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1. Introduction and background 
 
This report provides the Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) advice 
and recommendations to the Minister for Environment on the proposal to 
develop and operate the West Pilbara Iron Ore Project Stage 2 – Hardey 
Proposal by API Management Pty Limited.  
 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) requires the EPA 
to report to the Minister for Environment on the outcome of its assessment of a 
proposal.  The report must set out: 
 
• the key environmental factors identified in the course of the assessment; 

and 
• the EPA’s recommendations as to whether or not the proposal may be 

implemented, and, if the EPA recommends that implementation be 
allowed, the conditions and procedures to which implementation should be 
subject.   

 
The EPA may include in the report any other advice and recommendations as it 
sees fit. 
 
The proponent has submitted an Assessment on Proponent Information (API) 
document setting out the details of the proposal, potential environmental 
impacts and proposed commitments to manage those impacts.   
 
The EPA considers that the proposal, as described, can be managed to meet 
the EPA’s environmental objectives, subject to the EPA’s recommended 
conditions being made legally binding.   
 
This report provides the EPA advice and recommendations in accordance with 
Section 44 of the EP Act. 
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2. The proposal 
The West Pilbara Iron Ore Project Stage 2 Hardey Proposal (the proposal) is an 
open cut iron ore mining operation located approximately 50 kilometres (km) 
west-northwest of Paraburdoo in the Shire of Ashburton (Figure 1).  The 
proposal also includes a 20 km gas pipeline spur and 150 km rail transport 
corridor that would connect the proposed mine to the West Pilbara Iron Ore 
Stage 1 project.  The Stage 1 project includes eight deposits and a 285 km 
railway which connects to the proposed Anketell Point Port Development (API, 
2012a).  API Management Pty Limited (the proponent) is the nominated 
proponent for the proposal. 
 
The proposal comprises a conventional open cut iron ore mining operation 
utilising drill and blast methodology to produce feedstock for crushing.  
Following crushing and sizing, the product will be stockpiled, blended and 
stored prior to being loaded on rail wagons.  The ore will then be hauled by rail 
from the mine area to the WPIOP Stage 1 railway, and on to Anketell Port 
(25 km northeast of Karratha), where it will be stockpiled for vessel loading and 
export. 
 
A gas pipeline corridor will be developed should the proposal require gas-fired 
power generation.  The pipeline would be a spur from the Goldfield Gas 
Transmission Pipeline and up to 20 km in length (API, 2012b).  The main 
characteristics of the proposal are summarised in the table below. 
 
Table 1: Summary of key proposal characteristics 

Element Location Extent 
Mine, accommodation 
village and associated 
infrastructure 

Figure 2 Clearing of no more than 650 
hectares (ha) within the 
1,220 ha mine area 
development envelope. 

Railway and associated 
infrastructure 

Figure 3 Clearing of no more than 
2,800 ha within a 150 km 
alignment inclusive of roads, 
borrow pits, laydown areas and 
construction camps within the 
rail corridor and gas pipeline 
development envelope. 

Gas pipeline (if 
required) 

Figure 3 Clearing of no more than 20 ha 
within the rail corridor and gas 
pipeline development envelope. 

Impact of groundwater 
drawdown on 
groundwater dependent 
vegetation 

Figure 4 No loss of riparian vegetation in 
the Riparian Vegetation 
Management Zone. 

Overburden material 
management 

Figure 2 Pits will be backfilled above the 
pre-mining water table. 

The potential impacts of the proposal are discussed by the proponent in the API 
document (API, 2012a). 
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Figure 1 - Regional location of proposal 
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Figure 2 – Proposed mine area development envelope  
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Figure 3 – Proposed rail corridor and gas pipeline development envelope
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3. Consultation 
 
During the preparation of the API document, the proponent has undertaken 
consultation with government agencies and key stakeholders.  The agencies, 
groups and organisations consulted, the comments received, and the 
proponent’s response are detailed in the proponent’s API document (API, 
2012a).  Table 4.1 in the proponent’s API document summarises the main 
environmental issues raised by stakeholders and details the actions taken by 
the proponent to address the issues. 
 
The EPA considers that the consultation process has been appropriate and that 
reasonable steps have been taken to inform the community and stakeholders 
on the proposed development. 
 

4. Key environmental factors 
 
It is the EPA’s opinion that the following key environmental factors relevant to 
the proposal require evaluation in this report: 
 
(a) Flora and vegetation; 
(b) Hydrological processes and inland water environmental quality; 
(c) Terrestrial fauna; and 
(d) Offsets (integrating factor). 
 
The key environmental factors are discussed in Sections 4.1 – 4.4.  The 
description of each factor shows why it is relevant to the proposal and how it will 
be affected by the proposal.  The assessment of each factor is where the EPA 
decides whether or not a proposal meets the environmental objective set for 
that factor. 
 
Appendix 2 describes preliminary key environmental factors identified in the 
scope of the API which, at the conclusion of the assessment, were not 
considered to be key environmental factors warranting discussion and 
evaluation in the EPA’s assessment report. 
 
4.1 Flora and vegetation 

Description 
 
The proposal is situated within two bioregions, the Pilbara and Gascoyne. The 
mine area and 90% of the transport corridor occur within the Hamersley sub-
region of the Pilbara Bioregion. The transport corridor also traverses the 
Ashburton sub-region of the Gascoyne Bioregion. 
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Mine area 
 
The proponent proposes to clear up to 650 ha of vegetation within the mine area. 
The mine area is located within the Fortescue Botanical District of the broader 
Eremaean Botanical Province.  The Fortescue Botanical District is characterised 
by spinifex (Triodia spp.) hummock grasslands, which transition to mulga 
woodlands in the south.   

The proponent has undertaken surveys of the proposal area and identified 25 
vegetation associations within the mine area.  No Declared Rare Flora (DRF), 
Threatened Ecological Communities (TECs), Priority Ecological Communities 
(PECs) or Bush Reserves were recorded.  One Priority Flora species, Nicotiana 
umbratica (Priority 3) was recorded.  Most vegetation was in good to excellent 
condition (Astron 2012a). 
 
Surveys also identified riparian vegetation species within the Hardey River 
including River Red Gum (Eucalyptus camaldulensis), Coolibah (Eucalyptus 
victrix) and Melaleuca glomerata that can utilise groundwater opportunistically.  
These species have been identified approximately 2 km south of the orebody and 
could potentially be impacted by groundwater drawdown as a result of 
dewatering (Figure 4). 
 
Transport corridor 
 
The proponent has indicated that up to 2,800 ha of clearing would be required 
along the 150 km transport corridor.  An additional 20 ha of clearing would be 
required if the gas pipeline is developed. 
 
The proponent has undertaken surveys of the transport corridor and gas pipeline 
envelope and identified 52 vegetation associations.  No DRF, TECs, PECs or 
Bush Reserves were recorded.  Three Priority Flora species Indigofera sp. 
Bungaroo Creek (Priority 3), Triodia sp. Robe River (Priority 4) and Rhynchosia 
bungarensis (Priority 4) were recorded.  The majority of vegetation was in good to 
excellent condition.  
 
Assessment 
 
The EPA's environmental objective for this factor is to maintain representation, 
diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, population and 
community level. 
 
Clearing of vegetation will impact flora and vegetation and dewatering of 
groundwater has the potential to impact groundwater dependent riparian 
vegetation. 
 
The proponent intends to clear up to 3,470 ha of vegetation within the proposal 
development envelopes: 

• 650 ha to facilitate the construction of mine pits, haul roads, waste rock 
storage, and an accommodation village; 

• 2,800 ha within the rail transport corridor; and 
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•  20 ha within the gas pipeline corridor. 
 
The EPA notes that no TECs, PECs and DRF were recorded in the mine area, 
rail transport corridor and gas pipeline corridor.  One Priority Flora species was 
recorded within the mine area and three Priority Flora species were recorded 
within the rail transport corridor.  It is the EPA’s opinion that the implementation 
of the proposal would not have a significant impact on the conservation status of 
these species as these priority species are distributed outside the proposal 
development areas. 
 
To ensure that clearing associated with the proposal does not have a significant 
impact, the EPA recommends that the extent of authorised clearing be limited to 
3,470 ha (as described in Appendix 1 - Table 2 and spatially defined in Figures 1 
and 2 in the recommended environmental conditions). 
 
Groundwater modelling undertaken by the proponent indicates that riparian 
vegetation, located approximately 2 km from the mine area along the Hardey 
River, could be impacted by groundwater drawdown.  Modelling shows there 
could be a reduction in the water table of up to 5 m at the Hardey River at the 
conclusion of mining (Figure 4).  The EPA notes that the proponent is not 
predicting the loss of any riparian vegetation on the Hardey River but has 
committed to monitoring and, if necessary, contingency measures (Appendix 1, 
API 2012a). 
 
The EPA has recommended Condition 6.1 (Appendix 1) to ensure that there is no 
loss of riparian vegetation attributed to the project within the riparian vegetation 
management zone identified in Figure 4.  Recommended Condition 6.2 also 
requires the proponent to develop and implement a Riparian Vegetation 
Monitoring and Management Plan to ensure that Condition 6.1 is met. 
 
Summary 
 
Having particular regard to the: 
 

• absence of TECs, PECs and DRF, and the limited amount of potentially 
groundwater dependent vegetation impacted by the proposal; and 

• recommended Condition 6 to ensure that there is no loss of groundwater 
dependent riparian vegetation within the specified management zone, 

 
it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective for this factor. 
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Figure 4 - Potential groundwater drawdown contour and riparian vegetation management zone 
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4.2 Hydrological processes and inland waters environmental 
quality 

Description 
 
Groundwater 
 
In the mine area, the Brockman aquifer is an elongated zone of moderate to high 
permeability mineralised iron ore which is interbedded with low permeability shale 
beds. 
 
Several aquifer types occur in the transport corridor, these are broadly classified 
as surficial aquifers, chemical deposited aquifers, sedimentary aquifers and 
fractured rock aquifers (Rockwater, 2011b). 
 
Dewatering will be required at a nominal rate of 1.5 gigalitres per annum (GLpa) 
during the two year construction phase to lower the water table up to 90 metres 
within the proposed mine pit. The mine water demand is estimated to be up to 
2.5 GLpa during the construction phase, so additional groundwater abstraction 
will be required above the nominal dewatering rate to meet the mine water 
demand.  During the operational phase, dewatering will continue at a nominal 
rate of 1.5 GLpa.  The mine water demand will reduce to 1.5 GLpa, so the 
proponent anticipates that the dewater abstracted during the operational phase 
will be mostly be consumed by mine water demand. If there is surplus dewater, it 
may be discharged to the Hardey River on an intermittent basis at a rate of 
approximately 4,000 kilolitres (kL) per day. 
 
Up to 4 GLpa of water will be abstracted for the two year construction period for 
the rail corridor to meet construction water demand, which will be dispersed 
along the 150 km length of the corridor.  Abstraction will reduce to up to 0.5 GLpa 
during operations, as demand for water decreases. 
 
Surface water 
 
The proposal lies within the Ashburton River catchment.  The mine area is in the 
catchment of the ephemeral Hardey River (north of the confluence of the Hardey 
and Ashburton rivers), which flows only after significant rainfall events.  No 
permanent water bodies occur within the mine area. 
 
The proponent has undertaken waste characterisation studies to determine if 
waste material could cause acid and/or metalliferous drainage.  Preliminary 
waste characterisation studies of waste material indicate it is non-acid forming, 
does not contain hazardous materials and has low metal/metalloids 
concentrations (API, 2012a). 
 
The transport corridor intersects a number of watercourses that are associated 
with the Ashburton River catchment.  The transport corridor crosses several 
watercourses including Duck Creek, Beasley River, Horseshoe Creek, Gum Tree 
Creek and tributaries of Mettawandy Creek.  
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Assessment 
 
The EPA's environmental objectives for hydrological processes and inland waters 
environmental quality are to: 
 
• maintain the quantity and hydrological regimes of groundwater and surface 

water so that existing and potential uses, including ecosystem maintenance, 
are protected; and 

• maintain the quality of groundwater and surface water, sediment and/or biota 
so that the environmental values, both ecological and social, are protected. 

 
The proposal will impact the quantity of groundwater through groundwater 
abstraction for mine pit dewatering, and for construction and operational 
activities. Groundwater and surface water could be impacted by acid and/or 
metalliferous drainage. 
 
The proposal could impact surface water flow within the mine area through the 
construction of mine pits, infrastructure and an accommodation village.  The 
discharge of surplus water to the Hardey River could impact the natural flow 
regime of the river.  The development of the rail corridor could cause potential 
impacts to surface water by altering natural flow regimes.  Other impacts that 
may affect surface water include increased run-off and turbidity from vegetation 
clearing, hydrocarbon/chemical spills and acid and/or metalliferous drainage. 
 
The proponent will prepare a Water Management Plan (WMP), in consultation 
with the Department of Water (DoW). The WMP will incorporate an operating 
strategy and monitoring program (quantity and quality) to control water 
abstraction and discharge.  The WMP will form the basis of applications for 
licences required under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 (RIWI Act) 
and the EP Act, regulated by the DoW and the Department of Environment and 
Conservation (DEC) respectively. 
 
The EPA recognises that the proponent will minimise groundwater abstraction by 
matching mine water demand with orebody dewatering rates, where practicable.  
Dewater may need to be discharged to Hardey River on an intermittent basis at a 
rate of approximately 4,000 kL per day.  The DEC will regulate the quality and 
quantity of surplus dewater discharged to the Hardey River through a Works 
Approval and Licence under Part V of the EP Act.  
 
The EPA considers that the potential for acid and/or metalliferous drainage to 
occur is likely to be low, based on the outcomes of the geochemical 
characterisation of mine waste and tailings. 
 
The EPA also notes that the mine pits will be backfilled above the pre-mining 
water table to prevent the formation of pit lakes and impacts on groundwater 
quality from salt accumulation.  This is addressed in Table 2 in the recommended 
statement of approval and forms part of the proposal to be implemented by the 
proponent. 
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The proponent has stated that flow in drainage lines in the transport corridor will 
be maintained through appropriately sized culverts.  The WMP will also address 
surface water flows, including stormwater and flood risk. 
 
The EPA notes that other railway proposals in the Pilbara have demonstrated 
that impacts related to surface water can be managed through appropriate 
design and engineering.  The proponent will also need to satisfy the requirements 
of the DoW to interfere with the waters, beds or banks of a watercourse. 
 
The EPA considers that impacts to watercourses and significant vegetation in the 
rail transport corridor are unlikely to be significant, provided that the design of 
drainage controls for the railway corridor is developed in consultation with 
relevant decision making authorities and they are constructed according to 
current best practice standards.  The EPA has recommended a condition 
(Condition 8) to ensure this occurs. 
 
Summary 
 
Having particular regard to the: 
 
• proponent’s commitment to minimise abstraction and discharge of 

groundwater; 
• potential for impacts to surface and ground water quality from acid and/or 

metalliferous drainage being low; 
• backfilling of pits above the watertable; 
• waste characterisation studies indicating that mine waste and tailings 

were non-acid forming; and 
• proponent’s commitment to design and construct the rail transport 

corridor to minimise interference to surface water flow and recommended 
Condition 7 to ensure this occurs, 

 
it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective for this factor. 
 
 
4.3 Terrestrial fauna 
 
Description 
 
The proponent has undertaken surveys of the proposal area and identified eight 
broad fauna habitat types, five each within the mine area and transport corridor, 
two of which occur in both areas.  None of the recorded fauna habitat types was 
restricted to the proposal area.  One hundred and seventy one terrestrial 
vertebrate species were identified in surveys within the mine area, gas pipeline 
corridor and rail transport corridor, comprising 88 avifauna, 23 mammals and 
60 reptiles.  Evidence of eight fauna species of conservation significance was 
recorded within the proposal area, comprising three mammal and five bird 
species (API, 2012a). 
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Assessment 
 
The EPA's environmental objective for terrestrial fauna is to maintain the 
representation, diversity, viability and ecological function at the species, 
population and assemblage level. 

The proposal has the potential to impact on terrestrial fauna through the loss 
and fragmentation of habitat due to the clearing of vegetation. Fauna could also 
become trapped in trenches during the construction of the gas pipeline. 
 
The EPA considers that the proposal is unlikely to have a significant impact on 
the conservation significant fauna species as extensive habitat for these species 
is found in the surrounding areas. 
 
The EPA notes that the construction of a 20 km gas pipeline spur from the 
Goldfield Gas Transmission Pipeline to the mine area would require the 
temporary construction of trenches, which poses risks for animal entrapment.  
The EPA has recommended a condition to minimise impacts to fauna that are 
unable to escape from the open trench. 
 
The EPA is satisfied that, given the quality and level of survey information on 
terrestrial fauna in the API document, the proposal will not have a significant 
impact on terrestrial fauna. 
 
Summary 
 
Having particular regard to: 
 
• the recommended condition (Condition 8) to ensure acceptable 

management practices are implemented to minimise impacts to fauna 
during the construction of the gas pipeline, 

 
it is the EPA’s opinion that the proposal can be managed to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objective for this factor. 
 
 
4.4 Offsets – integrating factor 
 
Description 
 
Following the implementation of all mitigation measures, the Hardey proposal 
would have the following significant residual impact: 

• Clearing of up to 3,189 ha of "good to excellent" condition native 
vegetation. 

 
Assessment 
 
The EPA’s objective for this factor is to counterbalance any significant residual 
impacts or uncertainty through the application of offsets. 
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The EPA has identified a substantial increase in the number of applications for 
and amount of clearing of native vegetation in the Pilbara Interim Biogeographic 
Regionalisation for Australia (IBRA) region.  This increase, combined with the 
predicted future activities requiring clearing in the Pilbara bioregion, as well as 
other impacts from pastoralism and fires, is likely to have a significant impact on 
environmental values.  As a result, the EPA has determined that a proactive 
approach to limiting these impacts is required. 
 
Conservation areas in the Pilbara bioregion total approximately 8% of the area, 
with the remainder mostly Crown Land, covered with mining tenements and 
pastoral leases.  As such, the potential for the traditional approach of land 
acquisition and management as offsets is limited.  The EPA has determined that 
a possible solution is the establishment of a strategic regional conservation 
initiative for the Pilbara.  This initiative would pool funding from various offset 
requirements and then fund on-ground management and other actions to deal 
with key threatening processes and knowledge gaps across the Pilbara 
bioregion.  One benefit of this is that the actions undertaken will benefit a range 
of species and ecosystems, including those identified as Matters of National 
Environmental Significance.  Another benefit of this approach is that it limits the 
tenure issue by foregoing the requirement to acquire land for conservation 
purposes.  Normal government processes to transfer land into the conservation 
estate can continue to take place outside the environmental impact assessment 
process. 
 
Offsets for clearing “good to excellent” condition native vegetation have already 
been applied in the Pilbara bioregion for clearing close to the Fortescue Marsh.  
Where there is an additional level of environmental value (such as a Priority 
Ecological Community or riparian vegetation) that will be unavoidably impacted, a 
higher offset has been applied to account for this greater value.  This has 
generally been for proposals within the Fortescue subregion, as well as some 
that are also partly in the Hamersley IBRA subregion, but also within the Upper 
Fortescue catchment. 
 
The Fortescue subregion is poorly represented in the formal conservation 
reserve system (currently at 0.57%).  The Hamersley IBRA subregion is fairly 
well represented (12.6%) within the conservation reserve system.  However, this 
is still below the target of 15%.  Taking this into account, lower offset rates for 
clearing of good to excellent condition native vegetation have been applied. The 
other two IBRA subregions in the Pilbara (Chichester and Roebourne) are both 
also poorly represented (3.92% and 4.47% respectively).  An appropriate rate will 
be determined when the EPA receives a proposal in these areas.  However, 
given this limited protection in the conservation estate, this rate is likely to be 
similar to the Fortescue subregion. 
 
The actual rate applied to any particular proposal may vary depending on factors 
such as residual impacts on important State environmental assets (such as 
impacts on National Parks) and overlap between State and Commonwealth 
matters, such that an offset requirement is not duplicated.  
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This proposal is in the Hamersley IBRA subregion.  Consistent with the above 
approach, the EPA has recommended Condition 9, which addresses the 
significant residual impacts of the proposal.  The condition provides for a 
contribution to the strategic regional conservation initiative that has been agreed 
by the proponent. 

5. Recommended conditions  
 
Having considered the information provided in this report, the EPA has 
developed a set of conditions that the EPA recommends be imposed if the 
proposal by API Management to develop an iron mine approximately 50 km west-
northwest of Paraburdoo, a gas pipeline corridor and a rail transport corridor is 
approved for implementation.  These conditions are presented in Appendix 1. 
 

6. Conclusions 
 
The EPA has considered the proposal by the proponent to develop an iron mine 
approximately 50 km west-northwest of Paraburdoo, gas pipeline corridor and 
an associated rail transport corridor. 
 
In conducting its assessment of the proposal the EPA has determined that the 
key environmental factors of Flora and Vegetation, Hydrological Processes and 
Inland Water Environmental Quality, Terrestrial Fauna and Offsets required 
assessment in this report. 
 
The proponent intends to clear up to 3,470 ha of vegetation within the proposal 
development areas.  The EPA notes that no DRF, TECs or PECs were recorded 
and most vegetation was in “good to excellent” condition.  The EPA has 
recommended Condition 6 to ensure that there is no loss of riparian vegetation 
within the riparian vegetation management zone identified in Figure 4. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent has committed to manage groundwater and 
surface water through the implementation of a water management plan.  The 
EPA has recommended Condition 7 to minimise impacts to watercourses in the 
transport corridor. 
 
The EPA has recommended Condition 8 to minimise impacts to terrestrial fauna 
as result of trenching if the gas pipeline is constructed.  The EPA considers that 
the potential impacts to subterranean fauna are environmentally acceptable 
because most species are widely distributed and habitat for the two species 
found only in the proposal area is continuous and extends well beyond the 
proposal area. 
 
To address significant residual impacts, the EPA has recommended that the 
proponent contribute to a strategic regional conservation initiative for the Pilbara 
region (Condition 9), consistent with other approved proposals in the area. 
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The EPA has therefore concluded that the proposal can be managed to meet 
the EPA’s environmental objectives, provided there is satisfactory 
implementation by the proponent of the recommended conditions set out in 
Appendix 1. 
 

7. Recommendations 
 
The EPA submits the following recommendations to the Minister for 
Environment: 
 
1. That the Minister notes that the proposal being assessed is for the 

development of an iron mine approximately 50 km west-northwest of 
Paraburdoo, a rail transport corridor and a gas pipeline corridor; 

2. That the Minister considers the report on the key environmental factors as 
set out in Section 4; 

3. That the Minister notes that the EPA has concluded that the proposal can 
be managed to meet the EPA’s environmental objectives, provided there 
is satisfactory implementation by the proponent of the recommended 
conditions set out in Appendix 1; and 

4. That the Minister imposes the conditions and procedures recommended in 
Appendix 1 of this report. 
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Appendix 1 
 
 

Identified Decision-making Authorities 
and 

Recommended Environmental Conditions 
 

 
  



 

 
 

Identified Decision-making Authorities 
 

Section 44(2) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) 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. 
 
Section 45(1) requires the Minister for Environment to consult with decision-making 
authorities, and if possible, agree on whether or not the proposal may be 
implemented, and if so, to what conditions and procedures, if any, that 
implementation should be subject. 
 
The following decision-making authorities have been identified for this consultation: 

 
Final decision making authorities identified* for consultation 
Decision making authority Approval 
1. Department of 

Environment and 
Conservation 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 –  
Works Approval and licence 
 
Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 
 
Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 

2. Minister for Aboriginal 
Affairs 

Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 – s18 approval 

3. Minister for Lands Land Administration Act 1997 

4. Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum 

Mining Act 1978 
Petroleum Pipelines Act 1969 

5. Minister for State 
Development 

State Agreement Act – Railway 

6. Minister for Water Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 - 
Water extraction licence 

 
Note: In this instance, agreement is only required with DMA’s #2 to #6 since these 
DMAs are Ministers. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
  



Statement No. XXX 
 

 

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

STATEMENT THAT A PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED 
(PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 1986) 

West Pilbara Iron Ore Project Stage 2 – Hardey Proposal 

Proposal: The proposal is to develop and operate an iron ore mine 
approximately 50 km west-northwest of Paraburdoo, 
Western Australia, a 20  km long gas pipeline corridor, and 
a 150 km long rail transport corridor that would connect the 
proposed mine to the West Pilbara Iron Ore Project Stage 1 
infrastructure. 

Proponent: API Management Pty Limited 
Australian Company Number 112 677 595 

Proponent Address: Level 1 Aquila Centre 
1 Preston Street 
COMO  WA  6152 

Assessment Number: 1943 
 
Report of the Environmental Protection Authority Number: 1474 

This Statement authorises the implementation of the proposal described and 
documented in Columns 1 and 2 of Table 2 in Schedule 1.  The implementation of 
the proposal is subject to the following implementation conditions and procedures 
and Schedule 2 details definitions of terms and phrases used in the implementation 
conditions and procedures. 
 
1 Proposal Implementation 
1-1 When implementing the proposal, the proponent shall not exceed the 

authorised extent of the proposal as defined in Column 3 of Table 2 in 
Schedule 1, unless amendments to the proposal and the authorised extent of 
the Proposal has been approved under the EP Act. 

2 Contact Details 
2-1 The proponent shall notify the CEO of any change of its name, physical 

address or postal address for the serving of notices or other correspondence 
within 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. 

3 Time Limit for Proposal Implementation 
3-1 The proponent shall not commence implementation of the proposal after the 

expiration of 5 years from the date of this statement, and any commencement, 
within this 5 year period, must be substantial. 

3-2 Any commencement of implementation of the proposal, within 5 years from 
the date of this statement, must be demonstrated as substantial by providing 
the CEO with written evidence, on or before the expiration of 5 years from the 
date of this statement. 

4 Compliance Reporting 
4-1 The proponent shall prepare and maintain a compliance assessment plan to 

the satisfaction of the CEO. 
4-2 The proponent shall submit to the CEO the compliance assessment plan 

required by Condition 4-1 at least six months prior to the first compliance 
assessment report required by Condition 4-6, or prior to implementation, 
whichever is sooner. 
The compliance assessment plan shall indicate: 
(1) the frequency of compliance reporting; 
(2) the approach and timing of compliance assessments; 
(3) the retention of compliance assessments; 
(4) the method of reporting of potential non-compliances and corrective 

actions taken; 
(5) the table of contents of compliance assessment reports; and 
(6) public availability of compliance assessment reports. 

4-3 The proponent shall assess compliance with conditions in accordance with the 
compliance assessment plan required by Condition 4-1. 

4-4 The proponent shall retain reports of all compliance assessments described in 
the compliance assessment plan required by Condition 4-1 and shall make 
those reports available when requested by the CEO. 

4-5 The proponent shall advise the CEO of any potential non-compliance within 
seven days of that non-compliance being known. 

4-6 The proponent shall submit to the CEO the first compliance assessment report 
15 months from the date of issue of this Statement addressing the 12 month 
period from the date of issue of this Statement and then annually from the 
date of submission of the first compliance assessment report. 
The compliance assessment report shall: 
(1) be endorsed by the proponent’s General Manager or a person 

delegated to sign on the General Manager’s  behalf; 
(2) include a statement as to whether the proponent has complied with the 

conditions; 



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

(4) be made publicly available in accordance with the approved compliance 
assessment plan; and 

(5) indicate any proposed changes to the compliance assessment plan 
required by Condition 4-1. 

 
5 Public Availability of Data 
5-1 Subject to Condition 5-2, within a reasonable time period approved by the 

CEO of the issue of this statement and for the remainder of the life of the 
proposal the proponent shall make publicly available, in a manner approved 
by the CEO, all validated environmental data (including sampling design, 
sampling methodologies, empirical data and derived information products (e.g. 
maps)) relevant to the assessment of this proposal and implementation of this 
Statement. 

5-2 If any data referred to in Condition 5-1 contains particulars of: 
(1) a secret formula or process; or 
(2) confidential commercially sensitive information; 
the proponent may submit a request for approval from the CEO to not make 
this data publically available.  In making such a request the proponent shall 
provide the CEO with an explanation and reasons why the data should not be 
made publically available. 
 

6 Riparian Vegetation 

6-1 The proponent shall ensure that groundwater dewatering and discharge of 
surplus dewater does not cause the loss of riparian vegetation located within 
the riparian vegetation management zone shown in Figure 3 and delineated 
by coordinates specified in Schedule 2. 

6-2 To verify that Condition 6-1 is being met, the proponent shall develop a 
Riparian Vegetation Monitoring and Management Plan, in consultation with the 
Department of Water, to the satisfaction of the CEO. 

 The Riparian Vegetation Monitoring and Management Plan shall include:  
(1) identification of monitoring and control sites; 

 
(2) the design of a survey to acquire baseline data, including health and 

abundance parameters; 
 

(3) definition of health and abundance parameters; 
 

(4) definition of environmental parameters to be monitored, including 
groundwater drawdown and discharge rates; 
 

(5) definition of monitoring frequency and timing; 
 

(6) identification of criteria to measure decline in health; and 



(7) details of management actions and strategies to be implemented 
should the criteria defined pursuant to Condition 6-2 (6) indicate a 
decline in health of riparian vegetation located in the riparian vegetation 
management zone shown in Figure 3 and delineated by coordinates 
specified in Schedule 2. 

 
6-3 The proponent shall implement the approved Riparian Vegetation Monitoring 

and Management Plan required by Condition 6-2 prior to the start of 
dewatering until advised otherwise by the CEO. 

 
6-4 Prior to the commencement of dewatering, the proponent shall implement the 

baseline monitoring survey required by Condition 6-2 (2) for all sites identified 
in Condition 6-2 (1) and submit the results to the CEO. 

 
6-5 In the event that monitoring required by Condition 6-3 indicates a decline in 

riparian vegetation health in the area identified in Condition 6-1 compared to 
riparian vegetation health control sites, the proponent shall provide a report to 
the CEO within 21 days of the decline being identified which: 

 
(1) describes the decline or change; 

 
(2) provides information which allows determination of the likely root cause 

of the decline or change; and 
 

(3) if considered likely to be the result of activities undertaken in 
implementing the proposal, proposes the actions and associated 
timelines to remediate the decline or change. 

 
6-6 The proponent shall implement the actions identified in Condition 6-5 (3) until 

the CEO determines that the remedial actions may cease. 
 
7 Surface Water 
7-1 The proponent shall design the rail infrastructure to maintain the natural 

surface flows and flooding regime of watercourses and ensure that the 
proposal does not adversely affect any significant vegetation community 
where the railway traverses Duck Creek, Beasley River, Horseshoe Creek, 
Gum Tree Creek and tributaries of Mettawandy Creek as shown in Figure 2. 

 
7-2 To verify that the requirements of Condition 7-1 are met the proponent shall 

prior to clearing prepare a plan that: 
 

(1) identifies significant streams and drainage lines; 
 

(2) identifies areas of significant vegetation potentially impacted by 
changes to surface water flows related to the proposal; and 

 
(3) shows the design parameters and location of environmental culverts, 
 
to the satisfaction of the CEO in consultation with the Department of Water 
and the Department of Environment and Conservation.  



 
7-3 The proponent shall implement the plan identified in Condition 7-2. 
 
7-4 The railway may be divided into no more than four sections for the purpose of 

meeting the requirements of Condition 7-2. 
 
8 Trenching 
8-1 The proponent shall ensure that open trenches associated with construction of 

the gas supply pipeline, as shown in Figure 2, are cleared of trapped fauna by 
fauna-rescue personnel at least twice daily.  Details of all fauna recovered 
shall be recorded, consistent with Condition 8-5.  The first daily clearing shall 
be completed no later than three hours after sunrise and shall be repeated 
between the hours of 3:00 pm and 6:00 pm.  The open trenches shall also be 
cleared, and fauna details recorded, by fauna-rescue personnel no more than 
one hour prior to backfilling of trenches. 

 
8-2 The fauna-rescue personnel shall obtain the appropriate licences required for 

fauna rescue under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 and be trained in the 
following: 

 
(1) fauna identification, capture and handling (including specially protected 

fauna and venomous snakes likely to occur in the area); 
 

(2) identification of tracks, scats, burrows and nests of conservation 
significant species; 

 
(3) fauna vouchering (of deceased animals); 

 
(4) assessing injured fauna for suitability for release, rehabilitation or 

euthanasia; 
 

(5) familiarity with the ecology of the species which may be encountered in 
order to be able to appropriately translocate fauna encountered; and 

 
(6) performing euthanasia. 

 
8-3 Open trench lengths shall not exceed a length capable of being inspected and 

cleared by the fauna-clearing personnel within the required times as set out in 
Condition 8-1. 

 
8-4 Ramps providing egress points and/or fauna refuges providing suitable shelter 

from the sun and predators for trapped fauna are to be placed in the trench at 
intervals not exceeding 50 metres. 

 
8-5 The proponent shall produce a report on fauna management within the open 

trenches associated with construction of the gas supply pipeline at the 
completion of pipeline construction.  The report shall include the following: 

 
(1) details of all fauna inspections; 
 



(2) the number and type of fauna cleared from trenches; 
 
(3) fauna mortalities; and  
 
(4) all actions taken. 

 
The report shall be provided to the CEO and the Department of Environment 
and Conservation no later than 21 days after the completion of pipeline 
construction, and shall be made publicly available in a manner approved by 
the CEO. 

 
9 Residual Impacts and Risk Management Measures 
9-1 In view of the significant residual impacts and risks as a result of 

implementation of the proposal, the proponent shall contribute funds for the 
clearing of good to excellent condition native vegetation within the Pilbara 
Interim Biogeographic Regionalisation for Australia (IBRA) region (Pilbara 
bioregion) calculated pursuant to Condition 9-2.  This funding shall be 
provided to the strategic regional conservation initiative for the Pilbara as 
determined by the Minister on advice from the Environmental Protection 
Authority. 

 
9-2 The proponent’s contribution to the strategic regional conservation initiative 

identified in Condition 9-1 shall be paid biennially, the first payment due on 31 
May in the second year following the commencement of ground disturbance.  
The amount of funding will be made on the following basis and in accordance 
with the approved Impact Reconciliation Procedure required by Condition 9-3: 

 
• $750 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of ‘good to excellent’ condition 

native vegetation cleared within the mine area delineated in Figure 1; and 
 

• $750 AUD (excluding GST) per hectare of ‘good to excellent’ condition 
native vegetation in the Pilbara bioregion cleared for “railway and related 
infrastructure” within the transport corridor delineated in Figure 2. 

 
9-3 Prior to ground-disturbing activities, the proponent shall prepare an Impact 

Reconciliation Procedure to the satisfaction of the CEO.  
 
9-4 The Impact Reconciliation Procedure required pursuant to Condition 9-3 shall: 
 

(1) include a methodology to identify clearing of ‘good to excellent’ 
condition native vegetation in the Pilbara bioregion; 

 
(2) include a methodology for calculating the amount of clearing 

undertaken during each biennial time period; 
 

(3) include a methodology for calculating the amount of temporary 
vegetation clearing that: 

 
(a) has commenced rehabilitation during each biennial time period; 

and 



 
(b) is planned to have commenced rehabilitation within 12 months of 

final commissioning of the railway; 
 
for each biennial time period. 

 
(4) state the biennial time period commences on the 1 March prior to 

commencing ground disturbance and the due date for submitting the 
results of the Procedure for approval of the CEO as 31 March following 
the end of the first biennial period; and  

 
(5) identify that any areas cleared within the transport corridor (Figure 2) in 

the Pilbara bioregion that have not commenced rehabilitation within 12 
months of final commissioning of the railway are to be considered part 
of the “railway and related infrastructure” and must be included in the 
area subject to Condition 9-2. 

 
9-5 The real value of contributions described in Condition 9-2 will be maintained 

through indexation to the Perth Consumer Price Index (CPI), with the first 
adjustment to be applied to the first contribution. 

 
9-6 Should the proponent be required to provide an offset under a condition of 

approval of the Australian Government under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, the proponent may write to the CEO 
seeking a reduction in the funding required under Condition 9-2. 



Schedule 1 
Table 1: Summary of the Proposal 
Proposal Title West Pilbara Iron Ore Project Stage 2 – Hardey Proposal 
Short Description The proposal is to develop and operate develop an iron ore 

mine approximately 50 km west-northwest of Paraburdoo, 
Western Australia.  The proposal includes a 20 km long gas 
pipeline corridor and 150 km rail transport corridor that would 
connect the proposal to the West Pilbara Iron Ore Stage 1 
project. 

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

Column 1 Column 2 Column 3 
Element Location Authorised Extent 

Mine, accommodation 
village and associated 
infrastructure 

Figure 1 Clearing of no more than 650 
ha within the 1,220 ha mine 
area development envelope. 

Railway and associated 
infrastructure 

Figure 2 Clearing of no more than 
2,800 ha within a 150 km 
alignment inclusive of roads, 
borrow pits, laydown areas 
and construction camps within 
the rail corridor and gas 
pipeline development 
envelope. 

Gas pipeline (if 
required) 

Figure 2 Clearing of no more than 20 
ha within the rail corridor and 
gas pipeline development 
envelope. 

Impact of groundwater 
drawdown on 
groundwater dependent 
vegetation 

Figure 3 No loss of riparian vegetation 
in the Riparian Vegetation 
Management Zone. 

Overburden material 
management 

Figure 2 Pits will be backfilled above 
the pre-mining water table. 

 
 
Table 3: Abbreviations 
Abbreviation Term 
ha hectares 
km kilometres 

 
Table 4: Definitions 
Term or Phrase Definition 
Approved Riparian 
Vegetation Monitoring 
and Management 
Plan 

The Groundwater Dependent Vegetation Monitoring and 
Management Plan for which the proponent has received 
written notification from the CEO that it meets the 
requirements of Condition 6-2.   

CEO The Chief Executive Officer of the Department of the Public 



Service of the State responsible for the administration of 
section 48 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986, or his 
delegate.   

EP Act Environmental Protection Act 1986.   
EPA Environmental Protection Authority.   
Fauna-rescue 
personnel 

Employees of the proponent whose responsibility it is to 
walk the open trench to recover and record fauna found 
within the trench.   

GDE Groundwater dependent ecosystem.   
‘Good to excellent’ 
condition native 
vegetation 

Based on the Vegetation Condition Scales in Keighery 
(1994) and Trudgen (1988). 

GST Goods and Services Tax.   
Pilbara bioregion Pilbara bioregion as defined in Interim Biogeographic 

Regionalisation for Australia, Version 7. Australian 
Government Department of Sustainability, Environment, 
Water, Population and Communities, May 2012. 

Railway and related 
infrastructure 

Railway line and associated infrastructure connecting the 
West Pilbara Iron Ore Project Stage 2 Hardey Mine to the 
existing Stage 1 railway including: communications 
equipment, rail crossings, signalling equipment, roads, 
borrow pits, laydown areas, and temporary construction 
camps.   

 
Figures (attached) 
Figure 1 Proposed mine development envelope. 
Figure 2 Proposal rail corridor development envelope. 
Figure 3 Maximum estimated groundwater drawdown and proposed groundwater 

discharge location.



 
 
Figure 1 - Development envelope for the mine area 



 
 
Figure 2 - Development envelope for the rail corridor and gas pipeline 



 
 
Figure 3 - Maximum estimated groundwater drawdown and riparian vegetation management zone 



Schedule 2 
 
Coordinates of the Riparian Vegetation Management Zone (GDA94-MGAZ50) 
Easting Northing 
528483 7459245 
530932 7460223 
531603 7460347 
532586 7460560 
533311 7460497 
533819 7460726 
534253 7460855 
534716 7461131 
534916 7460603 
533872 7460152 
531983 7459801 
530410 7459193 
528032 7458217 
527621 7459024 
528483 7459245 

 
 
Coordinates for the mine area and transport corridor development envelopes. 
 
Reference “West Pilbara Iron Ore Stage 2 – Hardey Proposal Development 
Envelopes, Document No. MHA-9200-EN-REP-0001, Version 0, dated 12 April 2013. 
 
 
Coordinates defining the Development Envelopes and Riparian Vegetation 
Management Zone are held by the Office of the EPA. 
 
 



Notes 
The following notes are provided for information and do not form a part of the 
implementation conditions of the Statement: 

• The proponent for the time being nominated by the Minister for Environment 
under section 38(6) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 is responsible for 
the implementation of the proposal unless and until that nomination has been 
revoked and another person is nominated. 

• If the person nominated by the Minister, ceases to have responsibility for the 
proposal, that person is required to provide written notice to the Environmental 
Protection Authority of its intention to relinquish responsibility for the proposal 
and the name of the person to whom responsibility for the proposal will pass or 
has passed.  The Minister for Environment may revoke a nomination made 
under section 38(6) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and nominate 
another person. 

• To initiate a change of proponent, the nominated proponent and proposed 
proponent are required to complete and submit Post Assessment Form 1 – 
Application to Change Nominated Proponent. 

• The General Manager of the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority 
was 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 at the time the Statement was signed by the Minister for 
Environment. 

 



 

Appendix 2 
 
 

Preliminary key factors not requiring further evaluation in the EPA report. 
 
The EPA identified the following preliminary key environmental factors in the scope 
of the API which, at the conclusion of the assessment, were not considered to be key 
environmental factors warranting discussion and evaluation in the EPA’s assessment 
report. 
 

EPA Factor 
and 
objective 

Activities and potential 
impacts 

Relevant 
legislation 

Assessment, 
Management and 
mitigation of impacts  

Fauna 
Subterranean 
To maintain 
representation, 
diversity, 
viability and 
ecological 
function at the 
species, 
population and 
assemblage 
level  

Mining and dewatering will : 
• reduce the extent of stygofauna 

habitat 
• alter the humidity levels of 

troglofauna habitat 
• reduce the extent of troglofauna 

habitat. 
 
Stygofauna 
In five survey phases, 40 taxa of 
stygofauna were recorded in the 
region and 18 taxa were recorded 
in the mine area.  Many species 
recorded have been collected by 
previous stygofauna surveys in the 
Pilbara and are known to have 
widespread distributions.  Regional 
sites contained a high diversity and 
abundance.  One species not 
confirmed to occur beyond the 
Proposal area, ‘Maarka’ nr sp. wolli 
ms, may represent a new species 
(Rockwater, 2011a).   
 
Troglofauna 
In seven survey phases, 85 
troglofaunal animals were collected 
on and off footprint, representing 12 
orders. Pauropods dominated the 
collection, with several other groups 
represented in lower numbers.  The 
Proposal area troglofauna 
community is considered 
moderately diverse and typical of 
Brockman Iron Formation habitats 
encountered by other studies in the 
Pilbara region.  The isopod 
Troglarmadillo sp. B24 is currently 
known only from the Proposal area 

Wildlife 
Conservation 
Act 1950 

The majority of subterranean 
fauna collected are widely 
distributed outside the 
proposal footprint.  One 
stygofauna species and one 
trogolofauna species were 
found only within the mine 
area footprint. 
 
Mine pits will be backfilled so 
that the final surface levels are 
at a higher elevation than the 
predicted post development 
groundwater levels.  This will 
reduce the long term impact on 
stygofauna habitat within the 
mine area. 
 
Continuous habitat containing 
these two species extends well 
beyond the proposal area and 
the likelihood of these species 
being restricted to the proposal 
area is low.  
 
The EPA is satisfied that given 
the quality and level of survey 
information in the API 
document, the potential 
impacts to subterranean fauna 
at the species, population and 
assemblage level are not 
significant. 



 

EPA Factor 
and 
objective 

Activities and potential 
impacts 

Relevant 
legislation 

Assessment, 
Management and 
mitigation of impacts  

(eight specimens collected from 
one hole) and may represent a new 
species (Rockwater, 2011a). 

Aboriginal Heritage 
To ensure that 
historical and 
cultural 
associations are 
not adversely 
affected. 

Ground disturbance activities and 
clearing have the potential to 
disturb Aboriginal sites. 
 
The mine area is situated within the 
Yinhawangka Native Title Claimant 
area.  There are a number of 
Department of Indigenous Affairs 
(DIA) registered cultural heritage 
sites in the vicinity of the mine area. 
 
The transport corridor is situated 
within the area of Puutu Kunti 
Kurrama and Pinikura and 
Yinhawangka Native Title Claimant 
groups.  Registered sites occurring 
within approximately 100 m of the 
transport corridor are: 
• Pilaru Creek (Mythological); 
• Mitala Gap (Mythological, 

Historical); and 
• Mundarie Pool (Ceremonial 

dance ground) (API, 2012a). 
 
 

Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 
1972 

Heritage surveys for the mine 
area and rail transport corridor 
are still ongoing.   
 
A Cultural Heritage 
Management Plan (CHMP) will 
be developed in consultation 
with representatives of the 
Traditional Owners and will be 
the primary tool for the 
management of potential 
impacts on indigenous cultural 
heritage. 
 
The nature, extent and 
significance of sites will be 
determined and Traditional 
Owners will be consulted 
regarding potential impacts.  
Where impact is unavoidable, 
approval will be sought to 
disturb known sites under 
Section 18 of the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 1972.  To reduce 
and prevent the likelihood of 
inadvertent damage, sites will 
be marked and pegged in 
consultation with Traditional 
Owners.  An induction program 
will be implemented for all 
personnel. Clearing and 
earthworks activities will be 
monitored with qualified 
heritage site monitors. 
 
The EPA considers that the 
Department of Indigenous 
Affairs (DIA) can regulate this 
factor under the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 1972. The EPA 
expects the proponent to 
demonstrate that the relevant 
Aboriginal heritage issues 
have been identified to the 
satisfaction of the DIA and that 
the proponent has properly 
considered how to minimise 
any adverse impact by the 
proposal on heritage values. 
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