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Dust Management Plan 

(Cliffs 2009f) 
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Environmental Operating Procedure 

EOP04 Clearing 

(Cliffs 2008e) 
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Environmental Operating Procedure 

EOP13 Site Disturbance Permits 

(Cliffs 2007a) 
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Environmental Operating Procedure 

EOP14 Topsoil Management 

(Cliffs 2006) 
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Land Clearing Management Plan 

(Cliffs 2009c) 
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Environmental Operating Procedure 

EOP16 Weed Management 

(Cliffs 2008f) 
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Environmental Operating Procedure 

EOP03 Bushfire Management 

(Cliffs 2008g) 
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Fauna Species List 
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Environmental Operating Procedure 

EOP06 Fauna 

(Cliffs 2007b) 
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Environmental Operating Procedure 

EOP07 Groundwater 

(Cliffs 2008i) 
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Environmental Operating Procedure 

EOP05 Dust Management 

(Cliffs 2008k) 
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Aboriginal Heritage Operating Procedure 

(Cliffs 2009h) 
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The table below identifies comments received from EPA, DEC, DoW, and DIA as part of consultation (via EPA) on the draft EIA (PER) document (Revision E), and Cliffs’ 

response/comment.  Cliffs understands that DMP and the Shire of Yilgarn were also consulted via EPA, however, no comments were received.  Where the table identifies 

that the EIA (PER) document has been amended in response to the comments received, these amendments have been incorporated into the EIA (PER) document. 

 

No DMA DMA Comment Cliffs’ Response 

General Advice 

1 EPA SU Backfilling of the J1 West Pit  

In ESD (p. 87) raised an interesting point regarding 

backfilling of the J1 West Pit “the J1 East Pit does not 

contain a sufficient volume of overburden to backfill the J1 

West Pit to a level that would prevent the formation of 

permanent surface water.”  If after further assessment this 

statement is still true it should be addressed in the PER. 

As identified in Section 1.6.1 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), backfilling of the J1 West Pit to the 

natural groundwater level of 417mAHD (the level conservatively required to prevent permanent surface 

water) would require 4,200,000m
3
 of overburden material.  As also identified in Section 1.6.1, the J1 East 

Pit contains 4,060,000m
3
 of overburden material.  The volume of overburden material within the J1 East 

Pit would therefore be insufficient to backfill the J1 West Pit to the natural groundwater level. 

Consideration of mine staging to enable backfilling is discussed in detail in Section 1.6.1.  Section 1.6.1 

does not place significant emphasis on the differential volumes as there are greater constraints affecting 

backfilling opportunities (i.e. resource efficiency, operational efficiency and potential resource 

development as detailed in Section 1.6.1 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E)). 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

2 EPA SU Non-significant impacts 

The PER should demonstrate why other impacts such as 

waste, noise, vibration and gaseous emissions are not 

considered to be significant and therefore will not be 

assessed. 

One of the purposes of an ESD is to identify the factors relevant to a proposal that will be assessed in an 

EIA document, and reach agreement on such factors between EPA and the proponent.  Noise and 

vibration, waste and gaseous emissions were identified in the ESD (Cliffs 2009a) as being non-significant 

factors that would not be assessed in the EIA (PER) document. 

Despite the above, Cliffs will insert the text regarding on non-significant impacts that is contained in the 

ESD into Section 1.8.1 of the EIA (PER) document to resolve this matter. 

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 1.8.1 to include the text on non-

significant impacts as contained within the ESD. 

3 EPA SU 

& DEC 

Stand alone proposal 

The PER should reflect the statement in the ESD that this 

proposal in not dependent on approval of any future 

proposals. 

 

The relationship between the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal and Cliffs’ existing Koolyanobbing Iron Ore 

Project operations is detailed in Section 1.7 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E).  As identified in Section 

1.7, the relationship between the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal and Cliffs’ existing Koolyanobbing Iron 

Ore Project is identified as use of part of the existing haul road, crushing of the ore within the 

Koolyanobbing processing facility, rail transport to the Esperance Port and export to international 

customers.  These relationships do not form part of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal (due to this 

infrastructure being existing and approved under separate statutory approvals). 

Cliffs was of the understanding that this question by EPA and DEC was resolved in discussions and 

amendments on the ESD for this proposal.  Accordingly, the intention of DEC and EPA in again raising this 
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question is unclear and of concern to Cliffs.  This appears to stem from an incorrect view that ore in the 

Mt Jackson J1 Deposit is not of an independent marketable value.  As identified in Section 1.4.1 of the 

EIA (PER) document (Rev E), the iron grade of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit is 60.06% Fe; being above the 

current market standard. 

As there is no suggestion within the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit project referral or ESD or EIA (PER) document 

or any other documents or correspondence produced by Cliffs to date that the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit 

proposal being dependent on approval of other deposits, that this matter was previously addressed in 

the ESD, and further that the relationship between the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal and Cliffs’ existing 

mine operations is currently clear in the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), a change to the EIA (PER) document 

is not considered relevant or necessary. 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

4 DEC 

 

Project definition 

The PER should clearly define, to the extent possible, the 

proposed locations and footprints of all infrastructure 

within the document, and impact assessments for flora, 

fauna (including short range endemics) and vegetation 

types accordingly.   

The layout of the main components for the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal are identified in Figures 1-3 

and 1-4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E).  The main components of the proposal are identified as the 

haul road and gravel pit, mine pits, overburden landform and operational areas. 

The specific location of the haul road and gravel pit, mine pits and the overburden landform are 

identified in the EIA (PER) document.  The locations of the operational areas (stockpiles, 

administration/office buildings, workshops and storage buildings, water supply dams and internal access 

roads) are specified to the extent that they will occur within the mine area outside of the areas 

designated for the mine pits, overburden landform and operational areas, and limited to a maximum of 

223ha in area. 

As identified in Section 1.4.3, the location of individual components of the operational areas have not 

been specified in order to maintain flexibility during mine development.  It has been Cliffs’ experience 

that specifying operational areas to fine detail can prevent incremental environmental improvements 

that may be possible during mine development, such as realignment of internal mine roads or 

repositioning of stockpile areas.  Such specificity effectively ‘locks-in’ impacts; to alter the specified 

locations would require further government approvals, which in turn, would unnecessarily result in 

project delays and increased costs despite seeking to achieve an environmental improvement. 

Accordingly, in order to maintain the ability to minimise environmental impacts during mine operations 

such flexibility is necessary.  

In noting the above, the locations of the operation areas are not without constraints; they are capped at 

a total clearing area (223ha) and areas identified as having highest flora values (refer Section 3.1) and 

fauna values (refer Section 3.2) have been demarcated within Biodiversity Areas to protect such values.  

Accordingly, the mine operational areas have a specified maximum area and will occur within the areas 

of comparatively lower flora and fauna values. 

As also identified in Sections 3.1 (flora and vegetation) and 3.2 (fauna), the impact assessment has 

considered impacts to all areas within the mine area outside of the biodiversity areas, and therefore is 
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conservative.  Accordingly, specifying the exact locations of the operational areas would not increase the 

level of impact assessed in the EIA (PER) document. 

This approach of identifying broad infrastructure areas, without specifying detailed components, has also 

been accepted by EPA for other development proposals. 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

5 DEC Access route and infrastructure 

The PER should clarify why the haul road is not aligned on 

existing access tracks; include biodiversity conservation 

constraints. 

 

Cliffs considers that any detailed discussion within the EIA (PER) on aligning the haul road to existing 

access tracks would be non-sensical and misleading.  Haul roads need to be relatively straight and on 

relatively flat ground so as not to present an ongoing operational hazard to mine staff.  As the existing 

access tracks are not straight and sections are on sloped land due to being near the base of the Mt 

Jackson Range.  Accordingly, it would be non-sensical and misleading to suggest that Cliffs has 

considered aligning the haul road to existing tracks, when it has not. 

The haul road alignment has been based on safety and engineering considerations (e.g. straight 

alignment, gentle topography, sight lines, etc) as well as environmental considerations (e.g. minimising 

total vegetation clearing, avoiding or minimising impacts on flora and fauna values, etc).  The EIA (PER) 

document has been amended to clarify this. 

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document (Rev F) has been amended to clarify that the basis for the haul 

road location has been based on safety and engineering considerations (e.g. straight 

alignment and on relatively flat land) as well as environmental considerations (e.g. 

minimising vegetation clearing, avoiding significant flora and fauna values). 

6 DEC Reliance on un-audited existing management practices  

The PER should contain discussion verifying that the current 

management practices are adequate in fulfilling the intent 

and obligations of Statement 627 (including the outcomes 

of audits), thereby confirming they are acceptable for 

application in the J1 proposal. 

 

The suggestion by DEC that Cliffs’ existing management plans are un-audited is incorrect.  Cliffs’ last 

independent audit of its environmental management plans under Statement 627 was issued to DEC on 

29 August 2007 in accordance with the conditions under Statement 627.   

Consistent with Cliffs’ ISO 14001:2004-certified Environmental Management System, internal and 

external review (audit) of these plans and procedures are undertaken regularly.  These internal and 

external reviews have confirmed that these plans and procedures are adequate in fulfilling the intent and 

obligations of Statement 627, and due to site and operational similarities with Cliffs’ existing mine 

operations (under Statement 627) this suite of plans and procedures are also considered appropriate for 

the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal.  The EIA (PER) document has been amended to clarify this. 

It should be noted that management plans and procedures are not normally provided with an EIA (PER) 

document; Cliffs has exceeded the standard assessment requirements in providing the management 

plans and procedures up-front, rather than post-approval as occurs for many development projects.  It 

should be further noted that management plans and procedures submitted as a requirement of the EIA 

(ERMP – Environmental Review and Management Plan) process, being the level of assessment above an 

EIA (PER) process, are also not assessed against their previous implementation.  
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Cliffs has prepared and provided these management plans and procedures with the EIA (PER) document 

so that they can be considered and commented on by Government and the public during the 

environmental impact assessment process.  Cliffs welcomes specific comments on the management 

actions contained in these plans and procedures.     

Action: 

1. Section 1.4.7 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev F) has been amended to provide general 

comment on auditing and compliance with Cliffs’ existing management plans and 

procedures. 

  7 DEC To assist DEC in providing high quality advice to the EPASU 

please supply electronic shape files providing the locations 

of flora, fauna, vegetation community types and the 

proposed J1 mine footprint are provided by the proponent 

for comparison with DEC datasets covering the area. 

 

Shape files of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal infrastructure and the environmental values of the Mt 

Jackson Range were provided to EPA with the proposal referral documentation. 

In response to the DEC comment (left), Cliffs submitted a copy of the following digital data each to EPA 

and DEC on 17 June 2009: 

Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal: 

o mine area boundary; 

o overburden landform boundary; 

o mine pit boundary; 

o biodiversity area boundaries; 

o haul road boundary; and 

o gravel pit boundary. 

Flora and vegetation: 

o vegetation community boundaries (including PEC); 

o flora species locations (DRF, DEC-classified Priority flora, and flora of conservation interest). 

Fauna: 

o Malleefowl mounds and interpreted habitat; and 

o Tree-stem Trapdoor Spider burrows and interpreted habitat. 

Action: 

1. Cliffs has provided the requested information.  No further actions are necessary. 

8 DEC Details on all surveys and taxonomic investigations should 

be provided to DEC and the EPA.  This information would 

provide some level of certainty that species have been 

identified outside the proposed disturbance area as 

reported.  All surveys and investigations should also be 

provided with the PER. 

All relevant survey and investigation reports were provided with the EIA (PER) document provided to 

DEC and other DMAs (subject to copyright limitations).  Electronic copies of these documents will be 

provided with hard copies of the EIA (PER) document.   Electronic copies of these documents will also be 

provided on Cliffs’ website during the 6-week public review period. 

Action: 

1. Cliffs to continue its practice of providing electronic copies of cited references (subject to 

copyright restrictions) with the EIA (PER) document. 

Biophysical - Flora & Vegetation 

9 DEC As the vegetation mapping provided in the PER suggests Figure 3-6 and Table 3-2 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) identifies that vegetation community DaS - 
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 that the vegetation community – Banded Ironstone 

Formations with Dryandra arborea, occurs within the 

proposed impact area the PER document should: 

• reference A Biodiversity Audit of Western Australia 

(CALM 2003) which rates the vegetation community, 

as a community at risk; and 

• address the impacts to this community and the 

potential to minimise, mitigate, manage etc these 

impacts. 

Dryandra arborea Shrubland on banded ironstone will be impacted by the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit 

proposal.  The area of impact (14ha), the extent of the vegetation community on the Mt Jackson Range 

(108ha), the percentage of impact to the vegetation community (13%) and Western Botanical’s impact 

ranking (Moderate) is also identified.  This community is also assessed as part of the impacts of the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit proposal on the recommended Mt Jackson Range Priority Ecological Community 

(PEC).  As detailed assessment within the EIA (PER) document are undertaken only for predicted impacts 

considered to be high, and the predicted impacts to this vegetation community were considered to be 

moderate, a detailed discussion within the EIA (PER) document on impacts to this vegetation community 

are not considered necessary. 

With regard to referencing the document A Biodiversity Audit of Western Australia published in 2003 by 

DEC (formerly as the Department of Conservation and Land Management),  Cliffs has reviewed this 

document and considers that reference to it would not provide any additional benefit to the assessment 

of the proposal in addition to that already provided in the EIA (PER) document.  The threatening 

processes to this community listed in A Biodiversity Audit of Western Australia (grazing pressure, feral 

animals, and changed fire regimes) as they relate to the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal are already 

addressed in the EIA (PER) document (Rev E). 

As further identified by Figure 3-6 of the EIA (PER) document, impacts to this vegetation community from 

the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal occur only from the mine pits.  Cliffs has already minimised its 

impacts to this community to the greatest extent possible through all other locations of this community 

within the mine area being demarcated within biodiversity areas.  Accordingly, there are no potential 

additional measures which Cliffs could implement or consider within the EIA (PER) document that would 

further avoid or minimise impacts to this vegetation community. 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

10 DEC Given the proposed impacts of various Cliffs’ proposals 

(including J1) DEC is currently assessing the status of: 

• Priority 3 Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora 

against IUCN criteria (potential to be DRF).   

• Banksia (Dryandra) arborea.  DEC has 

recommended this species be listed as Priority 

Flora.  

The results of this review should be included in the final 

PER. 

Cliffs will assess the impacts of its proposals on flora species based on the most current classification 

level.  If the classification level of any flora species changes prior to public release of the EIA (PER) 

document, then the EIA (PER) document will be amended accordingly with the latest classification level.  

If the classification level changes after public release of the EIA (PER) document, then such changes could 

be acknowledged in the response to public submissions and/or the EPA assessment report.   

If a change to the classification level for Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range and/or Dryandra 

arborea occurs, this will not change the potential impact of the proposal on these species and therefore 

only minor changes to the EIA (PER) document would be necessary. 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary at this stage, however, 

if the classification level of any species changes during the assessment this will be 

acknowledged through an appropriate manner subject to the timing (i.e. PER, Response 

to Public Submissions or EPA Assessment Report). 



Koolyanobbing Iron Ore Project Cliffs Asia Pacific Iron Ore Pty Ltd 
Mt Jackson J1 Deposit Environmental Impact Assessment  July 2009 (Revision H) 

 

337 

11 DEC Cumulative impacts to the Priority 3 Spartothamnella sp. 

Helena and Aurora, are discussed for Mt Jackson (less than 

6%).  The regional impact of 17.24% should also be clearly 

presented (see Table 27: Western Botanical, 2009, p. 114) 

within the PER document.   

Table 3-1 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) identifies the cumulative impact to the regional population 

from Cliffs operations will be ≤18%.   

As also identified in Table 3-1 and Section 3.1.4, the regional impact on this species is difficult to 

accurately determine due to the number of individuals within some populations being unknown, and 

therefore counted only as a single individual in calculations.  Accordingly, the impact has been identified 

as being ≤18% in recognition of this inherent uncertainty, rather than potentially misleading the reader 

by stating a specific 17.24%.  This approach has been discussed with Western Botanical as a conservative 

and acceptable approach for the EIA (PER) document given the uncertainties in regional population 

numbers for this species. 

As the cumulative impact to this species is currently identified in the EIA (PER) document, changes to the 

EIA (PER) document are not considered necessary. 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

12 DEC The PER should address the management of 

Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora.  This should be 

based on the undertaking and results of:   

• an assessment of the habitat requirements of 

Spartothamnella sp Helena and Aurora to identify 

possible areas for survey and protection; 

• investigations into the risk of the species from 

dust impacts as known individuals are in close 

proximity of to the mine pit and haul road 

(anatomical features of the species may make it 

highly susceptible to adverse chronic dust 

impacts); and 

• investigations into seed germination potential and 

mechanisms, and the likely success of the species 

in rehabilitation. 

This information should be provided as soon as possible for 

review and should also be provided with and addressed in 

the PER. 

As identified in Section 3.1.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit will impact 

between 2 and 5 individuals of Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range.  An assessment of the 

potential impacts and proposed avoidance and management measures are assessed in Section 3.14. 

Western Botanical has advised both Cliffs (March 2009) and the DEC’s Goldfields Threatened Flora 

Recovery Team (May 2009) that based on the identified individuals and habitats for Spartothamnella sp. 

Helena and Aurora Range to date, this species does not show any particular habitat association.  This 

species has been located only opportunistically during field surveys.  It has been suggested that birds 

may be the transporters of seeds of this species, and its location and distribution dependent on the 

largely random location of where such birds defecate.  Accordingly, identification of possible areas for 

targeted surveys and subsequent protection does not appear feasible or practical.  The EIA (PER) 

document has been amended to clarify this. 

With regards to dust impacts, as identified in Section 3.5 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) and based on 

Cliffs’ existing mine operations, the dust impacts from a mine pit which could potentially create chronic 

dust impacts occur within approximately 50m of a mine pit and within approximately 10m of a haul road.  

As identified in Figure 3-2, individuals of Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range located with 

biodiversity areas occur at more than 150m from the J1 West Pit, and therefore is considered to be 

beyond the area which chronic impacts could potentially occur.  As identified by Figure 3-1, individuals of 

Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range are located adjacent to the haul road corridor (6 

individuals located at approximately between 3m and 87m from the haul road corridor boundary), and 

partially on the haul road corridor (3 individuals located at between 0m and 3.6m from the haul road 

corridor boundary).   

As discussed in Section 3.1.4, Cliffs will seek to avoid the 3 individuals of Spartothamnella sp. Helena and 

Aurora Range during construction of the haul road, however, if direct impacts are avoided these 

individuals of Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range would still be within the haul road corridor 
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and directly adjacent to the haul road.  This creates as ‘catch-22’ scenario, in that by seeking to avoid 

direct impacts through removing these individuals this may expose these individuals to indirect dust 

impacts.  Due to the proximity identified above, the potential impact of dust on this species is unable to 

be accurately determined other than to identify that individuals within approximately 10m of the haul 

road may be subject to dust loading, excepting the individuals located greater than 10m from the haul 

road to which no indirect dust impacts would be expected.  The EIA (PER) document has been amended 

to clarify this. 

For many arid species, including Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range, the seed germination 

potential, mechanisms for germination and the likely success in rehabilitation is not known until it is 

tested during rehabilitation works.  This lack of knowledge does not, however, lend to a conclusion that 

species such as Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range will not be successful in rehabilitation; but 

simply that there is an absence of certainty regarding its success or failure.  Given this absence of 

information, Cliffs has made commitments to collect topsoil and seed from areas containing 

Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range for use in rehabilitation works.  The above commitments 

are considered practicable means by which Cliffs can seek to mitigate its impacts on Spartothamnella sp. 

Helena and Aurora Range; with the results of rehabilitation resolving the current uncertainty as to the 

likelihood of success of this Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range in rehabilitation. 

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.1.4 to clarify that targeted 

surveys for Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range do not appear possible due to 

this species not displaying specific habitat affinities. 

2. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.1.4 to clarify that indirect dust 

impacts to Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range immediately adjacent to the 

haul road are unable to be accurately determined. 

3. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.1.4 to clarify the uncertainty 

regarding the seed germination potential, mechanisms for germination and the likely 

success in rehabilitation for Spartothamnella sp. Helena and Aurora Range (in context 

with this same uncertainty being relevant for many other arid species). 

13 EPA SU 

& DEC 

Conditional approval of the J1 East Pit is the province of the 

Minister not the proponent therefore reference to this 

should be removed from the PER (p.73 & 75).  Also 

reference to an economic value of Bossiaea sp. Mt Jackson 

is not appropriate and should be removed from the PER 

document. 

As identified in Section 3.1.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), Cliffs has considered a range of potential 

options to seek to minimise or mitigate impacts on this Bossiaea sp. Jackson Range.  Seeking conditional 

approval of the J1 East Pit is one of the potential options considered by Cliffs due to this pit impacting 

12% of the 18% impact of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal on this species.  It is of significant value for 

government and the public to be informed of all options that Cliffs has considered to minimise or 

mitigate impacts on this species, not simply options that have been selected.  If this potential option was 

not considered in the EIA (PER) document, then it may be open for the government and the public to 

criticise Cliffs for not considering this option.  Accordingly, Cliffs considers that deletion of the discussion 

on this potential option is would detract from the transparency in Cliffs’ mine planning considerations.  

Further to the above, Cliffs has amended the discussion to have reference to a constraining proponent 
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commitment rather than a condition from the Minister for the Environment. 

With regards to the economic value of Bossiaea sp. Jackson Range, Cliffs acknowledges the concern of 

placing an economic value on each of the 67 individuals of Bossiaea sp. Jackson Range to be impacted by 

the J1 East Pit.  Accordingly, Cliffs has amended the EIA (PER) document to reflect the total value of the 

J1 East Deposit as a whole, rather than the value per individual to be impacted. 

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.1.4 to change Cliffs’ 

consideration regarding approval of the J1 East Pit and Bossiaea sp. Jackson Range from 

consideration of a conditional approval (i.e. a Minister imposed condition) to a 

constraining proponent commitment (i.e. a commitment proposed by the Proponent). 

2. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.1.4 to delete reference to a 

theoretical economic value of each of the 67 individuals of Bossiaea sp. Jackson Range to 

be impacted by the J1 East Pit. 

Biophysical – Fauna 

14 DEC Copies of the summarised and outstanding reports 

referenced in Bamford (2009) should be provided for 

review prior to the finalisation of the PER. 

Fauna surveys on the Mt Jackson Range and the surrounding region have been undertaken over a period 

of 9 years; between 2000 and 2008.  Some of these surveys were prepared for Cliffs’ internal use, and 

were not prepared for public review.  Due to the number of fauna surveys undertaken and the varying 

purpose of reports produced, Cliffs engaged Dr Mike Bamford of Bamford Consulting Ecologists to 

prepare a detailed consolidation of all studies undertaken during the 9 year period for inclusion with the 

EIA (PER) document.  This was considered to be the most practicable manner in which to present the 

results of the various studies in a single consolidated report for public review, and without unnecessarily 

complicating review of the proposal through multiple fauna survey reports.  As some of the fauna 

surveys also follow previous surveys, the consolidated report prevents possible data misinterpretation or 

confusion.  Accordingly, Cliffs does not consider it necessary or appropriate to provide the reports 

referenced in Bamford (2009) for public review with the EIA (PER) document. 

Despite the above, if DEC would like any specific information or clarification on any of the work identified 

in Bamford (2009), Cliffs will be happy to provide such information and/or seek advice from Dr Bamford. 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

15 EPA SU 

 

Malleefowl 

At EPA Meeting No 951, 5 March 2009, the Members 

approved the ESD subject to the ESD noting that the PER 

will clarify the importance of inactive Malleefowl mounds 

particularly with regard to Malleefowl movement, potential 

for Malleefowl to reuse old ‘inactive’ nests and population 

trends.  Ensure that the PER addresses this requirement. 

Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) states that “L. ocellata may move mounds between 

breeding seasons, and therefore the protection of habitat containing inactive L. ocellata mounds is 

considered important”.    The EIA (PER) document has been amended to expand on this matter, including 

clarification that the L. ocellata on the Mt Jackson Range have showed a general tendency to occupy the 

same mounds in each breeding year, with two inactive mounds becoming active during 6 years of the 

surveys. 

With regard to population trends, despite the Mt Jackson Range being the largest survey area in Australia 
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for L. ocellata, and surveys being undertaken over a period of 6 years (2004 to 2009), long-term data on 

population trends are not available beyond identifying mounds that are recently active or are inactive, 

and their locations, as depicted in Figures 3-16 and 3-17.  In order to accurately evaluate population 

trends of the Mt Jackson Range L. ocellata population, additional types of data would need to be 

collected and a greater survey period would be required.  Further, although information on population 

trends of the Mt Jackson Range L. ocellata population would be interesting, it would unlikely change the 

impact assessment outcome for this species due to the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal avoiding impacts 

to all recently active L. ocellata mounds, minimal impact to inactive L. ocellata mounds (≤9 mounds of 

the ≥206 mounds on the Mt Jackson Range), the separation distances from recently active mounds and 

mine infrastructure (310m to >2,000m separation), and a minimal impact on interpreted L. ocellata 

nesting habitat (≤14% of ≥3,504ha on the Mt Jackson Range).  Accordingly, a change to the EIA (PER) 

document to consider population trends is not considered necessary. 

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.2.4 to clarify the potential for 

previously inactive L. ocellata mounds to be used, specifically noting the data which 

identifies that of the 10 recently active L. ocellata mounds identified on the Mt Jackson 

Range (for which more than one year of data exists) 8 mounds have remained 

consistently active and 2 previously inactive mounds have become active. 

16 DEC 

 

Similarly, a Malleefowl impact assessment should be 

undertaken using available data on the local population, 

rates of mortality, fecundity, longevity and predation.  This 

impact assessment should include an analysis of the 

viability of the local population following mining.  Based on 

this report the PER should adequately quantify and evaluate 

the extent to which this species may be impacted.  

Adopting habitat as a surrogate for Malleefowl populations 

does not identify whether the Mt Jackson Malleefowl 

population will remain viable following this level of impact. 

As identified in Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), Bamford (2009) estimated that, the Mt 

Jackson Range may contain between 20 to 35 pairs of L. ocellata based on mound density and the area of 

interpreted habitat.  Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document has been amended to reflect this estimate. 

With regards to DEC request for rates of mortality, fecundity, longevity and predation, such data is not 

available for the Mt Jackson Range L. ocellata population, and would similarly not be available for most 

populations of L. ocellata throughout Australia. 

As identified in Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document, the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal is not 

expected to have a significant impact on L. ocellata individuals or L. ocellata habitat.  Accordingly, the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit proposal would not expected to affect the viability of the Mt Jackson Range 

population.  Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document has been amended to clarify that the non-

significant impact expected from the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal is not expected to affect the 

viability of the Mt Jackson Range L. ocellata population.  

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.2.4 to identify the Mt Jackson 

Range L. ocellata population estimate contained in Bamford (2009). 

2. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document 

has been amended to clarify that the non-significant impact expected from the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit proposal is not expected to affect the viability of the Mt Jackson 

Range L. ocellata population. 
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17 DEC Short Range Endemic Fauna - Millipedes 

Unless evidence can be provided that Antichiropus sp. nov. 

Mt Jackson and Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson is located 

outside of the mining foot print (see McMillan 1996 

referenced in the Ecologia 2001 report), a further survey is 

required to determine their presence outside of the mining 

footprint.  The survey methodology should be designed in 

accordance with the new EPA Short Range Endemic 

Guidance Statement 20 (which will be available on 25 May 

2009) and in consultation with and agreement by DEC.  

A further Survey is required as: 

• The two short range endemic (SRE) millipedes 

(Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and Atelomastix sp. 

Mt Jackson) are only known from records within the J1 

West pit (draft PER p. 104).   

• The previous survey was undertaken under 

inappropriate dry environmental conditions. To 

successfully collect adult millipedes for taxonomic 

determination, wet conditions are required and at 

least one further survey should be undertaken during 

appropriate conditions (i.e. during the wetter parts of 

the year, May to August) when the likelihood of 

success is much greater.   

• Given the Mt Jackson Range is a series of 

discontinuous peaks with distinct landforms, 

vegetation associations and elevations (see Western 

Botanical, 2009), there is very significant potential for 

different peaks within the Mt Jackson Range to contain 

unique species of millipedes.  Vegetation mapping 

alone is not a suitable habitat surrogate for these 

species.  

This information should be provided as soon as possible for 

review and should also be provided with and addressed in 

the PER. 

The DEC comment recommends an additional SRE survey in order to reduce uncertainty on the 

distribution of the millipedes Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson.  Cliffs 

disagrees with this recommendation as outlined below.  

Firstly, the reference by DEC to McMillan (1996, in Ecologia 2001) appears irrelevant.  McMillan’s work 

relates to a recording of shells of the land snail Sinumelon kalgum for Cliffs’ existing Koolyanobbing Iron 

Ore Project mine operations, not Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson or Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson. 

Secondly, both species were initially identified in 2006 (refer to Bamford 2009) in the area of the J1 West 

Pit, as depicted in Figure 3-23 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E).  Following this, a second survey was 

subsequently undertaken in 2008 by Biota (2009) to assist in determining if these species occur in non-

impact areas of the Mt Jackson Range.  DEC (EMB) was consulted on 25 August 2008 regarding the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit proposal (including Cliffs’ proposed range of surveys, including the SRE fauna survey), 

and further, Dr Mark Harvey of the Western Australian Museum was consulted on the specific survey 

scope for the SRE fauna survey.  This survey was undertaken in accordance with EPA Guidance Statement 

No. 20.  

As identified by Biota (2009) and in Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), this second survey 

yielded individuals from the Antichiropus genus (juveniles, females and fragments), however, did not 

yield adult males that would have enabled identification to a species level.  As also identified in Biota 

(2009) and in Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), this second survey did not yield any 

individuals from the Atelomastix genus.  A third survey, as recommended by DEC, may similarly not yield 

suitable individuals (adult males) of Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson or Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson 

species. 

The DEC comment that “the previous survey (being Biota (2009)) was undertaken under inappropriate 

dry conditions” is not supported.  Data from the Australian Bureau of Meteorology (Site: Southern Cross) 

identifies that the monthly rainfall recorded in October 2008 during the Biota (2009) survey was 

21.4mm, being 137% of the long-term monthly average (15.6mm), and the preceding month of 

September 2008 had 36mm of rainfall, being 185% of the long-term monthly average (19.4mm).  Both 

these months had greater rainfall than in August 2006 (16.0mm, being only 51% of long-term monthly 

average) when Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson or Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson were recorded, and 

higher rainfall than the preceding month of July 2006 (15.4mm, being only 40% of the long-term monthly 

average).  Accordingly, the DEC comment that “the previous survey was undertaken under inappropriate 

dry conditions” is not supported by the independent meteorological data.  Further, the recording of a 

new species of millipede of the genus Antichiropus (this species subsequently referred to as Antichiropus 

sp. Mt Jackson 2) during the Biota (2009) survey also contributes to doubt on the DEC comment that the 

Biota (2009) survey was undertaken during inappropriate dry conditions. 

As identified in Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), it is not uncommon for SRE fauna species 

not to be recorded in successive fauna investigations due to the typical characteristics of such species.  It 

is likely that Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson were not recorded by Biota 

(2009) as a result of these typical characteristics.  A third round of sampling for these species, even 
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during the period of May to August as recommended by DEC, may not yield suitable individuals (adult 

males) of Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson.  The above points are 

supported by the comments within EPA Guidance Statement No. 20 on SRE fauna which states: 

“While numerous males of a single taxon may be recorded after rain, in other cases a taxon may 

be represented by only a single capture event. This is a common pattern in fauna sampling 

programs, which typically record an abundance of individuals of a few common species, while 

only single or occasional records are obtained of numerous less common or rare species. This can 

present an issue for EIA when single records of potential SRE species are situated inside a 

proposed development area”. (EPA 2009b, page 10). 

“While EPA will expect reasonable effort to be expended in an attempt to place single SRE records 

from impact areas into context, the EPA recognises that in some cases this may not yield any 

further records in a reasonable timeframe.” (EPA 2009b, page 10). 

Accordingly, rather than undertaking a third SRE fauna investigation which may or may not yield 

Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and/or Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson, the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) 

identified that there was uncertainty regarding the distribution of these species and adopted a risk-based 

assessment.  Cliffs’ risk-based assessment used vegetation as a surrogate for habitat; consistent with EPA 

Guidance Statement No. 20 on SRE fauna which states: 

“A risk based approach will also be adopted for situations where surveys have been completed, 

but potential SREs are only recorded from planned impact areas. In this situation a risk-based 

approach will be considered in cases where: 

• a potential SRE taxon is represented by one or few specimens from only within 

proposed development areas; 

• contextual data on the wider distribution and status of the taxon is unavailable from 

the WA Museum or the DEC; and 

• additional targeted surveys appear unlikely to yield results in a reasonable timeframe. 

For potentially restricted taxa that meet the above criteria, the use of habitat as a surrogate for 

inferring distributional boundaries can again be considered. While there are limitations to the use 

of such surrogates, this provides the only practicable method of undertaking an informed 

assessment as to the likelihood of small-scale SRE distributional restrictions.” (EPA 2009b, pages 

11-12). 

 “Vegetation types reflect changes in geology, landform, soil type and hydrology - all of which are 

likely factors in governing the distribution of SRE taxa.” (EPA 2009b, page 11). 

As identified by Figure 3-23 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and 

Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson were identified within vegetation communities of codes AmjS and AllaS.  As 

the scale of vegetation community mapping by Western Botanical (2009) has a high degree of resolution 

(compared to, for example, the ‘Beard’ vegetation mapping scale), the mapped vegetation communities 

are at an appropriate scale for use as a surrogate in assessing potential SRE invertebrate fauna 

distribution.  

Vegetation communities AllaS and AmjS occur within both impact and non-impact areas within the mine 
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area, and this habitat is connected between the impact and non-impact areas.  The assessment identifies 

that as the habitat occurs within both impact and non-impact areas, and that this habitat is connected, it 

is considered likely that these species will occur within both the impact and non-impact areas.  This 

assessment and likelihood is supported EPA Guidance Statement No. 20 on SRE fauna, which states: 

“If vegetation units are restricted to the potential impact area, and are especially different from 

adjoining units, then there is the potential for some SREs to be similarly confined (an example 

might be a granite outcrop in an otherwise sandy environment). In contrast, if similar vegetation 

units are contiguous and broadly distributed outside of the proposed impact area then the 

likelihood of SREs being confined to the impact area is reduced.” (EPA 2009b, page 11). 

With regards to the 3
rd

 DEC point of comment, it appears that DEC may have misinterpreted the 

assessment on the habitats for Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and/or Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson in the 

EIA (PER) document (Rev E) by making reference to Western Botanical (2009) out of context.  The 

Western Botanical (2009) discussion is based on the central and western Mt Jackson Range as a whole 

and comprising of discontinuous peaks across the approximately 13km length of the range.  The 

assessment of habitat for Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson or Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson contained in 

the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) asserted only that the vegetation types where these species were 

recorded occur within habitat that is connected and occurs in both impact and non-impact areas.  The 

areas where this habitat is connected and occurs in both impact and non-impact areas do not both 

stretch across the discontinuous peaks referred to by Western Botanical (2009).  As identified by Figures 

3-23, 4-5, 4-7 and 4-8 and of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), the proposal will impact approximately 45% 

of the peak on which the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit; with 55% of this one peak not to be impacted.  

Accordingly, if Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and/or Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson were limited only to 

the peak on which the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit is located (which is not suggested, but would be a cautious 

position DEC may adopt), a risk-based assessment would still conclude that the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit 

proposal would unlikely place this species at risk due to most of this one peak not being impacted. 

Representatives for DEC, Cliffs and Biota met on 24 June 2009 to discuss the SRE fauna surveys, and in 

particular the millipede species Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson.  Cliffs 

and DEC agreed that: 

• The SRE fauna surveys undertaken to date meet the guidance contained in EPA Guidance 

Statement No. 20 on SRE fauna surveys, however, there remains uncertainty on the 

distribution of the millipede species Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and Atelomastix sp. Mt 

Jackson and potential impacts of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal (due to only one 

individual of each species being recorded within the mine area). 

• Due to the uncertainty arising from the survey outcomes, the risk risk-based assessment 

contained in Biota (2009) and in Cliffs’ EIA (PER) document (Rev E) is an appropriate approach 

to adopt for environmental impact assessment (and consistent with the recommendations of 

EPA Guidance Statement 20).  Further SRE surveys to locate the millipede species Antichiropus 

sp. nov. Mt Jackson and Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson are not considered essential, however, 

additional surveys may be beneficial in reducing this uncertainty.  



Koolyanobbing Iron Ore Project Cliffs Asia Pacific Iron Ore Pty Ltd 
Mt Jackson J1 Deposit Environmental Impact Assessment  July 2009 (Revision H) 

 

344 

• In order to reduce uncertainty and provide improved confidence to DEC that Cliffs’ risk-based 

assessment is appropriate, Cliffs will include additional information in the EIA (PER) document 

to describe the potential millipede habitat on the Mt Jackson Range, and specifically describe 

the habitat values of vegetation communities AmjS and AllaS where the millipede species 

Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson were identified.   

• While the EIA (PER) document is out for its 6-week public review, Cliffs and DEC will continue 

discussions on the opportunities for an additional SRE survey including representatives from 

both Cliffs and DEC and to assist in gaining a clearer understanding of potential habitat 

distribution.       

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.2.4 to make reference to EPA 

Guidance Statement No. 20 on SRE Fauna (which was published since submission of the 

EIA (PER) document (Rev E) to EPA in April 2009). 

2. The EIA (PER) document will be amended to include additional information describing 

the potential millipede habitat on the Mt Jackson Range, and specifically describe the 

habitat values of vegetation communities AmjS and AllaS where the millipede species 

Antichiropus sp. nov. Mt Jackson and Atelomastix sp. Mt Jackson were identified. 

3. Cliffs and DEC will continue discussions on the opportunities for an additional SRE survey 

and potential habitat validation (including representatives from both Cliffs and DEC) 

while the EIA (PER) document is out for its 6-week public review, 

18 DEC Short Range Endemic Fauna – Land Snails 

The PER should accurately reflect the outcomes of the 

Ecologia 2001 report (p. 52).  The PER should identify the 

location of the Rail Corridor in which Sinumelon kalgum and 

Bothriembryon sp. were identified and how far away this 

rail corridor is from Mt Jackson.  This will provide 

confidence that the land snails are distributed through out 

the Mt Manning region.  

As identified by Ecologia (2001), the land snail Sinumelon kalgum was recorded at Sites MJ2, BN16, RC19, 

and RC23, and the land snail Bothriembryon sp. was recorded at Site MJ3.  For the Mt Jackson Range, the 

recorded sites were MJ2 (coordinates: 30o15’22’’; 119o16’27’’) for Sinumelon kalgum and MJ3 

(coordinates: 30o 14’ 59’’; 119o 14’ 19’’) for Bothriembryon sp..  Sites MJ2 and MJ3 were located in the 

vicinity of Cliffs’ existing Mt Jackson J2 and J3 Deposit mine operations; not at any impact location for the 

Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal.  Accordingly, an amendment to the EIA (PER) document to reflect the 

outcomes of these species is not considered necessary.   

Cliffs acknowledges that it may have contributed to a misunderstanding on this matter as the copy of 

Ecologia (2001) provided with the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) did not contain a map of the fauna 

sampling sites.  This has now been corrected. 

The rail corridor considered in Ecologia (2001) relates to Cliffs’ existing rail corridor, and does not form 

part of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal.  Accordingly, the location of Sinumelon kalgum or 

Bothriembryon sp. identified in the rail corridor does not need to be considered for the EIA (PER) 

document for the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal.  It should also be noted that the assessment of the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit proposal does not need to demonstrate that Sinumelon kalgum or Bothriembryon sp. 

are widely distributed throughout the Mt Manning Region as suggested by the DEC comment. 

Action: 
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1. The copy of Ecologia (2001) provided with the EIA (PER) document has been replaced 

with a copy containing maps of the fauna sampling sites. 

19 DEC Aganippe castellum (Tree-stem Trapdoor Spider) 

Data and/or independent expert opinion should be 

provided to verify the conclusions made on page 97 of the 

draft PER that ‘A. castellum are unlikely to be significantly 

affected by long-term mine operations’ and surrounding 

individuals not directly impacted by the proposal (i.e. 

individuals in close proximity to the footprint) ‘are unlikely 

to be indirectly impacted by mine operations’.  This 

information should be provided as soon as possible for 

review and should also be provided with and addressed in 

the PER. 

Specialist reports should be provided as soon as possible for 

review and should also be provided with and addressed in 

the PER, including: 

• a report detailing the methodologies, and associated 

limitations, used to estimate the population size and 

inferred habitat for the Wildlife Conservation Act 

(Schedule 1) listed Tree-stem Trapdoor Spider 

Aganippe castellum. 

• genetic studies on collections of A. castellum from the 

Wheatbelt and BIF Ranges in the Goldfields. It was 

previously indicated that these studies were 

commissioned in an attempt to investigate whether 

the Tree-stem Trapdoor Spider(s) ‘at the Mt Jackson 

Range, Windarling Range and Koolyanobbing Range is 

A. castellum (or subspecies of A. castellum), or 

alternatively, a different species with similar 

characteristics 

The results of field surveys and an assessment of the potential impacts of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit 

proposal are identified in Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E).  As identified in Section 2.3.4, 

the surveys and the report were produced by the independent consulting scientists at Bamford 

Consulting Ecologists.   

The methodologies for surveys and populations estimates for A. castellum are detailed in Section 4.22 of 

Bamford (2009), which was provided with the EIA (PER) document (Rev E).  As this information is 

currently contained in Bamford (2009), an amendment to Bamford (2009) to include this information is 

not considered necessary.   

Bamford (2009) provided an independent estimate of approximately 200,000 individuals of A. castellum 

on the Mt Jackson Range, identified that the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal may have a moderate 

impact on this species, and notes that the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal will have a direct impact to 

approximately 5.9% of the interpreted habitat.  Additional data or an additional expert opinion is not 

considered necessary.  

Further to the above, the potential impacts of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal on A. castellum (as 

identified by Bamford (2009)) are also stated in the EIA (PER) document (Rev E).  As stated in the EIA 

(PER) document, although impacts to approximately 6% of the A. castellum population on the Mt Jackson 

Range (approximately 12,000 individuals) could be regarded as high in number, in context with the total 

estimated population (200,000 individuals) these direct impacts (6%) are considered to be non- 

significant, and in consideration of the impacts being confined to the western extent of the Mt Jackson 

Range any indirect impacts could equally expected to be confined to the western extent.  As the above 

information is currently contained in the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), no changes to this document are 

considered necessary. 

Further to the above, the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) identifies that, based on observations at Cliffs’ 

Koolyanobbing mine operations, individuals of A. castellum  have been identified as being present and 

recruiting within metres of an active mine pit.  Further, a regional survey near the Helena and Aurora 

Range for A. castellum undertaken since submission of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) has now 

identified that A. castellum demonstrate opportunistic characteristics with this species colonising areas 

disturbed by mineral exploration activities at higher densities than adjacent non-impact areas (pers. com. 

Mr Ian Harris of Aprasia Wildlife Pty Ltd and in prep with Bamford Consulting Ecologists).  The sum of this 

information supports the view in Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document that A. castellum are unlikely 

to be significantly affected by indirect impacts from mine operations.  The EIA (PER) document will be 

amended to include the additional information obtained from surveys for A. castellum on the Helena and 

Aurora Range. 

As identified in Section 3.2.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), Cliffs is undertaking a genetic 

assessment of A. castellum which is part of Cliffs’ ongoing fauna studies in the wider Yilgarn Region, and 

that this specifically does not form part of Cliffs’ Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal.  The EIA (PER) 
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document (Rev E) assess the potential impact of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal in a conservative 

precautionary approach, as identified in Section 3.2.4, being consideration that the trapdoor spider on 

the Mt Jackson Range and other ranges is the Specially Protected Fauna A. castellum, and separately, 

that it is a SRE species distinct from A. castellum.  The precautionary assessment identifies that in either 

scenario, the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal will not have a significant impact.  This precautionary 

assessment negates the need to have the genetic studies completed for assessment of the Mt Jackson J1 

Deposit proposal. 

Cliffs’ genetic assessment of A. castellum being undertaken in the wider Yilgarn Region are scheduled to 

be completed in Q4 2009, and presented to DEC at that time.  As identified above, the precautionary 

assessment in the EIA (PER) document negates the need to have the genetic studies completed for 

assessment of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal, and accordingly, Cliffs does not propose to delay 

assessment of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal until such studies are completed.   

Irrespective of the above, some initial results from the genetic assessment have been received since 

submission of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) to EPA (and also communicated to DEC by Cliffs).  The 

initial results received have identified (through genetic sequencing) that the population on the Mt 

Jackson Range is the same species as those collected from Merredin (Wheatbelt, located approximately 

165km south-west) and Heitmans (Wheatbelt, located approximately 200km south-west).  Having regard 

to these preliminary results, it is anticipated that the genetic sequencing results for the individuals taken 

from the Windarling Range, Koolyanobbing Range, Helena and Aurora Range, Kewlken (Wheatbelt) and 

Depot (Wheatbelt) will yield results consistent with this.  The EIA (PER) document has been updated with 

this initial information on the genetic assessment of A. castellum. 

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.2.4 to include the additional 

information obtained from surveys for A. castellum on the Helena and Aurora Range. 

2. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.2.4 to include the discussion on 

the initial information of the genetic assessment of A. castellum. 

20 DEC Troglofauna 

The cumulative risk to troglofauna species conservation 

that is posed by all of Cliffs’ iron ore mining areas in the 

Koolyanobbing area should be explored in the PER using all 

available survey data on the distribution of troglofauna 

species known from this area. 

To ensure the Troglofauna survey (Bennelongia 2008) 

complies with the requirements of Guidance Statement 

No54A the Bennelongia 2008 report should be revised to 

include (or provide further information on) the following: 

• a troglofauna habitat assessment (undertaken in 

The Bennelongia (2008) troglofauna survey report has used all available survey and species data; which 

includes data from the Mt Jackson Range, Helena and Aurora Range and the Koolyanobbing Range.  Cliffs 

welcomes any additional survey or species data from DEC for the region if such additional data is 

available and relevant to the assessment of the potential impacts of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal.  

Firstly, Cliffs feels obliged to identify that EPA Guidance Statements are guidance for environmental 

impact assessments and are not statutory requirements.  As such, it would be misleading to identify the 

guidance in terms of compliance or requirements suggested by the DEC comment. 

With regards to the guidance referred to in the DEC comment on a troglofauna habitat assessment, EPA 

Guidance Statement 54a recommends: 

“that reports on subterranean fauna should include, as appropriate, the following information: 

…• Subterranean fauna habitat (description of available habitat and the extent of predicted 
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consultation and agreement by DEC), to determine the 

likelihood of troglofauna habitat outside of the project 

footprint in areas that will not be impacted (e.g. 

habitat found in areas outside of other project 

footprints); 

• a species accumulation curve, which would enable the 

assessment of the sampling adequacy; 

• information on the length of the trapping period; 

• information on the taxonomic identification 

(limitations) for troglofauna such as spiders, 

centipedes and millipedes as these were not identified 

to species level. 

This information should be provided as soon as possible for 

review and should also be provided with and addressed in 

the PER. 

impacts to this habitat, supported by hydrogeological evidence)” (EPA Guidance Statement 54a, 

Page 25). 

A troglofauna habitat assessment, as requested by DEC, is not considered necessary (i.e. as appropriate) 

for assessment of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal as 4 of the 6 troglofauna species recorded at the 

Mt Jackson J1 Deposit were recorded in non-impact areas on the Mt Jackson Range and the connecting 

Helena and Aurora Range, and the remaining 2 species of troglofauna were also recorded on the 

Koolyanobbing Range.  The broad distribution of these species identifies that none of the troglofauna 

species recorded are restricted only to the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal area.  Accordingly, it is 

reasonable to conclude that the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal is unlikely to impact any of the 6 

troglofauna species recorded to a degree where it could place these species at risk.  Accordingly, a 

troglofauna habitat assessment, as requested by DEC, is not considered necessary for assessment of the 

Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal as the data provided in Bennelongia (2008) or the EIA (PER) document 

(Rev E) is sufficient to demonstrate that the troglofauna recorded at the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit have a 

wide distribution.  

With regards to a species accumulation curve, Bennelongia have subsequently prepared one in response 

to the DEC comment (Bennelongia 2009).  This species accumulation curve was provided to DEC 

(Environmental Management Branch) on 18 June 2009 and will also be made publicly available with the 

EIA (PER) document.  As is the case for all troglofauna surveys, it is possible that additional sampling may 

yield additional species, however, as advised by Dr Stuart Halse of Bennelongia, the sampling of 

troglofauna undertaken should be regarded as being “greater than standard effort outlined in the 

Guidance Statement because scraping was used in addition to trapping… use of the two sampling 

methods to collect each sample, as was done in this assessment, means that there is at least twice the 

specified effort” (pers. com Dr S Halse of Bennelongia to S Hawkins of Globe Environments, 9 June 2009).  

Although additional sampling may yield additional species, the impact assessment outcome for the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit would not be expected to change if additional species are identified as such species 

would similarly be expected to occur beyond the proposal’s impact area in the same manner as the 6 

troglofauna species currently recorded.  

As identified in Section 4.2 of Bennelongia (2008), the sampling of the 31 uncased bore on the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit occurred from 28/29 August 2007 with samples retrieved on 15/16 October 2007 (49 

days), and again set on 29 February 2008 and retrieved on 30 April 2008 (61 days).  Scrapes were also 

taken on 29 February 2008.  As this information is currently contained within Bennelongia (2008), no 

changes to this report are considered necessary. 

With regards to taxonomic identification, Bennelongia (2008) identified troglofauna to species/morpho-

species level.  The identification of troglofauna to a species level is limited by the absence of taxonomic 

frameworks, which is an inherent limitation recognised by EPA in Guidance Statement 54a, which states:  

“...at times the imperfect state of invertebrate taxonomy makes it difficult for even the best 

taxonomists to achieve species, or even morpho-species, identifications for many groups of 

subterranean fauna.  The problem exists for most troglofauna…” (EPA Guidance Statement 54a, 

Page 13) 
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Bennelongia has confirmed that the identification of troglofauna using existing taxonomic frameworks 

and morphological characteristics (as contained in Table 5.1 of Bennelongia (2008)) would be regarded 

by a competent taxonomist as appropriate (pers. com Dr S Halse of Bennelongia to S Hawkins of Globe 

Environments, 9 June 2009).  Accordingly, a change to Bennelongia (2008) is not considered necessary. 

Further to the above, representatives from Cliffs, Bennelongia and DEC met on 18 June 2009 to discuss 

the DEC comments on troglofauna (left).  Following this meeting, the DEC representatives confirmed 

their acceptability of the troglofauna studies undertaken and the environmental impact assessment on 

troglofauna.  Accordingly, this mater is now considered resolved and no additional field studies or 

additional impact assessment are considered necessary.  

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.2.4 to include reference to a 

troglofauna species accumulation curve (Bennelongia 2009).  

Biophysical – Biodiversity Areas 

21 DEC-

EMB 

The PER should clarify the intent of the proposed 

biodiversity areas, and outline commitments to 

preservation of these areas.  

The PER should demonstrate that the proposed 

management for J1 does not detract from, or is consistent 

with, the purpose of the proposed biodiversity areas.  For 

example, would the proposed stock fencing restrict species 

such as Malleefowl from utilising suitable habitat within the 

biodiversity areas?   

The intent of the Biodiversity Areas is outlined in Section 1.4.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E).  Cliffs’ 

commitments for the Biodiversity Areas is contained in Chapter 7 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), with 

the benefits of the biodiversity areas in the protection of flora values, fauna values and Aboriginal 

heritage values discussed within Sections 3.1, 3.2 and 4.1, respectively.  As this information is currently 

contained within the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), no changes are considered necessary. 

With specific regard to the stock fencing to be installed around the internal mine boundaries of the 

Biodiversity Areas, this stock fencing will not prevent fauna movement, including movement of L. 

ocellata.  Stock fencing typically consists of between 3 to 5 parallel wire strands between posts.  Stock 

fencing is not of a chain-mesh (also termed ‘ring-lock’) or barbed wire construction which could prevent 

fauna movement or cause fauna to be trapped or injured.  The stock fencing will only prevent 

inadvertent access by mine personnel. 

 Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

Pollution – Air Quality 

22 EPA SU 

& DEC 

 

Dust has been considered to be a key issue for Cliffs’ 

existing operations in the Mt Manning area, as such 

sufficient evidence should be provided to support the PER’s 

assessment (p. 134-140). This should include information 

used to determine deposited dust from the mine site during 

various meteorological conditions. 

Section 3.5.4 of the EIA (PER) document has been amended to clarify how dust deposition data is 

collected at Cliffs’ existing operations, and to clarify that the dust deposition data collected covers the 

range of meteorological conditions throughout each year of operation.   

A summary of the dust loading occurring throughout the year (i.e. various metrological conditions) is 

depicted in the graph of Cliffs (2007d) provided with the EIA (PER) document.  This graph has been now 

inserted into the EIA (PER) document as Figure 3-34 to assist to demonstrate the varying dust levels in 

different seasons.    

Action: 
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1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.5.4 to clarify how dust 

deposition data is collected at Cliffs’ existing operations, and to clarify that the dust 

deposition data collected covers the range of meteorological conditions throughout each 

year of operation. 

2. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.5.4 to insert data adapted from 

Cliffs (2007d) as a new Figure 3-34. 

23 DEC The PER (p. 134) should clarify the statement “there are no 

areas of permanent human occupation near the Mt Jackson 

J1”, i.e. state the distance to nearest residences (whether 

these are in the town site of Koolyanobbing or the mine 

campsite etc) even if it is not a short distance.  Confirm that 

particulate concentrations are below national air quality 

guideline levels for this receptor. 

The nearest occupied residence is Diemals Station, located on the Diemals Pastoral Lease at more than 

50km from the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit.  The EIA (PER) document has been amended to clarify the distance 

to the nearest residence. 

As there is no possibility of the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal resulting on dust impacts to the nearest 

residence due to the separation distance, it is not necessary for the EIA (PER) document to be amended 

to identify the particulate dust concentrations at this residence or whether the dust concentrations at 

this residence meet national air quality guidelines. 

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.5.4 to clarify the more than 

50km distance between the nearest occupied residence and the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit 

proposal. 

24 DEC Whilst the draft PER indicates ‘Vegetation impacts from 

dust suppression have not been recorded at Cliffs’ existing 

operations’ (draft PER, p. 132) no data related to 

monitoring the impact of dust on adjacent vegetation has 

been provided.  If this information is available from 

specialist consultants, it is recommended that the 

appropriate report is made available and referenced in the 

PER. 

The text on Page 132 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) in Section 3.4.3 on the environmental factor of 

Groundwater contains an accidental omission.  The text should have stated “Vegetation impacts from 

groundwater used in dust suppression have not been recorded at Cliffs’ existing operations...”.  Section 

3.4.3 of the EIA (PER) document will be amended to correct this error. 

With regards to any specific data from specialist consultants, this information is from visual observations 

from Cliffs’ site-based Environmental Advisors who inspect the haul road each week.  No specialist 

consultants have been required to document this.  Section 3.4.3 of the EIA (PER) document will be 

amended to clarify this matter.   

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.5.4 to correct this statement. 

2. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.5.4 to clarify that Cliffs’ 

Environmental Advisors inspect the haul road monthly and that no impacts to vegetation 

from groundwater used in dust suppression have been recorded from these inspections. 

25 DEC 

 

Other emission sources (apart from dust) associated with 

the phases of the project (construction, operation and 

rehabilitation) need to be identified even if those impacts 

are small. It is the proponent’s responsibility to 

demonstrate that impacts are low. 

One of the purposes of an ESD is to identify the factors relevant to a proposal that will be assessed in an 

EIA document, and reach agreement on such factors between EPA and the proponent.  Noise and 

vibration, waste and gaseous emissions were identified in the ESD (Cliffs 2009a) as being non-significant 

factors that would not be assessed in the EIA (PER) document. 

Despite the above, Cliffs will insert the text regarding on non-significant impacts that is contained in the 
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ESD into Section 1.8.1 of the EIA (PER) document to resolve this matter. 

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 1.8.1 to include the text on non-

significant impacts as contained within the ESD. 

Pollution - Groundwater 

26 EPA SU The PER should address any excess dewater or short fall for 

dust suppression and mining activities.  Management of any 

excess or short fall should be addressed and reference 

made to additional licences that may be required. 

Cliffs does not expect any shortfall or excess of groundwater for dust suppression or other mining 

activities.  The volume of groundwater abstracted will be managed to meet Cliffs’ operational 

requirements.  As identified in Section 3.4.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), groundwater modelling 

undertaken for the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal (Rockwater 2007a) and monitoring of groundwater 

abstraction at Cliffs’ existing Windarling mine operations indicates the abstraction volume at the Mt 

Jackson J1 Deposit proposal is expected to be similar.  As this information is currently contained within 

the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), no changes to this document are considered necessary. 

With regards to additional licences, Section 3.4.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) identifies that Cliffs 

will seek an amendment from DoW to include the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit proposal area in Cliffs’ existing 

groundwater licence GWL154459 under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 (WA).  This is also 

identified in Section 1.7.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E).  Accordingly, as this information is currently 

contained within the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), no changes to this document are considered necessary. 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

27 EPA SU 

& DEC 

The PER should demonstrate that aquifer testing has been 

carried out at an appropriate scale and time frame to 

ensure that the long term behaviour of pit dewatering is 

being appropriately assessed. 

As identified in Section 3.4.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) and in Rockwater (2007a), groundwater 

modelling has been undertaken based upon field groundwater pumping tests (i.e. aquifer testing).  

Accordingly, as this information is currently contained within the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), no changes 

to this document are considered necessary. 

With regards to the long-term behaviour of the pit dewatering, the modelled area of groundwater 

drawdown is identified in Figure 3-32 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) and in Rockwater (2007a).  The 

groundwater modelling was been based on the final year of groundwater dewatering (i.e. the long-term 

behaviour of the pit dewatering).  As identified in Section 3.4.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), any 

further groundwater modelling as refinement of the current groundwater model is unlikely to change the 

current modelled outcome.  Accordingly, the field groundwater pumping tests and subsequent 

groundwater modelling have been conducted at an appropriate scale and timeframe for the assessment 

of dewatering.  As this information is currently contained within the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), no 

changes to this document are considered necessary. 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

28 DEC The PER should indicate the outcomes of modelling with 

regard to the removal of part of the BIF ridge and the 

As identified in Section 3.4.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) and in Rockwater (2007a), the 

groundwater aquifer is expected to recover following the cessation of groundwater abstraction to a level 
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creation of a mine void lake.  The implications to 

groundwater recharge and the creation of a discharge 

feature should be addressed.  Include the modelling 

implications for evaporation from the mine void lake and 

whether this will increase the salinity of the groundwater in 

the area.  Management of potential impacts should be 

addressed. 

which will create a permanent surface water feature within the J1 West Pit.  As also identified in Section 

3.4.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) and in Rockwater (2007a), the J1 West Pit is expected to function 

as a groundwater sink (groundwater flowing into the J1 West Pit from the surrounding aquifer), not as a 

groundwater source (groundwater flowing out of the J1 West Pit into the surrounding aquifer).  As the 

water within the J1 West Pit is not expected to move into the surrounding groundwater aquifer, impacts 

to the groundwater from the water within the J1 West Pit are not expected; irrelevant of the salinity 

level of the water within the J1 West Pit.  Accordingly, modelling of the salinity of the water within the J1 

West Pit for determining impacts to regional groundwater quality is not necessary. 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

29 DEC  It appears that the proponent has committed to biannual 

monitoring of water levels in production bores and monthly 

monitoring of water levels in at least four monitoring bores 

(Section 3.4.5).  However the exact commitment for water 

level monitoring in monitoring bores versus production 

bores is not clear and should be clarified in the PER.  

As identified in Section 3.4.5 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), Cliffs proposes to monitor production 

bores biannually and monitor the monitoring bores monthly.   

The frequency of monitoring for the production bores is in accordance with Cliffs’ existing Environmental 

Operating Procedure EOP07 Groundwater (Cliffs 2008i) and the DoW-approved Operating Strategy (Cliffs 

2008h, as required under Groundwater Licence GWL154459 (DoW 2008)).   

The monitoring frequency for the monitoring bores is more frequent given that these bores (not the 

production bores) will be used to determine the groundwater aquifer’s response to groundwater 

abstraction beyond the area of the J1 West Pit.  The monitoring frequency for the monitoring bores is 

contained in Commitment 8-3 in Chapter 7 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E). 

Cliffs acknowledges that this difference, and the basis for the difference, could be made clearer.  Cliffs 

has amended the EIA (PER) document accordingly. 

 Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.4.5 to clarify that the production 

bores will be monitored biannually and the monitoring bores will be monitored monthly.   

30 DEC It is recommended that the risk of leachate discharging to 

mine void lakes and groundwater aquifers is assessed using 

the methodology outlined in the DEC contaminated Site risk 

assessment guideline.   

Cliffs has reviewed the DEC contaminated sites document The Use of Risk Assessment in Contaminated 

Site Assessment and Management (presumably the contaminated site risk assessment guideline referred 

to by DEC), however this document does not appear a relevant consideration for the Mt Jackson J1 

Deposit proposal. 

As identified in Section 3.4.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), approximately 6.6% of the overburden 

material within the Mt Jackson J1 Deposit has a sulphur content ≥0.3%; being the recognised 

concentration in the mining industry for potentially acid forming material (material <0.3% is regarded as 

non-acid forming).  The 6.6% calculation is regarded as conservative as it includes all forms of sulphur; 

both reactive sulphur (potentially acid forming) and non-reactive sulphur (non-acid forming). 

With regards to the management of the excavated overburden material, Cliffs has outlined in Sections 

3.4.4 and 3.4.5 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) that this material will be managed in accordance with 

the DMP (2001) and DEWHA (1997) guidance, which will specifically include isolation and containment of 
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this material within the centre of the overburden landform and encapsulation within a minimum of 5m 

of non-acid forming material.  In addition, the overburden landform will be nominally 50m above the 

natural groundwater level; with this distance providing an additional separation buffer from the 

groundwater.  Further, overburden landforms at Cliffs’ existing mine operations on the Mt Jackson 

Range, Windarling Range and Koolyanobbing Range have not shown any physical indication of acid 

leachate formation.  The above management actions are expected to prevent potentially acid forming 

material within the excavated overburden from impacting groundwater.  Accordingly, as the above 

information is currently contained in the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), a change to the document for this 

matter is not considered necessary. 

It is acknowledged that overburden material not excavated from the mine pit (e.g. mine pit walls) will 

also contain sulphur at a relatively similar concentration to the excavated overburden material (i.e. 6.6% 

by volume at ≥0.3% total sulphur (reactive and non-reactive)).  The reactive sulphur component may 

oxidise and form an acid leachate, which could move into the J1 West Pit with groundwater.  As the J1 

West Pit will act as a groundwater sink and not a groundwater source (as identified in Point 28 above and 

Section 3.4.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E)) any potential water quality impacts would be limited to 

the water within the J1 West Pit and with no potential to impact the surrounding groundwater.  As the 

volume of material at ≥0.3% sulphur is low, and oxidization will be limited to areas immediately near the 

mine pit, significant impacts to the water quality within the J1 West Pit are not expected.  Irrespective of 

such expectations, if changes to water quality within the J1 West Pit did occur then such impacts would 

be confined to the surface water within the J1 West Pit and there would be no practicable management 

actions which Cliffs could implement to alter such water quality.  The EIA (PER) document has been 

amended to include the above information. 

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 3.4.4 to include the potential for 

overburden material not excavated from the mine pit (e.g. mine pit walls) to oxidise and 

potentially impact the water quality within the J1 West Pit.   

31 DoW Ensure that the PER (p. 29) identifies that the quality of the 

treated potable water from abstracted groundwater will 

meet the Department of Health requirements for drinking 

water. 

Section 1.4.3 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) identifies that the water treatment plant will produce 

potable water.  Cliffs has amended the EIA (PER) document to clarify that the potable water produced 

will seek to meet the water quality targets contained in the Australian Drinking Water Guidelines 

produced by the National Health and Medical Research Council and the Natural Resource Management 

Ministerial Council (2004).  

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 1.4.3 to make reference to 

NHMRC & NRMMC (2004) for potable water quality.   

Pollution – Waste 

32 EPA SU 

 

The PER should indicate whether waste management of 

over burden, inert, putrescible and contaminated wastes 

Section 1.4.2 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) identifies that the overburden landform will be used for 

the disposal of overburden material, and may also be used for the disposal of inert wastes, putrescible 
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 meets best practice requirements and will be managed in 

accordance with the relevant standards (identify the 

standards). 

wastes and contaminated wastes. 

As identified in Section 1.4.2 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), the wastes will be isolated and contained 

towards the centre of the overburden landform; consistent with the practices at Cliffs’ existing mine 

operations.  This action is also consistent with accepted and standard mine practices throughout 

Western Australia.  The management practices proposed are expected to result in nil environmental 

impact.  It is Cliffs’ understanding that there are no published standards for this.  Section 1.4.2 of the EIA 

(PER) document has been amended to clarify that the proposed management is consistent with the 

management of such materials at mines throughout Western Australia and that there are no published 

standards for this. 

Action: 

1. The EIA (PER) document has been amended in Section 1.4.2 to clarify that the proposed 

management of overburden material, inert wastes, putrescible wastes and contaminated 

wastes is consistent with the management of such materials at mines throughout 

Western Australia, and that there are no published standards for such management. 

Social Surroundings - Aboriginal Heritage 

33 DIA The PER (p. 159) should identify specific measures that will 

be been taken in regard to the protection of Aboriginal sites 

which will not be disturbed by the development of the 

mine, for example the document states that DIA 5602, 

20089 and 25820 will be avoided.  These measures should 

include be physically protection (e.g. fencing).  The ‘field 

marking’ of these sites referred to in the PER should be 

explained along with the method and frequency of 

monitoring. 

The PER (p. 159) should state that any new sites located 

during the project would also be reported to the DIA, with 

the consent of the relevant Aboriginal people.  In regard to 

skeletal material, the DIA should also be notified, as well as 

the police and relevant Aboriginal people, with the police 

being the first group to be notified. 

The management actions contained in Section 4.1.5 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) is taken from 

Cliffs’ Aboriginal Heritage Operating Procedure (Cliffs 2009g).  The Aboriginal Heritage Operating 

Procedure states that identified sites will be marked in exploration and mine development plans (as per 

Figure 4-1 of the EIA (PER) document) and that they will also be marked in the field.  Aboriginal Heritage 

Operating Procedure also states that Cliffs will ‘periodically monitor” identified sites to confirm 

disturbance has not occurred.   

The above terms are not specific or absolute due to the type of site (artefact scatter, mythological, etc), 

the size of the site and the location of the site being the overriding considerations in determining the 

best method of field making and the necessary frequency of monitoring.  Pre-determined field marking 

methods and pre-determined frequencies of monitoring is likely to be inappropriate for all sites.  For 

example, Site ID 5602 is at a location distant from mine operations and in topography largely 

inaccessible; meaning that field marking by signage would be more appropriate than fencing, and that 

due to its risk for impact being low that the frequency of monitoring would not need to be regular.  In 

contrast, Site ID 20089 is located adjacent to proposed mine operations on easily accessible land and 

therefore fencing and a higher frequency of monitoring would be appropriate.  Accordingly, Cliffs 

considers that the flexible terms used should be retained. 

As also identified in the Aboriginal Heritage Operating Procedure, the field marking will be based on 

advice of Cliffs’ Senior Community Relations Advisor (Aboriginal Heritage Advisor).  Cliffs acknowledges 

that DIA and traditional owners may also wish to be afforded opportunity to provide advice on 

type/method of field marking, and the Aboriginal Heritage Operating Procedure has been amended 

accordingly. 

With specific regard to Site ID 20089 for the Curragibbin Hill West artefact scatter, Cliffs has made 
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commitments to demarcate a biodiversity area over this site, and install stock fencing and signposting 

around the internal mine boundary for its protection.  This is identified in Section 4.1.5 of the EIA (PER) 

document (Rev E).  As this matter is currently addressed in the EIA (PER) document, no change to this 

document is considered necessary.   

With regards to notification to DIA of identified Aboriginal heritage sites, action item 7 contained in 

Section 4.1.5 of the EIA (PER) document and management action 5 in the Aboriginal Heritage Operating 

Procedure state that DIA will be notified of identified (i.e. new) Aboriginal heritage sites subject to 

consent of the relevant Aboriginal persons.  As this matter is currently addressed in the EIA (PER) 

document and Cliffs’ Aboriginal Heritage Operating Procedure, no change to these documents is 

considered necessary. 

With regard to the potential identification of skeletal material, Cliffs’ Aboriginal Heritage Operating 

Procedure identifies under management action 7 that the Police and/or an archaeologist will be 

contacted.  If the Police and/or the archaeologist determine that the skeletal material is of Aboriginal 

heritage significance, then DIA and traditional owners would be notified in accordance with management 

action 5 of the Aboriginal Heritage Operating Procedure.  Cliffs understands that this linking may not 

have been clear, and has amended the Aboriginal Heritage Operating Procedure to clarify this matter.   

Action: 

1. The Aboriginal Heritage Operating Procedure (Cliffs 2009g) has been amended to include 

consultation with DIA and traditional owners regarding the field marking of Aboriginal 

heritage sites. 

2. The Aboriginal Heritage Operating Procedure (Cliffs 2009g) has been amended clarify 

that DIA and relevant traditional owners will be notified if skeletal material is identified 

during mine operations and considered by the Police and/or an archaeologist to be of 

Aboriginal heritage significance. 

Other - Rehabilitation and Closure 

34 EPA SU 

& DEC 

The objective for decommissioning and rehabilitation to 

achieve ‘a condition suitable for continued pastoral use 

under the Mt Jackson Pastoral Lease’ (draft PER, p. 142) 

should be amended to reflect the EPA’s objective for 

conservation of flora ‘To maintain the abundance, diversity, 

geographic distribution and productivity of flora at species 

and ecosystem levels through the avoidance or 

management of adverse impacts and improvement of 

knowledge’ (EPA, 2004) as quoted in the draft PER, page 47.  

The EPA SU is aware of the proponent’s reluctance to 

change this statement and notes that if the statement 

remains unchanged then it is likely that this issue would be 

Cliffs has no concern if this point is raised during the public submission period.  Cliffs welcomes public 

submissions on all components of its EIA (PER) document, management plans and procedures, including 

those relating to decommissioning and rehabilitation.  

As a result of the comment from EPA and DEC (left), Cliffs is concerned that EPA and DEC may be 

misguided as to Cliffs’ intentions regarding decommissioning and rehabilitation.  The EPA and DEC 

position as to why it has concern of Cliffs’ decommissioning and rehabilitation objective is unclear. 

The EPA’s objectives for decommissioning, land, fauna and flora are stated in full in Section 3.6.2 of the 

EIA (PER) document.  These objectives are included to clearly document the EPA’s objectives, which have 

been used also as the foundation for Cliffs’ objective.  Cliffs’ concern in exclusively adopting EPA’s 

objective for flora, and recommended by EPA and DEC (left), is that the EPA’s objective does not place 

the purpose of the rehabilitation in context with future land use. 
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raised again during the public submission period. As identified in Section 3.6.4 of the EIA (PER) document and Cliffs’ Decommissioning and Rehabilitation 

Plan (Cliffs 2009f), Cliffs’ objective for decommissioning and rehabilitation is: 

“to decommission and rehabilitate the mine area with native vegetation to a condition suitable for 

continued pastoral use under the Mt Jackson Pastoral Lease”. 

Cliffs’ objective is not inconsistent with the EPA objectives; Cliffs’ objective simply includes reference to 

the future land use for appropriate context and direction.   

Consideration of the future land use in planning for decommissioning and rehabilitation of a mine site is 

consistent with the recommendations of both ANZMEC & AMI (2000) and DITR (2006); both of which are 

recommended guidance material supported by DMP for mine rehabilitation in Western Australia.  To not 

include an appropriate context and direction would result in reduced certainty as to why 

decommissioning and rehabilitation is being done. 

As Cliffs’ objective is consistent with the decommissioning planning recommendations contained in both 

ANZMEC & AMI (2000) and DITR (2006), and is not inconsistent with the EPA objectives, Cliffs does not 

consider it appropriate or necessary to amend the decommissioning and rehabilitation objective. 

Action: 

1. No changes to the EIA (PER) document are considered necessary. 

35 EPA SU 

& DEC 

The performance indicators on page 147 of the draft PER 

are unclear. Based on current 12 to 37 species diversity, 

rehabilitation to a performance indicator of 20 species per 

quadrat would be over 70% diversity not 20%.   

Cliffs’ rehabilitation performance indicators, as measured in representative 20m x 20m quadrats within 

rehabilitation areas, are stated as: 

• ≥ 20% projected foliar cover; 

• ≥ 20 flora species; and 

• ≤ 5 % weed cover. 

Section 3.6.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) contained a number of typographical errors stating “≥ 

20% flora species”; which should not have included a “%” symbol.  This has now been corrected in the 

EIA (PER) document.  

Action: 

1. Section 3.6.4 of the EIA (PER) document has been amended to delete reference to “%” 

for Cliffs’ flora species performance indicator. 

36 EPA SU 

& DEC 

A 20% species diversity does not comply with EPA Guidance 

Statement No. 6.  At EPA Meeting No 951, 5 March 2009, 

the Members approved the ESD subject to the ESD stating 

that the PER will ensure the rehabilitation criteria comply 

with Guidance Statement No.6 particularly with regard to 

the specified targets of plant species diversity based on 

reference plot data which are usually set at 70% of pre-

existing taxa. 

Cliffs’ rehabilitation performance indicators, as measured in representative 20m x 20m quadrats within 

rehabilitation areas, are stated as: 

• ≥ 20% projected foliar cover; 

• ≥ 20 flora species; and 

• ≤ 5 % weed cover. 

Section 3.6.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) contained a number of typographical errors stating “≥ 

20% flora species”; which should not have included a “%” symbol.  This has now been corrected in the 

EIA (PER) document. 
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Further to the above, Cliffs feels obliged to identify that EPA Guidance Statements are guidance for 

environmental impact assessments and are not statutory requirements.  As such, it would be misleading 

to identify the guidance in terms of compliance or requirements as inferred by the EPA comment.  

Further, Guidance Statement No. 6 does not specify a percentage rehabilitation completion criteria, and 

accordingly, to suggest that Cliffs has not complied with a percentage rehabilitation completion criteria is 

incorrect.   

With specific regard to the ESD, Cliffs at no stage stated that the EIA (PER) document would simply adopt 

recent EPA-recommended completion criteria.  At the EPA meeting of 5 March 2009, Cliffs committed to 

providing site specific rehabilitation completion criteria (performance indicators) in the EIA (PER) 

document that considered recent EPA-recommended criteria, rehabilitation outcomes at existing mine 

operations, the characteristics of the natural environment and specialist advice from botanical 

consultants.  Cliffs has abided by its commitment on this.  

Action: 

1. Section 3.6.4 of the EIA (PER) document has been amended to delete reference to “%” 

for Cliffs’ flora species performance indicator. 

37 EPA SU 

 

ESD committed to identifying shortcomings, and adaptive 

management techniques to indicate how appropriate 

outcomes for rehabilitation will be achieved in the PER.  

This was not evident in the draft PER and should be 

addressed. 

Cliffs’ contingency actions (i.e. adaptive management) in the event that the rehabilitation and 

decommissioning performance indicators are not achieved are contained in Cliffs’ Decommissioning and 

Rehabilitation Plan (Cliffs 2009f), however, Cliffs acknowledges that this information was not also 

contained in the EIA (PER) document (Rev E).  The EIA (PER) document has been amended to include 

discussion on the contingency actions in relation to rehabilitation. 

 Action: 

1. Sections 3.6.4 and 3.6.5 of the EIA (PER) document have been amended to include 

discussion on the rehabilitation contingency actions contained in the Decommissioning 

and Rehabilitation Plan (Cliffs 2009f). 

38 DEC The PER should address completion criteria that have been 

developed in accordance with Guidance Statement No. 6 

for soil and landform reconstruction, vegetation structure 

and species composition based on the attributes of the 

surrounding environment and previous rehabilitation works 

(Mt Jackson J2 & J3 Deposit mines) (refer Western 

Botanical, 2009, p. 136) 

As identified in Section 3.6.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), rehabilitation performance indicators 

(completion criteria) have been developed in consideration of EPA Guidance Statement No. 6, the 

surrounding natural environment, advice from Cliffs’ botanical consultants and the results of previous 

rehabilitation works at Cliffs’ Mt Jackson J2 and J3 Deposit mine operations.  The performance indicators 

specifically address species composition.  Accordingly, as this information is currently contained within 

the EIA (PER) document (Rev E), no changes are considered necessary.   

Vegetation structure is not specifically addressed in the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) as the structure of 

the rehabilitation works will be dependent on the species that germinate from seed through direct 

application (seeding) and that germinate from retained topsoil; and as the germination potential of many 

arid species are unknown any particular vegetation structure is equally unknown.  Despite this, it can 

reasonably be expected, based on rehabilitation works at Cliffs’ existing Mt Jackson J2 and J3 Deposit 

mines that a range of flora species with different structural characteristics (i.e. lower storey, mid-storey 

and upper-storey) will germinate.  The EIA (PER) document has been amended to clarify this. 
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With regards to soil reconstruction, as described in Section 3.6.4 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E) and 

within Cliffs’ Land Clearing Management Plan (Cliffs 2009b) and Decommissioning and Rehabilitation 

Plan (Cliffs 2009f), topsoil and vegetation will be removed and stockpiled during initial mine 

development for later use in rehabilitation.  These actions will assist in the reconstruction of a soil profile 

suitable for revegetation.  Accordingly, as this information is currently contained within the EIA (PER) 

document (Rev E), Cliffs’ Land Clearing Management Plan (Cliffs 2009b) and Decommissioning and 

Rehabilitation Plan (Cliffs 2009f), no changes are considered necessary. 

With regards to landform reconstruction, the shape, size and height of the overburden landform is 

described in Section 1.4.2 of the EIA (PER) document (Rev E).  As identified, the landform will be 

constructed parallel to the existing Mt Jackson Range to a nominal height of 510mAHD and based on a 

15
o
 slope and 10m berms.  Accordingly, as this information is currently contained within the EIA (PER) 

document (Rev E), no changes are considered necessary. 

Action: 

1. Sections 3.6.4 of the EIA (PER) document have been amended to clarify the basis for not 

including rehabilitation criteria for vegetation structure. 

 


