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1. Introduction 
This report provides the Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) advice 
and recommendations to the Minister for Environment on the proposal by 
Polaris Metals Pty Ltd (Polaris) for mining development on Banded Iron 
Formation (BIF) landforms of the Helena-Aurora Range. The development 
includes a two new mine pits, waste rock dumps, supporting mine infrastructure 
at each mine pit, and new connecting roads. 
 
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 aims of the environmental impact assessment and the principles of 
environmental impact assessment considered by the EPA in its assessment of 
this proposal are set out in the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV 
Divisions 1 and 2) Administrative Procedures 2012.   
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2. Assessment context 
Polaris Metals Pty Ltd (Polaris) proposes to develop the Jackson 5 (J5) and 
Bungalbin East (BE) Iron Ore Project. The proposed mining development would be 
located on Banded Iron Formation (BIF) landforms of the Helena-Aurora Range. 
 
The BIF ranges of the Yilgarn Craton are isolated, ancient ranges set in a 
predominantly flat landscape which provide unique habitats for flora, fauna and 
ecological communities. Some flora species are so specialised they only occur on a 
single BIF range. 
 
The proposed J5 and BE mining development is located approximately 50 kilometres 
(km) north of Koolyanobbing in the Shire of Yilgarn; this locality is part of what is 
referred to as the “Mount (Mt) Manning area” (Figure 1). 
 
The Traditional Owners of this land refer to the Helena-Aurora Range as “Bungalbin”. 
The Helena-Aurora Range is comprised of a series of landforms; including a complex 
series of BIF hills commonly referred to as the “Bungalbin Hills”. The proposal would 
be located on this complex series of BIF hills, which are located wholly within the 
Helena-Aurora Range Conservation Park (HARCP) (No. 48470), managed by the 
Department of Parks and Wildlife (Figure 2).  
 
The HARCP was created in 2005 to facilitate recreational activities consistent with the 
conservation of flora and fauna, and the preservation of archaeological, historic or 
scientific features. The Mt Manning area contains important natural and cultural 
values. 
 
In May 2007, the EPA released section 16e advice in regard to the proposed 
extensions to the Mount Manning Nature Reserve in Advice on areas of the highest 
conservation value in the proposed extensions to Mount Manning Nature Reserve 
(EPA Report 1256). The advice included information on: 

• The location of the highest conservation values in the proposed extensions to 
the Mount Manning Nature Reserve. 

• Surrounding areas which require protection from extractive industries as well 
as those areas in the proposed extensions to the Mount Manning Nature 
Reserve for which there is a potential for environmental offsets. 

• This advice should also give consideration to details of Ministerial Statement 
627 with respect to Portman Iron Ore Ltd Koolyanobbing Expansion. 

 
The findings in EPA Report 1256 determined that the Mt Manning area “is worthy of 
recognition as a biodiversity hotspot due to high flora and fauna diversity and 
endemism, Declared Rare and Priority flora, Declared, Threatened and Priority Listed 
Fauna, undescribed or newly described taxa, and unique vegetation communities 
restricted to BIF ranges”. EPA Report 1256 identified the Helena-Aurora Range as 
being one of the more significant biodiversity assets in Western Australia, and made a 
series of recommendations in regard to the tenure of the area including creation of a 
Class A Nature Reserve over the majority of the Helena-Aurora Range.   
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The Helena-Aurora Range is considered to be one the few remaining large, intact 
Yilgarn BIF ranges with the highest biodiversity values. This is reflected in the 
September 2007 Strategic Review of the Conservation and Resource Values of the 
Banded Iron Formation of the Yilgarn Craton (BIF Strategic Review) which identified 
the Helena-Aurora Range as “intact and protectable; high priority for conservation”.  
One of the key principles in the BIF Strategic Review is a recommendation that 
…“Examples of the most outstanding BIF ranges should be protected in their entirety 
where development has not significantly progressed, e.g. Mt Karara/Mungada Ridge 
(Blue Hills) and the Helena-Aurora Range…”.  
 
The BIF Strategic Review provides valuable assistance to the EPA and government 
agencies through the availability of background information and guidance for 
environmental assessment. While some of the information within this document is 
now dated, the information on the biodiversity of BIF ranges released since 2007 
largely reinforces the basic understanding of the distribution of key BIF range values 
reported in the BIF Strategic Review. Gibson et al. 2012 provides a more recent 
synthesis of scientific data from surveys of BIF ranges in the Yilgarn Craton. This 
paper confirms the Mt Manning area BIF Ranges (including the Helena-Aurora, Die 
Hardy and Jackson Ranges) as being one of the two major hotspots for specialist iron 
stone flora species in the Yilgarn Craton. The other being the 
Karara/Mungada/Koolanooka area. 
 
The biodiversity values of the Helena-Aurora Range have long been recognised and 
the area has been recommended for inclusion in the formal reservation system since 
the early 1960s, however there have been various barriers to the creation of a Class 
A conservation reserve in this area.  
 
In 2010 the State government announced new nature conservation and mining 
arrangements for the “Mt Manning area” as a clarification of Government policy in the 
BIF ranges of the Yilgarn region.   
 
In a media statement by the then Minister for Environment and the then Minister for 
Mines and Petroleum, it is stated that the new arrangements, which followed 
extensive work by the former Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) 
and Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP) to identify a balanced way forward to 
address conservation and mining values in the area, would ensure proper 
management of significant nature conservation values in the region and certainty for 
industry regarding investment, which included a Class A nature reserve over the Die 
Hardy Range, and built on the State Government’s commitment to retaining the 
existing HARCP and Mount Manning Range Conservation Park, and Mount Manning 
Range Nature Reserve. 
 
The then Minister for Environment advised that any development proposals in the 
area will continue to be subject to the requirements of the EP Act and the Mining Act 
1978, that the values of the ranges will continue to be taken into account in the 
consideration of any development proposal, and that the DEC would remain the land 
managers of the reserves and continue to work with landholders, industry and other 
stakeholders to ensure positive regional outcomes for nature conservation.  
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It is the view of the EPA that this report and recommendations is in accordance with 
those expectations. 
 
In its 2012 – 2013 Annual Report the EPA expressed a view that, despite well-
recognised conservation values, an appropriate balance between development and 
conservation of the (Yilgarn) BIF ranges has not been achieved to date. Currently no 
Yilgarn BIF ranges are protected from development in secure (Class A) conservation 
tenure. 
 
Development proposals in and around the Helena-Aurora Range have previously, 
and continue to, attract high community interest from individuals and groups 
advocating the protection of the area from mining and related activities.   
 
Related proposals 
 
Polaris has several interests in the Yilgarn region; including its operating Carina mine 
(Ministerial Statements Nos. 852, 957) and approved Jackson 4 (J4) mine (Ministerial 
Statement No. 988) (Figure 2). The EPA has previously assessed exploration and 
mining proposals by Polaris elsewhere in the region. 
 
The EPA is currently assessing an exploration program by Polaris for the J5 deposit, 
at a level of assessment of Public Environmental Review (PER), set in January 2014. 
An Environmental Scoping Document for the proposal was endorsed by the EPA in 
June 2014. The EPA has yet to receive a draft PER document. 

3. The proposal 
On 19 May 2014, Polaris referred a mining proposal to further develop the J5 area, 
which also included the nearby BE deposit located approximately eight kilometres 
east of the J5 deposit (Figure 2). In its proposal referral, Polaris requested a PER 
level of assessment.  
 
The proposed mining development and supporting mine infrastructure would be 
located wholly within the HARCP (Figure 1).  
 
The proposal description in the referral information stated that the proposal would 
disturb approximately 720 hectares (ha) of land for the development of two open cut 
pits, waste rock dumps, supporting mine infrastructure and new connecting roads 
(Figures 2 and 3). Calculations from GIS data provided by Polaris indicate the 
proposal would disturb 704 ha (Table 2).   
 
Polaris intends to use conventional mining methods to extract ore, and supporting 
infrastructure would be located at each mine (i.e. run of mine pads, workshop, fuel 
storage etc.). The proposed mining development would yield between 65 – 115 
million tonnes of iron ore over the 15 – 20 year life of mine.  
 
The extracted ore would be transported from the mines to Polaris’s recently approved 
J4 mine haul road, along the J4 haul road to connect with Polaris’s Carina mine haul 
road, onto the Carina minesite for dry crushing and screening, then finally on to 
Polaris’s Mt Walton rail siding for transportation to the Port at Kwinana. 
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The J4 minesite is located approximately 20 km north-west of the J5 deposit and is 
outside the HARCP. Polaris’s Carina minesite is located on the Finnerty Range in the 
Jaurdi Conservation Park, approximately 40 km south-east of the J5 deposit. 
(Figure 2). 
 
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Table 1. A description of 
the proposal is provided in the Jackson 5 and Bungalbin East Iron Ore Project 
Referral Form and Supporting Documents (Appendix 4). 
 
Table 1: Summary of key proposal characteristics 

Proposal Title Jackson 5 and Bungalbin East Iron Ore Project 
Proponent Name Polaris Metals Pty Ltd 
Short Description This proposal is to construct and operate two new mine pits, 

waste rock dumps supporting mine infrastructure at each mine 
pit, and new connecting roads 

 
Table 2: Physical elements 

Element Location Proposed extent 
J5 mine Figure 3 Disturbance of no more than 64 ha within a 

3992 ha development envelope. 
J5 waste dump  Disturbance of no more than 73 ha within a 

3992 ha development envelope. 
J5 supporting mine 
infrastructure and road 

Figure 3 Disturbance of no more than 96 ha within a 
3992 ha development envelope. 

BE mine Figure 3 Disturbance of no more than 148 ha within a 
3992 ha development envelope. 

BE waste dump Figure 3 Disturbance of no more than 176 ha within a 
3992 ha development envelope. 

BE supporting mine 
infrastructure and road 

Figure 3 Disturbance of no more than 147 ha within a 
3992 ha development envelope. 

 
Table 3: Operational elements 

Element Location Proposed extent 
Ore Processing J5 waste dump, Figure 3 Disposal of 26 million tonnes of 

waste 
Ore Processing BE waste dump, Figure 3 Disposal of 160 million tonnes of 

waste 
 
The potential impacts of the proposal are discussed by the proponent in the Jackson 
5 and Bungalbin East Iron Ore Project Referral Form and Supporting Documents 
(Appendix 4). 
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Figure 1: Regional location 
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     Figure 2:  Proposed development in the HARCP 
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     Figure 3: Conceptual mine layout  
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4. Consultation 
After receipt of the referral, the EPA sought further information from Polaris and the 
Department of Parks and Wildlife on 16 June 2014. On 20 June 2014 Polaris 
provided some clarification of its proposal, but reiterated its request for a PER level of 
assessment.   
 
The referral information, plus the additional information provided by Polaris, was 
made available for the 7-day public comment period from 2 – 8 July 2014. During this 
period 1,004 public comments were received; 894 proforma and 110 individual. The 
majority of comments received (986) requested an Assessment on Proponent 
Information (API) Category B (environmentally unacceptable) level of assessment. 
 
The Department of Parks and Wildlife provided its response in July 2014, at which 
time advice from the Conservation Commission was also provided. 
 
In July 2014 Polaris was provided an opportunity to give a presentation to the EPA 
board on the proposal and its views on the level of assessment for the proposal. 
Having considered all of the available information, the EPA provided Polaris with a 
Statement of Reasons for its preliminary view that the proposal is environmentally 
unacceptable on 31 July 2014.   
 
The Statement of Reasons was based on the preliminary key environmental factors 
identified for the proposal, being: 

1. Landforms; 
2. Flora and Vegetation and Terrestrial Fauna; 
3. Heritage; and 
4. Rehabilitation and Closure. 

The EPA included the substance of the public comments and decision-making 
authority advice received on the proposal with its Statement of Reasons. Polaris was 
provided with an opportunity to respond to the matters raised, and options for 
progressing the assessment; including providing additional information about the 
proposal.   
 
Polaris provided a response to the EPA’s preliminary view on 14 August 2014. In its 
response, Polaris requested the information upon which the EPA based its 
preliminary view that the proposal is environmentally unacceptable. Polaris expressed 
its view that a PER level of assessment would allow the matters raised by the EPA to 
be properly assessed.   
 
On 25 September 2014, the EPA provided Polaris with further advice on the basis of 
its preliminary view. The advice included clarification of the EPA’s assessment 
process; a final opportunity to provide further information to address the EPA’s 
Statement of Reasons for its preliminary view that the proposal is environmentally 
unacceptable; and whether the proposal can be reasonably modified to address the 
issues raised in the EPA’s Statement of Reasons.  
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Polaris wrote to the EPA on 6 October 2014 and requested that the EPA proceed to 
set level of assessment on the proposal. The EPA notified Polaris of its intent to 
proceed to making its decision consistent with the requirements of the EP Act on 
4 November 2014.   
 
Polaris provided final proposal correspondence on 12 November 2014 in relation to 
the EPA’s assessment process, and its preference for a PER level of assessment for 
the proposal. The EPA Chairman made the decision that the proposal should be 
assessed, and the level of assessment is API Category B (environmentally 
unacceptable) on 26 November 2014. The proponent was notified of the EPA’s 
decision on 1 December 2014. 
 
The EPA invited Polaris to attend its board meeting on 11 December 2014. In the 
meeting, Polaris sought clarification on the assessment process, and provided 
information about its rehabilitation experience at its Carina mine, and its intention to 
join research projects in collaboration with the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority, 
Curtin University and other mining companies, related to rehabilitation across the 
State.  

4.1 Preliminary key environmental factors  
The preliminary key environmental factors identified for the proposal were: 

1. Landforms; 
2. Flora and Vegetation and Terrestrial Fauna; 
3. Heritage; and 
4. Rehabilitation and Closure. 

 
The EPA has considered the potential impact(s) of the proposal on the environment, 
with reference to the information submitted in or with the referral or under section 
38A, or derived from the Authority’s own investigations and inquiries. This includes 
any public comments on the referral information, further information obtained from 
relevant decision-making authorities or other government agencies, and any other 
person. 
 
For this proposal, mining development would result in the permanent impact to 
significant BIF landforms; therefore Landforms is considered to be a key 
environmental factor.  
 
Landforms of the Helena-Aurora Range are known to host endemic, rare, and 
geographically restricted species and communities; this is particularly apparent for 
flora and vegetation. The Helena-Aurora Range has been extensively surveyed over 
the past several decades by the Department of Parks and Wildlife, which has 
established permanent plots over the Range, and by various consultants acting on 
behalf of mining companies. The high flora and vegetation values of the Helena-
Aurora Range are well documented and have been published in scientific journals 
(e.g. Gibson et. al. 2010, Gibson et. al. 2007) and in EPA section 16e advice. For this 
proposal, the BIF landforms host endemic, rare, and restricted flora species and 
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vegetation communities, and therefore Flora and Vegetation is considered to be a key 
environmental factor. 
 
For Terrestrial Fauna, the Helena-Aurora Range is known to host habitat for 
conservation significant species. The Department of Parks and Wildlife has advised 
that at least eight fauna species that are significantly dependent on BIF ranges, such 
as the Gilled Slender Blue-tongue, are known to occur on the Helena-Aurora Range. 
The EPA understands that these species are known to occur on other Yilgarn BIF 
ranges so, with mitigation measures, the proposal could be managed to meet the 
EPA’s objective for Terrestrial Fauna. Therefore, for this proposal, Terrestrial Fauna 
is not considered to be a key environmental factor. 
 
Cultural value of the area is also well known, with Traditional Owners of the land 
referring to the Helena-Aurora Range as “Bungalbin”. Seven Aboriginal sites of 
significance have been recorded by the Department of Aboriginal Affairs (DAA) 
Aboriginal Heritage Inquiry System (AHIS) on and near the proposal area. The EPA 
considers that there may be mitigation measures and/or other regulatory processes 
available such that the proposal could be managed to meet the EPA’s objective for 
Heritage. Therefore, for this proposal, Heritage is not considered to be a key 
environmental factor. 
 
Having regard to Rehabilitation and Closure, there are limited options to mitigate 
impacts to BIF landforms from mining, due to the co-occurrence of mineral resources 
with the physical structure of landforms. Additionally, once removed by mining, 
landforms cannot be restored; although other elements of the proposal, such as 
waste-dumps, may be able to be rehabilitated to meet safety standards. Therefore, 
Rehabilitation and Closure is not considered to be a key environmental factor for this 
proposal; noting that the loss of landforms and the values it hosts are key 
environmental factors.   

5. Key environmental factors 
The EPA has identified the following key environmental factors as being relevant to 
the proposal and requiring detailed environmental impact assessment.  
 

1. Landforms – the proposal would remove the physical structure of significant 
landforms, which cannot be restored; and 

2. Flora and Vegetation – landforms that would be impacted by the proposal 
host endemic, rare and restricted flora species. 

 
The key environmental factors are discussed below.  The assessment of the factors is 
where the EPA demonstrates that the proposal cannot meet the environmental 
objectives and could not be reasonably modified or mitigated so as to ameliorate the 
issues raised. 
 
Objective 
The EPA’s objective for Landforms is to maintain the variety, integrity, ecological 
functions and environmental values of landforms and soils. 
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The EPA’s objective for Flora and Vegetation is to maintain representation, diversity, 
viability and ecological function at the species, population and community level. 
 
Description 
In the context of the proposal for the Jackson 5 and Bungalbin East Iron Ore Project, 
the EPA’s objective for Landforms is being applied to BIF landform units of the 
Helena-Aurora Range, in the Mt Manning area (Figure 3).   
 
An important element of the EPA’s assessment for this proposal is the maintenance 
of ‘integrity’ of landforms; in this case, BIF landforms of the Helena-Aurora Range. In 
this regard, the proposed mining development was assessed in terms of the impact of 
mining on: 

• intactness of the structure of significant landforms; and 

• the associated environmental values it hosts. 
The EPA is of the view that to meet its environmental objective for Landforms, there 
should be no loss to the integrity of the Helena-Aurora Range landforms as a result of 
the proposal. In this context, integrity is a measure of the wholeness and intactness of 
landforms, and its integrally linked ecological functions and environmental values.   
 
The Helena-Aurora Range occurs in one of the two BIF areas identified as being 
major hotspots for specialist iron stone flora species in the Yilgarn Craton (Gibson et. 
al. 2012). It is also one of the last large, intact BIF ranges with highest biodiversity 
values in the Mt Manning area.   
 
The BIF landforms of the Helena-Aurora Range are distinct and complex in nature, 
and host restricted habitat necessary for several endemic, rare and conservation 
significant species. Landforms of the Helena-Aurora Range are high points in the 
predominantly flat surrounds of the HARCP and, as such, are a major landscape 
feature. Landscape complexity also appears to correlate strongly with biodiversity 
significance, particularly the presence of unique flora species and vegetation 
communities.   
 
The Department of Parks and Wildlife has advised that the Helena-Aurora Range has 
the highest flora conservation significance of any BIF range in the Yilgarn Craton. To 
date, 25 conservation significant flora species are known to occur on the Helena-
Aurora Range. Of those, 15 are ‘BIF specialist’ flora species; meaning distribution is 
centred on BIF ranges. Five of those species are endemic to the Helena-Aurora 
Range only; two are listed as Declared Rare Flora (DRF) – Leucopogon spectabilis 
(Critically Endangered) and Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla (Vulnerable), and three 
are Priority 1 flora species.   
 
The vegetation of the Helena-Aurora Range is considered to be a Priority Ecological 
Community (PEC) – Priority 1, and contains restricted and conservation significant 
vegetation communities.  
 
Assessment 
BIF landforms in the Mt Manning area are presently being mined. There are 
significant cumulative impacts on the BIF ranges surrounding the Helena-Aurora 
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Range, with mining currently being undertaken, or approved, on the Jackson, 
Windarling, Lake Giles, Finnerty and Koolyanobbing ranges (Figure 1). Due to the 
concentration of mining in the Mt Manning area, the Helena-Aurora Range is one of 
the last large, intact BIF ranges with highest biodiversity values remaining in the area 
(Figure 2). 
 
The findings in EPA Report 1256 determined that the Mt Manning area “is worthy of 
recognition as a biodiversity hotspot due to high flora and fauna diversity and 
endemism, Declared Rare and Priority flora, Declared, Threatened and Priority Listed 
Fauna, undescribed or newly described taxa and unique vegetation communities 
restricted to BIF ranges”. 
 
As noted, the HARCP was created to facilitate recreational activities consistent with 
the conservation of flora and fauna, and the preservation of archaeological, historic or 
scientific features. High floristic values in association with complex BIF landforms of 
the Helena-Aurora Range are major natural features of the HARCP. 
 
The proposed J5 and BE pits would be approximately 1.6 km and 2.6 km long 
respectively, thereby impacting the complex series of BIF hills of the Helena-Aurora 
Range (Figure 3). The proposed mining activity would result in permanent impact to 
the western and eastern sections of these BIF landforms, thereby compromising the 
integrity and ‘intactness’ of the Helena-Aurora Range at a regional level. 
 
The proponent has requested that the proposal be assessed at a level of assessment 
of PER. The EPA has determined that there is sufficient publicly available information 
on the significance of the BIF landforms of the Helena-Aurora Range, and the 
aggregation of values hosted by these landforms, to gain a well-informed 
understanding of the significant impacts on the environment if this proposal was 
implemented. The high landscape and biodiversity values of the Helena-Aurora 
Range are documented by the EPA (EPA Report 1256) and have been published in 
peer reviewed scientific journals (e.g. Gibson et al. 2012 etc). 
 
Yilgarn BIF landforms are known to host endemic, rare, and restricted flora species 
by providing necessary habitat in the form of crevices, rocky outcrops, slopes, ridges 
etc. The Helena-Aurora Range is known to host at least five endemic flora species; 
two of which are also DRF:   

• Leucopogon spectabilis (Critically Endangered) is described as an erect, 
narrow and sparingly branched shrub, to about 1 m high, and occurring on 
shallow red-brown loam, ironstone, in rock crevices on exposed ridges; and 

• Tetratheca aphylla subsp. aphylla (Vulnerable) is described as a caespitose 
(growing in tufts) shrub, to 0.6 m high, and occurring on red-brown loam, sandy 
loam, banded ironstone, crevices in cliffs and outcrops, slopes, valleys, ridges.  

 
The location of the proposed pits, especially the BE pit, has endemic, rare and 
restricted flora species concentrated in this area. The proposed mining development 
would directly impact these significant flora species, and also result in the loss of 
critical habitat.   
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As the proposed development is for mining of environmentally significant BIF 
landforms, impacts cannot be avoided. The co-occurrence of the mineral resources 
and BIF landforms means that mining of the resource results in permanent, 
irreversible loss of the physical structure of landform features.  
 
Prior to making its decision to assess the proposal, the EPA provided a Statement of 
Reasons for its preliminary view, and provided the proponent, Polaris, an opportunity 
to respond.   
 
Polaris has indicated a potential to partially backfill the BE pit with up to 45 Mt (~28%) 
of waste, depending on the mining sequence undertaken. The EPA considers that 
while partially backfilling the BE void may mitigate the creation of a pit lake, it cannot 
restore the structure and form of the BIF landforms impacted, nor can it return the 
critical habitat, i.e. crevices, rocky outcrops, slopes, ridges etc., required for the 
endemic/rare species the landforms host.  
 
Polaris has stated its view that, with additional investigations, impact to BIF landforms 
could be managed to meet conservation outcomes. As such, Polaris has advised the 
EPA of its current and proposed biodiversity research projects that aim to increase 
value and effectiveness of biodiversity data across the Southern Cross biogeographic 
sub-region.  
 
The EPA is supportive of Polaris undertaking research, including trials, in its mining 
areas in order to determine the feasibility of rehabilitation of BIF landforms. The EPA 
is aware of at least two approved mining areas in the Mt Manning area (Carina, J4), 
that are owned and operated by Polaris and in which BIF rehabilitation trials and 
research could be effectively undertaken. The EPA also notes that Polaris’s 
rehabilitation research/trials are part of a wider regional program, and is not 
contingent on the Jackson 5 and Bungalbin East Iron Ore Project being implemented.  
 
The EPA does not support the use of mining development on significant BIF 
landforms of one of the last remaining intact BIF ranges in the Mt Manning area, 
which has also been identified as possessing the greatest landscape and 
environmental values in the Mt Manning area, for rehabilitation research and trials 
where there is no certainty of success.   
 
During the assessment of the proposed mining development the proponent did not 
identify any proposal modifications or mitigation measures which would ameliorate 
the impacts identified.   
 
The EPA considers that there is a high degree of confidence that the loss of the 
physical structure of BIF landforms and the aggregation of environmental values it 
hosts, would result in serious and irreversible impact to the integrity of the Helena-
Aurora Range at a regional level.   
 
The EPA considers that additional studies or detailed assessment of this proposal, in 
this location, would not lead to an outcome that would demonstrate that the EPA’s 
environmental objectives for Landforms and Flora and Vegetation could be met. 
Therefore, the EPA considers that the J5 and BE mining proposal is environmentally 
unacceptable and should not be implemented. 
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The Helena-Aurora Range is recognised as having the greatest landscape and 
environmental values in the Mt Manning area. Due to its high landscape and 
environmental values, the EPA considers the Helena-Aurora Range to be a priority 
area for long-term protection from development.   
 
Summary 
Having particular regard to: 

(a) the findings in published peer reviewed research which identifies the Helena-
Aurora Range as occurring in one of the two BIF areas identified as major 
hotspots for specialist iron stone flora species in the Yilgarn Craton; 

(b) the Helena-Aurora Range possessing the greatest landscape and biodiversity 
values in the HARCP; 

(c) the proposal would impact significant landform features in the HARCP, which 
was created to facilitate recreational activities consistent with the 
conservation of flora and fauna, and the preservation of archaeological, 
historic or scientific features; 

(d) there are significant cumulative impacts from mining and related activities on 
the BIF ranges in the Mt Manning area; 

(e) high value landform units comprising the Mt Manning area (i.e. Jackson, 
Windarling, Koolyanobbing Ranges) being already extensively mined and 
environmental values lost; 

(f) the Helena-Aurora Range is one of the last large, intact BIF ranges with 
highest biodiversity values in the Mt Manning area; 

(g) any mining of the Helena-Aurora Range would result in serious and 
irreversible impacts to the integrity of significant BIF landforms, and the loss 
of endemic, rare and restricted flora species and critical habitat, which the 
landforms host; 

(h) the proposal would result in the permanent loss of a significant portion of the 
Helena-Aurora Range, thereby compromising the integrity and intactness of 
the Range at a regional level; 

(i) the proponent did not identify any proposal modifications or mitigation 
measures which would ameliorate the impacts identified; 

(j) the proponent’s rehabilitation research is part of a wider regional program. 
There are other areas where trials can be conducted; 

(k) the EPA does not support the use of a mining development on significant BIF 
landforms of one of the last remaining intact BIF ranges in the Mt Manning 
area, which has also been identified as possessing the greatest landscape 
and environmental values in the Mt Manning area, for rehabilitation research 
and trials where there is no certainty of success; and   

(l) significant BIF landforms of the Helena-Aurora Range would be lost and 
cannot be restored, therefore the proposal cannot be modified, and impacts 
cannot be mitigated,  
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the proposal cannot be managed to meet the EPA’s objective for Landforms and 
Flora and Vegetation. Furthermore, the proponent did not identify any proposal 
modifications or mitigation measures which would ameliorate the impacts identified. 
Having considered all the matters above, it is the EPA’s judgement that the proposal 
is environmentally unacceptable and should not be implemented.  
 
Protection of the Helena-Aurora Range from mining development is required in order 
to meet the EPA’s objective to maintain variety and integrity of significant landforms in 
an important BIF area (Mt Manning). 

5.1 Environmental principles 
In preparing this report and recommendations, the EPA has had regard for the object 
and principles contained in s4A of the Environmental Protection Act 1986. Appendix 2 
contains a summary of the EPA’s consideration of the principles.   

6. Recommendations 
The EPA submits the following recommendations to the Minister for Environment.  
 
That the Minister: 

1. considers the report on the key environmental factors of Landforms and Flora 
and Vegetation as set out in Section 4;  

2. notes that the EPA has concluded that the proposal cannot be managed to 
meet the EPA’s objective for Landforms and Flora and Vegetation and thus 
the proposal is environmentally unacceptable and should not be 
implemented; and 

3. notes that the EPA has not included in this report conditions and procedures 
to which the proposal should be subject, if implemented, because the EPA 
has concluded that the proposal should not be implemented.  
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Appendix 2 
 
 

Principles of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 



 
 

PRINCIPLES 

Principle Relevant 
Yes/No If yes, 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. 

Yes Impacts from mining are permanent. Due to the co-occurrence 
of mineral resources with the physical structure of landforms, 
the structure and form of the BIF landforms cannot be restored, 
nor can it return the critical habitat i.e. crevices, rocky outcrops, 
slopes, ridges etc. required for the endemic, rare and restricted 
species and communities the landforms host.  
 
The use of a mining development on significant BIF landforms 
of intact BIF ranges with high biodiversity and landscape values 
for rehabilitation research/trials, and where there is no certainty 
of success, and is therefore not appropriate. 

2. The principle of the conservation of biological 
diversity and ecological integrity 
Conservation of biological diversity and 
ecological integrity should be a fundamental 
consideration. 

Yes The Helena-Aurora Range occurs in one of the two BIF areas 
identified as major hotspots for specialist iron stone flora 
species in the Yilgarn Craton.  
 
The Helena-Aurora Range has the highest flora conservation 
significance of any BIF range in the Yilgarn Craton and 
provides critical habitats necessary to host endemic, rare and 
restricted species and ecological communities, in the form of 
crevices, rocky outcrops, slopes, ridges etc.   

3. The principle of intergenerational equity 
The present generation should ensure that the 
health, diversity and productivity of the 

Yes The Helena-Aurora Range is one of the last large, intact BIF 
ranges which possesses the highest biodiversity and landscape 
values in the Mt Manning area, and should be conserved for 
the benefit of future generations.  



 

environment is maintained and enhanced for 
the benefit of future generations. 
 

4. Principles relating to improved valuation, 
pricing and incentive mechanisms 
a. Environmental factors should be included in 

the valuation of assets and services. 
b. The polluter pays principles – those who 

generate pollution and waste should bear 
the cost of containment, avoidance and 
abatement. 

c. The users of goods and services should 
pay prices based on the full life-cycle costs 
of providing goods and services, including 
the use of natural resources and assets and 
the ultimate disposal of any waste. 

d. Environmental goals, having been 
established, should be pursued in the most 
cost effective way, by establishing incentive 
structure, including market mechanisms, 
which enable those best placed to 
maximize benefits and/or minimize costs to 
develop their own solution and responses to 
environmental problems. 

No  

5. The principle of waste minimisation 
All reasonable and practicable measures 
should be taken to minimize the generation of 
waste and its discharge into the environment. 

No  
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Identified Decision-making Authorities 



 

 
 

 
Identified Decision-making Authorities 

 
Section 45(1) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) 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: 

 
 

Decision making authority Approval 

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

2. Minister for Aboriginal 
Affairs 

Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972  
s18 approval  

3. Minister for Environment Wildlife Conservation Act 1950  
Taking of protected flora and fauna  

4. Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum 

Mining Act 1978 

5. Director General, 
Department of 
Environment Regulation 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 
Works approval and licence 

6. Director General, 
Department of Mines and 
Petroleum 

Dangerous Goods  
Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004;  
Storage and handling of hazardous materials  
Chief Dangerous Goods Officer  
 
Mine Safety  
Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994  
District Inspector, Resources Safety Branch  

7. Director Environment 
Division, Department of 
Mines and Petroleum 

Mining Act 1978  
Approval of mining proposal  

 
Note: In this instance, agreement is only required with DMAs 1, 2, 3 and 4 since 
these DMAs are Ministers. 



 

 
 

 
Appendix 4 

 
 

Proponent’s documents on CD in hardcopies of this report  
and on the EPA’s website at www.epa.wa.gov.au 
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