Onslow data and implement 
appropriate ambient monitoring to 
ensure construction and operation 
emissions are within sensitive 
receptor guide limits. 

Agency comments 

No agency comments were received. 

 

 

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

Air quality assessment modelling indicates that at the 
maximum operating throughput of 40 Mtpa, there will be 
some contribution to an increase of airborne particles. 
However, evaluation of cumulative impacts shows that 
concentrations of particles are expected to remain within 
guideline air quality limits at sensitive receptors, 
including the Wheatstone Village (ETA 2022). 

Similarly, modelling of total suspended solids and dust 
deposition also indicates some contributions and overall 
increases to ground-level concentrations of particulates 
at the Onslow Salt evaporation ponds, and Wheatstone 
operational facilities. However, these predicted 
cumulative increases are below published guidelines or 
standards.  It is recommended the proponent continue to 
consult with both Chevron and the operators of Onslow 
Salt to determine whether there are other more 
applicable dust guidelines/criteria to apply to their 
specific operations so that operational dust monitoring 
results can be compared to dust guidelines/criteria that 
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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 

are most relevant and appropriate to the circumstance, 
and hence inform management.  

Having regard to: 

• the results of the air quality modelling assessment 

• the separation distance between the proposal and 
residential sensitive receptors (Onslow Town and 
Wheatstone Village)  

• management measures proposed by the proponent 
to manage dust and total suspended particles during 
construction and operation (see table 14-5 of referral 
supporting document), including fully enclosing the 
handling shed and conveyors at the port 

• the temporary nature of dust generating activities 
during construction of the haul road, as it will be fully 
sealed for operation 

• loads on haul trucks will be covered  

• the proposed ambient air quality (particulate) 
monitoring program with monitors being placed at 
Onslow townsite; in the vicinity of the Onslow Salt 
Evaporation Ponds; and Wheatstone Village with 
real time data to inform ongoing dust management 
and ensure there are no exceedances, as predicted  

• monitoring of wind and weather forecasts to identify 
high-risk conditions and manage accordingly 

• the proponent’s commitment to review and expand 
dust controls if emissions exceed predictions or 
complaints are received 

• the port loading facilities will be licensed under Part 
V of the EP Act. 

It is likely that the proposal will be consistent with the 
EPA objective for air quality. Accordingly, the EPA did 
not consider air quality 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 – Air quality (EPA 2020) 

• Environmental factor guideline – Benthic communities and habitats (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental factor guideline – Coastal processes (EPA 2016) 

• 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 – Marine environmental quality (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental factor guideline – Marine fauna (EPA 2016) 

• Environmental factor guideline – Social surroundings (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 2021 (State of Western Australia 2021)  

• Technical guidance – Environmental impact assessment of marine dredging 
proposals (EPA 2021) 

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

• Technical guidance – Protection of benthic communities and habitats (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 

Organisations and public 

• 14 public submissions were received from 5 organisations and 9 individuals 

 

Government agencies 

• None 

 

Public review of proponent information 

Organisations and public 

• Five public comments from 2 individuals and 3 organisations 

 

Government agencies 

• None  
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Appendix G: Assessment timeline 

Date Progress stages Time 
(weeks) 

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

14 March 2022 EPA requested additional information 20 

27 June 2022 and 
5 July 2022 

EPA received additional information 16 

25 July 2022 EPA released additional information for public review 3 

25 July 2022 to 
8 August 2022 

Public review period for additional information closed 2 

12 December 2022 EPA received final information for assessment 18 

15 December 2022 EPA completed its assessment (s. 44(2b)) 1 

13 February 2023 EPA provided report to the Minister for Environment 6 

16 February 2023 EPA report published 3 days 

9 March 2023 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 EPA decides to assess the 
proposal and records the level of assessment.  

In this case, the EPA met its timeline objective to complete its assessment and 
provide a report to the Minister. 
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