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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd (Yara) and ENGIE are proposing to develop a Renewable Ammonia 
Pilot Plant (the Proposal) on Murujuga (Burrup Peninsula).  The Proposal will be located adjacent to 
Yara’s existing Ammonia Plant on Yara’s existing lease area within the Burrup Strategic Industrial 
Area (BSIA), in the Pilbara region of Western Australia (WA). 

The Proposal involves the construction and operation of a Renewable Hydrogen Pilot Plant and 
associated infrastructure, including a dedicated solar photovoltaic (PV) farm and electrolyser.  The 
Renewable Hydrogen Plant will serve as a demonstration project for a future larger-scale renewable 
hydrogen development and will provide 180 kg/hr of renewable hydrogen to the existing Ammonia 
Plant to produce ‘green ammonia’. 

The Proposal is part of Yara’s roadmap for climate neutrality by 2050.  The solar PV farm will have a 
production capacity of approximately 18 megawatts (MW) peak to facilitate the production of 
approximately 640 tonnes of renewable hydrogen per year from a 10 MW electrolyser. 

The Proposal is considered a ‘significant amendment’ of the existing ammonia plant as it will be 
located on 22.94 ha of land within the Development Envelope of the existing Ammonia Plant, the 
implementation of which is authorised through Ministerial Statement (MS) 586.  Other than the 
development of the project on 22.94 ha of land within the Development Envelope of the Ammonia 
Plant, the Proposal does not seek any other changes to the Ammonia Plant. 

The only emissions to air from the Proposal during normal operations will be oxygen and small 
amounts of hydrogen.  The hydrogen will only be vented during start up and shutdown of the 
Renewable Hydrogen Plant, equating to up to 30 kg/day (assuming a daily start and stop of the pilot 
plant).  This small amount of hydrogen will be vented separately to the oxygen and will not pose an 
environmental or safety risk. 

Yara referred the Proposal to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) under Section 38 of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) on 28 July 2020.  On 17 December 2020, the EPA 
determined the Proposal was to be assessed at the level of Assessed on Referred Information (ARI), 
with additional information required under section 40(2)(a) of the EP Act.  The Information Package 
was released for public review commencing on 12 April 2021 and closing on 10 May 2021. 

1.2 Purpose and Scope 

This document has been prepared to respond to matters raised by the EPA Services Directorate 
(EPASD) of the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) regarding the Section 38 
Referral Supporting Report for the Proposal, and to respond to the public submissions and advice 
received regarding the Proposal during the public review period. 

The EPASD provided their comments together with a summary of the public submissions and advice 
received during the public review period.  A submission received from the Murujuga Aboriginal 
Corporation (MAC) was provided separately by EPASD.  Since the public review period and during the 
following assessment, EPASD requested additional information, which is also provided in this 
document. 

Yara’s responses to the comments and submissions are provided in Section 2 (EPASD) and Section 3 
(public submissions) in accordance with the summary provided by EPASD.  Yara has summarised and 
addressed the submission from MAC in separate response tables in Section 4. 

To support this Response to Submissions document, the following documents from the Information 
Package, which were available during the public review period, have also been updated: 
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• Impact Reconciliation Procedure (IRP) (Appendix B); 

• Offsets Template (Appendix D); and 

• Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (Appendix F).
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2. Comments from the Environmental Protection Authority Services Directorate 

This section provides the comments from EPASD regarding the Information Package for the Proposal. 

Table 2.1: EPA SD Comments 
Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

Flora and Vegetation, Fauna and Offsets 

1.  Clearing footprint 
Table ES1 in the Section 38 Referral Supporting Report indicates that the 
proposed change involves an increase in disturbance of 24.78 ha and 
that the proposed extent of clearing will be no more than 53.78 ha 
within the 73 ha Development Envelope.  This implies that 24.78 ha will 
be cleared for the Proposal in addition to the 29 ha that has been 
cleared for the current approved project.  However, Table 5-1 indicates 
that there is only 23.04 ha of vegetation within the disturbance 
footprint as well as 1.74 ha of existing cleared land (i.e., previously 
disturbed). It appears that these two figures have added together to 
give a total of 24.78 ha.  Furthermore, when you add up the 5 
vegetation community extents the total area is actually 23.03 ha.  
Therefore, it appears that only 23.03 ha of vegetation will need to be 
cleared within the disturbance footprint.  Please confirm this figure. 

There was a rounding/calculation error in the Proposal Footprint area outlined in the Section 38 Referral 
Supporting Report, which was 24.77 ha.  The total area to be cleared was 23.03 ha with the remaining 
Proposal Footprint comprising previously cleared areas (1.74 ha). 
However, in response to the outcomes of additional heritage surveys completed in December 2021, the 
Proposal Footprint has since been reduced (see Figure 1 in Appendix A).  The Proposal Footprint was 
reduced in consultation with MAC to provide buffer zones to sensitive heritage areas (refer to Issue No. 13 
in this table and Figure 9 in Appendix A).  
The reduced Proposal Footprint has a total area of 22.94 ha, with 21.23 ha of vegetation to be cleared.  
Vegetation types and condition within the reduced Proposal Footprint are shown on Figures 2 and 3 in 
Appendix A and significant vegetation and flora is shown on Figure 4 in Appendix A. 

2.  Clearing footprint 
Please explain the discrepancy between habitat and vegetation clearing 
size and the size of vegetation type ‘no condition (cleared open water)’ 
and previously cleared fauna habitat. If necessary, please provide 
revised Table 5-2 and Table 6-1. 

Tables 5-1 (vegetation types) and 5-2 (vegetation condition) of the Section 38 Referral Supporting Report 
identified that there was 1.74 ha of cleared land/open water in the Proposal Footprint.  Table 6-1 (fauna 
habitat types) incorrectly stated that there was 1.68 ha of cleared land in the Proposal Footprint. 
This calculation error was because 0.06 ha of cleared land associated with a track to the north of the 
existing evaporation pond was incorrectly classified as ‘Foothills’ habitat.  The correct area of land that was 
already cleared in the Proposal Footprint was 1.74 ha. 
However, as the Proposal Footprint has since been reduced to include buffers to sensitive heritage areas, 
the area of already cleared land in the Proposal Footprint is now 1.71 ha. Note that some of this difference 
is due to the mapping being converted to the current Geocentric Datum of Australia 2020 (GDA2020) from 
the previous GDA94 reference system. 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

3.  Vegetation condition 
Although Table 5-2 indicates that a total of 22.21 ha of the vegetation 
within the disturbance footprint is in ‘Good to Excellent’ condition, it is 
not clear how much of each vegetation type that will be cleared is in 
‘Good to Excellent' Condition.  Please provide this information (e.g., of 
the 8.48 ha of VT01 that will be cleared, X.X ha is in Good to Excellent’ 
condition). 

The table below provides the area of each vegetation type that is in ‘Good to Excellent’ condition in the 
reduced Proposal Footprint.  

Vegetation Type Total Area to be cleared 
(ha) 

Area of clearing in ‘Good to 
Excellent’ Condition (ha) 

Grevillia/Acacia open shrubland (VT01) 7.90 7.90 
Terminalia isolated low trees (VT02) - - 
Triodia hummock grassland (VT03) 10.95 10.51 
Triodia closed hummock grassland (VT04) 0.47 0.47 
Tecticornia isolated shrubs to open low 
shrubland (VT05) 

1.07 1.07 

Cenchrus tussock grassland (VT06) - - 
Acacia high shrubland (VT07) 0.84 0.48 
Total 21.23 20.43 

 

4.  Fauna habitat extent and condition 
The extent of cleared land in the disturbance footprint in Table 6-1 is 
1.68 ha which is not consistent with the figure of 1.74 ha in Table 5-1.  
Also, when the extents of the fauna habitat types in the disturbance 
footprint listed in Table 6-1 are added together the total extent of 
habitat is 23.09 ha which is inconsistent with the 23.03 ha figure for the 
total extent of vegetation in the disturbance footprint derived from the 
information in Table 5-1, but is consistent with Table ES2 on page v 
which indicates that 23.09 ha of fauna habitat will be cleared.  It should 
be noted that the actual total extent figure at the bottom right corner of 
Table 6-1 is actually 24.77 ha rather than 24.78 ha based on the existing 
figures in the table.  Please provide confirmed figures that address these 
discrepancies and clarify how much of each fauna habitat type that will 
be cleared is in ‘Good to Excellent Condition’ (e.g., there is 20.21 ha of 
Foothills habitat that will be cleared of which XX ha is in Good to 
Excellent’ condition). 

The discrepancies in the sizes of the Proposal Footprint and areas to be cleared have been responded to in 
Items 1 and 2 above (the total area of already cleared land in the Proposal Footprint was 1.74 ha; the total 
extent of habitat in the Proposal Footprint was 23.03 ha; and the total Proposal Footprint was 24.77 ha). 
However, as discussed in response to the issues identified above, the Proposal Footprint has since been 
reduced to allow for heritage buffers.  The table below provides the area of each fauna habitat type that is 
in ‘Good to Excellent’ condition in the reduced Proposal Footprint.  Fauna habitat in the reduced Proposal 
Footprint is shown on Figure 5 in Appendix A. 

Habitat Type Extent in the Proposal 
Footprint (ha) 

Area in ‘Good to Excellent’ 
Condition (ha) 

Rocky Outcropping - - 
Foothills 18.56 18.11 
Minor drainage line 1.06 1.06 
Sand plain - - 
Water/water body 1.45 1.10 
Floodplain 0.16 0.16 
Cleared  1.71 - 
Total 22.94 20.43 

 



 
 

 
©JBS&G Australia Pty Ltd T/A Strategen-JBS&G | 61171/138,911 (Rev 6) 5 

Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

5.  Vegetation and habitat extent 
For the purpose of the EPA’s assessment could you please provide 
further information on the known extent on the Burrup Peninsula and 
surrounding region (number of hectares and whether these are 
protected from future development) of the vegetation communities 
(types) and fauna habitats that will be cleared within the proposal’s 
disturbance footprint. 

Vegetation 
Vegetation has been mapped on the Burrup Peninsula, some adjoining areas, and part of the Dampier 
Archipelago using structural descriptions to the level of association across the study area by Trudgen & 
Associates (2002).   
Except for Vegetation Type VT05, the vegetation present within the Development Envelope is not 
considered locally restricted and is represented in similar condition locally within Murujuga National Park.  
Trudgen & Associates (2002) identified the tidal inlet between Hearson Cove and King Bay as being of 
conservation significance.  The basic vegetation units mapped by Trudgen & Associates (2002) in the tidal 
inlet were designated ‘Sm’ and described as Saline Inlet and Supra-tidal Flats.  The Tecticornia isolated 
shrubs to open low shrubland mapped as Vegetation Type VT05 corresponds with this vegetation type and 
is considered significant vegetation due to its restricted distribution and a degree of historical impact from 
threatening processes (clearing and weeds). 
The 1.07 ha of Vegetation Type VT05 that will be cleared in the Proposal Footprint represents 
approximately 1% of the 99.82 ha remaining on the Burrup Peninsula (APM 2019), of which approximately 
24% remains within the Murujuga National Park.  The APM (2019) report notes that the vegetation unit 
‘Sm’ is represented by 50-99 occurrences in the tidal inlet, which is above the 10-occurance threshold set 
by Trudgen & Associates (2002). 
Fauna habitat 
The dominant vegetation type of the Burrup Peninsula can be broadly described as mid-dense hummock 
(Triodia sp.) grass with mixed scrub and open low woodland with scattered substrate related minor 
communities (APM 2019). 
Four main fauna habitat types were identified within the Proposal Footprint: Foothills, Minor Drainage 
Lines, Water/Water bodies and Floodplain.  Based on the extent of these habitats on the Burrup Peninsula, 
the areas that will be cleared in the Proposal Footprint represent 0.5% or less of the habitat remaining on 
the Burrup Peninsula and less than 1% of the habitat that is within the Murujuga National Park. 
Most of the clearing (18.56 ha) will occur in the Foothills habitat, which represents 0.5% of the habitat on 
the Burrup Peninsula.  Approximately 55% of this habitat on the Burrup Peninsula is within the Murujuga 
National Park. 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

6.  Offsets 
Table 5-2 of the Referral Supporting Report notes that the proposal 
footprint will impact 23.04 hectares (ha) of ‘Good to Excellent’ condition 
vegetation.  Section 5.7 of the report considers that the clearing of flora 
and vegetation will not result in significant residual environmental 
impact and therefore no offsets are provided.  However, offsets are 
offered for 1.24 ha of high value/core minor drainage line habitat for 
the Pilbara olive python and 23.09 ha of the remaining terrestrial fauna 
habitat (Section 6.7 and 9).  Similarly, the Impact Reconciliation 
Procedure (IRP) only addresses offsets for fauna habitat.  
The EPA has recently determined that ‘Good to Excellent’ condition 
vegetation in the IBRA subregion of Roebourne and foraging and 
dispersal habitat for significant fauna species should be offset.  Amend 
the IRP accordingly.   

Yara is proposing to offset all the native vegetation that will be cleared for the Proposal.  This includes 
20.43 ha of native vegetation in ‘Good to Excellent’ condition. The Impact Reconciliation Procedure (IRP) 
has been updated (Appendix B) to reflect Yara’s commitment to offset all vegetation that will be cleared for 
the Proposal (21.23 ha). 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

7.  Impact Reconciliation Procedure 
Amend the IRP to ensure it adequately addresses the requirements of 
the EPA Instructions, amendments include but are not limited to:  
IRP 

a. biodiversity values requiring offsets section should state that 
the Pilbara olive python is a listed species and describe the 
significance of the minor drainage line habitat  

b. the methodology to determine clearing section should propose 
a method to capture the clearing that is done to the habitat.  For 
example, ground surveys, digitizing aerial imagery, clearing 
permit areas  

c. mention of the number of hectares ha of clearing is not needed 
in the IRP.  This area and the actual area of clearing is required 
in the subsequent Impact Reconciliation Report  

d. in the provided map show the areas that have already been 
cleared, which must match the spatial data in the Veg 
Conditions layer  

e. provide a table at the beginning with version, date and 
authorisation has not been provided.   

Spatial Data 
f. provide a column with the calculated areas in the fauna habitat 

layer.   

Yara has updated the Impact Reconciliation Procedure (Appendix B) to ensure that it is consistent with the 
EPA’s Instructions: 

a. Identification of the biodiversity values requiring offsets are described in Section 3.1 of the IRP, 
including identification why the Pilbara Olive Python is significant (level of threat). 

b. The methodology to determine impacts is described in Section 3.2 of the IRP. 
c. Noted. 
d. Cleared areas (as identified during ground surveys and GIS technology in GHD 2020) are provided in 

Appendix B, Figures 1-3 of the IRP. 
e. Version, dates, and authorisations are provided on the inside back cover of the IRP document. 
f. The fauna habitat layer (2F_FaunaHabitat_py) has been updated to include an area (in hectares) 

attribute. 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

8.  Habitat connectivity 
Provide information on the potential local cumulative impacts to fauna 
movement and habitat connectivity within the Burrup Peninsula.  This 
information should address the removal of the minor drainage line and 
foothills habitats, which likely provide foraging and dispersal habitat for 
fauna in the adjoining rocky outcrops including for Pilbara olive python 
and land snails.   
The proposal area is partially fragmented from north to south, due to 
existing cleared (plant and infrastructure) areas.  Fauna habitat on the 
Burrup Peninsula may be further fragmented as a result of cumulative 
impacts.  Section 6.5.5. of the Referral Supporting Report (GHD 2021) 
focuses on the regional cumulative impacts to significant fauna.  
However, there is potential for a reduction in habitat connectivity with 
neighbouring proposals (e.g., Perdaman Urea Project) restricting fauna 
movement in a north-south direction and between Hearson’s Cove and 
King Bay.   
Fauna habitat mapping outside of the development envelope has not 
been provided (Figure 7 GHD 2021), but aerial imagery indicates that 
rocky outcropping and foothills habitat extends beyond the 
development envelope to the west.  However, areas to the west will be 
developed for the Perdaman Urea Project (Figure 2-3 GHD 2020), and 
alternative habitat to the north is separated by the existing roadway, 
increasing the risk of mortality from vehicle strike.   

The Proposal will be constructed on Yara’s existing lease area adjacent to the Ammonia Plant.  The Proposal 
will not create Islands or isolated pockets of habitat between the Ammonia Plant and the Proposal (see 
Figure 8 in Appendix A).  
The Proposal will not remove any habitat linkages between Hearson Cove and King Bay; and development 
will be contained within vegetation bounded by existing roads and infrastructure.  Further, the Proposal 
does not remove connectivity between the rocky outcropping and foothills habitat that extends beyond the 
Development Envelope to the west, and to water sources to the south. 
The proposed Perdaman Urea Project is located adjacent to the west of the Proposal between Hearson 
Cove and King Bay.  The rocky outcrops and project are surrounded by existing roads and infrastructure; 
therefore, the Proposal will not further reduce connectivity from rocky outcropping and foothills habitat to 
water bodies. 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

9.  Short range endemic fauna 
A targeted survey for SRE invertebrate fauna, including land snails, 
should be undertaken to inform the assessment.   
The desktop study and fauna survey did not include short-range 
endemic (SRE) invertebrate fauna.  The Priority 1 PEC Burrup Peninsula 
Rock Pile Communities (2.09 ha) was identified in the survey area 
(Section 4.1.2 GHD 2020), but the land snail component of the 
community has been omitted.  It is likely that the rocky outcrops and 
surrounding area would provide habitat for land snails present in the 
PEC, as identified during surveys in neighbouring tenements [APM, 
2019].  

The Priority 1 PEC Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile Communities occur within the Development Envelope, not 
the Proposal Footprint, and were mapped as Vegetation Type VT02 (2.02 ha). This community potentially 
provides habitats for land snails, which may be considered Short Range Endemic (SRE) taxa.  
Eight records of the land snail genus Rhagada (R. angulata and R. convicta) have been previously recorded 
within 10 km of the Development Envelope. Seven of these records are R. angulata, which is currently 
known to be restricted to the Burrup Peninsula and Dampier Archipelago (Johnson et al. 2016) and is 
considered a SRE taxa.  Given the limited information available concerning preferred habitats for SRE 
invertebrates, it is difficult to predict specific habitat; however, most records of R. angulata have been 
associated with rock piles. 
Habitat present within the Development Envelope is well represented within the adjacent Murujuga 
National Park, with this habitat subject to less impacts from existing infrastructure and fragmentation. 
Furthermore, the Proposal will not fragment or create islands of potential SRE populations within the 
Vegetation Type VT02 habitat.  
No direct impacts to Vegetation Type VT02 will occur as the Proposal Footprint has been designed to avoid 
all occurrences of this Vegetation Type, based on the significance of the vegetation and potential SRE 
habitat.   
Potential indirect impacts to the community from the Proposal, and, therefore, any land snails present are: 

• Dust generation during construction; and  

• Introduction and spread of environmental weeds during construction. 
The potential indirect impacts will be managed through the implementation of the CEMP.  These potential 
indirect impacts will only be present during construction, which will be of short duration (approximately 
eight months, including only three months that involve ground disturbance activities with increased 
potential risk).  On completion of construction and commencement of ongoing operation, the potential for 
indirect impacts to Vegetation Type VT02 will cease. 
However, notwithstanding the above, a survey for SRE invertebrate fauna was carried out by Yara in 
January 2022.  The results of the survey will be used to confirm and, if necessary, to update the 
management actions in the CEMP to avoid where practicable and otherwise minimise impacts to significant 
terrestrial fauna species.  The details of the outcomes of the survey and any updated management plans 
will be provided to the EPA for approval prior to the commencement of any ground disturbance activities in 
the Proposal Footprint. 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

10.  Index of Biodiversity Surveys for Assessments 
The EPA requires biodiversity survey reports and their underlying data 
to be submitted to the Index of Biodiversity Surveys for Assessments 
(IBSA).  The following report and data have not been submitted.   

• GHD (2020), Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd Renewable Hydrogen 
Project Flora and Fauna Survey.  

The proponent should submit the above reports and data to IBSA via 
IBSA Submissions.  The resulting ‘IBSA number’ should be provided to 
EPA Services Directorate as evidence.    

The Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd Renewable Hydrogen Project Flora and Fauna Survey Report (GHD 2020) 
has been submitted to IBSA. The IBSA number is IBSA-2020-0319. 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

Social Surroundings 

11.  Provide information to address the concern raised during the seven day 
public consultation period that the proposal will extend the life of the 
Ammonia Plant and therefore potential impacts to rock art.  Should the 
proposal extend the life of the existing Ammonia Plant an assessment of 
the impacts is required (also refer Air Quality No. 1 in Attachment 2). 

The Proposal serves as a demonstration plant to produce hydrogen which will be used as a feed in the 
ammonia plant.  The hydrogen will be mixed with nitrogen to produce ammonia.  The current process uses 
fossil fuels to produce hydrogen; whereas the use of renewable hydrogen will reduce or eliminate the 
emissions which are usually associated with using fossil fuels for hydrogen production.  
The Proposal forms the commercial demonstration for a longer-term, larger-scale renewable hydrogen 
project; the exact timing, scale, and location of which is yet to be determined.  The project roadmap 
developed by Yara offers a potential opportunity to deliver a significant commercial-scale industry by 2030 
(ENGIE-Yara 2020). 
The Proposal does not seek to increase emissions from or the life of the existing Ammonia Plant.  The 
Ammonia Plant is licensed under Part V Division 3 Part V of the EP Act (Licence L9224/2019/1).  The existing 
licence was issued by DWER on 20 April 2020 and authorises the operation of the plant until 20 April 2040 
(i.e., a 20-year duration in accordance with DWER’s Guidance Statement: Licence Duration [DER 2016]).  
The existing licence regulates emissions from the Ammonia Plant, including stack emissions limits and 
monitoring for key parameters. 
In February 2019, the Minister for Environment released the Murujuga Rock Art Strategy, which was 
finalised in consultation with the Murujuga Rock Art Stakeholder Reference group (MRASRG).  The strategy 
builds on the previous studies and provides a transparent, risk-based, and adaptive approach to deliver a 
scientifically rigorous approach to the monitoring and management to protect the rock art.  
Representatives on this group include industry, Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation, WA Museum, relevant 
agencies and authorities and Dr Black. 
It is noted that there are multiple industries and emissions sources located on Murujuga and surrounds, 
which could potentially have an adverse impact on the Murujuga rock art.  Yara is a member of the 
MRASRG and supports the continuation of this independent industry-funded government-managed 
working group as the most appropriate and equitable approach to ongoing monitoring of Murujuga rock 
art. 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

12.  Please provide: 

• confirmation that the MAC was consulted on all the responses to 
the issues raised in its submission 

• dates that you consulted with the MAC on your responses to its 
submission 

• any issues that remain outstanding and how Yara consider these will 
be addressed. 

Yara has a demonstrated strong commitment to a meaningful and respectful partnership with the 
Traditional Owners of the land on which the Proposal will be located.  The process undertaken following 
receipt of the MAC submission reflects the spirit of collaboration and consultation with underpins the 
relationship between the two organisations.  In response to the items raised: 

• MAC was consulted on Yara’s response to all the issues raised in its submission to the EPA.  A formal 
briefing and discussion on Yara’s response to the MAC submission was held at MAC headquarters on 
the 22 June 2021; 

• The relationship with MAC includes regular contact, including both formal and informal meetings and 
communication with the MAC leadership.  The dates that Yara has engaged with MAC have been 
provided to the EPA along with a summary of the issues discussed, including those relating to the 
response to submissions; and 

• Yara continues to work with MAC regarding the Proposal, including the implementation of mitigation 
and management measures described by the CEMP such as the scope and timing of pre-clearance 
heritage surveys, appointment and coordination of MAC heritage monitors and identification and 
protection of known heritage sites. 

In relation to ongoing collaboration with MAC, Yara conducted a further heritage survey of the Proposal 
Footprint in conjunction with MAC’s heritage team and consultants from the 14 December 2021 to the 
17 December 2021 (refer to Issue No. 13 below). 
The CEMP approved by MAC states that MAC Heritage Monitors and others will be present prior to any 
ground disturbance works for the Proposal.  Should any further items be found during ground disturbance 
works, the area will be barricaded and isolated from the Proposal Footprint to ensure that all such areas 
remain undisturbed by the project. 
Following distribution of Yara’s response to the MAC submission, and because of the ongoing dialogue, 
MAC provided a letter to Yara on 26 October 2021 further acknowledging its support for the Proposal 
(Appendix G).  This support from MAC, which has existed since the conception of the Proposal, is sincerely 
appreciated by Yara, and not taken for granted.  MAC’s support is a constant driver for Yara as it seeks to 
develop and implement the Proposal. 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

13.  Please provide the following information: 

• the report for the second heritage survey conducted in December 
2021 

• clarify whether the two heritage surveys include the identification of 
intangible cultural heritage values. 

• confirm that that Yara commissioned MAC to undertake the 
archaeological and ethnographic reports as a result of post 
submission consultation 

• There are a number of recommendations in the reports. Please 
confirm whether these recommendations are supported by Yara 
and if not please provide an explanation. The recommendations 
include: 
o avoidance of three new sites (Scarp archaeology 2022)  
o 50 m buffer from northern boundary of zone A to avoid exposed 

granophyre boulders likely to feature engravings (Scarp 
archaeology 2022) 

o 50 m buffer for men-only site located 20 m from the boundary 
of the survey area (Archae-aus 2022) 

o the construction of a track from existing sites 20897 to 9838 
(Archae-aus 2022) 

o a review of the ethnographic report recommendations should 
be undertaken by the Circle of Elders particularly with regards to 
the 'men-only' engravings. 

• Please explain why the surveys did not cover all of the disturbance 
footprint. 

• Noting that the ethnographic report did not cover all of site A will a 
further ethnographic survey be undertaken? 

Two additional heritage surveys were carried out in December 2021 in conjunction with MAC: 

• Archaeological survey (Scarp Archaeology 2022); and 

• Ethnographic survey (Archae-aus 2022), including consideration of intangible cultural heritage values. 
Yara provided the survey reports to the EPA on 9 March 2022 and 14 March 2022.  
MAC requested the additional surveys in October 2021 in response to consultation carried out by Yara 
regarding MAC’s submission to the EPA on the Proposal.  The scopes of both surveys were defined by 
MAC’s Heritage Manager and Heritage Advisor, and the survey areas were established to focus on areas 
considered by MAC to be of interest.   
The archaeological survey identified three new sites likely to constitute Aboriginal Sites – two within the 
Proposal Footprint and one outside the boundary.  Additional site features were also recorded at one of the 
previously identified sites, and a revised boundary was provided.  The ethnographic survey did not locate 
any previously unrecorded ethnographic sites; however, it did reemphasise that the area is of high cultural 
and heritage value to the Ngarda-Ngarli Traditional Owners.  All verified sites (new and previously 
recorded) are shown in Figure 9 in Appendix A. 
Both survey reports made recommendations regarding the protection and management of the new and 
previously recorded heritage sites.  Yara has discussed these recommendations with MAC, and the 
following actions have been determined with the Circle of Elders: 

• The three new sites will be avoided and demarcated through appropriate signage, fencing or flagging, in 
consultation with MAC Aboriginal Heritage Monitors. Potential indirect impacts to these new sites will 
be managed in accordance with the CEMP; 

• A 50 m buffer zone will be established from the northern boundary of the Proposal Footprint to avoid 
exposed granophyre boulders likely to feature engravings (see Figure 9 in Appendix A); 

• A 50 m buffer will be established around the men-only site located 20 m outside of the Proposal 
Footprint (see Figure 9); and 

• A track will be constructed and maintained between sites 20897 and 9838. 
The Circle of Elders reviewed the recommendations made in the ethnographic survey report. No other 
actions, including requirements for further surveys, were requested other than the agreed establishment of 
a 50 m buffer around the men-only site located 20 m from the Proposal Footprint.  
In consideration of the above recommendations, the Proposal Footprint has been reduced to exclude the 
buffers to sensitive heritage areas as requested by MAC (see Figure 1 in Appendix A). 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

14.  Please provide the following information: 

• confirm whether Village Road will be used for access to the site 
during construction and operation 

• clarify whether Hearson Cove Road will be used for vehicles to 
access the site during construction and operation 

• indicate the number of vehicles that are expected on Village and 
Hearson Cove roads road during construction. please provide this as 
a per hour during peak times. 

All construction and operational traffic associated with the Proposal will access the site from Village Road.  
No traffic will access the site from Hearson Cove Road. 

Construction traffic 

Based on the current schedule, the main deliveries to the construction site will take place over a six month 
period from November 2022 to April 2023.  This will consist of: 

• Delivery of approximately 125 containers; 

• Twenty-four (24) semi-trailers delivering loosely packed items and machinery / temporary facilities 
mobilisation.   

Approximately 85% of the containers will be shipped direct to Dampier Port, whilst the remainder of the 
containers will arrive overland from Perth or Geraldton.  Most of the semi-trailers will come overland from 
Perth, with 3-4 coming from Karratha or Port Hedland.  Concrete deliveries will take place from November 
2022 through to January 2023 and will consist of approximately 50 concrete trucks coming from the 
Karratha Industrial Estate.  Most of the workforce during the construction period will be transported by bus 
from the Karratha area on 12-24 seat buses running an average of three buses per day.  Additionally, there 
will also be approximately six light vehicles travelling between the subject site and Karratha daily for the 
duration of the construction works. 
At peak hours of the day, it is expected that 10-15 light vehicles would access the site with 3-4 truck 
deliveries through the day (worst-case assumes that all deliveries would take place during peak hours). 

Operational traffic 

The Proposal will operate as an unmanned facility and will only require periodic maintenance visits by 
workers coming from Karratha or serviced directly from the Ammonia Plant.  Parking for light vehicles will 
be provided at the Hydrogen Production Plant. 

Management of impacts 

Village Road is subject to an ‘Agreement to Maintain and Upgrade Village Road, Burrup Peninsula’ between 
Orica Mining Services Pilbara Pty Ltd and the City of Karratha.  As Village Road has recently been re-
surfaced, a dilapidation survey will be carried out prior to commencement of construction in accordance 
with the executed maintenance agreement to determine the condition of the road. A further survey will be 
carried out on completion of construction to determine if any repairs are required.  It is expected that the 
requirement for pre- and post-construction surveys will be conditions of the development approval for the 
Proposal.  A Traffic Management Plan for the Proposal will also be prepared as a condition of the 
development approval. 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

Social Surroundings, Air Quality 

15.  In view of the recent developments pertaining to ammonia 
emissions from the existing Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd (Yara) 
Ammonia Plant, please provide additional information regarding 
ammonia emissions by outlining how future ammonia emissions 
from the plant would meet the EPA’s objective for air quality and 
social surroundings 

In its initial phase, the Proposal will supply green hydrogen, resulting in the manufacture of 2,800 tpa of green 
ammonia.  This volume of ammonia will substitute the equivalent production of “grey” ammonia produced from 
Liquified Natural Gas (LNG).  Therefore, there will be no increase in ammonia emissions from the Ammonia 
Plant due to the Proposal. 
Yara is currently working with DWER to update emissions data for the Ammonia Plant to ensure that they are 
accurately reflected in the airshed modelling commissioned by the department.  The ammonia emissions being 
modelled will not be influenced by the injection of green hydrogen into the ammonia synthesis unit at the 
Ammonia Plant.  Therefore, the input of green hydrogen into the process will not change ammonia emissions 
from the Ammonia Plant and will not impact the airshed modelling. 
Yara will continue to work with DWER to ensure that ammonia emissions from the Ammonia Plant do not 
exceed published health guidelines at sensitive receptor sites.  Any reassessment of ammonia emissions and 
associated controls required to facilitate this outcome can be adequately managed through the licence granted 
by DWER under Part V of the EP Act.  This approach is consistent with the current Ministerial Statement (MS) 
586, the key characteristics of which were amended by the EPA in August 2015 under section 45C of the EP Act 
to remove gaseous emissions as it considered that DWER could adequately regulate them under Part V of the EP 
Act. 
The EPA’s objectives for air quality and social surroundings will be met by ensuring that ammonia emissions will 
not exceed published health guidelines at sensitive receptor sites. Further, the regulatory decision-making 
processes under Part V of the EP Act can mitigate the potential impacts of ammonia emissions from the 
Ammonia Plant on the environment in a manner consistent with the above environmental objectives (e.g., 
through a DWER or Yara initiated amendment to Licence L9224/2019/1). 
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Issue 
no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) 

16.  The referral documentation indicates that Yara has a road map to 
achieve net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 and there was a 
requirement in the Ministerial Statement for facility to have a 
greenhouse gas management plan with regrets and non regrets 
measures. To make sure the EPA has regard to the combined effect 
of implementation of the approved proposal and significant 
amendment can you please outline the road map to achieve net 
zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, along with any of Yara’s 
interim greenhouse gas targets towards 2050 and, if available, a 
draft greenhouse gas abatement plan. 

The substitution of hydrogen and renewable power production will result in a reduction of approximately 
16,000 tonnes of CO2 per year.  The Proposal forms part of Yara’s roadmap and detailed strategy to decarbonise 
its operations by 2050 using a combination of technology improvements and green ad potentially blue hydrogen 
(as shown below).   

 
On emissions from the Ammonia Plant specifically, Yara will take measures to ensure that net Scope 1 GHG 
emissions are reduced to zero by 2050 and is currently developing five-yearly interim emissions reduction 
targets to meet this net-zero commitment. 
Yara has also committed to updating the GHG Management Plan for the Ammonia Plant within the next six 
months. The plan will be consistent with the achievement of the reduction targets stated above and will include 
the following key elements: 

• Description of the estimated proposal GHG emissions and emissions intensity for the proposal; 

• Comparison of the estimated proposal GHG emissions and emissions intensity for the proposal against other 
comparable projects; 

• Identification and description of measures that YPF will implement to avoid, reduce and/or offset proposal 
GHG emissions; 

• Provision for a program for the future review of the plan to assess the effectiveness of the identified 
measures and to identify and describe options for future measures that YPF may or could implement to 
avoid, reduce and/or offset proposal GHG emissions or reduce the emissions intensity of the proposal; 

• Annual reporting on: 
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no. EPASD comments Proponent response 

o quantity of proposal GHG emissions and ammonia produced; 
o the emissions intensity for the proposal; 

• Five-yearly review and report on: 
o the quantity of proposal GHG emissions; 
o the net GHG emissions; 
o details of authorised offsets used to offset Scope 1 GHG emissions in line with emission reduction 

targets; 
o measures that have been implemented to avoid or reduce proposal Scope 1 GHG emissions; 

• Audit and peer-review of the five-yearly reports. 
In addition, YPF will ensure that the GHG Management Plan and associated reports are made publicly available 
on its website as currently occurs for other relevant documentation, plans, and reports. 
Given the above commitments to develop emissions reduction targets towards net zero by 2050 and a 
contemporary GHG Management Plan, Yara has asked the Minister for Environment to request that the EPA 
inquire into and report on proposed changes to the implementation conditions of MS 586.   
The requested changes relate to Condition 7 of MS 586, which requires the preparation and implementation of 
a GHG Management Plan in accordance with the now superseded Framework Convention on Climate Change 
1992, National Greenhouse Strategy and EPA guidance on ‘Minimising Greenhouse Gas Emissions’. However, 
Condition 7 was effectively removed from MS 586 when the national strategy was withdrawn. 
Through the above inquiry, Yara expects that the condition will be reinstated and updated to include five-yearly 
GHG emission reduction targets down to net zero by 2050 and require implementation of the GHG 
Management Plan with associated public reporting, consistent with other implementation approvals recently 
granted by the Minister. 
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3. Summary of Public Submissions 

This section forms a summary of the public submissions and advice received regarding the Proposal.  
The public review period for the Proposal commenced on 12 April 2021 for a period of four weeks, 
ending on 10 May 2021.  A total of 76 submissions were received.  Note that Murujuga Aboriginal 
Corporation (MAC) also provided a public submission; this submission is not included in the 76 
submissions addressed in this section and is addressed separately in Section 4. 

The principal issues raised in the submissions and advice received included environmental and social 
issues as well as issues focussed on questions of fact and technical aspects of the Proposal.  Although 
not all the issues raised in the submissions are environmental, Yara has addressed all issues, comments 
and questions, as they are relevant to the Proposal.   

The key issues raised in the submissions include:  

• The ongoing production of acid gasses which may impact rock art (petroglyphs); 

• The ongoing use of gas will result in the contribution to greenhouse gas emissions from the 
Ammonia Plant; 

• Impacts to cultural and heritage values including the cultural interconnections between rock 
art and standing stones from valley to valley and ridge to ridge; 

• Impacts to rock art during construction due to blasting, vibration, and dust; 

• The isolation of three heritage sites within the development envelope; 

• Impacts to the visual amenity of Murujuga, particularly at Deep Gorge and Hearson Cove; and 

• Impacts to the amenity of visitors to Deep Gorge and Hearson Cove from noise and increased 
truck movements during construction. 

Yara’s responses to these key issues are contained in Tables 3.1 to 3.8 below.
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Table 3.1: Flora and Vegetation 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. FARA 
The Bob Brown Foundation 
ANON-2954-2SN3-T 
ANON-2954-2SNM-M 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2STH-N 
ANON-2954-2SNX-Y 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2S3K-Q 

By nearly doubling the land to be cleared, this development would 
destroy more natural habitat for native flora.   

Yara is proposing to offset all the 21.23 ha of native vegetation that will be 
cleared for the Proposal.  
The implementation of the Proposal will result in the loss of 21.23 ha of 
native vegetation.  Except for Vegetation Type VT05, the vegetation 
present within the Development Envelope is not considered locally 
restricted and is represented in similar condition locally within Murujuga 
National Park.    
After development of the Proposal, approximately 96% of the pre-
European extent remaining of Vegetation Association 117 will remain 
state-wide and 94% will remain within the Pilbara IBRA Region.  Given the 
limited extent of clearing for the Proposal, and the extent of pre-European 
vegetation remaining, the clearing impacts are not considered significant. 
There is not expected to be a detrimental impact to adjacent native 
vegetation during construction or operations through implementation of 
the CEMP. 
An assessment was undertaken in the Development Envelope to identify 
areas of elevated environmental vegetation value that would inform the 
design and layout of the project.  Consequently, the Proposal Footprint 
avoids: 

• Vegetation and fauna values associated with rocky outcrops including 
all mapped occurrences of the Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile 
Communities Priority Ecological Community (PEC); and  

• Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) 
Priority listed flora species Vigna triodiophila (Priority 3) and 
Rhynchosia bungarensis (Priority 4).  

Through the avoidance of rocky outcrop areas and the establishment of 
buffers to sensitive heritage areas, the reduced Proposal Footprint also 
substantially minimises impacts on Pilbara Olive Python (Liasis olivaceus 
subsp. barroni) core habitat and Priority flora species Terminalia 
supranitifolia (Priority 3) (refer to Figures 6 and 7 in Appendix A). 

The previous Proposal Footprint would have resulted in the loss of two 
individuals of Terminalia supranitifolia (Priority 3), whilst avoiding 31 
individuals.  This expected loss through vegetation clearing for the 
Proposal was less than 2% (or ~6% cumulatively) for T. supranitifolia based 
on a conservative estimate of total individuals across WA.  However, the 
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No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

reduced Proposal Footprint now avoids one of those individuals with the 
second on the boundary of the Proposal Footprint, significantly reducing 
the impact. 

2. ANON-2954-2ST7-4 The proponent states that the loss of 23.04 ha of native vegetation 
and two Terminalia supranitifolia (P3) is acceptable because of the 
extent of native vegetation and mitigation measures.  In my view, 
clearing unacceptably is not protecting flora and vegetation – part of 
the objective of the EPA.   

Refer to response to Submission 1. 

Table 3.2: Terrestrial Fauna 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. FARA 
The Bob Brown Foundation 
ANON-2954-2SN3-T 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2SNM-M 
ANON-2954-2STH-N 
ANON-2954-2SNX-Y 
ANON-2954-2SN6-W 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2S3K-Q 

By nearly doubling the land to be cleared, this development would 
destroy more natural habitat for fauna.   

Fauna habitat within the Development Envelope is not considered locally 
restricted and is represented in similar condition locally within Murujuga 
National Park.  Based on current offset policy, Yara is proposing to offset 
all the 21.23 ha of native vegetation (fauna habitat) that will be cleared for 
the Proposal. 
Fauna habitat for significant species occur within the Proposal survey area, 
these species include the Pilbara olive python, peregrine falcon, and 
north-western free-tail bat as well as a number of migratory species.  
Habitat for the Pilbara olive python occurs within the Proposal Footprint 
(1.06 ha of core habitat).  Given the large home ranges of this species, 
87.76 to 449.26 ha (Tutt et al. 2004), it is unlikely that this area supports 
an important population of the species.  It is, therefore, unlikely the 
Proposal will cause a significant impact to this species. 
Habitat for the peregrine falcon occurs within the Proposal Footprint 
(22.94 ha of foraging habitat).  No core habitat has been identified within 
the Development Envelope.  Given that foraging habitat for this species is 
common and widespread throughout the local and regional area, it is 
unlikely the Proposal will cause a significant impact to this species.   
Habitat for the north-western free-tail bat occurs within the Proposal 
Footprint (1.60 ha of foraging habitat).  No core habitat has been 
identified within the Development Envelope.  Given that foraging habitat 
for this species is common and widespread throughout the local and 
regional area, it is unlikely the Proposal will cause a significant impact to 
this species.   
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No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 
The listed migratory bird species recorded during the fauna survey 
(GHD 2020b) that are considered likely to occur in the Proposal Footprint 
have a broad range of preferred habitats.  The Proposal Footprint provides 
a small amount of foraging habitat limited to waterbody and floodplain 
(1.60 ha), which is considered an opportunistic resource for the species 
moving between King Bay and Hearson Cove.  The habitat within the 
Proposal Footprint is associated with supratidal areas and is likely to 
periodically inundate after extreme tides, storm surges or after heavy 
rainfall. 
Furthermore, similar habitat areas are likely to occur within Murujuga 
National Park located near to the Development Envelope.  Whilst the 
broader Dampier Archipelago may provide habitat for migratory species, 
the Burrup Peninsula is not recognised as an important habitat area.  The 
small amount of clearing associated with the Proposal is unlikely to 
substantially modify, destroy or isolate any area which may be important 
habitat for migratory bird populations. 

2. ANON-2954-2ST7-4 The proposal has been referred to the Federal Government due to 
MNES and the decision of the federal department is yet to be 
published.  Referring to Section 10 of the proponent’s document - 
GHD supporting Report, I object to the statement that ‘There are 
much larger tidal mudflat areas both within King Bay and Hearson’s 
Cove that provide foraging resources for the Australian Painted 
Snipe.’  By this reckoning, animals can just move to other areas.  In 
the end there is no other place to move to.  This is what is happening 
with black cockatoos and many other animals as clearing continues in 
Western Australia.   

The Proposal was referred to the Commonwealth under the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC 
Act) in August 2020 (reference 2020/8739).  On 14 September 2020, the 
Department of Agriculture, Water and Environment (DAWE) determined 
that the Proposal was “Not a controlled action if undertaken in a particular 
manner”.   
The specified manner in which the proposed action must be taken includes 
implementation of a Construction Environment Management Plan when 
undertaking ground disturbing operations and social surrounds 
management measures to avoid significant impacts on National Heritage 
places. 
A copy of the decision notice is available from the DAWE website at 
http://epbcnotices.environment.gov.au/ and is contained in Appendix E. 
An assessment of the Proposal against DAWE’s Significant Impact 
Guidelines 1.1 – Matters of National Environmental Significance 
(DoE 2013) for Migratory bird species was undertaken.  The assessment 
determined that the Proposal is not anticipated to have a significant 
impact on migratory bird species. 
The listed migratory bird species recorded during the fauna survey 
(GHD 2020b) that are considered likely to occur have a broad range of 
preferred habitats. The Proposal Footprint provides a small amount of 

http://epbcnotices.environment.gov.au/
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No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 
foraging habitat limited to waterbody and floodplain (1.60 ha) and is 
considered an opportunistic resource for the species moving between King 
Bay and Hearson Cove.  The habitat is associated with supratidal areas and 
is likely to periodically inundate after extreme tides, storm surges or after 
heavy rainfall. 
Furthermore, similar habitat areas are likely to occur within Murujuga 
National Park located near to the Proposal.  Whilst the broader Dampier 
Archipelago may provide habitat for migratory species, the Burrup 
Peninsula is not recognised as an important habitat area.  The small 
amount of clearing associated with the Proposal is unlikely to substantially 
modify, destroy or isolate any area which may be important habitat for 
migratory bird populations. 

Table 3.3: Air Quality 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. FARA 
Dr John L Black 
Tempest and Associates 
The Bob Brown Foundation 
ANON-2954-2SNN-N 
ANON-2954-2SNE-C 
ANON-2954-2SN3-T 
ANON-2954-2SNC-A 
ANON-2954-2SNM-M 
ANON-2954-2SNJ-H 
ANON-2954-2SNH-F 
ANON-2954-2STT-1 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STE-J 
ANON-2954-2STV-3 
ANON-2954-2STJ-Q 
ANON-2954-2ST4-1 

The proposal will produce emissions that will impact petroglyphs 
(rock art) 
Best practice emissions measures should be implemented 
Yara's Burrup plants are responsible for high levels of acidic 
emissions of nitrogen and sulphur oxides that will continue into the 
future given the current levels of emissions approved in licences 
granted by the Western Australian Government on 20 April 2020.   
The cumulative emissions from these plants will be disastrous for 
long-term preservation of the petroglyphs and the cultural heritage 
they represent.   
Producing hydrogen using renewable electricity to replace natural 
gas does NOT reduce the ultimate acidic emissions of the fertiliser 
plant.  Instead, it would mean that the Yara Ammonia and 
Ammonium Nitrate plants can continue to emit acidic sulphur and 
nitrogen oxides indefinitely into the future.   
Yara's acidic emissions, along with those from other industry and 
shipping, have already increased the acidity of some petroglyph 
surfaces by over 1,000-fold since industrialisation.  Published 
scientific papers show that increased acidity is dissolving the outer 
patina needed for preservation of the petroglyphs.   

The Proposal serves as a demonstration plant to produce hydrogen which 
will be used as a feed in the ammonia plant.  The hydrogen will be mixed 
with nitrogen to produce ammonia.  The current process uses fossil fuels 
to produce hydrogen; whereas the use of renewable hydrogen will reduce 
or eliminate the emissions which are usually associated with using fossil 
fuels for hydrogen production.  
The Proposal forms the commercial demonstration for a longer-term, 
larger-scale renewable hydrogen project; the exact timing, scale, and 
location of which is yet to be determined.  The project roadmap 
developed by Yara offers a potential opportunity to deliver a significant 
commercial-scale industry by 2030 (ENGIE-Yara 2020).  
The key emissions of interest in respect of potential impacts to rock art 
include nitrogen dioxide, sulphur dioxide, ammonia gases and nitric acid.  
The only emissions to air from the Proposal will be oxygen and small 
amounts of hydrogen.  The Proposal, therefore, does not alter or increase 
the potential for impacts to rock art. 
The Proposal does not seek to increase emissions from or the life of the 
existing Ammonia Plant.  The Ammonia Plant is regulated through MS 586 
under Part IV of the EP Act and is licensed under Part V Division 3 of the EP 
Act (Licence L9224/2019/1).  The existing licence was issued by DWER on 
20 April 2020 and authorises the operation of the plant until 20 April 2040 
(i.e., a 20-year duration in accordance with DWER’s Guidance Statement: 
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No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2S3T-Z 
ANON-2954-2SNT-U 
ANON-2954-2SNX-Y 
ANON-2954-2SNZ-1 
ANON-2954-2SNA-8 
ANON-2954-2SN7-X 
ANON-2954-2SN8-Y 
ANON-2954-2SN9-Z 
ANON-2954-2SN4-U 
ANON-2954-2SND-B 
ANON-2954-2STB-F 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STU-2 
ANON-2954-2STA-E 
ANON-2954-2ST3-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 
ANON-2954-2STM-T 
ANON-2954-2STQ-X 
ANON-2954-2STP-W 
ANON-2954-2S3N-T 
ANON-2954-2STY-6; info@3 

The licences granted to Yara by the WA Government permit levels of 
emissions that over the long-term will destroy the petroglyphs, 
despite Yara International having technology that can reduce their 
emissions to virtually zero.   
Best practice “zero emissions” technology should be used in any 
future operation of the Ammonia Plant.  The use of scrubber 
technology was also recommended.   
Yara International run other ammonium nitrate plants globally that 
have lower emissions than the Burrup plant, which demonstrates 
that stricter emissions control limits are possible and practicable.  
Industries responded when the Norwegian government in 2007 
announced taxes on their emissions of nitrous oxides, because of 
their extreme detrimental effects on human health.   
Stricter emissions control limits are therefore possible and 
practicable and were strongly recommended in the March 2018 
Senate Inquiry report: “(a) Urgent steps be taken to reduce and 
control industrial emissions on the Burrup.”   

Licence Duration [DER 2016]).  The existing licence regulates emissions 
from the Ammonia Plant, including stack emissions limits and monitoring 
for key parameters. 
The Proposal is not related to Yara’s Technical Ammonium Nitrate (TAN) 
Plant, which is adjacent to the Ammonia Plant and has been assessed and 
is regulated under separate Ministerial Statement, DWER licence and EPBC 
Act approvals. 
In February 2019, the Minister for Environment released the Murujuga 
Rock Art Strategy, which was finalised in consultation with the Murujuga 
Rock Art Stakeholder Reference group (MRASRG).  The strategy builds on 
the previous studies and provides a transparent, risk-based, and adaptive 
approach to deliver a scientifically rigorous approach to the monitoring 
and management to protect the rock art.  Representatives on this group 
include industry, Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation, WA Museum, relevant 
agencies and authorities and Dr Black. 
It is noted that there are multiple industries and emissions sources located 
on Murujuga and surrounds, which could potentially have an adverse 
impact on the Murujuga rock art.  Yara is a member of the MRASRG and 
supports the continuation of this independent industry-funded 
government-managed working group as the most appropriate and 
equitable approach to ongoing monitoring of Murujuga rock art. 

2. The Bob Brown Foundation Monitoring of impacts to rock art 
A systemic failure to monitor the damage to the petroglyphs and a 
greenhouse gas profile worse than most coal mines in the nation 
adds up to business as usual in Western Australia.   

As noted in the above response, the key emissions of interest in respect of 
potential impacts to rock art include nitrogen dioxide, sulphur dioxide, 
ammonia gases and nitric acid.  The only emissions to air from the 
Proposal will be oxygen and small amounts of hydrogen.  Therefore, the 
Proposal does not alter or increase the potential for impacts to rock art. 
In February 2019, the Minister for Environment released the Murujuga 
Rock Art Strategy, which was finalised in consultation with the Murujuga 
Rock Art Stakeholder Reference group (MRASRG).  The strategy builds on 
the previous studies and provides a transparent, risk-based and adaptive 
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No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

approach to deliver a scientifically rigorous approach to the monitoring 
and management to protect the rock art.  Representatives on this group 
include industry, Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation, WA Museum, relevant 
agencies and authorities and Dr Black. 
It is noted that there are multiple industries and emissions sources located 
on the Burrup and surrounds, which could potentially have an adverse 
impact on the Murujuga rock art.  Yara supports the continuation of an 
independent industry-funded government-managed working group as the 
most appropriate and equitable approach to ongoing monitoring of 
Murujuga rock art. 

3. ANON-2954-2STP-W Impacts of truck emissions on rock art 
I have no doubt that the installation, with large trucks coming and 
going, emitting their own diesel fumes will further damage the 
surface of the petroglyphs 

Vehicle emissions related to the Proposal will be limited to the short 
duration construction period, which is expected to last eight months, 
including only three months where ground disturbance activities will be 
carried out using heavy plant.  There will be no ongoing heavy vehicle 
movement associated with the operation of the Proposal. 
Emissions from vehicles during construction will be managed through the 
CEMP, including: 

• Vehicles and equipment access limited to designated roads/access 
tracks and cleared areas; 

• Vehicle speed limits will be imposed and enforced on nominated 
routes; and  

• Vehicles will not be left idling when not in use. 

Table 3.4: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. The Bob Brown Foundation 
ANON-2954-2SNE-C 
ANON-2954-2SNM-M 
ANON-2954-2STJ-Q 
ANON-2954-2ST4-1 
ANON-2954-2SNA-8 
ANON-2954-2SN6-W 
ANON-2954-2SN8-Y 
ANON-2954-2STB-F 

Continued Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The proposal will continue to contribute to carbon emissions and 
climate change as there is no set date to scale up to 100% renewable 
energy.   

The Proposal will not generate any greenhouse gas emissions.  As a 
demonstration plant, the Proposal will generate enough hydrogen to 
replace approximately 0.6% of the natural gas input currently used in the 
existing Ammonia Plant to make hydrogen for use in the manufacturing of 
ammonia fertiliser.   
This replacement of natural gas with renewable hydrogen will result in a 
very small reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from the Ammonia 
Plant.  However, the Proposal forms part of the commercial 
demonstration for a longer-term, larger-scale renewable hydrogen 
project, the exact scale and location of which is yet to be determined. 
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ANON-2954-2STU-2 
ANON-2954-2ST9-6 
ANON-2954-2STR-Y 
ANON-2954-2STQ-X 
ANON-2954-2S3K-Q 

The Proposal forms part of Yara’s roadmap for climate neutrality by 2050, 
which will support decarbonisation on Murujuga and the development of 
a ‘green hydrogen’ market. 

2. FARA 
Dr John L Black 
Tempest and Associates 
ANON-2954-2SNC-A 
ANON-2954-2SNH-F 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STH-N 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2STB-F 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STU-2 
ANON-2954-2STA-E 
ANON-2954-2ST3-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 
ANON-2954-2STM-T 
ANON-2954-2ST6-3 
ANON-2954-2S3N-T 

Ongoing gas supply uncertain – Cumulative greenhouse gas 
emissions 
Yara's proposal states that 99.6% of the hydrogen for the fertiliser 
plant will be produced from natural gas (with no projected date of 
when this % will be reduced), which means that Yara's business plan 
is integrally dependent on gas from Woodside.  Importantly, 
Woodside's 2018 assessment states that by processing Scarborough 
gas, it will extend the life of the Pluto LNG facility and supply 
domestic and export markets from mid 2020s – indicating that 
without Scarborough, there would be insufficient gas supply.   
However, the Scarborough gas project remains uncertain due to lack 
of environmental approvals, unbuilt infrastructure (which will 
potentially damage marine sanctuaries), and unsecured investment 
funding.  As a result, Yara's proposal is equally uncertain because it is 
primarily reliant on natural gas for the foreseeable future.   
Significantly, there is mounting criticism of Woodside – by its 
shareholders, insurance and superannuation companies, the public 
and others – for its huge contribution to Australia's greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHG).  These are currently estimated at about 16% of the 
total GHG release from Australia (although it is recognised that some 
Scope 3 emissions will occur in other countries).    
If the Burrup Hub is approved, the GHG emissions will increase by the 
equivalent of 4X the proposed Adani project.  The Conservation 
Council of WA suggests that the figures presented by Woodside are a 
gross underestimation and that instead the total GHG emissions from 
the Burrup Hub will be equivalent to 23.7% of Australia’s GHG 
production.   
In order to properly assess the true environmental impacts of Yara's 
'green hydrogen' proposal, the EPA must consider all emissions from 
Yara as part of the cumulative emissions on the Burrup, alongside gas 
developments proposed to be processed at the Burrup Hub complex.   

As a demonstration plant, the Proposal will generate enough hydrogen to 
replace approximately 0.6% of the natural gas input currently used in the 
existing Ammonia Plant to make hydrogen for use in the manufacturing of 
ammonia fertiliser.  The Ammonia Plant will continue to source most of 
the natural gas required for the manufacturing process from external 
suppliers under its existing contractual agreements. 
The Proposal will not emit any greenhouse gas emissions and, therefore, 
will not contribute to cumulative greenhouse gas emissions in the region.  
The Proposal forms part of Yara’s roadmap for carbon neutrality by 2050, 
which will support decarbonisation on Murujuga and the development of 
a ‘green hydrogen’ market. 
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3. ANON-2954-2STS-Z Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions 
I am very supportive of this proposal.  There is an urgent need to 
decarbonise our global and state economies.  Whilst not enough in 
isolation, renewable hydrogen provides a compelling renewable 
energy storage medium and low carbon fuel source.  The importance 
of trialling and demonstrating renewable hydrogen is therefore 
crucial if WA is to be successful in transitioning to a net-carbon state.  
The EPA’s legislative requirement is to protect the state’s 
environments.  Climate change is the greatest threat to WA’s natural 
environments, exacerbating all other existing risks.   

As noted in the supportive submission and in the above responses, the 
Proposal forms part of Yara’s roadmap for carbon neutrality by 2050, 
which will support decarbonisation on Murujuga, the development of a 
‘green hydrogen’ market, and the State Government’s aspiration of net-
zero emissions for Western Australia by 2050. 

Table 3.5: Social Surroundings 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. Department of Biodiversity 
Conservation and Attractions 
(DBCA) 

Visual impacts 
Based on the information provided in the referral documentation, it 
appears that the risk of potential impacts on the Murujuga National 
Park associated with the proposal has been considered and is 
relatively low.  However, the proponent has not undertaken a full 
landscape and visual impact assessment, as consideration has only 
been given to the visual elements of the proposed solar farm rather 
than the entirety of the proposed development.   
The proponent should provide information on all aspects of the 
proposal in relation to visual amenity and landscape values in its final 
infrastructure layout and design.   

The visual considerations assessment (GHD 2020a) considered the visual 
elements relating to the proposed solar PV farm.  The solar PV farm is the 
dominant feature of the Proposal in the landscape.  
The assessment identified the rocky hills and associated heritage-listed 
sites surrounding the Proposal, as well as the coastal region of Hearson 
Cove, as areas that contain sensitive visual receptors.  
The assessment found that due to the flat, low-lying landscape and limited 
filtering from existing vegetation, there will be visibility towards the 
Proposal from most viewpoints.   
However, the existing industrial facilities (Ammonia Plant and TAN Plant) 
will impede views of the Proposal to varying degrees from most 
viewpoints due to the existing infrastructure concealing and visually 
absorbing the proposed infrastructure.   
Further, the assessment found that, generally, views of the surrounding 
rocky hills and formations would not be affected as the solar panels will be 
largely located on the lower slopes adjacent to the existing industrial 
facilities. 
Other components of the Proposal, such as the hydrogen production 
plant, site tracks, and associated infrastructure, will not have a significant 
impact on visual amenity as they will be located close to the Ammonia 
Plant and will be consistent with the existing industrial character of the 
immediate area. 
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The non-PV infrastructure will be in a compound (84 m x 53 m) at the 
intersection of the Ammonia Plant access road and boundary road. The 
compound is at the closest point to and same elevation as the main plant 
(see plot plan drawing in Appendix C).   
The biggest structure in the compound will be the Vented Enclosure, a 
38 m x 15 m building which houses transformers, rectifiers, electrolysers, 
and associated plant.  The building is 7 m high at the eaves and 11 m in 
total (see elevation drawing in Appendix C). 
At this scale and proximity to the Ammonia Plant, the non-PV 
infrastructure is not expected to have a significant visual impact from the 
viewpoints assessed in the visual considerations assessment.  For 
reference, existing Ammonia Plant structures are much larger – the height 
of the ammonia tank dome roof is 37.5 m and the reformer building and 
stack are 26 and 36 m high respectively.   
 In addition, at the two viewpoints to north and north-east of the Proposal 
(VP5 and VP6) from which the non-PV infrastructure would most likely be 
seen, the views to the Proposal would be intervened/concealed by terrain 
and vegetation in front of the Ammonia Plant. 

2. Dr John L Black 
FARA 
Tempest and Associates 
ANON-2954-2SNN-N 
ANON-2954-2SNE-C 
ANON-2954-2SN3-T 
ANON-2954-2SNS-T 
ANON-2954-2SNM-M 
ANON-2954-2SNJ-H 
ANON-2954-2SNH-F 
ANON-2954-2STT-1 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STE-J 
ANON-2954-2STV-3 

Visual desecration of a world unique Aboriginal Heritage site, 
located adjacent to a national park  
The proposed pilot is to be built on the land already leased by Yara 
Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd, owned by Yara International, and will be in 
the middle of the world unique, priceless and irreplaceable rock art 
engravings that show the continuous culture and spiritual beliefs of 
early Australians over 60,000-year until the massacre of the Yaburara 
people in February 1868.   
Reflecting solar panels in the midst of the rock art gallery, in a 
National Park, will be an enormous distraction and degrade the 
integrity of the rock art vista.   
The petroglyphs on Murujuga are all interconnected in meaning 
across areas and valleys and these interconnections would be 
severely disrupted by the presence of 24.78 hectares of solar panels 
and associated infrastructure.  Each petroglyph has a defined physical 
and cultural relationship with every other petroglyph, every rock 
outcrop, shell midden and other geographical feature.  Successive 
standing stones on adjacent ridges are important components of 

The Proposal will be built on land within the Development Envelope of the 
existing Ammonia Plant on land designated for industrial development in 
the Burrup Strategic Industrial Area (BSIA). 
The boundaries of the BSIA and the National Heritage Place were designed 
in conjunction with senior Traditional Owners to have as little cultural 
impact as possible. 
Many of the standing stones in the area have been erected in living 
memory by Traditional Owners who have custodial responsibilities for 
Country, and act as markers to commemorate significant events; they are 
not necessarily geographical markers linking landscapes. 
The visual considerations assessment of the Proposal concluded that 
general views to the surrounding rocky hills and formations would not be 
affected by the Proposal as the solar panels will be largely located on the 
lower slopes adjacent to the existing industrial facilities. 
Impacts to amenity will be minimised through the following mitigation and 
management measures:  

• Maximising visual amenity through site layout design and use of 
construction materials; 
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ANON-2954-2ST8-5 
ANON-2954-2STJ-Q 
ANON-2954-2STH-N 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2S3T-Z 
ANON-2954-2SNX-Y 
ANON-2954-2SNA-8 
ANON-2954-2SNV-W 
ANON-2954-2SN6-W 
ANON-2954-2SN9-Z 
ANON-2954-2SN4-U 
ANON-2954-2SND-B 
ANON-2954-2STB-F 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STU-2 
ANON-2954-2STA-E 
ANON-2954-2ST3-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 
ANON-2954-2STM-T 
ANON-2954-2STQ-X 
ANON-2954-2ST9-6 
ANON-2954-2ST9-6 
ANON-2954-2STR-Y 
ANON-2954-2S3K-Q 
ANON-2954-2S3N-T 

cultural stories and Aboriginal lore, which comprises the whole 
gallery.   
Placing almost 25 hectares (61 acres) of solar panels in the middle of 
the petroglyphs will add greatly to the visual destruction of this 
treasured heritage gallery.  Can anyone imagine a Government in the 
world covering the sails of the Sydney Opera House or the Eiffel 
Tower in Paris with solar panels?  Would this be accepted adjacent to 
Uluru?  Would Notre Dame Cathedral be rebuilt using solar panels on 
the roof?   
This must not happen in the Murujuga rock art gallery.   

• Most solar PV panels will be located on lower elevations, which will 
limit the views of panels further up the hill that will have a greater 
visual prominence; 

• Vegetation or landform screening will be used where appropriate; 

• Roads, walk tracks, fire breaks and trails, and utility corridors will be 
located and designed to minimise visual impacts on surrounding visual 
receptors where possible; and 

• A glint and glare assessment will be completed to ensure that 
reflected sunlight does not impact the safety and amenity of other 
users in the area. 

 

3. ANON-2954-2S3X-4 Visual impact 
What damage to the visual integrity of the rock art will result when 
the installation is completed?   

As noted in response to Submission 2 above, the Proposal will not damage 
the visual integrity of the rock art. 
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4. ANON-2954-2SNE-C Visual impact 
The utilitarian appearance of a solar array is completely incompatible 
with the natural rocky environment that houses the rock art.    

The Proposal will be located close to the existing Ammonia Plant and will 
be compatible with the existing industrial character of the surrounding 
area.  General views of the surrounding rocky hills and formations will not 
be affected by the Proposal, as the solar panels will be largely located on 
the lower slopes adjacent to the existing industrial facilities. 

5. Dr John L Black 
Tempest and Associates 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 

Isolation of heritage sites in the development envelope 
Construction of the solar panel array will lead to the isolation of 
three heritage sites, which are amongst the proposed area.   

The Proposal Footprint has been designed to: 

• Avoid all Registered Heritage Sites listed under the Aboriginal Heritage 
Act 1972; 

• Avoid areas that are mapped as the Dampier Archipelago (including 
Burrup Peninsula) National Heritage Place; and 

• Provide buffers to sensitive heritage areas as requested by MAC. 
Whilst some heritage sites are contained in the Development Envelope, 
Yara is respectful of Traditional Owners’ wishes to visit heritage sites 
located on its leases and does not seek to prevent this.  Protocols are in 
place with MAC to allow for visits to heritage sites within the Development 
Envelope when requested and required. 

6. ANON-2954-2S3X-4 Construction damage 
What physical damage will be done to the petroglyphs during the 
installation of those panels…? 

The archaeological site verification program conducted for the Proposal 
(including recent surveys carried out in December 2021) confirmed the 
presence of 12 Aboriginal heritage sites within the Development Envelope.  
Consultation with MAC representatives acknowledged these sites as being 
of cultural importance, which should not be disturbed.  Consequently, the 
Proposal Footprint has been designed to avoid these identified heritage 
sites and provide buffers to sensitive heritage areas as requested by MAC. 
Potential impacts associated with the construction of the Proposal will be 
limited to a short duration of approximately eight months, including only 
three months where higher risk ground disturbance activities will take 
place.   
Management actions that will be implemented through the CEMP to 
mitigate potential indirect impacts on heritage sites include: 

• Prior to conducting ground disturbing activities, known heritage sites 
and the boundary of the National Heritage Place will be demarcated; 

• MAC Heritage Monitors will inspect demarcated areas prior to ground 
disturbance; 
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• MAC Heritage Monitors will monitor all ground disturbing earthworks 
and manage the Aboriginal heritage values of the identified sites and 
the adjacent areas; 

• MAC Heritage Monitors will be encouraged to stop work if safety, 
environmental, or heritage concerns arise; 

• If blasting of hard rock is required: 
o Low percussion explosives will be used by a licenced shot firer to 

minimise fly rock and ground vibration; 
o Blast mats will be used to prevent fly rock; 
o Water carts will be used to control dust emissions, where 

required; 
o Stemming depths will be closely monitored and adjusted if needed 

to ensure fly rock prevention; 
o MAC Heritage Monitors will be present to monitor blasting 

activities; 
o In the unlikely event that there is potential for fly rock to impact 

rock art, blasting shields will be erected over heritage sites for 
protection – full endorsement from MAC Heritage Monitors will be 
sought before this occurs; 

• Any potential Aboriginal artefacts or other unexpected material found 
during excavation will be subject to an immediate shutdown of 
construction activities in the immediate area and application of a 5 m 
exclusion zone: 
o The Project Environment/Heritage Manager and the Department 

of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) will be immediately 
notified; 

o An incident report will be initiated; 
o MAC Heritage Monitors will be consulted, and an archaeologist will 

be engaged to assess the artefacts/material;   
o Yara will work with MAC Heritage Monitors and the archaeologist 

to implement appropriate management actions; 
• All site personnel to be inducted on heritage responsibilities, including 

heritage values; 
• The project team will regularly liaise with MAC Heritage Monitors to 

establish and maintain processes and accountability between the 
parties; 

• Post ground disturbance surveys will be undertaken to confirm no 
disturbance to any heritage sites and the National Heritage Listed 
Area; and 
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• Dust suppression, including use of water carts to be implemented 
during construction activities in proximity to Aboriginal heritage sites 
as required. 

7. Dr John L Black 
Tempest and Associates 
ANON-2954-2SNS-T 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2S3T-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 

Impacts of dust on rock art 
Dust from the construction will further degrade the visual value of 
the petroglyphs.   

As noted in response to Submission 6, the Proposal Footprint has been 
designed to avoid known heritage areas within the Development 
Envelope.  Potential dust emissions during the short construction period 
will be managed through the implementation of the CEMP.   
Management actions include: 

• Vehicles and equipment access limited to designated roads/access 
tracks and cleared areas; 

• Dust suppression, including use of water carts to be implemented 
during construction activities; and 

• Heavy vehicle movements minimised as far as practicable. 

8. Dr John L Black 
Tempest and Associates 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2S3T-Z 
ANON-2954-2SN4-U 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 

Impacts of blasting on rock art 
Blasting for construction could split rocks, which contain petroglyphs 
in the adjacent National Heritage listed area.  

The Proposal Footprint has been designed to avoid identified heritage 
sites within the Development Envelope.   
Blasting of hard rock will only be carried out where necessary if normal 
excavation methods cannot be used or if they would result in higher 
potential environmental risk.  If required, blasting will be carefully 
controlled and managed through the implementation of the CEMP.  
Management actions include: 

• Low percussion explosives will be used by a licenced shot firer to 
minimise fly rock and ground vibration; 

• Blast mats will be used to prevent fly rock; 

• Water carts will be used to control dust emissions, where required; 

• Stemming depths will be closely monitored and adjusted if needed to 
ensure fly rock prevention; 

• MAC Heritage Monitors will be present to monitor blasting activities; 
and 

• In the unlikely event that there is potential for fly rock to impact rock 
art, blasting shields will be erected over rock art sites for protection – 
full endorsement from MAC Heritage Monitors will be sought before 
this occurs. 
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9. ANON-2954-2ST7-4 Blasting 
I am not certain if we know the importance of sites within the whole 
area over which the Aboriginal people lived. The thought of blasting 
rock in just a brilliant place is quite inappropriate.  Aboriginal people 
lived there from 60,000 years ago until they were slaughtered.  What 
we did is unforgivable and we should show respect now.   

As noted in response to Submission 8, the Proposal Footprint has been 
designed to avoid the identified heritage sites within the Development 
Envelope.  Blasting will only be carried out if required and will be managed 
in consultation with the MAC Aboriginal Heritage Monitors and in 
accordance with the CEMP. 

10. ANON-2954-2SNS-T Impacts of vibration on rock art 
Vibrations resulting from the construction of the proposal are likely 
to cause further damage to rock art.   

The Proposal Footprint has been designed to avoid identified heritage 
sites within the Development Envelope.  Construction vibration will be 
managed in accordance with the CEMP. Management actions include: 

• Blasting (if required) guided by geotechnical and risk assessment of 
vibration impact and the designation of buffer zones to heritage sites 
as required;  

• Low percussion explosives will be used by a licenced shot firer to 
minimise ground vibrations; and  

• Heavy vehicle movements will be minimised as far as practicable. 

11. ANON-2954-2SNE-C Impacts of light and temperature on rock art 
Altered light and temperature conditions caused by the solar array 
could add to deterioration of the pecked images.   

The Proposal Footprint has been designed to avoid identified heritage 
sites within the Development Envelope.  The Proposal will have a low 
artificial light footprint when compared to the adjacent industrial plants.  
The infrastructure associated with the Proposal, including the solar panels, 
are not expected to change the ambient light and temperature conditions 
within the Development Envelope. 
The only artificial lighting will be on the electrolyser and will be the 
minimum required to provide a safe working environment.  It is not 
anticipated that the plant will be occupied at night, reducing the need for 
artificial light. 
Whilst the existing current light levels and change resulting from the 
Proposal have not been quantified, it is not expected that additional light 
will extend beyond the Development Envelope because of the Proposal. 
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12. ANON-2954-2ST4-1 Direct impacts to nearby rock art sites 
Apart from contributing to the ongoing degradation of surrounding 
rock art sites through acid rain, I understand from discussions with 
archaeological colleagues that the project will also directly impact a 
number of nearby rock art sites.   
Although Yara Pilbara will doubtless submit applications to ‘disturb’ 
these sites under s 18 of the WA Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972, the 
complete ineffectiveness of this legislation in providing protection for 
Aboriginal heritage sites of global significance was amply 
demonstrated by the legalised destruction of the 46,000 year old 
Juukan Gorge site in May 2020.  At a time when the current Senate 
Inquiry into the Juukan Gorge destruction is calling for a halt to the 
ongoing degradation of such WA heritage sites, the WA State 
Government is continuing to promote the destruction of Murujuga, 
by facilitating the expansion of still further industry on the Burrup 
Peninsula, a site of arguably even greater significance than Juukan 
Gorge.   

The Proposal Footprint will not directly impact any Aboriginal heritage 
sites, which has been designed to avoid: 

• All Registered Heritage Sites listed under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 
1972; and 

• Areas that are mapped as the Dampier Archipelago (including Burrup 
Peninsula) National Heritage Place. 

The archaeological site verification program conducted for the Proposal 
confirmed the presence of 12 Aboriginal heritage sites within the 
Development Envelope.  Consultation with MAC representatives 
acknowledged these sites as being of cultural importance, which should 
not be disturbed.  Consequently, the Proposal Footprint has been 
designed to avoid these identified heritage sites and provide buffers to 
sensitive heritage areas as requested by MAC. 
Given the above protection, Yara will not be seeking consent to disturb 
any Aboriginal heritage sites as part of the Proposal. 
Potential indirect impacts to Aboriginal heritage sites such, fly rock, dust 
and blasting and vibration will be managed through the implementation of 
the CEMP as described in the response to Table 3.5, Items 6, 7, 8, 9 and 
10. 

13. Dr John L Black 
FARA 
Tempest and Associates 
ANON-2954-2SNS-T 
ANON-2954-2SNJ-H 
ANON-2954-2SNH-F 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2S3T-Z 
ANON-2954-2SNX-Y 
ANON-2954-2SNA-8 
ANON-2954-2SN1-R 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 

Protection of rock art 
Erection of this infrastructure is another example of desecration of 
Australia’s wonderful indigenous heritage for minimal short-term 
financial gain.   
The Senate Inquiry into destruction of the Juukan George caves 
recently said: Never Again!!!  Acceptance of the proposal to place a 
solar array in the midst of the Murujuga rock art gallery would seem 
to say: We, the Governments of Australia, don’t really care about 
preservation of our ancient heritage – let’s do it Again!!  

Refer to response to Submission 12 above. 
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ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STA-E 
ANON-2954-2ST3-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 
ANON-2954-2STM-T 
ANON-2954-2STP-W 
ANON-2954-2ST9-6 
ANON-2954-2STR-Y 
ANON-2954-2S3N-T 
ANON-2954-2S3X-4 
info@3 

14. Dr John L Black 
Tempest and Associates 
ANON-2954-2SNN-N 
ANON-2954-2SNC-A 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2S3T-Z 
ANON-2954-2STA-E 
ANON-2954-2ST3-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 
ANON-2954-2STM-T 
ANON-2954-2STQ-X 
ANON-2954-2ST9-6 
ANON-2954-2STR-Y 
ANON-2954-2S3K-Q 
ANON-2954-2S3N-T 

Protection of rock art 
State or Federal Environmental Protection Acts involve economic, 
environmental, social and equitable intergenerational considerations.  
To date, economic considerations greatly outweigh all others, despite 
community interest in preserving our shared environmental 
resources, protecting cultural heritage for future generations and 
preserving biodiversity.  Between 2000 and 2015 only 11 projects, or 
2.2%, of all submitted industrial proposals were denied on 
environmental grounds under the Commonwealth Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act.   
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/aug/12/australia-
has-denied-environmental-approval-to-just-11-projects-since-2000  
The recent Samuel Report into the EPBC Act concludes the Act is 
‘ineffective’ for protecting the environment and aboriginal heritage.   
Furthermore, the EPBC has proved weak in enforcing compliance 
with licence conditions and effectively prosecuting for breaches.  For 
example, in the 2016 Financial Year, 462 Commonwealth EPBC Act 
projects were monitored and 96 were found to be non-compliant.  
Despite this, no company was prosecuted. Instead, the Department 
‘relied on administrative measures such as variations to conditions of 
approval, revisions to management plans, conservation agreements 
and warnings.’  Such a conciliatory approach to non-compliance will 
certainly not ensure preservation of the petroglyphs!   

The Proposal was referred to the Commonwealth under the 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC 
Act) in August 2020 (reference 2020/8739).   
On 14 September 2020, DAWE determined that the Proposal was “Not a 
controlled if undertaken in a particular manner”.  The specified manner in 
which the proposed action must be taken included implementation of a 
Construction Environment Management Plan when undertaking ground 
disturbing operations and social surrounds management measures to 
avoid significant impacts on National Heritage places. 
A copy of the decision notice is available from the DAWE website at 
http://epbcnotices.environment.gov.au/ and is contained in Appendix E. 
 
 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/aug/12/australia-has-denied-environmental-approval-to-just-11-projects-since-2000
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/aug/12/australia-has-denied-environmental-approval-to-just-11-projects-since-2000
http://epbcnotices.environment.gov.au/
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Time is long overdue for Governments to stop interpreting 
Environment Protection Acts as ‘Industry Protection Acts’ and use 
them to actually protect the Australian environment and unique 
Aboriginal heritage.   

15. FARA 
Member for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region 
The Bob Brown Foundation 
ANON-2954-2SN3-T 
ANON-2954-2SNS-T 
ANON-2954-2SNC-A 
ANON-2954-2ST8-5 
ANON-2954-2STJ-Q 
ANON-2954-2ST4-1 
ANON-2954-2SNT-U 
ANON-2954-2SNV-W 
ANON-2954-2SN6-W 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STU-2 

World Heritage Listing 
Murujuga has been nominated for the World Heritage List and the 
proposal may impact the outcomes of this process.   

Yara supports the Commonwealth’s nomination of the Murujuga Cultural 
Landscape to the World Heritage Committee for inscription on the World 
Heritage List.   

16. FARA 
The Bob Brown Foundation 
ANON-2954-2SNE-C 
ANON-2954-2SN3-T 
ANON-2954-2SNS-T 
ANON-2954-2SNM-M 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2STE-J 
ANON-2954-2STV-3 
ANON-2954-2ST4-1 
ANON-2954-2SNT-U 

Alternate locations for the proposal 
Yara's proposal to erect the solar/hydrogen infrastructure at this 
location is another example of desecration of Australia’s 
extraordinary Indigenous heritage for minimal short-term financial 
gain.   
There are alternative locations that should be used.  The suggested 
alternate locations included:  

• the Maitland Industrial Estate which was purposefully set aside 
for industry 

• the station immediately south of the salt ponds, which has also 
been considered as a possible location for future industry 
development in the region 

• Onslow 

The selected location for the Proposal is within the Development Envelope 
of the existing Ammonia Plant on land designated for industrial 
development in the BSIA.  
A number of alternative locations were considered for the Proposal to 
reflect three potential infrastructure arrangement options: 
1. Locating the solar PV farm and electrolyser off Murujuga, with a 

hydrogen pipeline to the existing Ammonia Plant crossing the 
causeway near Karratha airport. 

2. Locating the solar PV farm off Murujuga with a High Voltage 
transmission line to an electrolyser on Murujuga, crossing the 
causeway near Karratha airport. 

3. Locating the solar PV farm and electrolyser on Murujuga. 
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ANON-2954-2SNX-Y 
ANON-2954-2SNY-Z 
ANON-2954-2SN4-U 
ANON-2954-2SND-B 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STA-E 
ANON-2954-2STQ-X 
ANON-2954-2STP-W 

• a location away from the possible World Heritage Rock Art, 
inland, and out of the cyclone pathway, that comes through this 
region, and not located on the bedrock strata, thus saving YARA 
money in foundations and infrastructure to put towards 
lengthening the feeder lines to the YARA plant existing on the 
Burrup Peninsula.   

At these alternate locations, the electricity generated from solar 
panels could be used to produce hydrogen for ammonia production 
and then transported to the nearby Yara Pilbara Fertiliser plant with 
little extra cost and without negatively impacting the Murujuga 
cultural landscape or the experiences of users and visitors to Ngajarli 
and Hearson’s Cove.   

Based on a multi-criteria approach, the land parcel adjacent to the existing 
Ammonia Plant, within the Development Envelope on Murujuga, was 
chosen as the preferred location for the Proposal due to: 

• The pilot plant needs to be connected to the existing Ammonia Plant 
for technical, production and synergistic reasons. 

• Proximity to the Ammonia Plant reduced the requirement for a 
hydrogen pipeline and/or electricity transmission line between the 
Proposal and Ammonia Plant; 

• Synergies such as utilities that can be shared with the Ammonia Plant; 

• A location within the Development Envelope for the existing Ammonia 
Plant mitigated land access and approval risks; and 

• MAC support for the location within the Development Envelope of the 
Ammonia Plant. 

The environmental impact assessment carried out for the Proposal 
confirmed that the chosen location is suitable from an environmental 
perspective and that all relevant environmental factors can be managed to 
meet the stated objectives. 

17. Dr John L Black 
FARA 
Tempest and Associates 
The Bob Brown Foundation 
ANON-2954-2SNC-A 
ANON-2954-2SNM-M 
ANON-2954-2SN8-Y 
ANON-2954-2SNJ-H 
ANON-2954-2STT-1 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STE-J 
ANON-2954-2STV-3 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2SNX-Y 

The proponent should commit to a timeframe to scale up the 
proposal 
Yara's pilot 'green' hydrogen plant will provide only 0.4% of the 
hydrogen needed for annual production of ammonia – the remaining 
99.6% of required hydrogen will be produced using natural gas.  
Importantly, the Yara proposal does not mention a timeline for 
scaling up to produce more green hydrogen and there is no firm 
commitment built into the proposal.  Instead, the proposal “will 
provide a demonstration-scale project to catalyse the global journey 
of decarbonising ammonia production”.   

The Proposal will serve as a demonstration project for a future larger-scale 
renewable hydrogen development and will generate enough hydrogen to 
replace approximately 0.6% of the natural gas input currently used in the 
existing Ammonia Plant to make hydrogen for use in the manufacturing of 
ammonia fertiliser.   
The Proposal forms the commercial demonstration for a longer-term, 
larger-scale renewable hydrogen project; the exact timing, scale and 
location of which is yet to be determined.  The project roadmap 
developed by Yara offers a potential opportunity to deliver a significant 
commercial-scale industry by 2030 (ENGIE-Yara 2020). 
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ANON-2954-2STB-F 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STA-E 
ANON-2954-2ST3-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 
ANON-2954-2STM-T 

18. Dr John L Black 
FARA 
Tempest and Associates 
ANON-2954-2SNE-C 
ANON-2954-2SN3-T 
ANON-2954-2SNS-T 
ANON-2954-2SNJ-H 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STA-E 
ANON-2954-2ST3-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 
ANON-2954-2STM-T 
ANON-2954-2ST7-4 
ANON-2954-2STQ-X 
ANON-2954-2ST6-3 
ANON-2954-2ST9-6 
ANON-2954-2STR-Y 
ANON-2954-2STH-N 
ANON-2954-2S3X-4 

Locate the entire project away from Murujuga land 
If the pilot plant is to take over 24.78 hectares and supply 0.4% of the 
hydrogen needed, then 6,195 hectares are required to provide all the 
hydrogen needed by the fertiliser plant annually.  This means that if 
Yara Fertilisers are serious about providing hydrogen from 
electrolysis for its entire operations, it must acquire a large area of 
land and transport the electricity to their Murujuga plant.   
In the Yara Hydrogen Proposal documentation, there is NO mention 
of where the subsequent solar plant to provide the electricity for the 
entire annual hydrogen production is to be located.  Yara infers that 
Murujuga was selected for the location for the demonstration plant 
because it was the cheapest option and did not require 
establishment of electricity transmission lines or pipes for hydrogen 
transport.   
This omission from the documentation suggests Yara are not 
seriously considering using renewable energy to produce their entire 
hydrogen needs.  
Yara should show its commitment to providing green hydrogen for 
the entire project by putting the pilot plant in a suitable alternate 
location like Maitland Industrial Estate, rather than visually degrading 
this National Heritage Listed area which has also been tentatively 
listed for World Heritage status.   
The EPA should question this obvious shortcoming in the proposal 
and ask Yara to resubmit a proposal with the capacity to produce 
solar-generated hydrogen for their entire operation, or at least a 
much larger percentage.   

The Proposal will serve as a demonstration project for a future larger-scale 
renewable hydrogen development and will provide a feed source for the 
existing Ammonia Plant equivalent to an additional, renewables-based 
feedstock of approximately 0.6% of current inputs. 
The Proposal forms the commercial demonstration for a longer-term, 
larger-scale renewable hydrogen project; the exact timing, scale, and 
location of which is yet to be determined.  The project roadmap 
developed by Yara offers a potential opportunity to deliver a significant 
commercial-scale industry by 2030 (ENGIE-Yara 2020). 
The location of the Proposal was chosen based on a multi-criteria 
approach to the assessment of potential locations and infrastructure 
arrangement options (refer to the response to Submission 16).  The 
chosen location was selected in part due to its proximity to the existing 
Ammonia Plant, the benefits of which are important for the development 
of a demonstration project. 
In their calculations, the submitters assume that all renewable energy will 
be provided by solar.  The project roadmap envisages a mix of renewable 
technologies, including solar and wind, to provide the power required for 
any future larger-scale proposal. 
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ANON-2954-2STY-6 

19. ANON-2954-2STH-N 
info @3 

Potential future expansion of the hydrogen plant on Murujuga 
In a scenario in which Yara has difficulty sourcing LNG for its fertilizer 
plant, the existence of a pilot hydrogen production plant at Murujuga 
might be used by Yara to support a case for scaling up on that site.  
Not only would that require considerable further clearing on that 
site, exacerbating all of the undesirable impacts at Murujuga, it 
would prevent the opportunity to right the wrong of having 
undertaken any industrial development at that precious site in the 
first place.   

The Proposal serves as a demonstration plant to produce hydrogen which 
will be used as a feed in the ammonia plant.  The hydrogen will be mixed 
with nitrogen to produce ammonia.  The current process uses fossil fuels 
to produce hydrogen; whereas the use of renewable hydrogen will reduce 
or eliminate the emissions which are usually associated with using fossil 
fuels for hydrogen production.  
The Proposal forms the commercial demonstration for a longer-term, 
larger-scale renewable hydrogen project; the exact timing, scale, and 
location of which is yet to be determined.  The project roadmap 
developed by Yara offers a potential opportunity to deliver a significant 
commercial-scale industry by 2030 (ENGIE-Yara 2020). 

20. FARA 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2ST4-1 
ANON-2954-2S3T-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STA-E 
ANON-2954-2ST3-Z 
ANON-2954-2STM-T 

Address the Precautionary Principle 
The EPA should comprehensively consider the Precautionary 
Principle when assessing impacts on the globally significant Murujuga 
rock art whose cultural heritage values are recognised on the 
National Heritage List.   

The application of the precautionary principle is predicated on an absence 
of information pertaining to risks of harm. 
Technical investigations and studies have been undertaken for the 
Proposal to ensure that the impact assessment has been carried out with 
scientific certainty.  All potential environmental impacts associated with 
the Proposal have been carefully evaluated in the Information Package.   
Where the potential for serious or permanent damage has been identified, 
mitigation measures, including avoiding impacts where practical, have 
been applied, and a precautionary approach has been taken where the 
residual risk to the surrounding environment is uncertain. 

21. ANON-2954-2SNN-N 
ANON-2954-2ST4-1 
ANON-2954-2SNT-U 
ANON-2954-2SNV-W 
ANON-2954-2SN9-Z 
ANON-2954-2SND-B 
ANON-2954-2STG-M 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STQ-X 
ANON-2954-2S3G-K 

Address the Principle of Intergenerational Equity 
Submitters were concerned with the impact to future generations 
from the loss of Murujuga’s cultural heritage as a result of the 
proposal being situated on Murujuga land (visual, noise) and the 
impact of ongoing emissions from Yara’s Ammonia Plant.   

Refer also to Table 2.1, Item 6.  
The Proposal will not result in any loss of Murujuga’s cultural heritage, and 
the Proposal Footprint has been designed to avoid: 

• All Registered Heritage Sites listed under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 
1972; and 

• Areas that are mapped as the Dampier Archipelago (including Burrup 
Peninsula) National Heritage Place. 

Potential indirect impacts to Aboriginal heritage sites such, fly rock, dust 
and blasting and vibration will be managed through the implementation of 
the CEMP as described in the response to Table 3.5, Items 6, 7, 8, 9 and 
10. 
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The visual consideration assessment confirmed that the Proposal would be 
compatible with the existing industrial character of the surrounding area 
and that general views to the surrounding rocky hills and formations will 
not be affected by the Proposal, as the solar panels will be largely located 
in the lower slopes adjacent to the existing industrial facilities (refer to 
responses to Submissions 1-4). 
Increases to noise and vibration during construction are only anticipated 
to be temporary due to the short duration of the works.  These temporary 
impacts will be managed under the CEMP. 
As noted in Table 2.1, Item 6, the Proposal does not seek to extend the life 
of or increase emissions from the existing Ammonia Plant.  The Ammonia 
Plant is regulated under both Part IV and Part V of the EP Act.  The 
operating licence regulates emissions from the Ammonia Plant, including 
stack emissions limits and monitoring for key parameters.  The MRASRG 
provides the most appropriate and equitable approach to ongoing 
monitoring of Murujuga rock art. 

22. FARA  
ANON-2954-2SNC-A 
ANON-2954-2SNM-M 
ANON-2954-2STT-1 
ANON-2954-2STH-N 
ANON-2954-2SNT-U 
ANON-2954-2SN4-U 
ANON-2954-2STB-F 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 

Tourism – construction and operation impacts 
The proposed site for the pilot solar array and infrastructure is 
surrounded on three sides by Murujuga National Park. Noise and 
truck traffic during construction and, glare and ongoing hydrogen 
production during operation will impact visitors to Ngajarli (Deep 
Gorge) and Hearson’s Cove.   

The selected location for the Proposal is within the Development Envelope 
of the existing Ammonia Plant on land designated for industrial 
development in the BSIA.   
Potential impacts, including noise and truck traffic during construction, 
glare, and ongoing hydrogen production during operation of the Proposal, 
have been assessed and appropriate mitigation measures identified (refer 
to responses to Submissions 1-4 [visual impact] and 6-11 [construction 
impacts]).  The Proposal is not expected to impact visitors to Murujuga 
National Park, Ngajarli (Deep Gorge) or Hearson Cove. 

23. ANON-2954-2SNV-W Tourism 
Approval of the project will have lasting negative economic impact 
on Western Australia and Australia as it would detract from the 
potential value of the site as a focus for international scientists to 
study paleolithic features and the potential future tourism value of 
the area.   

The selected location for the Proposal is within the Development Envelope 
of the existing Ammonia Plant on land designated for industrial 
development in the BSIA.   
The development of the Proposal will not detract from the potential value 
of the region as a focus for international scientists to study paleolithic 
features and will not impact the potential future tourism value of the area. 
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24. ANON-2954-2S3X-4 Tourism – access 
What access limitations will be imposed on visitors and scholars, both 
local and international, who may wish to view and study this world 
treasure trove before it is ultimately destroyed through government 
neglect?   

The selected location for the Proposal is within the Development Envelope 
of the existing Ammonia Plant on land designated for industrial 
development in the BSIA.  The development of the Proposal will not 
impose access limitations to currently accessible areas on the Dampier 
Archipelago (including Burrup Peninsula) National Heritage Place.   
Regarding the heritage sites that remain in the Development Envelope, 
and which have been excluded from the Proposal Footprint, Yara is 
respectful of Traditional Owners’ wishes to visit heritage sites located on 
its leases and does not seek to prevent this.  Protocols are in place to allow 
for visits to heritage sites within the Development Envelope when 
requested and required. 

25. ANON-2954-2SNC-A Government commitments 
The project is in direct conflict with Mark McGowan’s $4.8m 2020 
commitment to build a strong formal Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander community-controlled service sector in Western Australia.  
How can you build a “strong community-controlled service sector” 
with the Western Australian Indigenous community and permit 
destruction of ancient heritage?  It also undermines the Federal 
Government’s $46.5m commitment nationwide in August 2020 to 
build capacity in this under-prioritised segment of our community.  
You cannot commit to the wellbeing of a community and 
simultaneously disregard their (mostly misunderstood) spiritual 
connection to the land.  This ignorance leads to further disharmony 
between the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander community and 
governmental departments.   

The Proposal has been initiated with support from State and Local 
Government, local and regional stakeholders, and from MAC and local 
Aboriginal Traditional Owners. 
MAC has expressed it is support for the Proposal and acknowledges that it 
presents an opportunity to develop a world-leading approach to 
developing a new renewable industry in partnership with local Aboriginal 
people. 
The Proposal will support decarbonisation on Murujuga and the 
development of a ‘green hydrogen’ market.  The project is expected to 
promote economic growth in the region and result in employment 
opportunities for the local population in both the construction and 
operational phase, including the opportunity to work together with the 
local Aboriginal Traditional Owners to develop commercial, employment 
and training opportunities. 

26. Member for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region 
ANON-2954-2SNB-9 
ANON-2954-2SNG-E 
ANON-2954-2SN5-V 
ANON-2954-2SNZ-1 
ANON-2954-2SNK-J 
ANON-2954-2SNU-V 
ANON-2954-2SNY-Z 

Recognition of the value of rock art and objection to development 
on Murujuga land 
In addition to the specific comments provided by submitters above, 
many submitters raised the following general objection to the 
proposal’s potential impacts on the following values of Murujuga 
land:   

• one of Australia’s and the world’s most significant Indigenous 
Heritage sites with rock art dating back 25,000 or 60,000 years; 

• nomination for World heritage listing due to cultural significance 
which includes rock art; 

Yara acknowledges the general objections raised by the submitters.  The 
issues raised have been addressed in the responses to the specific 
comments provided by the submitters above (Submissions 1-25). 



 
 

 
©JBS&G Australia Pty Ltd T/A Strategen-JBS&G | 61171/138,911 (Rev 6) 41 

No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

ANON-2954-2SN1-R 
ANON-2954-2SN7-X 
ANON-2954-2SNW-X 
ANON-2954-2SNP-Q 
ANON-2954-2SNR-S 
ANON-2954-2STK-R 
ANON-2954-2STW-4 
ANON-2954-2S3G-K 
ANON-2954-2S3F-J 
info@1 
info@2 

• rock art produced by the Yaburara people who are no longer with 
us due to the massacre in the 1800s; 

• cultural significance; 
• historic significance; and 
• tourism.   

 

Table 3.6: Marine Environmental Quality 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. Member for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region 

The chemical generation of ammonia species results in atmospheric 
pollutants and/or eutrophication in soils and waters.  These pollutants 
are water soluble (and therefore mobile) and are produced closed to 
coastal waters.   

The only emissions to air from the Proposal will be oxygen and small 
amounts of hydrogen.  The Proposal will not involve the generation of 
ammonia species and, therefore, will result not in atmospheric 
pollutants and/or eutrophication in soils and waters, including the 
marine environment.  

 

Table 3.7: Consultation 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. DBCA Emergency response planning 
Due to the proximity of the proposal to the Murujuga National Park, 
DBCA’s activities within the national park, and the high levels of tourist 
visitation to the area, DBCA and national park visitors are key 
stakeholder groups in its emergency response planning.  Should the 
proposal be deemed acceptable, and appropriate emergency response 
should include timely communication with/notification to DBCA, to 
allow DBCA adequate time to respond in relation to its activities 

The Proposal does not represent a major safety hazard to users of 
Murujuga National Park.  The existing Ammonia Plant and TAN Plant are 
regulated as Major Hazards Facilities by the Department of Mines, 
Industry Regulation and Safety (DMIRS) under relevant legislation.  Yara 
will continue to implement its safety obligations, including Emergency 
Management Plan, which contains provisions for the timely 
communication with off-site stakeholders, including DBCA, regarding 
major incidents. 



 
 

 
©JBS&G Australia Pty Ltd T/A Strategen-JBS&G | 61171/138,911 (Rev 6) 42 

No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

(including tourism-based and management activities) within the 
national park.   

2. Dr John L Black 
Member for the Mining and 
Pastoral Region 
Tempest and Associates 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2ST4-1 
ANON-2954-2S3T-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 

Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation 
The Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation has expressed support for the 
proposal (page 11 of Supporting document).  The Aboriginal custodians 
are in an unenviable position.  The Western Australian Government 
entered into the Burrup and Maitland Industrial Estates Agreement in 
2003 with five traditional owner groups to allocate land for industrial 
purposes in exchange for a 99+ year lease of an area covering 44 per 
cent of the Burrup Peninsula (now Murujuga National Park), funds for 
the Murujuga Living Knowledge Centre and other payments including 
$700 per hectare of leased industrial land per year, escalating after 5 
years, and half the rent paid by future proponents.   
However, there was a ‘gag’ or ‘No Objection’ clause in the Agreement 
preventing traditional owners from objecting to further industrial 
development.  The ‘No Objection’ Clause 4.8 of the Agreement stated:  
‘…the Contracting Parties agree that the[y] …will not, in their capacity 
as owners of the Burrup Non-Industrial Land, lodge or cause to be 
lodged any objection to development proposals intended to occur on 
land within the Industrial Estate.’   

The Proposal has been designed in consultation with local Aboriginal 
Traditional Owners and with the support of MAC.   
Whilst MAC has not objected to the Proposal, it has exercised its right to 
take part in public participation processes and has provided a 
submission to the EPA during the public review period.  Yara’s response 
to the MAC submission is provided in Section 4. 

3. ANON-2954-2ST4-1 Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation 
In order to orchestrate a show of support for the project by Murujuga’s 
Aboriginal custodians for PR purposes, the State Government has also 
made Yara’s $1m funding of the Living Knowledge Cultural Centre at 
Conzinc Bay contingent on the Yara hydrogen project going ahead, in a 
cynical attempt to elicit Aboriginal custodians’ public support for the 
ongoing degradation of their own cultural heritage.   

The provision of funding by Yara for the Living Knowledge Cultural 
Centre is a separate matter and is not linked to the environmental 
approval processes for the Proposal. 

4. ANON-2954-2ST5-2 Public consultation 
Large amounts of money have already by[been] granted to the 
company and there has been much publicity by the Government of 
their support, as well as the Prime Minister.  This doesn’t sound like 
public consultation!   

The Proposal has been awarded funding from the Australian Renewable 
Energy Agency’s (ARENA) Advancing Renewables Program and 
Renewable Hydrogen Deployment Funding Round.  The provision of the 
funds is subject to the Proposal achieving Financial Investment Decision 
(FID) which includes the project obtaining all required environmental 
approvals. 
The environmental approvals processes are determined separately from 
funding decisions and are subject to public participation processes such 
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as the public review period for the Proposal during which the submitter 
was able to provide comment. 

Table 3.8: Other 
No. Submitter Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. Dr John L Black 
FARA 
Tempest and Associates 
The Bob Brown Foundation 
ANON-2954-2SNC-A 
ANON-2954-2SNM-M 
ANON-2954-2SNJ-H 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2STT-1 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2ST8-5 
ANON-2954-2S3T-Z 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2SNX-Y 
ANON-2954-2SNA-8 
ANON-2954-2SN8-Y 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STA-E 
ANON-2954-2STJ-Q 
ANON-2954-2ST3-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 
ANON-2954-2STM-T 
ANON-2954-2ST9-6 
ANON-2954-2STR-Y 
ANON-2954-2S3X-4 

Greenwashing 
Yara's pilot 'green' hydrogen plant will provide only 0.4% of the 
hydrogen needed for annual production of ammonia – the remaining 
99.6% of required hydrogen will be produced using natural gas.   
Yara's proposal seems intended to improve their social licence and 
obtain government funding through promotion of their ‘green 
hydrogen’ project.  This is not surprising knowing Yara International’s 
reputation for ‘GREENWASHING’, as evidenced by it being twice 
awarded in the Prix Pinocchio du Climat ‘Greenwashing’ Award in Paris.   
This award illustrates and denounces the negative impacts of 
multinational companies that whitewash themselves with ‘green’ talk.  
There is a wide gap between the virtuous corporate image projected by 
Yara and the reality of its actions on the Burrup.   

The Proposal will only provide an additional renewables-based feedstock 
of approximately 0.6% of current inputs to the Ammonia Plant as it is 
intended as a demonstration project. 
In the long term, Yara is aiming to produce hydrogen and ammonia 
entirely through renewable energy. The Proposal is the first step on the 
roadmap to achieving commercial-scale production of renewable 
hydrogen for export. 
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2. FARA 
Dr John L Black 
Tempest and Associates 
The Bob Brown Foundation 
ANON-2954-2SNN-N 
ANON-2954-2SN3-T 
ANON-2954-2SNC-A 
ANON-2954-2SNJ-H 
ANON-2954-2ST5-2 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2STJ-Q 
ANON-2954-2ST4-1 
ANON-2954-2STD-H 
ANON-2954-2S3T-Z 
ANON-2954-2SNA-8 
ANON-2954-2SNW-X 
ANON-2954-2SN6-W 
ANON-2954-2SNR-S 
ANON-2954-2SN4-U 
ANON-2954-2ST2-Y 
ANON-2954-2STX-5 
ANON-2954-2STU-2 
ANON-2954-2ST3-Z 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 
ANON-2954-2STM-T 
ANON-2954-2ST9-6 
ANON-2954-2STR-Y 
ANON-2954-2S3X-4 
ANON-2954-2S3K-Q 
ANON-2954-2S3N-T 
info@3 

What is the value of Yara to Australia?  
Government support: In January 2021 the Western Australian 
Government allocated $2 million to the project.  In early 2020, the 
project was granted $995,000 from the Federal Government's taxpayer-
funded Australian Renewable Energy Agency (ARENA) and on just 6 
May 2021 it was announced that ARENA had granted them another 
$42.5 million towards the production of all their hydrogen needs.   
Financial return: Yara International had an annual turnover of $US12.9 
billion in 2019.   
Yara Australia Pty Ltd was reported to have paid NO Australian taxes in 
2017-18, despite earning $386,892,232 
(https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-12-12/ato-corporate-tax-
transparency-data-companies-no-tax-paid/11789048?nw=0).   
People employed: Yara Pilbara Fertiliser states that the plant ‘provides 
employment for approximately 100 production and administrative staff’ 
(https://www.yara.com.au/about-yara/about-yara-
australia/pilbara/yara-pilbara-fertilisers/).  
This employment is minuscule and certainly does not provide long-term 
‘jobs, jobs, jobs’ as we are told by governments.   
If this information about taxes paid and job numbers is true, Australian 
citizens are paying through our taxes for Yara to be in Australia, 
degrading our ancient heritage!   

The Proposal has been awarded funding from the ARENA Advancing 
Renewables Program and Renewable Hydrogen Deployment Funding 
Round.  The provision of the funds is subject to the Proposal achieving 
Financial Investment Decision (FID), which includes the project obtaining 
all required environmental approvals. 
The environmental approvals processes are determined separately from 
funding decisions and are subject to public participation processes such 
as the public review period for the Proposal during which the submitter 
was able to provide comment.  
Yara employs approximately 200 employees and over 100 contactors in 
its Pilbara operations. 
Yara’s revenue and tax status are not relevant considerations for the 
environmental impact assessment process under Part IV of the EP Act. 
The Proposal is expected to promote economic growth in the region and 
result in employment opportunities for the local population in both the 
construction and operational phase, including the opportunity to work 
together with the local Aboriginal Traditional Owners to develop 
commercial, employment and training opportunities. 

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-12-12/ato-corporate-tax-transparency-data-companies-no-tax-paid/11789048?nw=0
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-12-12/ato-corporate-tax-transparency-data-companies-no-tax-paid/11789048?nw=0
https://www.yara.com.au/about-yara/about-yara-australia/pilbara/yara-pilbara-fertilisers/
https://www.yara.com.au/about-yara/about-yara-australia/pilbara/yara-pilbara-fertilisers/
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3. Dr John L Black 
FARA 
Tempest and Associates  
ANON-2954-2SNH-F 
ANON-2954-2STZ-7 
ANON-2954-2ST1-X 

Ethics 
Provision of taxpayers money [through grants] to a project before it has 
obtained Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) approval is both 
unethical and contrary to provisions of the EP Act whereby decisions 
and actions should not be made before the EPA has assessed the 
proposal. 

The award of ARENA funding for the Proposal was determined 
separately from funding decisions.  The provision of the funds is subject 
to the Proposal achieving Financial Investment Decision (FID) which 
includes the project obtaining all required environmental approvals. 

4. ANON-2954-2STS-Z People employed 
The employment provided by this proposal will not only benefit those 
employed, their families and wider community but also environmental 
protection more broadly by demonstrating that renewable energy and 
tackling climate change offers good, skilled jobs in regional areas.   

The supportive submission is correct that the Proposal will support 
decarbonisation on Murujuga and the development of a ‘green 
hydrogen’ market.  The project is expected to promote economic growth 
in the region and result in employment opportunities for the local 
population in both the construction and operational phase, including the 
opportunity to work together with the local Aboriginal Traditional 
Owners to develop commercial, employment and training opportunities. 
 

5. ANON-2954-2S3X-4 What percentage of Yara Pilbara Fertilizers’ hydrogen requirements will 
be generated from the proposed solar farm?   

The Proposal will provide an additional renewables-based feedstock of 
approximately 0.6% of current inputs to the Ammonia Plant. 

6. ANON-2954-2SNH-F 
ANON-2954-2SN4-U 

Risk of explosion  
The proposed solar array is being used to justify the continued 
operation of the fertiliser factory producing ammonium nitrate.  The 
explosion risk of this facility has been very well known for many years.  
This risk of catastrophic destruction should be declared by the EPA 
under the precautionary principle to be totally unacceptable.  It is 
reason alone for the hydrogen project proposal to be refused and never 
approved.   
If you add a bit of diesel to the ammonium nitrate they are producing, 
guess what – it blows up.  Accidents do happen.   

The Proposal is not linked to Yara’s TAN Plant, which is adjacent to the 
Ammonia Plant.  The TAN Plant is classified as a Major Hazards Facility 
and is regulated by DMIRS under the Dangerous Goods Safety Act 2004 
and associated regulations.   
DMIRS is responsible for ensuring that safety risks, including explosion 
risks, are appropriately managed by Yara under its safety and emergency 
management plans. 
Under worst-case situations, emergency planning and modelling has 
shown that the Proposal would not impact the safety and security of the 
TAN Plant or Ammonia Plant. 
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4. Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation Comments 

The Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation (MAC) provided a separate submission and advice regarding the 
Proposal, which have been summarised by Yara.  The key issues raised in the submission include: 

• Flora and Vegetation; 

• Terrestrial Fauna; 

• Social Surroundings; and 

• Marine Environmental Quality. 

Yara’s responses to these key issues are contained in Tables 4.1 to 4.4 below.
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Table 4.1: Flora and Vegetation 
No. Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. The area that is proposed to be disturbed (and potentially cleared) is largely made up of 
vegetation in Excellent and Excellent-Very Good condition and supports habitat with high 
ecological value, such as 'Minor Drainage Lines' and ‘Foothills' that support conservation 
significant fauna like the Pilbara Olive Python. 
MAC understands clearing is required for the project to proceed; however, MAC does not 
support the clearing of relatively large tracts of native vegetation in Excellent and 
Excellent-Very Good condition for the purpose of creating a temporary construction 
laydown area  
It is recommended the proponent consider other cleared areas offsite or utilise existing 
areas within the current development envelope that have already been cleared. 

The temporary construction laydown area will be created within the Development 
Envelope.  Additional clearing for these areas will not be undertaken; rather, the 
temporary laydown areas will be located within areas required for permanent 
infrastructure. 
The anticipated lifetime of the Proposal is 20 years, consistent with that of the Ammonia 
Plant.  Post closure of the Proposal, the cleared areas will be rehabilitated and 
revegetated to their pre-disturbance state. 

2. The Referral Information identified the potential presence of six conservation significance 
flora taxa within the development envelope, including five Priority 3 taxa and one Priority 
4 taxon. The field survey recorded three priority flora species within the surveyed areas, 
including Terminalia supranitifolia (Priority 3), Vigna triodiophila (Priority 3) and 
Rhynchosia bungarensis (Priority 4).  
All three of these species occur within the development envelope, but only T. 
supranitifolia occurs within the proposal footprint. Of these, two records of T. 
supranitifolia occur within the proposal footprint or the proposed disturbance footprint, 
however the there is no consideration given to offsetting the removal of these priority 
listed species or what measures or controls have been introduced to protect these 
species.   
MAC therefore requests additional clarification be provided regarding their protection. 

Only 3% of the population of Terminalia supranitifolia within the Development Envelope 
is proposed to be impacted by the Proposal Footprint (one individual out of 33 identified).  
The core habitat for this taxon within the Development Envelope is Vegetation Type VT02, 
all of which is avoided by the Proposal.  
This taxon is known from 75 records within the Pilbara bioregion over a range of 225 km 
(DBCA 2007-).  The majority (60) of the known records occur within the Burrup Peninsula, 
indicating this taxon is well represented locally.  The proposed impact to one individual 
will not reduce the taxon’s range, cause the local population to decline, or cause an 
elevation to the conservation category.  Based on this, the impact is not considered to be 
significant, and offsets are not required. 
The remaining two conservation significant taxa, Vigna triodiophila (Priority 3) and 
Rhynchosia bungarensis (Priority 4), are not located within the Proposal Footprint.  
Potential indirect impacts to these taxa will be managed under the CEMP. 

3 MAC is of the opinion that efforts could be made to reduce or minimise the amount of 
vegetation and valuable habitat proposed to be cleared or disturbed, if the proponent 
demonstrated additional details and specifics of the proposal's future operational 
footprint.   
The Referral Information only provides minimal information about the structures being 
created with no specific detail surrounding location or size.  MAC expects the Referral 
Information to be updated with concise maps, and descriptions of the areas to be cleared, 
including but not limited to their individual sizes, a break-down of the purpose for clearing 
each area, and areas intended for rehabilitation.  Maps should be overlayed so that 
comparisons can be made between areas being proposed to be cleared and the nature 
and significance value of the habitat. This information would form part of the vegetation 

The Proposal Footprint is the minimum required to develop the Proposal. Within the 
Development Envelope, an assessment was undertaken to identify and thus allow the 
design to avoid areas of elevated environmental and heritage value.  The identified 
Proposal Footprint avoids:  

• All Registered Heritage Sites listed under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972; 
• Areas that are mapped as the Dampier Archipelago (including Burrup Peninsula) 

National Heritage Place; 
• Vegetation and fauna values associated with rocky outcrops including: 

o All mapped occurrences of the Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile Communities Priority 
Ecological Community (PEC); and  
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and fauna habitat budget and would better inform the consideration of potential impacts 
and fragmentation of habitats to guide decision making accurately and adequately 

o Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) Priority listed 
flora species Vigna triodiophila (Priority 3) and Rhynchosia bungarensis 
(Priority 4).  

In addition, the reduced Proposal Footprint provides a buffer to sensitive heritage areas 
as requested by MAC. 
Through avoidance of rocky outcrop areas, the Proposal substantially minimises potential 
impacts on the core habitat for Pilbara Olive Python (Liasis olivaceus subsp. barroni) and 
Priority flora species Terminalia supranitifolia (Priority 3). 

4 As the proposal is being developed within the existing YPF Development Envelope, 
established under MS0586, it is understood this proposal will involve modification to the 
existing proposal and that the original requirements and conditions of the MS0586 still 
apply.  It stipulates the proponent must implement all environmental management 
commitments as documented in Schedule 2 of the MS0586, including the preparation of a 
Vegetation Rehabilitation Plan with detail addressing: 

• procedures for rehabilitating areas of temporary disturbance. 
• the requirement to backfill all excavations and revegetate with local native species; 

and 
• attempts to replace priority flora (Terminalia supranitifolia) that will be disturbed 

because of this proposal. 
Additionally, the condition(s) of the ministerial statement oblige the proponent to 
prepare and provide a framework that ensures 'the rationale for the siting and design of 
plant and infrastructure as relevant to environmental protection'. The statement further 
includes provision for: 

• rationale for the siting and design of the plant and its infrastructure as relevant to 
• environmental protection, and conceptual plans for the removal or, if 
• appropriate, retention of the plant and its infrastructure; 
• a conceptual rehabilitation plan for all disturbed areas and a description of a 
• process required for all stakeholders to agree on the end land use(s); 
• a conceptual plan for a care and maintenance phase; and, 
• management of noxious materials to avoid the creation of contaminated areas. 
The proposal contains no detail to address the above-mentioned requirements and the 
current proposal is therefore inconsistent with the requirements outlined above. 

The Proposal does not intend to amend existing environmental management 
commitments established under MS 586.  The conditions of MS 586 apply to the existing 
Development Envelope for the Ammonia Plant and activities within.  The additional works 
as part of the Proposal will be managed separately to the ongoing Ammonia Plant 
operations. 

5 If areas of existing vegetation are therefore intended to be cleared and then revegetated 
within the development envelope, in accordance with the EPA guidelines (EPA 2016d), the 
proponent needs to demonstrate that the existing species and vegetation complexes can 
be adequately restored. This requires an objective for revegetation success to be 

Revegetation is not planned as part of the Proposal as all clearing is required for 
permanent infrastructure.  Yara is proposing to offset all the 21.23 ha of native vegetation 
that will be cleared for the Proposal. 
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identified to determine how adequate revegetation will be measured, as well as 
identification of whether seed for the required species can be collected or sourced, and 
whether there is adequate knowledge about their germination and survival requirements 
to enable successful revegetation (Shackelford et al. 2013). 
MAC expects that if revegetation is to be used as a key mitigation measure, especially for 
large areas of cleared vegetation, more detail about revegetation planning needs to be 
included for the EIA, as well as an assessment of whether recruitment of potential 
rehabilitation for cleared areas will be successful.  There is therefore a clear need to 
define the revegetation objectives and demonstrate whether revegetation is achievable 
as part of requirements for rehabilitation and whether the proposal area will (can) be 
revegetated in a manner that promotes biological diversity and ecological integrity. 

The anticipated lifetime of the Proposal is 20 years, consistent with that of the Ammonia 
Plant.  Post closure of the Proposal, the cleared areas will be rehabilitated and 
revegetated to their pre-disturbance state. 

6 A small extent of locally restricted vegetation type, (VT05), associated with the tidal inlet 
between Hearson’s Cove and King Bay intersects the proposal footprint. There is 6.21 ha 
of VT05 in the development envelope and 1.08 ha of VT05 within the proposal footprint 
reserved to be cleared. 
The Referral Information states that the proposed clearing would result in the loss of 
approximately 1% of restricted vegetation VT05 at a local scale and <2% (~6% 
cumulatively) of the known records of T. supranitifolia. It is concluded that given these 
findings, and in accordance with the application of the mitigation hierarchy, no offset 
should be afforded to the clearance of vegetation type VT05. 
Noting the reference made to the Woodside mapping has no reference attached, MAC 
considers the assessment of impacts made regarding the loss of conservation significant 
vegetation at a local scale, more specifically VT05, and the comparison made with VT05 
distribution on the Burrup Peninsula, as unsubstantiated. 
MAC, therefore, cannot support the conclusion that in accordance with the application of 
the mitigation hierarchy, no offset should be afforded to the clearance of vegetation type 
VT05.  Detail as to the proposed offsets to compensate the loss of flora and vegetation 
need to be more clearly defined for assessment, and MAC suggests that such offsets be 
made in a condition of approval, if granted. 
In addition, consideration for cumulative impacts caused by the future development of 
the Burrup and Maitland Industrial Estate (i.e. Perdaman Urea Project), with specific 
reference to the vegetation clearing of VT05 (locally associated to the tidal inlet between 
Hearson’s Cove and King Bay only), appears to be missing from the proponent's rational 
to assess the significance of the impact.  MAC therefore feels the current rational used to 
assess the significance of the vegetation clearance of VT05 on a local scale is not 
adequate, and therefore cannot currently support the application to clear this parcel of 
VT05 and recommends the area be protected. 

Terminalia supranitifolia is not associated with Vegetation Type VT05.  This was an error 
in the Proposal referral supporting documentation.  The taxon is dominant within 
Vegetation Type VT02 and has also been recorded within Vegetation Types VT01 and 
VT03.  Potential impacts to this taxon have been discussed further in the response to 
Submission 2. 
Yara is proposing to offset all the 21.23 ha of native vegetation that will be cleared for the 
Proposal.  This includes 20.43 ha of native vegetation in Good to Excellent condition, of 
which 1.07 ha is mapped as Vegetation Type VT05.  Given this, the impact to Vegetation 
Type VT05 is included within the proposed offsets.  Yara anticipates that the required 
offsets will be a condition of approval. 
The Woodside mapping referred to in the Referral Supporting documentation is 
referenced as Woodside, 2006.  The full reference is provided in the References section 
on page 82 of the referral supporting documentation (Woodside Energy Ltd (2006). Pluto 
LNG Development: Public Environment Report, Woodside). 
Clearing of 1.07 ha of vegetation type VT05 is proposed. This vegetation type is 
considered potentially locally significant associated to the tidal inlet between Hearson’s 
Cove and King Bay. This community aligns with vegetation associations Tht and ThtTil as 
mapped within the Perdaman Urea Project survey area (APM 2019), all of which are 
analogous to vegetation type S mans defined by Trudgen and Associates (2002). This 
samphire shrubland has a mapped extent with the Burrup Peninsula of 99.82 ha (Trudgen 
and Associates 2002). Cumulative impacts to this vegetation type based on current and 
proposed projects represent 6.12 ha, or 6% of the total mapped extent of this vegetation 
type. While locally restricted, the current proposed impacts to this vegetation type are 
unlikely to cause an impact to this vegetation type, to the extent that species loss is likely 
to accelerate exponentially. Given this, the proposed cumulative impacts to this 
vegetation type are not considered to be significant. 
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7 It is recommended that both the RSDP and Construction and Environmental Management 
plan (CEMP) included within Appendix B of the RSD, be updated to include meaningful 
contingency actions, commitments, and corrective actions to support the management 
actions and provisions prescribed.  Clear performance indicators, triggers and 
environmental threshold criteria and reporting protocols are to be included. 

The CEMP has been prepared as part of the environmental assessment for the proposal 
and has been updated to align with EPA management plan guidance.  Section 2 of the 
CEMP contains the objective based provisions, including management objectives, actions, 
and targets for each key environmental factor.  Management of corrective actions and 
reporting is further discussed in Section 3 of the CEMP. 

Table 4.2: Terrestrial Fauna 
No. Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. Given the inherent links between terrestrial fauna and other environmental factors, 
please refer to concerns regarding the application of the mitigation hierarchy which have 
been identified under Flora and Vegetation, 

Noted.  Responses are provided in Table 4.1, Items 1 and 3 above. 

2. A comprehensive understanding of the terrestrial fauna occupying this area has still not 
been achieved evidenced by species accumulation curves failing to reach, asymptotes, 
MAC accepts that logistical constraints often limit surveys, however, given the unusual 
weather conditions immediately preceding the surveys, and the scope of the project, 
increased survey effort would have achieved more complete sampling, particularly of rare 
and cryptic species, and thus the limited sampling is considered a limitation of the survey. 

The species accumulation curve presented in Plate 6 of the Flora and Fauna Report 
(GHD 2020) demonstrates that approximately 95% of the predicted total fauna taxa 
richness was sampled during the survey.  Based on the bootstrap estimation, 47 of a 
predicted 49 fauna taxa were recorded, indicating the survey adequately sampled the 
terrestrial fauna assemblages within the Survey Area. 

3 The following improvements could have been made to the fauna survey report (and to 
meet EPA Guidance): 
The biological survey report details the number of years of experience for all personnel, 
but does not specify specific roles, qualifications, and more importantly, does not specify 
if the personnel's experience relates to this specific ecoregion (pertinent information 
given the variability in fauna within Western Australia). 
MAC notes that the RSDP report included a map of the survey sites and the survey 
design/layout of traps. However, supplementary survey methods (spotlighting) are a bit 
vague. For example, during spotlighting surveys, were frogs identified from calls as well as 
visual assessment? Providing this detailed information allows reviewers to determine if 
best practices were employed. 

Noted. 
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4 It is noted that the "Minor Drainage Lines" was considered of high habitat value for fauna 
species of conservation significance given its function as a "Linear corridor of habitat 
utilised by Pilbara Olive Python and Peregrine Falcon (in rocky environments) A fauna 
corridor for all other species on the foothills". The Pilbara Olive Python (Liasis olivaceus 
barroni) is listed as 'Vulnerable' under the BC Act and the EPBC Act and therefore is facing 
a high risk of extinction in the wild in the medium-term future. 
During the biological surveys, an area of "Rocky outcrops" was identified as significant 
fauna habitat and therefore the proponent removed this area from the proposed 
development. However, there are still additional areas mapped as "Minor Drainage lines", 
the majority of which are in Excellent and Excellent- Very Good condition, that are still 
planned to be cleared. 
These drainage lines provide important habitat for birds, bats, and reptiles, especially 
given they are adjacent to grassland habitats that fauna use for foraging. This habitat is 
particularly important for the Pilbara Olive Python (Liasis olivaceus barroni) and Peregrine 
Falcon (Falco peregrinus) which were recorded within the development area and use 
drain line habitat for foraging and as a fauna corridor to connect with the conservation 
significant "Water Body" habitat.   
The samphire shrublands/supra-tidal flats (VT05) habitat proposed to be cleared provides 
important foraging opportunities, particularly for migratory shorebirds and waders, which 
may include conservation significant species. 
There is hardly any information on considerations for how to avoid impacts specific to 
these habitat types.  MAC does not believe that the proponent has sufficiently considered 
avoidance as part of the evaluation process within the mitigation hierarchy, which would 
include utilising offsite or pre-existing cleared sites as laydown areas to avoid potential 
impacts on flora, fauna, vegetation and habitat. 

The two minor drainage lines proposed to be cleared do not provide any connectivity to a 
water body habitat.  Both minor drainage lines are truncated by the existing Ammonia 
Plant.  Given this, both minor drainage lines are not considered fauna corridors 
(GHD 2020).  The minor drainage lines provide habitat for the Pilbara Olive Python, with 
1.06 ha of clearing considered a significant residual impact.  This area is included within 
the 21.23 ha of terrestrial fauna habitat proposed to be offset. 
The Proposal Footprint is the minimum required to develop the required infrastructure. 
Within the Development Envelope an assessment was undertaken to identify and thus 
allow the revised proposal to avoid areas of elevated environmental and heritage value. 
The identified Proposal Footprint avoids:  

• All Registered Heritage Sites listed under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972; 
• Areas that are mapped as the Dampier Archipelago (including Burrup Peninsula) 

National Heritage Place; 
• Vegetation and fauna values associated with rocky outcrops including: 

o all mapped occurrences of the Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile Communities Priority 
Ecological Community (PEC); and  

o Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) Priority listed 
flora species Vigna triodiophila (Priority 3) and Rhynchosia bungarensis (Priority 
4).  

Through avoidance of rocky outcrop areas, the Proposal Footprint also substantially 
minimises impacts on the core habitat for the Pilbara Olive Python (Liasis olivaceus subsp. 
barroni) and Priority flora species Terminalia supranitifolia (Priority 3). 

5 The proponent has advised that prior to clearing, habitats/microhabitats will be 
inspected, and native fauna removed (either by allowing fauna to leave the clearing area 
or through capture and relocation). 
In addition to the independent licensed fauna handler, MAC requests that Aboriginal 
fauna monitors also be present during this period and present for all construction and 
salvage works, for the duration of the construction phase of the Project. It is 
recommended this is made a condition of approval. 

During clearing, a licensed fauna handler and MAC Heritage Monitors will be present to 
inspect and remove native fauna. 
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6 MAC considers that, in addition to clearing of significant habitat, fauna may also be 
negatively impacted by the development works and plant operation. There is concern that 
the introduction of constant light sources to the area may impact the behaviour of 
nocturnal fauna, such as bats and Northern Quoll.  MAC considers there to be high 
likelihood of disturbance to nocturnal fauna from light pollution, and requests the 
proponent provide actions to mitigate potential impacts. 
MAC also considers that noise pollution and vibrations may impact fauna within the area. 
The proponent has advised that "during operation there be only an incremental increase 
in potential noise impacts to fauna as noise impacts already exist within an industrial 
area, strategically close to gas, port and other infrastructure in the Pilbara region. As 
there is existing industrial infrastructure adjacent to the site, fauna are likely to be 
accustomed to noise and vibration impacts. Noise and vibration is unlikely to have a 
permanent impact on fauna species as species may temporarily avoid the area. 
MAC does not agree with this assessment. Fauna species may have habituated to current 
noise levels and their location, but there is no evidence to suggest that when noise is 
increased and located in new areas, that fauna will not be affected by this change. The 
disturbance may then exceed some threshold value, after which fauna may abandon the 
area. MAC considers that the proponent has not sufficiently accounted for these 
cumulative effects of noise pollution on terrestrial fauna. 

Lighting will only be present on the hydrogen plant infrastructure.  This lighting will be the 
minimum required to create a safe work environment and will be designed to minimise 
light spill to the adjacent environment.  The additional lighting will not significantly 
increase the current level of lighting from the existing Ammonia Plant.  It is also 
anticipated that the hydrogen plant will not be staffed at night, reducing the need for 
lighting. 
Increases to noise and vibration during construction are only anticipated to be temporary 
due to the short duration of the works.  These temporary impacts will be managed under 
the CEMP. 
During operation there will only be an incremental increase in potential noise impacts. 
The noise generating equipment (non-PV infrastructure) associated with the Proposal is 
located close to the existing Ammonia Plant on the opposite side of the boundary road 
(see plot plan in Appendix C).  At this location, the noise sources are close enough to the 
existing plant to not ‘locate’ noise in new areas, and they are not expected to increase 
noise levels significantly. 

7 The proponent has developed a CEMP. Section 3.2 of the CEMP review advises that 
"amendments to management actions and targets will be completed on an as needs 
basis. This will include revision/amendment of management actions that are not 
achieving the desired outcomes, monitoring identifying additional impacts and 
management actions, changes to relevant legislation or improvements to practices to 
achieve (sic) a greater environmental outcome" (GHD2020b). 
This component needs to be updated to include meaningful and explicit monitoring, 
reporting, and contingency actions, and commitments. Without any details, the adequacy 
of any mitigation measures being implemented cannot be assessed. 

The CEMP has been prepared as part of the environmental assessment for the proposal 
and has been updated to align with EPA management plan guidance.  Section 2 of the 
CEMP contains the objective based provisions, including management objectives, actions, 
and targets for each key environmental factor.  Management of corrective actions and 
reporting is further discussed in Section 3 of the CEMP. 

8 MAC recommends that a program to monitor introduced predators/invasive species is 
developed prior to approval to ensure that sufficient controls are available to mitigate 
potential impacts on terrestrial fauna if invasive species known to be harmful to local 
conservation significant fauna are recorded. 

Both cats and foxes were recorded during the fauna survey for the Proposal (GHD 2020). 
The construction and operation of the proposal is unlikely to cause an increase to feral 
species number through ease of access, fragmentation, or modification of habitats. The 
clearing proposed is limited to only what is required to allow for installation of permanent 
infrastructure. Given this, the Proposal is not expected to increase the density or 
establishment of feral animals within the local area given their existing presence. Yara 
considers that feral animal monitoring is therefore not required.  



 
 

 
©JBS&G Australia Pty Ltd T/A Strategen-JBS&G | 61171/138,911 (Rev 6) 53 

Table 4.3: Social Surroundings 
No. Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. The Referral Information makes no mention of the possibility for extension of the life of 
the Ammonia Plant and how this might affect existing or predicted cumulative impacts to 
aesthetic, cultural or social values.  Additionally, it is unknown how the changes to the 
proposal feed into the Murujuga Rock Art Monitoring Program and the establishment of 
an atmospheric deposition network which will be established to provide data on the 
composition and concentration of contaminants that are potentially transferred from the 
atmosphere to the rock surfaces. 
MAC feels the current proposal, therefore, does not meet the EPA requirements for 
consideration for "the contribution implementation of the proposal or scheme may make 
to existing or predicted cumulative impacts to aesthetic, cultural or social values.” 
The MAC also submits that the Precautionary Principle needs to be applied in relation to 
potential impacts to rock art when considering the possible extension of the life of the 
ammonia plant and the potential impact on Rock Art due to the ongoing effect caused by 
air emissions. 

The Proposal serves as a demonstration plant to produce hydrogen which will be used as 
a feed in the ammonia plant.  The hydrogen will be mixed with nitrogen to produce 
ammonia.  The current process uses fossil fuels to produce hydrogen; whereas the use of 
renewable hydrogen will reduce or eliminate the emissions which are usually associated 
with using fossil fuels for hydrogen production.  
The Proposal forms the commercial demonstration for a longer-term, larger-scale 
renewable hydrogen project; the exact timing, scale, and location of which is yet to be 
determined.  The project roadmap developed by Yara offers a potential opportunity to 
deliver a significant commercial-scale industry by 2030 (ENGIE-Yara 2020). 
The Proposal does not seek to increase emissions from or the life of the existing Ammonia 
Plant.  The Ammonia Plant is regulated by MS 586 under Part IV of the EP Act and is 
licensed under Part V Division 3 of the EP Act (Licence L9224/2019/1).  The existing 
licence was issued by DWER on 20 April 2020 and authorises the operation of the plant 
until 20 April 2040 (i.e., a 20 year duration in accordance with DWER’s Guidance 
Statement: Licence Duration [DER 2016]).  The existing licence regulates emissions from 
the Ammonia Plant, including stack emissions limits and monitoring for key parameters. 
The key emissions of interest in respect of potential impacts to rock art include nitrogen 
dioxide, sulphur dioxide, ammonia gases and nitric acid.  The only emissions to air from 
the Proposal will be oxygen and small amounts of hydrogen.  The Proposal, therefore, 
does not alter or increase the potential for impacts to rock art. 
In February 2019, the Minister for Environment released the Murujuga Rock Art Strategy, 
which was finalised in consultation with the Murujuga Rock Art Stakeholder Reference 
group (MRASRG).  The strategy builds on the previous studies and provides a transparent, 
risk-based, and adaptive approach to deliver a scientifically rigorous approach to the 
monitoring and management to protect the rock art.  Representatives on this group 
include industry, Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation, WA Museum, relevant agencies and 
authorities and Dr Black. 
It is noted that there are multiple industries and emissions sources located on Murujuga 
and surrounds, which could potentially have an adverse impact on the Murujuga rock art.  
Yara is a member of the MRASRG and supports the continuation of this independent 
industry-funded government-managed working group as the most appropriate and 
equitable approach to ongoing monitoring of Murujuga rock art. 
The application of the precautionary principle is predicated on an absence of information 
pertaining to risks of harm. 
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Technical investigations and studies have been undertaken for the Proposal to ensure 
that the impact assessment has been carried out with scientific certainty.  All potential 
environmental impacts associated with the Proposal have been carefully evaluated in the 
Information Package.   
Where the potential for serious or permanent damage has been identified, mitigation 
measures, including avoiding impacts where practical, have been applied, and a 
precautionary approach has been taken where the residual risk to the surrounding 
environment is uncertain. 

2. It is of critical importance to MAC that access to cultural sites within the development 
envelope remains open and unimpeded to appropriate members of its community. 
However, the Referral Information makes no mention for any access arrangements. MAC 
recommends that such arrangements for unimpeded access be formalised and captured 
as part of the conditions of the development approval going forward.  

Yara has a close, respectful, and ongoing relationship with MAC and its members. 
Ensuring MAC has access to cultural sites within Yara’s fence line is important to Yara and 
is facilitated via mutually agreed arrangements.  With the safety of all staff and visitors to 
the site being paramount, these arrangements will need to take account of the conditions 
of access to a Major Hazard Facility as set by Government regulations, as well as inherent 
risks associated with a construction site.  Hence, during the construction phase, special 
arrangements will be in place to escort MAC representatives through construction areas 
to access heritage sites upon request, to ensure personal safety is maintained. 
In operations, these arrangements will be less stringent due to the decreased risk of static 
operations.  Yara has already facilitated independent swipe-card access to site for MAC 
members who have requested it, and who have then completed the appropriate 
inductions.  Yara anticipates this close working association to continue. 

3 MAC is in agreeance with the need to engage Aboriginal Heritage Monitors for all ground 
disturbing and salvage works; however, it would like this to be broadened so that these 
monitors are required to be present for all construction and salvage works for the 
duration of the construction phase of the project.  It is deemed appropriate for monitors 
to be present for all such works to ensure that impacts to heritage values are not greater 
than the potential impacts identified, and for which offsets and agreements are in place. 
As additional mitigation measures, the proponent has also committed to "…prior to 
conducting ground disturbing activities, known heritage sites and National Heritage Place 
are to be demarcated via appropriate signage, fencing or flagging.  Engagement of 
Aboriginal heritage monitors through MAC to monitor all ground disturbing earthworks 
and to manage Aboriginal heritage values of the site and the adjacent areas”.  MAC 
agrees with these actions, and would like to have these arrangements formalised 
together with arrangements to have Aboriginal Heritage Monitors present for 
constructions works. 
For any impacts observed during works that are beyond the agreed scope of existing 
agreements, MAC agrees that contingency actions need to be identified.  However, these 
are not currently included within the information provided.  The CEMP only outlines 

Yara has agreed to Aboriginal heritage monitoring of ground disturbing works (including 
any excavation) and salvage activities.  This will be reflected in the heritage agreement for 
the Proposal.  Yara has undertaken heritage investigations with Traditional Owners and 
has held comprehensive consultation with senior Traditional Owners and the Circle of 
Elders regarding the Proposal.  The locations of heritage sites have been a fundamental 
part of the project planning process, and the Proposal Footprint has been designed to 
avoid known heritage sites.  
Aboriginal Heritage Monitors from MAC will attend the site for the purpose of monitoring 
ground disturbing works (including any excavation) to enable identification of any 
previously unknown sites discovered during these works and monitors will be present 
during any salvage works.  Additional management measures that will be implemented to 
mitigate the risk of indirect impacts to known heritage sites include: 

• Clear delineation and demarcation of sites;  
• Stop work procedures in the event of unexpected finds;  
• Limiting vehicles and equipment access to designated roads/access tracks and cleared 

areas; and 
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incidence reporting and MAC considers it is more appropriate for contingency actions and 
the sequence and chronology of actions to be identified at this stage of the planning 
process. 

• Implementing dust control measures during construction activities. 
On completion of ground disturbance works, the likelihood of new sites being identified 
or indirect impacts to existing heritage sites is considered low.  Given this, it is not feasible 
or reasonable to continue heritage monitoring once ground disturbance has been 
completed. 
The updated CEMP outlines contingency actions and the sequence and chronology of the 
steps to be taken if non-compliance with a management target is identified.  Non-
conformances will be investigated, rectified or mitigated as soon as possible to ensure 
minimal ongoing environmental harm.  Incidents will be reported as soon as reasonably 
practical and corrective actions applied where possible within 48 hours of the issue being 
identified.  Non-conformances to the CEMP will be reported to the Construction Manager 
or equivalent within 48 hours of identification. 
An incident response procedure will be implemented for the construction phase that will 
describe the contingency actions that will be taken in response to an incident, including 
any Aboriginal heritage incidents, and the sequence and chronology of any corrective 
measures to be applied. 

4 MAC acknowledges and greatly appreciates the work put together by Land Access 
Solutions to produce the Yara Development Envelope Archaeological Site Verifications, 
Burrup Peninsula, WA – Report. 
However, MAC considers that the Information Package does not include or address the 
protection of intangible Aboriginal cultural heritage and sites of ethnographic significance.  
Intangible Aboriginal heritage can include ceremony, song lines and creation stories, 
knowledge, language and dance and often has a strong connection with country. 
MAC therefore requests that Yara, in consultation with traditional owners, conducts an 
ethnographic survey of the development envelope and carries out an assessment of the 
impact of the Proposal on intangible cultural heritage.   It is then expected that Yara apply 
the mitigation hierarchy to ensure protection of intrinsic Aboriginal connection to country 

Yara recognises the intrinsic connection to Country but notes that the Native Title Act 
1993 and associated processes are the most appropriate mechanisms to deal with this 
matter.  The Burrup and Maitland Industrial Estates Agreement (BMIEA) made between 
native title claims, and the State of Western Australia provides that, in exchange for the 
native title parties' agreement to the surrender and permanent extinguishment of native 
title on the Burrup and Maitland Estates industrial land and the land required by the State 
for residential and commercial purposes in Karratha, the native title parties receive a 
number of benefits.  Consequently, MAC was incorporated as the approved Corporate 
Body to administer the contractual obligations of the BMIEA in 2006. 
Regarding ethnographic surveys, the area in question has been the subject of numerous 
previous surveys over the past 20 years.  Many of the current MAC Board Members or 
Members of the Circle of Elders were participants in these surveys. The surveys 
conducted over the Development Envelope to inform the Yara Development Envelope 
Archaeological Site Verifications, Burrup Peninsula, WA report were undertaken with 
direct input from members of MAC’s Board of Directors and Circle of Elders, facilitated at 
the MAC offices as pre-fieldwork consultation, with post-fieldwork consultation provided 
such that MAC deemed the consultation appropriate in meeting their needs. 
The Proposal was discussed in detail with senior Traditional Owners both in the field and 
at various Circle of Elders meetings, and the approach to heritage management was 
discussed in detail and agreed with the Traditional Owners.  Based on the constant 
consultation with MAC, a further ethnographic survey of the Proposal Footprint was 
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carried out in December 2021 (Archae-aus 2022).  The ethnographic survey did not locate 
any previously unrecorded ethnographic sites; however, it did reemphasise that the area 
is of high cultural and heritage value to the Ngarda-Ngarli Traditional Owners.  

Table 4.4: Marine Environmental Quality 
No. Submission and/or issue Response to comment 

1. YPF proposes to connect and dispose excess treated wastewater into King Bay via the 
Multi-User-Brine-Return-Line (MUBRL), which discharges to King Bay.  The Water 
Corporation owns and manages the MUBRL under Ministerial Statement 567 (MS 567).  
The approval allows for the construction and operation of a seawater supply and 
desalination system to service the requirements of industry on the Burrup Peninsula. 
As part of the application of the mitigation hierarchy to avoid impacts to the environment, 
where possible, Yara has noted that no additional desalination plant infrastructure is 
required for the Proposal except for infrastructure required to connect to the existing 
Ammonia Plant. 
Although this statement does theoretically demonstrate the first step in the mitigation 
hierarchy, namely avoidance, MAC is of the opinion that it does not meet the 
requirements of avoidance in relation to the marine environment context.  MAC therefore 
recommends additional clarification regarding this conclusion's relevance or for the 
statement to be removed from the document. 

Yara acknowledges that the avoidance of desalination plant infrastructure other than a 
connection to the existing Ammonia Plant is a mitigation measure relevant to potential 
terrestrial impacts associated with the Proposal and not the Marine Environmental 
Quality factor. 
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2. MAC is concerned regarding the possible environmental risk and degradation that could 
be caused to significant environmental and cultural values within the marine environment 
due to increased load of brine/wastewater discharge to King Bay and the Mermaid Sound. 
It currently appears that increased loads at the MUBRL discharge point have not been 
considered a risk to the environment. 
Although it appears that existing desalination plant has the capacity to manage the 
estimated increase in saline water and is therefore within the conditions of existing 
approvals, it is unclear to MAC what mechanism is being used to potentially trigger an 
update to the Water Corporation’s regulatory requirements to address associated water 
quality concerns caused by volume/load increase into the MUBRL and ultimately at the 
outlet discharge point in King Bay.  No assessment has been undertaken regarding the 
possible effects of its wastewater increase on the marine environment at the outfall of 
the MUBRL. 

As noted by MAC, the Water Corporation owns and manages the brine and wastewater 
discharge system of the MUBRL pursuant to approval under MS 567.  The approval 
allowed for the construction and operation of a seawater supply and desalination system 
to service the requirements of industry on the Burrup Peninsula.  The desalination plant is 
authorised to operate at a capacity of approximately 1.6 ML of seawater per hour or 
38 ML per day, with a storage capacity of 2 ML and an approved brine discharge of 
208 ML/day.   
While Yara seeks to increase the volume of seawater supplied from the desalination plant 
for the Proposal, which in turn will result in a minor insignificant increase in the volume of 
brine discharged via the MUBRL, the total supply and discharge volumes will remain 
within the authorised limits in MS 567. 
The impacts associated with these supply and discharge volumes have, therefore, been 
the subject of formal environmental impact assessment.  As there is no proposed increase 
in these volumes above that previously assessed and currently authorised, there is no 
obligation for the Water Corporation to amend the environmental approvals for the 
MUBRL. 
Yara’s discharge to the MUBRL is also regulated under the operating licence for the 
Ammonia Plant granted by DWER under Part V of the EP Act.  The conditions of the 
licence include limits for discharge to marine waters to ensure acceptable water quality 
outcomes are achieved in the marine environment and to ensure compliance with the 
Water Corporation’s MUBRL approvals. 
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3 The issue of MS 567 in 2001 for the construction of a seawater supply and desalination 
system to service the requirements of new industrial developments on the Burrup 
Peninsula predates MAC becoming the approved Body Corporate to administer the 
contractual obligations of the BMIEA in 2006.  This excluded MAC from the initial 
assessment and consultation process associated with the seawater supply and 
desalination system that would have been offered to MAC in accordance with the steps of 
an EIA process.  To fully recognise and incorporate Aboriginal peoples' understanding of 
the cultural and spiritual value of the Murujuga to the people represented by MAC, it is 
imperative that more targeted, specific, and broader-ranging Environmental Quality 
Objectives (EQOs) are developed for the MUBRL in consultation with MAC. 
MAC therefore requests a comprehensive Environmental Quality Management 
Framework (EQMF) is created, including the identification of intrinsic cultural and spiritual 
heritage values, as informed by detailed consultation with traditional owners that 
represent the Ngurra-ra Ngarli for the Murujuga.  Environmental Values (EVs) should be 
relevant to the proposal and surrounding environment, and be supported by clear, 
measurable, and auditable Environmental Quality Criteria (EQC) for each EQO.  The EQCs 
should be scientifically derived to ensure the use of relevant statistical methods to 
interpret future monitoring data. 

As noted in the response above, the Proposal does not seek to increase supply or 
discharge volumes of water above that previously assessed and approved.  The Water 
Corporation is the nominated proponent for the seawater supply and desalination system.  
Yara is not responsible for any review or updates to its environmental approvals or 
management plans. 
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5. Limitations 

Scope of services 

This report (“the report”) has been prepared by Strategen-JBS&G in accordance with the scope of 
services set out in the contract, or as otherwise agreed, between the Client and Strategen-JBS&G.  In 
some circumstances, a range of factors such as time, budget, access and/or site disturbance 
constraints may have limited the scope of services.  This report is strictly limited to the matters 
stated in it and is not to be read as extending, by implication, to any other matter in connection with 
the matters addressed in it. 

Reliance on data 

In preparing the report, Strategen-JBS&G has relied upon data and other information provided by 
the Client and other individuals and organisations, most of which are referred to in the report (“the 
data”).  Except as otherwise expressly stated in the report, Strategen-JBS&G has not verified the 
accuracy or completeness of the data.  To the extent that the statements, opinions, facts, 
information, conclusions and/or recommendations in the report (“conclusions”) are based in whole 
or part on the data, those conclusions are contingent upon the accuracy and completeness of the 
data.  Strategen-JBS&G has also not attempted to determine whether any material matter has been 
omitted from the data.  Strategen-JBS&G will not be liable in relation to incorrect conclusions should 
any data, information or condition be incorrect or have been concealed, withheld, misrepresented 
or otherwise not fully disclosed to Strategen-JBS&G.  The making of any assumption does not imply 
that Strategen-JBS&G has made any enquiry to verify the correctness of that assumption. 

The report is based on conditions encountered and information received at the time of preparation 
of this report or the time that site investigations were carried out.  Strategen-JBS&G disclaims 
responsibility for any changes that may have occurred after this time.  This report and any legal 
issues arising from it are governed by and construed in accordance with the law of Western Australia 
as at the date of this report.  

Environmental conclusions 

Within the limitations imposed by the scope of services, the preparation of this report has been 
undertaken and performed in a professional manner, in accordance with generally accepted 
environmental consulting practices.  No other warranty, whether express or implied, is made. 

The advice herein relates only to this project and all results conclusions and recommendations made 
should be reviewed by a competent person with experience in environmental investigations, before 
being used for any other purpose. 

Strategen-JBS&G accepts no liability for use or interpretation by any person or body other than the 
client who commissioned the works.  This report should not be reproduced without prior approval 
by the client, or amended in any way without prior approval by Strategen-JBS&G, and should not be 
relied upon by other parties, who should make their own enquiries. 
  



 
 

 
©JBS&G Australia Pty Ltd T/A Strategen-JBS&G | 61171/138,911 (Rev 6) 60 

6. References 

 Animal Plant Mineral (APM) (2019). Perdaman Urea Project – Pre and Post-wet Season Biological 
Survey. For Perdaman Chemicals and Fertilisers. 

Department of Environment (DoE) (2013). Matters of National Environmental Significance, 
Significant impact guidelines 1.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 
1999. 

Department of Environment Regulation (DER) (2016). Guidance Statement Licence Duration. 
Accessed online from: https://www.der.wa.gov.au/our-work/licences-and-works-
approvals/publications.  Accessed August 2021. 

ENGIE-Yara (2020). ENGIE-YARA Renewable Hydrogen and Ammonia Deployment in Pilbara, Yuri 
Phase 0: Feasibility Study Public Report. October 2020. Accessed online from: arena.gov.au. 
Accessed June 2021. 

GHD (2019). Renewable NH3 H2 Feasibility Study, Prefeasibility Site Selection Report, Document 
Number: 6137990-22149. Unpublished report prepared for Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd. 

GHD (2020a). Ammonia Plant, Burrup Peninsula - Renewable Hydrogen Project Visual Considerations 
Report. Unpublished report prepared for Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd. 

GHD (2020b). Renewable Hydrogen Project, Flora and Fauna Survey. Unpublished report prepared 
for Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd. 

GHD (2021). Ammonia Plant, Murujuga (Burrup Peninsula), Renewable Hydrogen Project, Section 38 
Referral Supporting Report. Unpublished report prepared for Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd. 

Grand View Research (2020). Green Hydrogen Market Size, Share & Trends Analysis Report By 
Technology (PEM Electrolyser, Alkaline Electrolyser), By Region (North America, Europe, APAC), 
And Segment Forecasts, 2020 – 2027. Accessed online from: Green Hydrogen Market Size & 
Analysis Report, 2020-2027 (grandviewresearch.com). Accessed May 2021. 

Johnson, M. S. et al. (2016) ‘Diversity, complementary distributions and taxonomy of Rhagada land 
snails (Gastropoda:Camaenidae) on the Burrup Peninsula, Western Australia’, Invertebrate 
Systematics, 30(4), pp. 323–334. 

ME Trudgen and Associates (2002). A flora, vegetation and floristic survey of the Burrup Peninsula, 
some adjoining areas and part of the Dampier Archipelago, with comparisons to the floristics of 
areas on the adjoining mainland. For the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources. 
Perth, WA. 

https://www.der.wa.gov.au/our-work/licences-and-works-approvals/publications
https://www.der.wa.gov.au/our-work/licences-and-works-approvals/publications
https://www.grandviewresearch.com/industry-analysis/green-hydrogen-market#:%7E:text=The%20global%20green%20hydrogen%20market%20size%20was%20valued,energy%20sources%2C%20such%20as%20wind%20or%20solar%20energy.
https://www.grandviewresearch.com/industry-analysis/green-hydrogen-market#:%7E:text=The%20global%20green%20hydrogen%20market%20size%20was%20valued,energy%20sources%2C%20such%20as%20wind%20or%20solar%20energy.


 
 

 
©JBS&G Australia Pty Ltd T/A Strategen-JBS&G | 61171/138,911 (Rev 6) 

Appendix A Figures 



Scale 1:5,000  at A4

Coord. Sys. GDA2020 MGA Zone 50

Job No: 61171

Client: Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd

Drawn By: cthatcher

VILLA
GE RD

File Name: \\008PMPMR004V001.jbsg.aust\JBS Perth\Projects\1)Open\Yara Pilbara\61171 Project Yuri General Support\GIS\Maps\R01_Rev_A\61171_01_ProposalFootprint.mxd
Image Reference:  Source: Esri, Maxar, Earthstar Geographics, and the GIS User Community 

Renewable Hydrogen Project 

PROPOSAL FOOTPRINT

0 50 100

metres

Z

Version: A

Checked By: JB

Date: 07-Apr-2022

FIGURE  1

Legend

Development envelope
Proposal footprint

Cadastral boundary

Minor road
Track



Scale 1:5,000  at A4

Coord. Sys. GDA2020 MGA Zone 50

Job No: 61171

Client: Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd

Drawn By: cthatcher

File Name: \\008PMPMR004V001.jbsg.aust\JBS Perth\Projects\1)Open\Yara Pilbara\61171 Project Yuri General Support\GIS\Maps\R01_Rev_A\61171_02_VegTypes.mxd
Image Reference:  Source: Esri, Maxar, Earthstar Geographics, and the GIS User Community 

Renewable Hydrogen Project 

VEGETATION TYPES

0 50 100

metres

Z

Version: A

Checked By: JB

Date: 07-Apr-2022

FIGURE  2

Legend

Development envelope
Proposal footprint

Vegetation mapping
VT01: Acacia open
shrubland
VT02: Brachychiton or
Terminalia scattered low
trees

VT03: Triodia hummock
grassland

VT04: Triodia closed
hummock grassland
VT05: Tecticornia scattered
to open low shrubland

VT06: *Cenchrus tussock
grassland
VT07: Mixed shrubland
Seasonally inundated
Cleared



Scale 1:5,000  at A4

Coord. Sys. GDA2020 MGA Zone 50

Job No: 61171

Client: Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd

Drawn By: cthatcher

File Name: \\008PMPMR004V001.jbsg.aust\JBS Perth\Projects\1)Open\Yara Pilbara\61171 Project Yuri General Support\GIS\Maps\R01_Rev_A\61171_03_VegCond.mxd
Image Reference:  Source: Esri, Maxar, Earthstar Geographics, and the GIS User Community 

Renewable Hydrogen Project 

VEGETATION CONDITION

0 50 100

metres

Z

Version: A

Checked By: JB

Date: 08-Apr-2022

FIGURE  3

Legend

Development envelope
Proposal footprint

Vegetation condition
Excellent
Excellent - very good
Very good
Good
Poor
Degraded
Completely degraded
No condition
Cleared



Scale 1:5,000  at A4

Coord. Sys. GDA2020 MGA Zone 50

Job No: 61171

Client: Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd

Drawn By: cthatcher

#####
###
##

##########
######

##

###
###
##

######
####

####
###
###
###
###
##
##

##
##
##
########

##
##

####

####
####
######

##
####

##
##

##
##########
######

##
##
######
##

######
####
######
#########
#####

#######
###

###
# ######

##
####
##
####

##
##

############## ####
####
##

##
####
###########

#######
######

##

####

##

##########
##
##
##

##
####

##

##

##

File Name: \\008PMPMR004V001.jbsg.aust\JBS Perth\Projects\1)Open\Yara Pilbara\61171 Project Yuri General Support\GIS\Maps\R01_Rev_A\61171_04_SigVegFlora.mxd
Image Reference:  Source: Esri, Maxar, Earthstar Geographics, and the GIS User Community 

Renewable Hydrogen Project 

SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION AND FLORA

0 50 100

metres

Z

Version: A

Checked By: JB

Date: 07-Apr-2022

FIGURE  4

Legend

Development envelope
Proposal footprint

Significant vegetation

Priority ecological communities
Burrup Peninsula rock pile communities (Priority 1)

Conservation significant flora
## Rhynchosia bungarensis (Priority 4)
## Terminalia supranitifolia (Priority 3)
## Vigna triodiophila (Priority 3)



Scale 1:5,000  at A4

Coord. Sys. GDA2020 MGA Zone 50

Job No: 61171

Client: Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd

Drawn By: cthatcher

File Name: \\008PMPMR004V001.jbsg.aust\JBS Perth\Projects\1)Open\Yara Pilbara\61171 Project Yuri General Support\GIS\Maps\R01_Rev_A\61171_05_FaunaHabitats.mxd
Image Reference:  Source: Esri, Maxar, Earthstar Geographics, and the GIS User Community 

Renewable Hydrogen Project 

FAUNA HABITATS

0 50 100

metres

Z

Version: A

Checked By: JB

Date: 08-Apr-2022

FIGURE  5

Legend

Development envelope
Proposal footprint

Fauna habitat
Cleared
Floodplain
Foothills
Minor Drainage Lines
Rocky Outcropping
Sand Plain
Water



Scale 1:5,000  at A4

Coord. Sys. GDA2020 MGA Zone 50

Job No: 61171

Client: Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd

Drawn By: cthatcher

!!

!!

!!!!

!!

!!

!!

!!

!! !!

!!

!!

!!!!

File Name: \\008PMPMR004V001.jbsg.aust\JBS Perth\Projects\1)Open\Yara Pilbara\61171 Project Yuri General Support\GIS\Maps\R01_Rev_A\61171_06_ConSigFauna.mxd
Image Reference:  Source: Esri, Maxar, Earthstar Geographics, and the GIS User Community 

Renewable Hydrogen Project 

CONSERVATION SIGNIFICANT
FAUNA RECORDS

0 50 100

metres

Z

Version: A

Checked By: JB

Date: 08-Apr-2022

FIGURE  6

Legend

Development envelope
Proposal footprint

Conservation significant fauna
!! Red-necked Stint
!! Gull-Billed Tem
!! Caspian Tem
!! Pilbara Olive Python
!! North-western Free-tail Bat
!! Wester Pebble-mound Mouse foothill
!! Common Greenshank



Scale 1:5,000  at A4

Coord. Sys. GDA2020 MGA Zone 50

Job No: 61171

Client: Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd

Drawn By: cthatcher

File Name: \\008PMPMR004V001.jbsg.aust\JBS Perth\Projects\1)Open\Yara Pilbara\61171 Project Yuri General Support\GIS\Maps\R01_Rev_A\61171_07_POPHabitat.mxd
Image Reference:  Source: Esri, Maxar, Earthstar Geographics, and the GIS User Community 

Renewable Hydrogen Project 

PILBARA OLIVE PYTHON HABITAT

0 50 100

metres

Z

Version: A

Checked By: JB

Date: 08-Apr-2022

FIGURE  7

Legend

Development envelope
Proposal footprint

Core habitat
Supportive habitat



Drawn By: cthatcher

Client: Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd

Version: A Date 7/04/2022

Checked By: JB

FIGURE  8

File Name: \\008PMPMR004V001.jbsg.aust\JBS Perth\Projects\1)Open\Yara Pilbara\61171 Project Yuri General Support\GIS\Maps\R01_Rev_A\61171_08_FaunaConnectivity.mxd
Image Reference:   SLIP Public Services Locate 2018

Renewable Hydrogen Project 

FAUNA HABITAT CONNECTIVITY

Job No: 61171

ZScale 1:12,000  at A4

0 250 500

metres

Legend

Development envelope

Proposal footprint

Cadastral boundary

Fauna habitat
Cleared

Floodplain

Foothills
Minor Drainage Lines

Rocky Outcropping

Sand Plain

Water

Unrestricted fauna movement

Coor. Sys. GDA 1994 MGA Zone 50



Scale 1:5,000  at A4

Coord. Sys. GDA2020 MGA Zone 50

Job No: 61171

Client: Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd

Drawn By: cthatcher

File Name: \\008PMPMR004V001.jbsg.aust\JBS Perth\Projects\1)Open\Yara Pilbara\61171 Project Yuri General Support\GIS\Maps\R01_Rev_A\61171_09_HeritageExclusionAreas.mxd
Image Reference:  Source: Esri, Maxar, Earthstar Geographics, and the GIS User Community 

Renewable Hydrogen Project 

HERITAGE SITES AND EXCLUSION AREAS

0 50 100

metres

Z

Version: A

Checked By: JB

Date: 08-Apr-2022

FIGURE  9

Legend

Development envelope
Proposal footprint
Heritage sites

National heritage list

Buffer zone



 
 

 
©JBS&G Australia Pty Ltd T/A Strategen-JBS&G | 61171/138,911 (Rev 6) 

Appendix B Updated Impact Reconciliation Procedure 



 

 

 

 

Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd 
Ammonia Plant, Burrup Peninsula  

Renewable Hydrogen Project 
Impact Reconciliation Procedure 

April 2022 



 

| i 

Summary 
This Impact Reconciliation Procedure (IRP) has been prepared to support the construction of a 
Renewable Hydrogen Plant. This IRP has been prepared to support the referral of the Proposal 
under s 38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act).  

The following table summarises the purpose and context of the IRP within the context of the 
EPA environmental objectives.  

Summary of the Proposal 

Proposal title Ammonia Plant, Burrup Peninsula 

Proponent name Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd 

Ministerial Statement 
Number 

586 

Purpose of the IMP This IMP identifies biodiversity values requiring offsets, methodology 
to determine impacts and the detailed reporting during the 
construction of the Renewable Hydrogen Plant and associated 
infrastructure. 

Key environmental 
factors and 
objectives 

The key environmental factors and associated EPA objectives are: 

 Flora and vegetation – To protect flora and vegetation so that 
biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained. 

 Terrestrial fauna – To protect terrestrial fauna so that biological 
diversity and ecological integrity are maintained. 

 Social surroundings – To protect social surroundings from 
significant harm. 

Condition clauses To be determined.  

Key Provisions Management based provisions that align with established industry 
practices to avoid and minimise potential environmental and heritage 
impacts.  

 

Revision History 

Revision Date Description Author 

0 22/07/2020 For submission to Environmental Protection 
Authority (EPA) 

GHD 

1 28/06/2021 Revised following feedback from EPA Services 
Directorate (EAPSD) of the Department of Water 
and Environmental Regulation (DWER) following 
public review period 

Yara 

2 20/12/2021 Revised following further feedback from EPASD Yara 

3 08/04/2022 Revised for reduced Proposal Footprint Yara 
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Acronyms and abbreviations 
BC Act    Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 (WA) 

CEMP   Construction Environmental Management Plan  

DPLH   Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage  

EMP   Environmental Management Plan 

EP Act    Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA) 
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EPA   Environmental Protection Authority  
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m   metre 

MAC   Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation 

MS    Ministerial Statement 
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PEC   Priority Ecological Community  
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t    tonnes 
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1. Introduction 
1.1 Purpose of this document 

Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd (YPF) and ENGIE are proposing to develop a Renewable 
Hydrogen Plant (the Proposal). The Proposal, including associated infrastructure, will be 
located adjacent to the existing YPF Plant within the Burrup Strategic Industrial Area (SIA), in 
the Pilbara region of Western Australia (WA). The Proposal will provide a feed source for the 
existing YPF Plant on the Murujuga (Burrup Peninsula) to produce green ammonia. 

This document has been prepared to support the referral of the Proposal under s 38 of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act). This document describes the Impact 
Reconciliation Procedure. 

2. The Proposal and condition 
requirements 
2.1 The Proposal 

The Proposal is an expansion of the existing Ammonia Plant, Burrup Peninsula Project, 
approved under Ministerial Statement 586. The Proponent is Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty 
Ltd (Yara).  

2.2 Condition requirements 

The Proposal will modify the existing approval. As an offset is being proposed it is expected 
that condition(s) may need to be included in the existing statement addressing the 
requirement to implement the condition. 
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3. Procedure 
3.1 Identification of the biodiversity values requiring offsets 

3.1.1 Flora and Vegetation 

A detailed flora and vegetation and targeted flora survey of areas within and adjacent to the 
YPF lease boundary (the survey area) was undertaken in March 2020 (GHD 2020). The 
purpose of the flora and vegetation survey was to identify and record key flora and 
vegetation values including vegetation types, condition, the presence of significant 
ecological communities and flora, and compile an inventory of flora species recorded during 
the survey. 

The flora and vegetation survey identified seven vegetation types, with five types 
occurring within the Proposal Footprint (Table 3-1). The vegetation condition ranged 
from Excellent to Completely Degraded, with majority considered to be in Excellent or 
Very Good to Excellent condition (Table 3-2). The survey recorded one Priority Ecological 
Community (PEC), the Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile Communities (Priority 1). The entirety 
of this PEC was excluded  from the Proposal Footprint. 

The survey recorded three Priority flora species within the surveyed areas, including 
Terminalia                 ..supranitifolia (Priority 3), Vigna triodiophila (Priority 3) and Rhynchosia 
bungarensis (Priority 4).    Only T. supranitifolia occurs within the Proposal Footprint. 

Implementation of the Proposal will result in the loss of 21.23 ha of native vegetation and 
one individual of Terminalia supranitifolia (Priority 3). Given the extent of locally and 
regionally located high quality vegetation, and the implementation of flora and vegetation 
mitigation measures, it is considered that the construction and operation of the Proposal are 
unlikely to have a significant affect or long-term impact on flora and vegetation. While there 
are no significant impacts to Flora and Vegetation values, Yara is proposing to offset all the 
21.23 ha of native vegetation that will be cleared. This includes 20.42 ha of native vegetation 
in  Good to Excellent condition. 

Appendix A provides figures of native vegetation (vegetation type and condition) to be offset. 
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Table 3-1  Vegetation types within the survey, Development 
Envelope and Proposal Footprint 

Vegetation type Extent within the 
survey area (ha) 

Extent within the 
Development 
Envelope (ha) 

Extent in the 
Proposal Footprint 
(ha) 

Grevillea/Acacia open 
shrubland (VT01) 

9.38 9.38 7.90 

Terminalia scattered 
low trees (VT02)* 

2.09 2.09 0.00 

Triodia hummock 
grassland (VT03) 

16.17 16.17 10.95 

Triodia closed 
hummock grassland 
(VT04) 

1.24 1.24 0.47 

Tecticornia scattered 
to open low shrubland 
(VT05) 

18.3 6.21 1.07 

Cenchrus tussock 
grassland (VT06) 

12.14 0.69 0.00 

Acacia high 
shrubland (VT07) 

1.96 1.96 0.84 

Sub-total (native 
vegetation) 

72.18 37.74 21.23 

Seasonally inundated 5.45 4.69 <0.001 

Cleared 29.41 29.31 1.71 

Total 96.14 71.75 22.94 

* Represents the Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile Communities PEC 

Table 3-2  Vegetation condition extents within the survey area, 
Development Envelope and Proposal Footprint 

Vegetation condition Extent within the 
survey area (ha) 

Extent within the DE 
(ha) 

Extent in the 
Proposal Footprint 
(ha) 

Excellent 22.31 22.31 13.66 

Excellent-Very Good 3.00 3.00 2.93 

Very Good 15.20 4.59 1.76 

Very Good-Good 1.48 - - 

Good 5.19 5.19 2.07 

Poor 1.85 1.85 0.72 

Degraded 0.13 0.13 0.08 

Completely 
Degraded 

12.14 0.69 - 

Sub-total 61.30 37.74 21.23 

No condition 
(cleared/open water) 

34.86 34.01 1.71 

Total 96.16 71.75 22.94 
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3.1.2 Terrestrial Fauna 

A single season Level 2 fauna survey of areas within and adjacent to the YPF lease boundary 
(the survey area) was undertaken in March 2020 (GHD 2020). The purpose of the survey was 
to identify and describe the dominant fauna habitat types present, assess habitats for 
significant fauna, assess habitat connectivity, and identify and record fauna species through a 
trapping program and opportunistically 

The survey identified six fauna habitats (Table 3-3). Of the habitats identified, the rocky 
outcropping area was determined to have the greatest value to terrestrial fauna and was 
therefore excluded from the Proposal footprint. Specifically, the rocky outcropping habitat 
was identified as being core habitat for the Pilbara Olive Python. The Pilbara Olive Python is 
listed as Vulnerable under both the BC Act and EPBC Act.  

Of the remaining habitat types that will be affected by the Proposal, the minor drainage line 
was identified as being used seasonally by the Pilbara Olive Python for dispersal purposes. 

The Proposal includes the clearing of 1.06 ha of Minor drainage line habitat which may be 
used by Pilbara Olive Python. The disturbance to the Minor drainage habitat has been 
minimized with    less than 15% of the habitat in the survey area will be cleared. 

The clearing of 1.06 ha of minor drainage line habitat for the Pilbara Olive Python is the 
only  residual impact requiring an offset. However, Yara is proposing to offset all the 
21.23 ha of terrestrial fauna habitat that will be cleared. 

Appendix A provides a figure of the terrestrial fauna habitat to be offset. 
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Table 3-3  Fauna habitat types within the survey area, Development Envelope and Proposal Footprint 

Habitat type and description 
Extent within 

the survey area 
(ha) 

Extent within 
the 

Development 
Envelope (ha) 

Extent in the 
Proposal 

Footprint (ha) 
Rocky outcropping 
Description: Areas dominated by Triodia hummock grassland interspersed with hills with extensive 
rock outcropping or boulder piles. 
Value: High habitat value overall and high habitat value for fauna species of 
conservation significance. 
The area is a core habitat for the Pilbara Olive Python, and foraging habitat for the 
Peregrine Falcon and North-western Free-tail Bat. 

3.74 3.74 - 

Foothills 
Description: Triodia hummock grassland adjacent to rocky hills or below boulder piles. Also 
contains low hills with rock substrates. 
Value: Moderate to high value overall and habitat value for fauna species of 
conservation significance. 
Supportive habitat for species foraging and disbursal particularly the Pilbara Olive 
Python. 

23.38 23.38 18.56 

Minor drainage line 
Description: limited to the linear drainage systems which flow amongst the hills or on the foothills. 
Primarily consists of a thin, linear corridor of vegetation which drains into the intertidal mudflats 
and coastline. Contains Triodia hummock grasslands and small shrubs. 
Value: High habitat value overall and high habitat value for fauna species of 
conservation significance. 
Due to existing presence of YPF the habitat does not connect to water / floodplain 
habitats and is not a fauna corridor 

9.38 1.34 1.06 

Sand plain 
Description: present between the rocky hills between Hearson Cove and YPF and YPN. 
Comprises mixed shrublands over Triodia and Buffel on sand plain with scattered shrubs. 
Value: Low to moderate value overall and Habitat value for fauna species of 
conservation significance. 
This habitat provides potential hunting and foraging opportunities for the Peregrine 
Falcon. 

4.98 0.69 0.00 
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Habitat type and description Extent within 
the survey area 

(ha) 

Extent within 
the 

Development 
Envelope (ha) 

Extent in the 
Proposal 

Footprint (ha) 

Water/water body 
Description: lie on the southern side of the YPF and YPN and are present due to modification of 
the existing floodplain and drainage lines in the area. Seasonally filled with water and flanked by 
chenopod species. 
Value: High habitat value overall and high habitat value for fauna species of 
conservation significance. 
Five conservation significant species were recorded in this habitat type and include Caspian 
Tern, Gull-billed Tern, Common Sandpiper, Red-necked Stint and Common Greenshank. Other 
migratory species may also utilise the habitat opportunistically. Due to the amount of bird activity, 
it is also possible Pilbara Olive Pythons may forage and reside in the rock wall on the northern 
side of the water body. Foraging habitat for the North-western Free-tail Bat. The Peregrine Falcon 
(Falco peregrinus) may also utilise the area for foraging only 

9.69 9.69 1.45 

Floodplain 
Description: Linking King Bay and Hearson Cove is a series of tidal drainage lines and floodplain. 
When the high tide retracts to several small pools and a minor drainage line during the low period. 
Vegetation was generally sparse and scattered however in areas clustered to form low samphire 
shrublands. 
Value: Moderate to high value overall and habitat value for fauna species of 
conservation significance. 

Foraging habitat for migratory birds, North-western Free-tail Bat and Peregrine Falcon. 

14.75 3.13 0.16 

Cleared 29.24 29.24 1.71 

Total 95.16 71.21 22.94 
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3.1.3 Summary of environmental values requiring offset 

While there are no significant residual impacts to Flora and Vegetation values, Yara is 
proposing to offset all the 21.23 ha of native vegetation that will be cleared for the Proposal. 
This includes 20.42 ha of native vegetation in Good to Excellent condition. The clearing of 
1.06 ha of minor draining line habitat for the Pilbara Olive Python is the only residual impact 
requiring an offset. However, Yara is proposing to offset all the 21.23 of terrestrial fauna 
habitat that will be cleared. This 21.23 ha of terrestrial fauna habitat completely covers the 
21.23 ha of native vegetation. 

A summary of the environmental values that Yara is proposing to offset for the Proposal are 
provided in Table 3-4. 

 

Table 3-4  Environmental values from Ammonia Plant, Murujuga 
(Burrup Peninsula) that requires offsets 

Environmental value IBRA subregion 

Native vegetation in the Proposal Footprint Roebourne 

Terrestrial fauna habitat in the Proposal Footprint Roebourne 

 

3.2 Methodology to determine impacts 

3.2.1 Direct impacts - clearing 

Appendix A provides a figure of the native vegetation and terrestrial fauna habitat to be 
cleared. The total area of native vegetation and terrestrial fauna habitat to be cleared is 
21.23 ha (i.e., the baseline). This area has been calculated via on ground surveys and GIS 
technology. 

Yara intends to develop and implement ground disturbance procedures for clearing for the 
Proposal. This procedure will include: 

• Demarcating the Proposal Footprint boundary using survey data and appropriate visual 
markers prior to ground disturbing activities; 

• Visual inspection and approval of Proposal Footprint boundary prior to ground disturbing 
activities; and 

• Visual inspection and record of cleared areas to be undertaken post-clearing. 

Following ground disturbing activities, Yara will utilise on-site visual inspection and aerial 
imagery in combination with baseline mapping shapefiles and GIS technology to determine the 
extent of native vegetation and terrestrial fauna habitat cleared at the end of each financial 
year within the reporting period. 
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4. Reporting 
4.1 Frequency and timing 

Based on the limited clearing extent it is anticipated that the clearing will be undertaken in one 
action (i.e., will not be staged). The clearing is planned for 2021. 

The first biennial reporting period will commence from issue of the Ministerial Statement and 
will extend until the end of the 2022-2023 financial year (i.e., 30 June 2023). It is not 
anticipated subsequent biennial reporting will be required. An Impact Reconciliation Report 
(IRR) will be submitted no later than four months after the conclusion of the first biennial 
reporting period. 

A summary of the IRR reporting period and frequency is provided in Table 4-1. 

Table 4-1  Reporting period and frequency of the IRRS 

Biennial Period Action Timing 

- Ministerial Statement issued Second half of 2021 

Impacts commenced Second half of 2021 

Period 1 First biennial reporting period 1 July 2021 to 30 June 2023 

Aerial survey/ground-truthing July/August 2023 

IRR submitted to DWER 30 October 2023 

4.2 Impacts and reconciliation 

Following the ground disturbing activities (i.e., clearing), it is anticipated that the total area of 
native vegetation and terrestrial fauna habitat cleared will be 21.23 ha or less. 

Information to be included in the IRR is likely to include: 

• The total cleared area that has occurred during each financial year of the Period 1, 
attributed by environmental value (i.e., Flora and Vegetation and Terrestrial Fauna 
Habitat) and IBRA subregion (i.e., Roebourne IBRA subregion) 

• Information used to validate impact areas, including aerial imagery; digitised polygons 
showing cleared areas and any on-site visual inspection notes or photographs used to 
determine impacts for each financial year 

• Information regarding any exemptions, other clearing approvals or reduction to 
contributions to the fund, where relevant 

• Details and spatial data for historical impacts which are excluded from offset 
contributions, where relevant. 

5. References 
GHD PTY Ltd (2020). Renewable Hydrogen Project, Flora and Fauna Survey, unpublished report 
prepared for Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd. 
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Appendix C Drawings 
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Appendix D Updated Offsets Template 



Avoid and minimise Rehabilitation Type Likely Rehab Success Type Risk Likely offset success Time Lag Offset Quantification
Avoid:

• Avoidance through Site selection. Clearing of vegetation representative of the Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile Communities Priority Ecological Community, and individuals of Priority listed flora species Vigna triodiophila  (Priority 3) and

Rhynchosia bungarensis  (Priority 4) were avoided through selection of the Proposal Footprint.

Minimise:

• Develop and implement ground disturbance procedures for clearing within the Development Envelope.

• Vehicles and equipment access limited to designated roads/access tracks and cleared areas.

• Vehicles will be restricted to designated routes, where dust control measures are undertaken.

• A weed monitoring program will be undertaken to minimise existing weed populations and reduce the potential spread into adjacent land.

• All machinery and vehicles undertaking clearing activities will be fitted with firefighting equipment.

• Proposal site induction to include information on native vegtation, signficant flora and vegetation and prevention and management of fires.

N/A N/A

Avoid:

• Avoidance through Site selection. Clearing of high quality native fauna habitat was minimised through selection of the Proposal Footprint.

• Fauna found within the Proposal Footprint during ground disturbing activities and which require relocation, will be relocated by a trained fauna handler.

Minimise:

• Clearing to be timed to minimise impacts on native fauna.

• If native fauna is disturbed during clearing it will be allowed to make its own way to adjacent vegetated areas.

• Should trenches be constructed, which native fauna are unable to escape from, they will be inspected by a “fauna spotter” on a regular basis (commencement of day shift, midday and prior to sunset). If trenches are left open overnight,

ramps will be established to permit native fauna to escape.

• Any native fauna injured as a result of the Proposal construction or operation will be taken to a designated veterinary clinic or a DBCA nominated wildlife carer.

• Dust, noise and vibration management measures will be implemented during construction and operation.

• Ensure staff and contractors are provided with appropriate training to ensure conservation significant fauna and associated habitat are protected.

• Prior to conducting ground disturbance activities, ensure known locations of environmentally sensitive areas to be retained and protected from disturbance are identified on the ground by appropriate signage, fencing or flagging.

• Where possible, clearing should be undertaken on one front only, to provide an opportunity for the fauna to move out of the proposal area.

N/A N/A 1.06 ha of minor drainage line habitat to be offset via Pilbara Offset fund.Terrestrial fauna habitat including habitat for the Pilbara Olive Python 

(Liasis olivaceus barroni) 

The Proposal will result in clearing of up to 21.23 ha of terrestrial fauna 
habitat. This includes clearing of 1.06 ha of minor drainage line fauna 
habitat, which was identified as having some elevated habitat value  for 

the Pilbara Olive Python.

Offset Calculation Methodology

Ammonia Plant, Murujuga (Burrup Peninsula) Revised Proposal – Renewable Hydrogen Project
MitigationExisting environment/ Impact Significant Residual Impact

Native vegetation

The Proposal will result in clearing of up to 21.23 ha of native vegetation, 
of which 20.42 ha is in Good to Excellent condition.
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Appendix E EPBC Act Decision Notice 



 

 

GPO Box 787 Canberra ACT 2601 • Telephone 02 6274 1111 • www.awe.gov.au 

 

Notification of 

REFERRAL DECISION – not controlled action if undertaken in a particular manner 

 

Ammonia Plant, Murujuga Burrup Peninsula, Renewable Hydrogen Project - Western 

Australia (2020/8739) 

This decision is made under Section 75 of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 

Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). 

Proposed action 

Person proposing to 

take the action 

Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Limited 

ACN: 095 441 151 
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Summary 
This Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been prepared to support the 
Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd (Yara) and ENGIE Renewable Ammonia Pilot Plant (the Proposal) 
on Murujuga (Burrup Peninsula).  The Proposal will be located adjacent to Yara’s existing 
Ammonia Plant on Yara’s existing lease area within the Burrup Strategic Industrial Area (BSIA), 
in the Pilbara region of Western Australia (WA). 

This CEMP has been prepared in accordance with the Western Australian Environmental 
Protection Authority (EPA) guideline Instructions on how to prepare Environmental Protection 
Act 1986 Part IV Environmental Management Plans (EPA 2018). 

The following table summarises the purpose and context of the CEMP.  

Summary of the Proposal 

Proposal title Ammonia Plant, Burrup Peninsula 

Proponent name Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd 

Ministerial Statement 
Number 

586 

Purpose of the CEMP This CEMP outlines specific mitigation measures and management 
actions to manage the potential impacts on key environmental 
factors during construction of the Renewable Hydrogen Plant and 
associated infrastructure.  

Key environmental 
factors and objectives 

The key environmental factors and associated EPA objectives are: 

 Flora and vegetation – To protect flora and vegetation so that 
biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained. 

 Terrestrial fauna – To protect terrestrial fauna so that 
biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained. 

 Social surroundings – To protect social surroundings from 
significant harm. 

Condition clauses To be determined.  

Key Provisions Management based provisions that align with established industry 
practices to avoid and minimise potential environmental and 
heritage impacts.  

Revision History 

Rev Date Description Author 

0 22/07/2020 For submission to Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) GHD 

1 28/06/2021 Revised following feedback from EPA Services Directorate of 
the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 
(DWER) following public review period 

Yara 

2 20/12/2021 Revised following further feedback from EPASD Yara 

3 08/04/2022 Revised for reduced Proposal Footprint Yara 
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1. Context, scope, and rationale 
1.1 Proposal 

Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd (YPF) and ENGIE are proposing to develop a Renewable 
Hydrogen Plant (the Proposal). The Proposal, including associated infrastructure, will be 
located adjacent to the existing YPF Ammonia Plant within the Burrup Strategic Industrial Area, 
approximately 11 kilometres (km) north-west of Karratha in the Pilbara region of Western 
Australia.  

The Proposal includes the construction of a Renewable Hydrogen Plant and associated 
infrastructure including: a solar photovoltaic (PV) farm; electrolyser and its balance of plant; 
and supporting infrastructure including site tracks. The Proposal forms the commercial 
demonstration (Phase 0) of a longer term, larger scale renewable hydrogen project. Phase 0 
focuses on using solar energy (from the solar PV farm) to generate hydrogen (via an 
electrolysis plant) which is fed into the existing YPF Ammonia Plant to make ammonia. The 
solar PV farm will have a production capacity of 18 megawatt (MW) peak to facilitate the 
production of approximately 640 tonnes (t) of renewable hydrogen per annum. The overall 
Ammonia Plant capacity is not expected to change and will continue at its approved capacity of 
2,600 t per day. 

The Proposal is considered a ‘significant amendment’ for the existing ammonia plant as it will 
be located on 22.94 ha of land within the Development Envelope of the existing Ammonia 
Plant, the implementation of which is authorised through Ministerial Statement (MS) 586.  
Other than the development of the project on 22.94 ha of land within the Development 
Envelope of the Ammonia Plant, the Proposal does not seek any other changes to the 
Ammonia Plant. 

Yara referred the Proposal to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) under Section 38 
of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) on 28 July 2020.  On 17 December 2020, the 
EPA determined the Proposal was to be assessed at the level of Assessed on Referred 
Information (ARI). 

Table 1.1 provides a summarised description of the Proposal and the key characteristics of the 
physical and operational elements of the Proposal.  This CEMP relates only to the Renewable 
Hydrogen Plant which was the subject of the revised Proposal. 

The Proposal will be located adjacent to the existing YPF Ammonia Plant on the Burrup 
Peninsula. The Renewable Hydrogen Plant Footprint (also referred to as the Proposal 
Footprint) is approximately 22.94 ha and lies completely within the within the existing 
Ammonia Plant Development Envelope approved under Ministerial Statement (MS) 586 
(Figure 1). This Proposal would amend the existing Ministerial approval to include the 
development of the Renewable Hydrogen Plant (refer Table 1.1).  

This Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been prepared for the 
Proposal and is limited to construction activities in the Proposal Footprint.  
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Table 1:  Proposal Summary 

Proposal title Ammonia Plant, Murujuga (Burrup Peninsula) 

Proponent name Yara Pilbara Fertilisers Pty Ltd 

Short description The Proposal is to produce liquid ammonia from natural gas using advanced 
production technology on a site located within the King Bay-Hearson Cove Industrial 
Area on Murujuga (Burrup Peninsula), approximately 11 km north-west of Karratha in 
the Pilbara region. 
The Proposal involves the construction and operation of a Renewable Hydrogen 
Plant, dedicated solar PV plant and associated infrastructure, to provide renewable 
hydrogen in addition to the use of natural gas in to feed the existing YPF Ammonia 
Plant, located within the King Bay-Hearson Cove Industrial Area on Murujuga (Burrup 
Peninsula), approximately 11 km north-west of Karratha in the Pilbara region. 

Element Location Approved 
extend (existing 
project under 
MS 586) 

Proposed 
change (this 
Proposal) 

Proposed extent 
(revised 
Proposal) 

Physical elements 

Ammonia plant 
Laydown area 
Desalination plant 
Access road and product pipeline to plant. 
PV solar plant, hydrogen production 
plant, site tracks, and associated 
infrastructure. 

Figure 1 Clearing of no 
more than 29 ha 
within 73 ha 
Development 
Envelope 

Increase in 
disturbance of 
22.94 ha for a 
Renewable 
Hydrogen Plant 

Clearing of no 
more than 
51.94 ha within 
73 ha 
Development 
Envelope 

Operational elements 

Ammonia Plant capacity  Up to 2,600 
t/day of 
ammonia 

 No change 

Oxygen emissions   Approximately 
14,400 kg/day 

Approximately 
14,400 kg/day 

1.2 Purpose and Scope 

The Proposal will be assessed by the EPA. The Development Envelope within which the 
Proposal Footprint is located is approved under MS 586. While the Proposal will form part of 
the existing Ammonia Plant project covered by MS 586, this CEMP only applies to the 
construction of the Renewable Hydrogen Plant and associated infrastructure outlined in 
Section 1.1.  

1.2.1 Construction details 

Construction of the Proposal is anticipated to commence in late 2021 and continue until June 
2023. Construction works for the Proposal will include:  

 Establishment of temporary construction facilities within the Renewable Hydrogen Plant 
footprint area, including temporary lay-down areas for construction and storage facilities 
for chemicals and materials; 

 Ground preparation works (e.g., clearing of native vegetation) and below-ground works 
(e.g., excavations for foundations, piling and trenching) for the solar PV farm, hydrogen 
plant and associated infrastructure;  



 

| 3 

 Installation and operation of hydrogen plant, including electrolyser modules (based on 
alkaline or proton exchange membrane technology), purification system (to remove 
oxygen and water from the renewable hydrogen stream), compression (to achieve 
required spiking pressure in Haber Bosh existing reactor), cooling system, and balance of 
plant (separators, potash lye system, heat exchanger, circulation pumps, transformers, 
rectifier, and metering); 

 Installation of required components for the solar PV farm, such as PV modules, mounting 
structures, foundation, inverters, and batteries; and 

 Storage facilities and bunded areas for chemicals and materials. 

Water resources for the Proposal will be provided by the existing YPF Ammonia Plant. No new 
access roads are anticipated, although new access tracks will be established for maintenance 
purposes. Stormwater will be diverted around the Proposal Footprint toward existing drainage 
infrastructure and all wastewaters will be contained in Intermediate Bulk Containers (IBCs) or 
similar and removed for disposal off-site. No solid waste management facilities are anticipated.  
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1.3 Key environmental factors 

The key environmental factors that have been identified as relevant to the Proposal include: 

 Flora and vegetation; 

 Terrestrial fauna; and 

 Social surroundings.  

The Proposal Footprint presented in Figure 1 was chosen to avoid areas of elevated 
environmental and heritage value. The identified Proposal Footprint avoids: 

 All Registered Heritage Sites; 

 Areas that are mapped as the Dampier Archipelago (including Burrup Peninsula) National 
Heritage Place; 

 Buffers to sensitive heritage areas as requested by MAC; 

 Vegetation and fauna values associated with rocky outcrops including all mapped 
occurrences of the Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile Communities Priority Ecological Community 
(PEC) and Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) Priority listed 
flora species Vigna triodiophila (Priority 3) and Rhynchosia bungarensis (Priority 4): 

o Through avoidance of rocky outcrop areas, the Proposal also substantially minimises 
impacts on Pilbara Olive Python (Liasis olivaceus subsp. barroni) core habitat and 
Priority flora species Terminalia supranitifolia (Priority 3); and 

 Vegetation and fauna values associated with the tidal inlet between Hearson Cove and 
King Bay, including the locally restricted vegetation association, VT05, and waterbody and 
floodplain fauna habitats which provide foraging habitat for the Australian Painted Snipe 
and Migratory bird species.  

Table 1-2 outlines the key values, Proposal activities and impacts associated with each relevant 
factor.
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Table 1-2  Summary of environmental impact assessment of key environmental factors within Proposal Footprint 

Environmental Factor: Flora and vegetation 

Key values • One Priority 3 flora species, Terminalia supranitifolia 

• Significant vegetation (mapped as Tecticornia scattered to open low shrubland) 

• Adjacent to Murujuga National Park 

• Adjacent to vegetation representative of the Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile Communities PEC and individuals of Vigna triodiophila (Priority 
3) and Rhynchosia bungarensis (Priority 4) 

Proposal activities • Clearing of native vegetation within Proposal Footprint to accommodate Proposal infrastructure 

• Deployment of equipment during construction 

• Construction activities with potential to ignite bushfires. 

Impacts • Disturbance to 22.94 ha (clearing of 21.23 ha native vegetation and one individual of Terminalia supranitifolia) 

• Potential fragmentation of native vegetation 

• Potential introduction and spread of environmental weeds 

• Potential reduction in vegetation health because of dust generation during construction  

• Potential changes to vegetation structure and floristic composition in surrounding/adjacent areas through altered surface water 
drainage patterns and flows  

• Alteration of fire regimes 
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Environmental Factor: Terrestrial fauna 

Key values  • High and moderate value fauna habitats including Foothills (moderate value), Minor Drainage Line (high value) and Water body (high 
value). 

• Habitat for Threatened and Priority fauna including Pilbara Olive Python (Vulnerable) and Western Pebble-mound Mouse (Priority 4) 

• Foraging habitat for 28 bird species including one species listed as Endangered, 26 listed as Migratory species and one listed as Other 
specially protected fauna 

• Adjacent to Murujuga National Park 

Proposal activities • Clearing of fauna habitat to create construction footprint and accommodate the proposal infrastructure  

• Long-term presence of access roads and infrastructure, with ongoing vehicle movements 

Impacts • Disturbance to 22.94 ha (loss of 21.23 ha fauna habitat including conservation significant fauna habitat).  

• Clearing of four fauna habitats of moderate to high quality.  

• Potential injury and/or death of fauna because of vehicle strike 

• Habitat fragmentation  

• Temporary increase in noise and vibration during construction  
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Environmental Factor: Social Surroundings 

Key values • Adjacent to National Heritage Place, Dampier Archipelago (including Murujuga) 

• Nine Aboriginal heritage sites of cultural importance  

Proposal activities  • 22.94 ha of ground disturbance within Proposal Footprint to accommodate Proposal infrastructure 

• Construction activities 

Impacts • Construction noise, dust, and vibration impacting on social amenity 

• Potential indirect impacts to heritage sites from dust deposition during construction 

• Potential accidental disturbance of heritage sites 
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1.4 Rationale and approach 

This document has been prepared based on potential impacts identified in the Yara Pilbara 
Fertilisers Pty Ltd Ammonia Plant Section 38 Referral Supporting Report (GHD 2020b) and 
outlines the environmental management actions and any associated monitoring to be 
implemented during the construction works associated with the Renewable Hydrogen Plant.   

The potential impacts identified have been determined and informed by technical studies and 
investigations.  Based on these studies and investigations, the predicted impacts to identified 
key environmental factors are outlined below. 

1.4.1 Survey and study findings 

Table 1-3 presents the studies that have been undertaken for the Proposal, which have 
informed the rationale and approach for this CEMP.  
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Table 1-3  Surveys relevant to the Proposal 

Key environmental 
factor 

Report  
(Author Year) 

Survey description Survey findings 

Flora and vegetation Flora and Fauna 
Survey  

(GHD 2020a) 

GHD completed a detailed flora and 
vegetation survey and targeted flora 
survey of areas within and adjacent 
to the Yara lease boundary (the 
survey area). The purpose of the 
survey was to identify and record key 
flora and vegetation values within the 
survey area, which includes the 
Development Envelope and Proposal 
Footprint.  

The detailed flora and vegetation 
survey and targeted flora survey was 
undertaken during March 2020, 
which is during the recommended 
timing for flora and vegetation 
surveys in the Eremaean Botanical 
Province (March-June) (EPA 2016a). 
The survey methodology employed 
by GHD was undertaken with 
reference to the EPA Technical 
Guidance – Flora and Vegetation 
Surveys for Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EPA 2016a). 

• Seven vegetation types as well as cleared areas and seasonally inundated/open 
water were identified and described for the Development Envelope. Of these, 
five vegetation types occur within the Proposal Footprint.  

• The vegetation condition within the Proposal Footprint ranged from Excellent to 
Degraded.  

• The Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile Communities PEC was identified within the 
Development Envelope in Excellent Condition. The Proposal Footprint has been 
selected to avoid this PEC; none of the Burrup Peninsula Rock Pile Communities 
PEC occurs within the Proposal Footprint.  

• Tecticornia sp. scattered to open low shrublands was mapped in the tidal inlet 
between Hearson Cove and King Bay. This vegetation may be considered 
significant as it has a restricted distribution and has been impacted from 
threatening processes. There is 6.21 ha of this vegetation type in the 
Development Envelope and 1.07 ha within the Proposal Footprint.  

• The field survey recorded a total of 141 flora taxa comprising of 138 native taxa 
and three introduced taxa. The floristic diversity recorded during the survey is 
considered representative of the floristic diversity in the local area. 

• The field survey recorded three Priority flora species, Terminalia supranitifolia 
(Priority 3), Vigna triodiophila (Priority 3) and Rhynchosia bungarensis (Priority 
4). All three species occur within the Development Envelope, but only two 
individuals of T. supranitifolia occur within the Proposal Footprint 

• No Weeds of National Significance or Declared Pests as listed under the 
Biosecurity and Agricultural Management Act 2007 were recorded during the 
survey.  
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Terrestrial Fauna Flora and Fauna 
Survey  

(GHD 2020a) 

GHD undertook a single season Level 
2 fauna survey of areas within and 
adjacent to the Yara lease boundary 
(the survey area). The purpose of the 
survey was to identify and describe 
the dominant fauna habitat types 
present, assess habitats for 
conservation significant fauna, assess 
habitat connectivity, and identify and 
record fauna species 
opportunistically and through a 
trapping program.  

The Level 2 fauna survey was 
conducted in March 2020, which is 
considered appropriate timing for the 
Pilbara IBRA bioregion. Furthermore, 
the survey was conducted following 
the wet season which is considered 
appropriate timing according to the 
EPA Technical Guidance – Terrestrial 
Fauna Surveys (EPA 2016b). 

• Six broad habitat types (excluding disturbed/cleared areas) were recorded within 
the Development Envelope, five of which occur within the Proposal Footprint. 
The habitats within the Proposal Footprint have moderate to high habitat value.  

• The field survey recorded a total of 113 vertebrate fauna species including 57 
birds, 36 reptiles, 19 mammals and one amphibian. It was considered that 
terrestrial vertebrate fauna were adequately sampled, and that survey effort was 
adequate to provide a true representation of the fauna assemblage present at 
the time of the survey. 

• Eight conservation significant fauna species were recorded during the field 
survey:  

- Pilbara Olive Python (Liasis olivaceus barroni) – Vulnerable under the 
Biodiversity and Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act) and Environment 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)  

- Western Pebble-mound Mouse (Pseudomys chapmani) – Listed as 
Priority 4 by the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and 
Attractions (DBCA) 

- North-western Free-tail Bat (Mormopetrus ozimops cobourgianus) – 
Listed as Priority 1 by DBCA  

- Caspian Tern (Hydroprogne caspia) – Marine and Migratory 
(International Agreements) under the BC Act and the EPBC Act  

- Gull-billed Tern (Gelochelidon nilotica) – Marine and Migratory 
(International Agreements) under the BC Act and EPBC Act  

- Common Sandpiper (Actitis hypoleucos) –Marine and Migratory 
(International Agreements) under the BC Act and EPBC Act 

- Common Greenshank (Tringa nebularia) –Marine and Migratory 
(International Agreements) under the BC Act and EPBC Act 

- Red-necked Stint (Calidris ruficollis) –Marine and Migratory 
(International Agreements) under the BC Act and EPBC Act. 

A further 23 conservation significant fauna species were considered likely to occur 
based on a likelihood of occurrence assessment. Of the 23 conservation significant 
species, 22 were considered likely within the Development Envelope due to the 
floodplain and water body habitats, but unlikely to occur within the Proposal 
Footprint due to a lack of suitable habitat. 
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Key environmental 
factor 

Report  
(Author Year) 

Survey description Survey findings 

Social Surrounds 

 

Yara 
Development 
Envelope 
Archaeological 
Site 
Verifications, 
Burrup 
Peninsula, WA 
– Report (Land 
Access 
Solutions 2020) 

Land Access Solutions undertook a 
desktop heritage survey and an 
archaeological site verifications 
survey to verify the heritage values 
within the Development Envelope. 
The survey involved archaeologists 
and an anthropologist and 
consultation with the Murujuga 
Aboriginal Corporation (MAC). 

• A desktop assessment identified 32 previously recorded Aboriginal heritage 
places intersecting the Development Envelope:  

- Nine of which are ‘Registered sites’ and have been assessed by the 
Aboriginal Cultural Material Committee to fall under the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 1972 

- Nineteen are ‘Lodged’ and yet to be assessed 
- Three were not deemed Aboriginal sites under the Aboriginal Heritage 

Act 1972 
- One does not fall into any of these categories.  
- The hills in the northwest of the Development Envelope were 

considered likely to have a number of heritage sites. In consultation 
with MAC, this area was not surveyed, and recommendations made to 
exclude it from development.  

• The field survey verified eight of the nine heritage sites, with one site (20266) 
unable to be located. This site was recorded as being on the same granophyre 
outcrop as another site (20265).   

• Consultation with MAC representatives acknowledged these nine sites as being 
of cultural importance and should not be disturbed. The Proposal Footprint has 
been designed to avoid all identified heritage sites. 

• LAS (2020) provides several recommendations to manage potential heritage 
impacts from the Proposal. 

 Land Access Solutions completed a 
follow-up heritage survey in July 2020 
to identify heritage values in areas 
west and east of the existing YPF 
Ammonia Plant. 

• No heritage values were identified from these areas. 
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1.4.2 Key assumptions and uncertainties 

Key assumptions and uncertainties are detailed in Table 1-4. 

Table 1-4 Key Assumptions and uncertainties 

Aspect Assumptions and uncertainties 

Flora and 
vegetation 

The flora and vegetation survey (GHD 2020a) has reported nil to minor limitations in 
either desktop or field components and does not pose any substantial uncertainty with 
respect to this CEMP. The survey is valid for the purposes of this CEMP. 

It is assumed that the survey undertaken has accurately identified and mapped 
vegetation associations and identified Priority flora and populations within the Proposal 
Footprint and surrounds.  

Terrestrial 
fauna 

The findings of the fauna surveys completed to date have formed the basis for the 
rationale and management approach adopted for the CEMP. It is assumed that the 
surveys undertaken have accurately identified and mapped fauna habitat and recorded 
fauna occurrences.  

Social 
surrounds 

It is assumed that the assessment undertaken within the Development Envelope has 
accurately identified and mapped the Aboriginal registered sites with the project area 
(LAS 2020). 

It is also assumed that data taken from the Aboriginal Heritage Inquiry System and the 
State Heritage Register (Inherit) was current and correct at the time of enquiry. 

1.4.3 Management approach 

This CEMP has been prepared to align with EPA (2020) Instructions on how to prepare 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 Part IV Environmental Management Plans, including the 
following: 

• objective-based provisions - relate to monitoring and management actions, where specific 
trigger or threshold criteria may not be appropriate for the circumstances, and 

• outcome-based provisions - focus on monitoring and evaluating specific measurable 
outcomes and are typically driven by trigger and threshold criteria.  

This CEMP adopts a management hierarchy in the prioritisation of provisions and outlines 
monitoring and reporting procedures to provide for continuous improvement, consistent with 
an adaptive management approach.  

1.4.4 Rationale for choice of provisions 

This CEMP adopts provisions that align with established industry practices for avoidance and 
minimisation of environmental and heritage impacts for developments in the Pilbara region. 
The overall management approach is to avoid disturbance of key environmental and heritage 
values as far as practicable. Where avoidance is unachievable, the approach is to minimise and 
reduce disturbance of key environmental and heritage values.  

The provisions detailed in this CEMP align with the mitigation measures outlined in the 
Ammonia Plant, Burrup Peninsula – Renewable Hydrogen Project Section 38 Referral 
Supporting Report (GHD 2020b). The provisions have considered the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts because of the Proposal as well as the expected intensity and duration of 
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these impacts during the construction phase of the Proposal. Recommendations from 
technical studies have also been considered and included. 
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2. EMP provisions 
This section identifies the objective based provisions that the proponent will implement via 
this CEMP. Sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 detail the management objectives, actions, and targets for 
each key environmental factor.  
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2.1 Flora and vegetation 

Provisions for flora and vegetation are outlined in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1  Flora and vegetation provisions (objective based) 

EPA Objective: To protect flora and vegetation so that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained. 
CEMP Objective: To minimise clearing of native vegetation and minimise indirect impacts to surrounding native vegetation, as far as practicable 
Key environmental values: Native vegetation including significant vegetation and flora  

Key impacts and risks:  
• Loss of vegetation and flora through clearing, including significant vegetation and flora 
• Introduction and spread of environmental weeds  
• Fragmentation of native vegetation 
• Potential reduction in vegetation health because of dust generation 
• Changes to vegetation structure and floristic composition in surrounding/adjacent areas through altered surface water drainage patterns and flows 
• Altered fire regimes. 

Management target Management action Monitoring Timing/Frequency of 
actions Reporting 

1. No clearing of vegetation 
to occur outside of 
Proposal Footprint 
during and attributable 
to construction. 
 
 

2. No more than 21.23 ha 
of native vegetation 
clearing within the 
Proposal Footprint 

Demarcate Proposal Footprint boundary using 
appropriate visual markers prior to ground disturbing 
activities. 

Inspection and 
Audit 

Prior to commencing 
construction; daily checks 

Inspection records 
Annual Compliance Report 

Visual inspection and confirmation of Proposal 
Footprint boundary prior to ground disturbing 
activities. 

Inspection and 
Audit 

Prior to any ground 
disturbance 

Inspection records 
Vegetation clearing records 
Annual compliance reporting  

Visual inspection and record of cleared areas to be 
undertaken to ensure management target and 
outcome (1. and 2.) are achieved. 

Inspection and 
audit of clearing 
extent 

Daily and following 
completion of clearing 
activities 

Inspection records 
Clearing records 
Annual compliance reporting 
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Vehicles and equipment access limited to designated 
roads/access tracks and cleared areas. 

Surveillance and 
Inspection Daily Incident reporting system 

All site personnel to be inducted on environmental 
responsibilities. 

Training, Induction 
and Pre-start 
meetings 

Prior to participating in 
construction activities 
and weekly reminders 

Induction records 
Annual compliance report 

If construction activities result in a direct impact to 
vegetation outside the Proposal Footprint, the 
following contingency actions are to be immediately 
implemented: 

1. Notify supervisor of stop work. 

2. Construction Supervisor to contact HSE team.  

3. Photographs and GPS coordinate to be 
supplied. 

4. The Project Environment/Heritage Manager 
to be notified. 

5. An incident report will be initiated. 

6. DWER to be notified within 24 hours of 
becoming aware of the incident. 

7. A report to be provided to DWER within 21 
days outlining:  

a. The extent and nature of the 
impacts; 

b. Remedial actions to be 
implemented; and 

c. Review of management actions and 
measures to be implemented to 
prevent recurrence. 

Clearing records During clearing activities Inspection records 
Vegetation clearing records 
Annual compliance reporting 
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3. No construction-related dust 
impacts to conservation 
significant vegetation and flora 
outside of Proposal Footprint. 

Vehicles and equipment access limited to designated 
roads/access tracks and cleared areas. 

Surveillance and 
Inspection Daily Incident reporting system 

Dust generating activities to cease in the event of 
excessive dust generation, until dust control 
measures are implemented. 
 

Daily inspection 
records 
demonstrate dust 
control measures 
implemented 
during construction 
activities.  

Daily, during construction 
activities  Incident reporting system 

Vehicle speed limits will be imposed and enforced on 
nominated routes and work areas. 

Surveillance 
Training and 
Induction 

Daily Induction records 
Incident reporting system 

Dust suppression, including use of water carts on 
access roads, to be implemented during construction 
activities as required. 

Surveillance 
Inspection and 
Audit 

Daily Inspection records 
Annual compliance report 

All site personnel to be inducted on responsibilities to 
reduce dust generation during daily activities. 

Training and 
Induction 

Prior to commencement 
on work relating to the 
Proposal 
 
Weekly updates 

Induction records 
Annual compliance report 

In the event of a discernible decline in the condition 
of conservation significant vegetation and flora 
outside of Proposal Footprint, the following 
contingency actions are to be immediately 
implemented: 

1. Construction Supervisor to contact HSE team.  

2. Photographs and GPS coordinate to be 
supplied. 

3. The Project Environment/Heritage Manager 
to be notified. 

4. An incident report will be initiated. 

Photo monitoring Annual Monitoring Reports 
Annual compliance report 
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5. Investigation into the cause of the decline and 
whether the decline is likely attributed to 
construction activities. 

6. DWER to be notified within 24 hours of 
becoming aware of the incident. 

7. A report to be provided to DWER within 21 
days outlining:  

a. The extent and nature of the 
impacts; 

b. The likely cause of the decline; 

c. Remedial actions to be implemented 

8. Review of management actions and measures 
to be implemented to prevent recurrence. 

4. Prevent the introduction and 
spread of environmental weeds 
because of construction 
activities 

Implement a weed inspection and targeted control 
program including an actions and occurrence register 

Inspection and 
Audit 

Prior to commencement 
of the Proposal and then 
quarterly during 
construction 

Inspection records 
Annual compliance report 

Vehicles and equipment to be inspected and cleaned 
of soil, vegetative material, and seeds on entry/exit to 
site. 

Inspections and 
Audits Daily 

Inspection records 
Annual compliance report 
Incident reporting system 

Vehicles and equipment access limited to designated 
roads/access tracks and cleared areas. 

Surveillance 
Inspections and 
Audit 

Daily  Inspection records 
Incident reporting system 
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Fill material brought to site is to be certified weed 
free. 

Inspections and 
Audit Prior to delivery on-site 

Weed inspection and control 
register 
 
Weed and Seeds certification 
register 
 
Annual compliance report 

Any areas of known weed infestation within the 
Proposal Footprint will be demarcated.  

Weed inspection 
and control 
program. 

Prior to construction and 
any further occurrences 
during construction 

Weed inspection and control 
register 
 
Annual compliance report 

Vehicles and equipment working in known weed 
infested areas to be inspected and cleaned of soil, 
vegetative material, and seeds prior to traversing to 
other areas of the site. 

Weed inspection 
and control 
Register 

Daily Weed inspection and control 
register 

All site personnel to be inducted on environmental 
responsibilities including hygiene management. 

Training and 
Induction 

Prior to commencement 
of disturbance activities 
and weekly reminders 

Induction records 
Annual compliance report 

5. Minimise dust generation 
during ground disturbing 
activities. 

Vehicles and equipment access limited to designated 
roads/access tracks and cleared areas. 

Surveillance  
Training and 
Induction 

Daily Induction records 
Incident reporting system. 
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Vehicle speed limits will be imposed and enforced on 
nominated routes and work areas. 

Surveillance 
Training and 
Induction 

Daily Induction records 
Incident reporting system 

Dust suppression, including use of water carts on 
access roads, to be implemented during construction 
activities as required. 

Surveillance 
Inspection and 
Audit 

Daily Inspection records 
Annual compliance report 

All site personnel to be inducted on responsibilities to 
reduce dust generation during daily activities. 

Training and 
Induction 

Prior to commencement 
on work relating to the 
Proposal 
 
Weekly updates 

Induction records 
Annual compliance report 

6. Minimise indirect impacts to 
surrounding/adjacent areas 
from altered surface water 
drainage and flows. 

Local drainage will be incorporated effectively into 
the site layout. 

Inspection and 
Audit 

Monthly 
 
After rainfall 

Annual compliance report 

Disturbances to drainage lines will be minimised 
where practicable. 

Inspection and 
Audit Monthly Annual compliance report 

7. No unplanned fires because 
of Proposal activities. 

All non-essential work is to be stopped or postponed 
if a Total Fire Ban with Catastrophic fire danger 
ratings or Emergency Warning is issued for the Burrup 
Peninsula. 

Review DFES 
website for fire 
danger rating 
applicable to the 
Burrup Peninsula. 

Daily Hot work permit record system. 
Incident reporting system. 
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All vehicles and machinery undertaking clearing 
activities to be fitted with portable fire extinguishers.  

Inspection and 
audit Monthly 

 
Inspection records 
Annual compliance report 

Emergency response teams and equipment present at 
the Ammonia Plant activated in accordance with 
existing emergency response plan. 

Compliance with 
hot work permits. As required Incident reporting system 

Vehicles and equipment access limited to designated 
roads/access tracks and cleared areas. Surveillance  Daily  Inspection records 

Implement a hot work permit system for vehicles and 
machinery. Daily 

Introduced at 
commencement of 
Proposal construction 
with permits issued prior 
to daily commencement 
of works 

Hot work permit record system. 
 
Annual compliance report 

Smoking will be confined to designated smoking area 
only.  Surveillance Daily Incident reporting system 

All site personnel to be inducted on environmental 
responsibilities including fire prevention. 

Training and 
Induction 

Prior to commencement 
on work relating to the 
Proposal 
 
Weekly updates 

Annual compliance report 
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2.2 Terrestrial Fauna 

Provisions to minimise impacts to terrestrial fauna are provided in Table 2-2. 

Table 2-2  Terrestrial fauna provisions (objective based) 

EPA Objective: To protect terrestrial fauna so that biological diversity and ecological integrity are maintained. 

CEMP Objective: To minimise fauna habitat loss and minimise indirect impacts to fauna as far as practicable 

Key environmental values: Moderate and high value fauna habitat, conservation significant fauna and habitats 
Key impacts and risks:      
·         Loss of fauna habitat through clearing, including habitat for conservation significance fauna species 
·         Fauna injury/ death from vehicle strike/clearing activities 
·         Habitat fragmentation 
·         Fauna activity disturbance from temporary increase in noise/vibration during construction. 

Management target Management action Monitoring Timing/ Frequency of 
actions Reporting 

1. No more than 21.23 ha of 
fauna habitat to be cleared 
within the Proposal 
Footprint. 
 
 
 
 
2. No clearing of fauna 
habitat outside the Proposal 
Footprint 

Demarcate Proposal Footprint boundary using appropriate 
visual markers prior to ground disturbing activities. Inspection and Audit 

Prior to commencing 
construction; daily 
checks 

Inspection records 
Annual Compliance 
Report 

Visual inspection and confirmation of Proposal Footprint 
boundary prior to ground disturbing activities. Inspection and Audit Prior to any ground 

disturbance 

Inspection records 
Vegetation clearing 
records Annual 
compliance reporting  

Visual inspection and record of cleared areas to be undertaken 
to ensure management target and outcome (1. and 2.) are 
achieved. 

Inspection and audit of 
clearing extent 

Daily and following 
completion of 
clearing activities 

Inspection records 
Clearing records 
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3. Minimise fauna 
injury/death during Proposal 
construction. 

A Fauna interaction log will be established to document all 
occurrences, such as injuries, sightings, near misses and deaths.  Fauna interaction log 

Prior to ground 
disturbance activities 
and maintained in 
perpetuity 

Annual environmental 
reporting 
 
Annual compliance 
report 

Clearing activities to occur outside of the Pilbara Olive Python 
breeding season (June to August).  Surveillance Daily during ground-

disturbance activities 

Annual environmental 
reporting 
 
Incident reporting 
system 

Trapping and relocation of conservation significant fauna 
(particularly the Pilbara Olive Python) will be conducted prior 
to ground disturbance activities using DBCA Standard 
Operating Procedures and permit conditions as required under 
the BC Act (2016). Only qualified and authorised fauna 
specialists shall undertake trapping and relocation efforts, 
alongside MAC Heritage Monitors. 

Trapping and relocation 
program 

Within 7 days of 
planned clearing 
activities 

Annual environmental 
reporting 
 
Ecological report post-
program 

A licensed fauna handler and MAC Heritage Monitors will be 
present to inspect and remove native fauna during clearing 
activities.  
 

Surveillance 
 

During clearing 
activities 

Annual environmental 
reporting 
 
Incident reporting 
system 

Prior to commencing vegetation clearing activities, machinery 
will idle for at least half an hour as a noise deterrent.  Surveillance Daily Induction records. 
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Clearing activities will be conducted moving in a uniform 
direction appropriate for the site and to maximise fauna 
dispersal ability (i.e., linear zig-zag east to west for all 
machinery passes through vegetation)  

Surveillance 
 
Inspection and Audit 
 
Training and Induction 

Daily during ground-
disturbance activities 

Annual compliance 
report 

Excavation and trenches will be kept open only as long as 
needed for the works. Egress points will be provided in 
appropriate size excavations and trenches. For trenches or 
excavations that can be covered by a fence panel, this will be 
completed to prevent animal egress. Trenches and excavations 
will be checked for trapped animals. 

Surveillance 
 
Inspection and Audit 

Daily, during 
operations requiring 
excavation and 
trenchwork 

Annual compliance 
report 

In the event vertebrate fauna are injured during clearing or 
construction, the animal shall be taken to an authorised 
veterinarian or trained wildlife carer, or if not possible, 
humanely euthanized in accordance with DBCA SOPs.  

Fauna interaction log In response to animal 
injuries 

Incident reporting 
system 
 
Annual environmental 
reporting 

Observations of conservation significant fauna species by site 
personnel are to be reported to the site environment 
representative. 

Fauna interaction log In response to animal 
injuries 

Annual environmental 
reporting 

Vehicles and equipment access limited to designated 
roads/access tracks and cleared areas. Surveillance Daily Incident reporting 

system 

Night-time vehicle movements during construction will be 
restricted where possible to minimise the potential for vehicle 
strikes. 

Afterhours access 
register 

Register maintained 
daily, surveillance 
footage 

Annual compliance 
report 

No pets, traps, or firearms to be allowed within the 
Development Envelope. Surveillance Daily Incident reporting 

system 
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No feeding or interactions are to occur with native fauna. Surveillance Daily Incident reporting 
system  

All site personnel to be inducted on environmental 
responsibilities. Training and Induction 

Prior to 
commencement of 
disturbance activities 

Induction records 
 
Annual compliance 
report 

4. Minimise disturbance to 
native fauna from noise and 
vibration during Proposal 
construction. 

All works conducted during Proposal construction will comply 
with the Environmental Protection (Noise) Regulations 1997  Inspection and Audit  Spot check Annual compliance 

report 

All works conducted during the Proposal construction will be 
subject to a vibration mitigation actions Surveillance Daily Annual compliance 

report 

All site personnel to be inducted on environmental 
responsibilities. Training and Induction 

Prior to 
commencement of 
disturbance activities 
and weekly 
reminders 

Induction records 
 
Annual compliance 
report 
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2.3 Social surroundings 

Provisions to minimise impacts to social surroundings are provided in Table 2-3. 

Table 2-3  Social Surroundings provisions (objective based) 
EPA objective: To protect social surroundings from significant harm. 
CEMP objective: To minimise impacts to heritage values 
Key environmental value: Adjacent heritage sites and visual amenity.  
Key impacts and risks:  
·         Potential indirect impacts to known Heritage Sites and areas within the National Heritage Place because of blasting debris, vibration and dust deposition from ground 
preparation works during construction 
·         Potential to impact upon amenity (visual, noise and vibration) 

Management target Management actions Monitoring Timing/ Frequency of 
actions Reporting 

1. No direct impacts on or 
disturbance of known Aboriginal 
Heritage sites or National Heritage 
Places during construction. 

All identified Aboriginal heritage sites, including the 
National Heritage Area, to be excluded from the 
Proposal Footprint.  

Pre-ground disturbance 
survey of known 
Aboriginal heritage sites 
and National Heritage 
Place.  

Prior to 
commencement of 
construction 

Annual compliance report 
 
Incident reporting system 

All known mapped heritage sites (including 
appropriate buffers), including National Heritage 
Area, to be clearly demarcated through appropriate 
signage, fencing or flagging, in consultation with 
MAC Aboriginal Heritage Monitors. 

Pre-ground disturbance 
and inspection to verify 
appropriate 
demarcation is in place. 

Prior to 
commencement of 
construction 

Annual compliance report 
 
Incident reporting system 

No personnel or equipment permitted within areas 
demarcated for heritage purposes. 

Site surveillance and 
audit. During construction Incident reporting system 

MAC Heritage Monitors to be present during all 
ground disturbing activities and salvage operations.  

Daily visual inspections 
of heritage sites (MAC 
Heritage Monitors)  

Daily during ground 
disturbance and salvage 
activities. 

Daily/Weekly checklists 
 
Annual compliance report 

MAC Heritage Monitors to be engaged to assist in 
managing heritage values of the site and adjacent 
areas. 

Daily visual inspections 
of heritage sites (MAC 
Heritage Monitors). 

During construction. Annual compliance report 

Heritage agreements to be in place prior to 
commencement of construction activities. 

Project records confirm 
heritage agreements in 
place prior to 

Prior to 
commencement of 
construction 

Annual compliance report 
 
Incident reporting system 



 

| 20 

commencement of 
construction activities.  

In the event of a discovery or the identification of an 
object reasonably suspected of being an Aboriginal 
artefact the following “Stop Work” procedure will 
apply: 

1. Stop work immediately in area of location 
of potential heritage discovery. 

2. Notify supervisor of stop work. 

3. Construction Supervisor to contact HSE 
team.  

4. Photograph and GPS coordinate to be 
supplied. 

5. The Project Environment/Heritage 
Manager and the Department of Planning, 
Lands and Heritage (DPLH) will be 
immediately notified 

6. An incident report will be initiated 

7. MAC Heritage Monitors will be consulted, 
and an archaeologist will be engaged to 
assess the artefacts/material 

8. Yara will work with MAC Heritage Monitors 
and an archaeologist to implement 
appropriate management actions. 

Site surveillance  
 
Incident records verify 
stop work authority 
undertaken in all 
instances of discovery 
of a suspected 
Aboriginal heritage site 
because of Project 
activities. 

During construction 
Annual compliance report 
 
Incident reporting system 

All site personnel to be inducted on heritage 
responsibilities including heritage values. Training and Induction 

Upon commencement 
of works and weekly 
refreshers 

Annual compliance report 

Vehicles and equipment access limited to 
designated roads/access tracks and cleared areas.  Surveillance Daily Incident reporting system 

The project team will regularly liaise with MAC to 
establish and maintain processes and accountability 
between the parties. 

Meeting Monthly Meeting minutes 
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Post-clearing surveys will be undertaken to confirm 
no disturbance to any heritage sites and the 
National Heritage Listed Area. 

Inspection and Audit Post-clearing events 
Incident reporting system 
 
Annual Compliance report 

If construction activities result in a direct impact to 
heritage sites, or the National Heritage Area, the 
following contingency actions are to be 
immediately implemented: 

1. Notify supervisor of stop work. 

2. Construction Supervisor to contact HSE 
team.  

3. Photographs and GPS coordinate to be 
supplied. 

4. The Project Environment/Heritage 
Manager and the Department of Planning, 
Lands and Heritage (DPLH) will be 
immediately notified. 

5. An incident report will be initiated. 

6. MAC Heritage Monitors will be consulted, 
and an archaeologist will be engaged to 
assess the nature and extent of impacts.  

7. Yara will work with MAC Heritage Monitors 
and an archaeologist to implement 
appropriate remedial actions. 

8. Review of management actions to ensure 
appropriate measures are in place to 
prevent recurrence. 

 Surveillance During construction Incident reporting system 

2. No indirect impacts on or 
disturbance of known Aboriginal 
Heritage sites or National Heritage 
Places during construction 
 

Blasting, if required, to be undertaken in 
accordance with the Environmental Protection 
(Noise) Regulations 1997. 

Inspections and audits During blasting 
Annual compliance report 
 
Incident reporting system 

Any blasting to be undertaken by a licenced 
shotfirer with the licence current for the extent of 
works employed for. 

Inspections and Audit Upon employment Annual compliance report 
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MAC Heritage Monitors to be present during any 
blasting activities. 

Inspections and Audit 
 
Surveillance 

During blasting 
activities 

Annual compliance report 
 
Incident reporting system 

If blasting of hard rock is required: 
- Low percussion explosives will be used by a 
licenced shot firer to minimise fly rock and ground 
vibration 
- Blast mats/shields will be used where required to 
prevent fly rock 
- Water carts will be used to control dust emissions, 
where required 
- Stemming depths will be closely monitored and 
adjusted if needed to ensure fly rock prevention; 
-  

Inspections and Audit 
 
Surveillance 

During blasting 
activities 

Incident reporting system 
 
Annual compliance report 

Any planned blasting (guided by geotechnical 
assessment and risk assessment of vibration 
impact) will be designed to reduce vibration levels 
at heritage sites in the vicinity.  

Inspection and Audit Prior to blasting, during 
blasting Annual compliance report 

Heavy vehicle movements will be minimised as 
much as practicable and plant operation will be 
considerate of vibration generation upon impact 
with the ground and hard structures. 

Training and Induction 
 
Surveillance 

Daily and as required. Annual compliance report 

All site personnel to be inducted and reminded of 
responsibilities to reduce vibration in their activities Training and Induction Weekly Annual compliance report 

All site personnel to be inducted on heritage 
responsibilities including heritage values. Training and Induction 

Upon commencement 
of works and weekly 
refreshers 

Annual compliance report 

Vehicles and equipment access limited to 
designated roads/access tracks and cleared areas.  Surveillance Daily Incident reporting system 

Use of water carts on activities in proximity to 
Aboriginal heritage sites as required  

Surveillance 
 
Inspections and Audit 

Daily, during 
construction activities  Incident reporting system  

 

Speed limits applied to all vehicles in the vicinity of 
heritage sites. 

Surveillance 
 
Inspections and Audit 

Daily, during 
construction activities  Incident reporting system  
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Heavy vehicle movements restricted to designated 
roads/access tracks and cleared areas  

Surveillance 
 
Inspections and Audit 

Daily, during 
construction activities  Incident reporting system  

Dust generating activities to cease in the event of 
excessive dust generation, until dust control 
measures are implemented. 
 

Daily inspection records 
demonstrate dust 
control measures 
implemented during 
construction activities.  
 
Incident records 
confirm no 
substantiated dust 
complaints resulting 
from Project activities. 

Daily, during 
construction activities  Incident reporting system  

Vehicles and equipment access limited to 
designated roads/access tracks and cleared areas.  Surveillance Daily Incident reporting system  

The project team will regularly liaise with MAC to 
establish and maintain processes and accountability 
between the parties. 

Meeting Monthly Meeting minutes  

If construction activities result in discernible 
indirect impacts to heritage sites, or the National 
Heritage Area, the following contingency actions 
are to be immediately implemented: 

1. Construction Supervisor to contact HSE 
team.  

2. The Project Environment/Heritage 
Manager and the Department of Planning, 
Lands and Heritage (DPLH) will be 
immediately notified. 

3. An incident report will be initiated. 

4. Undertake an investigation to determine 
the potential source/cause of the impact; 

 Surveillance During construction Incident reporting system  
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5. MAC Heritage Monitors will be consulted, 
and an archaeologist will be engaged to 
assess the nature and extent of impacts. 

6. Yara will work with MAC Heritage Monitors 
and an archaeologist to implement 
appropriate remedial actions, if required. 

7. Undertake a review of management actions 
and implement any additional required 
actions to ensure ongoing impacts are 
prevented; 

8. Monitor effectiveness of management 
actions. 

3. Minimise vehicle emissions 

Vehicles will be switched off when not in use. 
Surveillance 
 
Inspection and Audit 

Daily Incident reporting system  

Low sulphur fuels will be used in construction 
vehicles and machinery. 

Vehicle refuelling records 
confirm the use of low 
sulphur fuels and diesel 
engines. 

During construction Refuelling records  

4. No substantiated noise 
complaints attributable to 
construction activities. 
 

Construction works will be undertaken in 
compliance with the Environmental Protection 
(Noise) Regulations 1997  

Inspection and Audit Daily 
Incident reporting system 
 
Annual compliance report 

 

Construction activities will be limited between 0700 
and 1900 Monday to Saturday, excluding public 
holidays, unless provisions to conduct works 
outside of these operating hours are approved by 
the City of Karratha, 

Surveillance 
  
Inspection and Audit 

Daily 
Annual compliance report 
 
Incident reporting system 

 

Establish complaints register for reporting issues 
surrounding the construction of the Proposal, 
particularly targeting noise, vibration, and dust 
related issues.  

Inspection and Audit 
Prior to 
commencement of the 
Proposal, as required. 

Annual compliance report  

Reduce noise emissions as much as practicable 
through mandated slower speeds, appropriate gear 
use and considerate use of plant that is known to 
cause excessive noise during its operation 

Surveillance 
 
Training and Induction 

Daily Annual compliance report  
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In the event of a noise complaint is received: 

9. Investigate the source of the noise to 
determine if it is attributable to 
construction activities 

10. If attributable to construction activities: 

a. Cease the activity causing which 
resulted in the noise compliant 
until items b. to d are completed; 

b. Undertake an investigation to 
ensure relevant standards and 
requirements are being achieved; 

c. If relevant standards and 
requirements are not being 
achieved, implement any required 
contingency measures to achieve 
compliance. 

d. Liaise with complainant on actions 
undertaken in response to the 
complaint. 

Complaints logs During construction 
activities  Annual compliance report  

8. Minimise adverse visual 
amenity. 

Undertake a glint and glare assessment and prepare 
and implement a Glint and Glare Management Plan 
and to ensure that reflected sunlight does not 
impact the safety and amenity of other users in the 
area. 

Completion of glint and 
glare assessment and 
implementation of 
recommendations, 
where appropriate. 

Prior to 
commencement of 
construction activities 

Glint and glare 
management plan 

 

Maximise visual amenity through site layout design 
and orderly storage and use of construction 
material on site, where possible. 

Inspection of laydown 
pads and structures Daily Annual compliance report  
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3. Review and Reporting 
3.1 Adaptive Management and Review  

The proponent will implement an adaptive management approach which will embed a cycle of 
monitoring, reporting, and implementing improved actions based on learnings uncovered 
through monitoring and reporting processes. To achieve this, the CEMP will be reviewed 
regularly (at least bi-annually) to ensure that the plan remains relevant and effective in 
mitigating risks identified in the provisions.  

This CEMP is intended to be dynamic and may be updated to reflect changes in management 
practices and the natural environment with time. This will also allow flexibility to adopt new 
technologies/management measures.  

Amendments to management actions and targets will be completed on an as needs basis. This 
will include revision/amendment of management actions that are not achieving the desired 
outcomes, monitoring identifying additional impacts and management actions, changes to 
relevant legislation or improvements to practices to achieve a greater environmental outcome. 

3.2  Monitoring 

Internal monitoring outlined in this CEMP will occur throughout the construction phase of the 
Proposal. Any non-conformance with this CEMP will be investigated, rectified, or mitigated as 
soon as possible to ensure minimal ongoing environmental harm. Relevant procedures will be 
amended/updated as necessary and inductions and other workforce communication will be 
undertaken in a timely manner to minimise the risk of re-occurrences. Non-conformances to 
this plan will be reported to the Construction Manager or equivalent within 48 hours of 
identification and documented in the appropriate register to inform reporting of such issues. 

3.3 Reporting 

3.3.1 CEMP Reporting  

The environmental performance of the construction activities and the identification of auditing 
requirements will be assessed by YPF prior to and throughout the construction period. All 
documents pertaining to environmental management are required to be maintained though a 
system of document control.  

Reporting requirements will be undertaken in accordance with the Ministerial Statement and 
Tables 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3.   

In the event the management targets outlined in this plan are not achieved, the regulator will 
be notified of the potential non-conformance within 24 hrs and an investigation report will be 
provided within 21 days.  

YPF will produce an annual compliance report as required by the Ministerial Statement that 
will include: 

• a summary report relating to fauna trapping and relocation efforts; 

• summary of non-conformances with this plan; 

• the results of any monitoring undertaken (including registers); 

• adaptive review and improvements; and 

• details of any complaints. 
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3.3.2 Environmental incidents / non-compliance 

Environmental incidents and non-conformances will be identified and recorded as soon as 
possible by the relevant responsible persons via YPF incident management system and any 
appropriate registers, and actions will be applied where possible within 48 hours of the issue 
being identified. 

An incident response procedure will be implemented that will describe the actions that will be 
taken in response to an incident, including any Aboriginal heritage incidents, and the sequence 
and chronology of any measures to be applied.   This will include the actions and reporting 
identified in Tables 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3. 
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4. Stakeholder consultation 
YPF undertakes ongoing engagement with key stakeholders. These stakeholders include local 
Traditional Owners, Commonwealth, State and Local Government members and associated 
Departments, as well as community members, local and regional industry, and media. A 
summary of the consultation undertaken as part of the environmental approvals process is 
provided in Ammonia plant, Burrup peninsula – Renewable Hydrogen project, Section 38 
Referral Supporting Report (GHD 2020b). 

YPF’s ongoing consultation will continue throughout the construction phase and beyond, to 
ensure transparent and clear engagement informs our progress and that all concerns are 
addressed. Critically, YPF and ENGIE engage extensively with MAC and will continue to work 
together with the local Aboriginal traditional owner groups to develop commercial, 
employment and training opportunities.  
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Appendix G MAC Letter of Support 



 

26 October 2021 
 
 
Yara Pilbara 
Attn: Brian Howarth 
Manager, Capital Projects 
Via email: Brian.Howarth@yara.com 
 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
Murujuga Aboriginal Corporation (MAC) has been involved with Yara’s proposed Renewable 
Hydrogen Project (Project Yuri) since conception in 2019 and has previously indicated support for 
the project via letter in September 2020. 
 
MAC has been provided the latest revision of the Project Yuri Construction Environmental 
Management Plan dated September 2021 modified as part of Yara’s response to public submissions 
under the Environment Protection Authority’s approval process. MAC has reviewed and supports 
the revised Construction Environmental Management Plan as the revisions do not increase any risk 
and continues to support MAC’s Aboriginal heritage requirements. MAC will continue to work 
closely with Yara during the construction phase of this project. 
 
Should you require any additional information please do not hesitate to contact myself on 0400 520 
422. 
 
Kind Regards 

 
Peter Jeffries 
Chief Executive Officer 
 

mailto:Brian.Howarth@yara.com
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