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Form for the referral of a proposal to the Environmental Protection 
Authority under Section 38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 

 

Referrer information 

Who is referring this proposal? 

☐ Proponent  

 Decision-making authority   

☐ Community member/third party 

Name Elizabeth Edwards Signature  

 Position 

 

Manager Planning 
Services 

Organisation 

 

 

Shire of Harvey 

Email  elizabethe@harvey.wa.gov.au 

Address 102 Uduc Road 

 Harvey WA 6220 

Date 22 March 2021 

Does the referrer request that the EPA treat any part of the 
proposal information in the referral as confidential?  

Provide confidential information in a separate attachment. 

☐ Yes   No 

 

 

Referral declaration for organisations, proponents and decision-making authorities: 

 

I, Elizabeth Edwards, declare that I am authorised to refer this proposal on behalf of the Shire of Harvey 
and further declare that the information contained in this form is true and not misleading. 

Part A: Proponent and proposal description 

Proponent information 

Name of the proponent/s 

(including Trading Name if relevant) 

Ietto Farms Pty Ltd 

Australian Company Number(s)   ☐  

OR 

Australian Business Number(s)               

80 013 708 127 

Contact for the proposal (if different from the referrer) 
 
Please include: name, physical address, phone, and email. 

 Yes  ☐ No 

C/- Harley Dykstra 
21 Spencer St, Bunbury WA 6230 
bunbury@harleydykstra.com.au 
9792 6000 

mailto:elizabethe@harvey.wa.gov.au
mailto:bunbury@harleydykstra.com.au


Does the proponent have the legal access required for the 
implementation of all aspects of the proposal?  

If yes, provide details of legal access authorisations / 
agreements / tenure.  

If no, what authorisations / agreements / tenure is required 
and from whom?  

 Yes  ☐ No 

 

Ietto Farms Pty Ltd is the landowner 

 

 

Proposal type 

What type of proposal is being referred?  

For a change to an approved proposal please state the 

Ministerial Statement number/s (MS No./s) of the 

approved proposal 

 

For a derived proposal please state the Ministerial 

Statement number (MS No.) of the associated strategic 

proposal 

   significant – new proposal  

☐   significant – change to approved 
 proposal (MS No./s: ___________) 

☐   proposal under an assessed planning 
 scheme 

☐   strategic 

☐   derived (Strategic MS No.: ___________) 

 

For a significant proposal: 

 Why do you consider the proposal may have a 
significant effect on the environment and warrant 
referral to the EPA? 

Proposal site is located adjacent to Lake 
Preston (being a RAMSAR wetland) so there 
is potential to impact the hydrological 
regime and quality of groundwater and 
surface water thereby impacting 
environmental values. 

For a proposal under an assessed planning scheme, 
provide the following details: 

 Scheme name and number 

For the Responsible Authority: 

 What new environmental issues are raised by the 
proposal that were not assessed during the assessment 
of the planning scheme? 

 How does the proposal not comply with the assessed 
scheme and/or the environmental conditions in the 
assessed planning scheme? 

 

Proposal description 

Title of the proposal Extractive Industry – Sand & Limestone 
Extraction 

Name of the Local Government Authority in which the 
proposal is located. 

Shire of Harvey 

Location: 

a) street address, lot number, suburb, and nearest road 
intersection; or  

b) if remote the nearest town and distance and direction 
from that town to the proposal site. 

Lots 1498 and 1504 Finn Road, Myalup  

Extraction site is located on Lot 1504 whilst 
access to the extraction site is provided 
through Lot 1498. 

Proposal description – including the key characteristics of 
the proposal  

Provide as an attachment to the form 

Refer to Attachment 1 

 

Have you provided electronic spatial data, maps and figure 
in the appropriate format? 

Refer to instructions at the front of the form 

 Yes  ☐ No 

 



What is the current land use on the property, and the 
extent (area in hectares) of the property? 

 Extractive Industry and grazing 

 Extractive industry proposed over 30.3ha 
(approx. 7.35ha currently extracted) to 
extract approximately 400,000m3 of sand 
and limestone. 

Have you had pre-referral discussions with the EPA at 
DWER Services? If so, quote the reference number and/or 
the DWER contact. 

No 

Part B: Environmental impacts 

Environmental factors 

What are the likely significant environmental 
factors for this proposal? 

☐ Benthic Communities and Habitat 

☐ Coastal Processes 

☐ Marine Environmental Quality 

☐ Marine Fauna 

 Flora and Vegetation 

 Landforms 

 Subterranean Fauna 

 Terrestrial Environmental Quality 

 Terrestrial Fauna 

 Inland Waters  

☐ Air Quality 

☐ Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

☐ Social Surroundings 

☐ Human Health 

For each of the environmental factors identified above, complete the following table, or provide the 
information in a supplementary report  

 
 

Potential environmental impacts 

1 EPA Factor  Flora and Vegetation 

2 EPA policy and guidance - What 
have you considered and how 
have you applied them in 
relation to this factor? 

Environmental Factor Guideline – Flora and Vegetation. 
Considerations for EIA for this factor that are relevant to this 
proposal includes: 

 the implications of cumulative impacts; cumulative impact 
of clearing an additional 44 trees and shrubs. 

 whether surveys and analyses have been undertaken to a 
standard consistent with guidance; supporting 
information hasn’t been updated since April 2010 to 
reflect current assessment criteria. 

 whether the proposal area will be revegetated in a 
manner that promotes biological diversity and ecological 
integrity; no proposal to revegetate with native 
vegetation (deep rooting).  Previous clearing permit 
required supplementary planting within south-eastern 
corner. This hasn’t occurred and consider that a new 
condition(s) is required to ensure this previous obligation 
is completed immediately.  



3 Consultation – Outline the 
outcomes of consultation in 
relation to the potential 
environmental impacts 

 Proposal was referred to relevant agencies including 
DBCA.  Comments received from DBCA are provided at 
Attachment 2. 

 Proposal was also publicly advertised with submissions 
received commenting on the following: 
o Proposal requires referral under EPBC Act due to 

potential indirect and direct impacts on MNES; 
o No intention to plant trees or other native vegetation; 
o Rehabilitation of RAMSAR Wetland appears to be of 

minimal extent and quality; 
o There has been no recent onsite assessment against 

current environmental conditions and/or regulations; 
and 

o Presence of previous extractive industry operations 
should not guarantee automatic approval for 
continued or expanded extractive disturbance. 

 

4 Receiving environment – 
Describe the current condition of 
the receiving environment in 
relation to this factor.  

Swan Coastal Plain immediately adjoining RAMSAR Wetland 
whereby changes in land use such as extractive industries 
significantly alter landscape function, groundwater and 
surface water hydrology and quality. 

5 Proposal activities – Describe 
the proposal activities that have 
the potential to impact the 
environment 

Clearing of additional vegetation has the potential to cause 
soil erosion, increase groundwater and soil salinity levels, and 
increase in runoff of sediment, nutrients and other pollutants.  
Clearing of additional vegetation also has the potential to 
permanently alter the substrate and habitat by the removal of 
the landform. 

6 Mitigation – Describe the 
measures proposed to manage 
and mitigate the potential 
environmental impacts. 

No mitigation is proposed by the applicant resulting in the 
need for robust and appropriate assessment. 

7 Impacts – Assess the impacts of 
the proposal and review the 
residual impacts against the EPA 
objective.   

To protect flora and vegetation so that biological diversity and 
ecological integrity are maintained. 
Approval in the manner proposed, and in the absence of any 
appropriate mitigation, it is likely this proposal could be at 
odds with the EPA objective stated above. 

8 Assumptions - Describe any 
assumptions critical to your 
assessment e.g. particular 
mitigation measures or 
regulatory conditions. 

 The applicant may be of the opinion that the presence of 
the current extractive industry activity will lead to further 
approvals.  However, the Shire does not form this 
assumption and will assess the application on its merits 
against current planning and environmental framework. 

 The assumption that rehabilitation consistent with the 
predominant land use of grazing is appropriate or 
sustainable. 

 
 

1 EPA Factor  Landforms 

2 EPA policy and guidance - What 
have you considered and how 
have you applied them in 
relation to this factor? 

Environmental Factor Guideline – Landforms. 
Proposal area could be considered a significant landform for 
the following reasons: 

 The landform has a distinctive role in maintaining existing 
ecological and physical processes. The depth of the 
landform in protecting the groundwater that supplies the 



adjoining RAMSAR wetland.  By changing the landform, 
and exposing groundwater, the hydrological processes will 
be changed. 

 The landform provides evidence of past ecological 
processes or is an important geomorphological or 
geological site.  Recent similar proposals have been 
challenged based on the potential geoheritage 
significance of the Pleistocene formations. 

Considerations for EIA for this factor that are relevant to this 
proposal includes: 

 the extent of impacts on the landform from previous and 
reasonably foreseeable activities, development or land 
uses.  This ongoing alteration to the landform has the 
potential to have ongoing significant impacts. 

3 Consultation – Outline the 
outcomes of consultation in 
relation to the potential 
environmental impacts 

Proposal was publicly advertised with public submissions 
received commenting on the following: 

 Proposal requires referral under EPBC Act due to potential 
indirect and direct impacts on MNES; 

 Proposal will change site topography, remove vegetation, 
and remove large volumes of material which will change 
geological make-up of site; 

 Yalgorup Plain has internationally significant geomorphic 
(geohertiage conservation values) and hydrology linkages; 
and 

 Presence of previous extractive industry operations 
should not guarantee automatic approval for continued or 
expanded extractive disturbance. 

4 Receiving environment – 
Describe the current condition of 
the receiving environment in 
relation to this factor.  

Swan Coastal Plain immediately adjoining RAMSAR Wetland 
whereby changes in land use such as extractive industries 
significantly alter landscape function, groundwater and 
surface water hydrology and quality. 

5 Proposal activities – Describe 
the proposal activities that have 
the potential to impact the 
environment 

Proposal relates to a reduction in the depth of the soil profile 
from approx. 5m AHD to 1.1m AHD by the extraction of 
approximately 400,000m3 of sand and limestone from the 
site.  

6 Mitigation – Describe the 
measures proposed to manage 
and mitigate the potential 
environmental impacts. 

 No mitigation is proposed by the applicant resulting in the 
need for robust and appropriate assessment. 

 Shire considers it essential that existing areas of 
groundwater exposure are appropriately backfilled. 

7 Impacts – Assess the impacts of 
the proposal and review the 
residual impacts against the EPA 
objective.   

To maintain the variety and integrity of significant physical 
landforms so that environmental values are protected. 
Approval of this proposal could be at odds with the EPA 
objective stated above as it will result in a permanent 
alteration to the landform and soil profile. 

8 Assumptions - Describe any 
assumptions critical to your 
assessment e.g. particular 
mitigation measures or 
regulatory conditions. 

The applicant may be of the opinion that the presence of the 
current extractive industry activity will lead to further 
approvals.  However, the Shire does not form this assumption 
and will assess the application on its merits against current 
planning and environmental framework. 

 
  



 

1 EPA Factor  Subterranean Fauna 

2 EPA policy and guidance - What 
have you considered and how 
have you applied them in 
relation to this factor? 

Environmental Factor Guideline – Subterranean Fauna. 
Considerations for EIA for this factor that are relevant to this 
proposal includes: 

 the implications of cumulative impacts 

 whether surveys and analyses have been undertaken 
consistent with EPA technical guidance 

 the current state of knowledge of the affected 
species/assemblages of subterranean fauna and the level 
of confidence underpinning the predicted residual 
impacts. 

Any exposure of groundwater, or alteration of groundwater 
hydrology, will have an impact on subterranean fauna through 
external contamination, phosphorus, nitrogen. 

3 Consultation – Outline the 
outcomes of consultation in 
relation to the potential 
environmental impacts 

Proposal was publicly advertised with public submissions 
received commenting on the following: 

 Proposal requires referral under EPBC Act due to potential 
indirect and direct impacts on MNES; 

 Proposal will change site topography, remove vegetation, 
and remove large volumes of material which will change 
geological make-up of site; and 

 Presence of previous extractive industry operations 
should not guarantee automatic approval for continued or 
expanded extractive disturbance. 

4 Receiving environment – 
Describe the current condition of 
the receiving environment in 
relation to this factor.  

Swan Coastal Plain immediately adjoining RAMSAR Wetland 
whereby changes in land use such as extractive industries 
significantly alter landscape function, groundwater and 
surface water hydrology and quality. 

5 Proposal activities – Describe 
the proposal activities that have 
the potential to impact the 
environment 

 Extracting approximately 400,000m3 of sand and 
limestone from the site. 

 Previous and continuing exposure of groundwater. 

6 Mitigation – Describe the 
measures proposed to manage 
and mitigate the potential 
environmental impacts. 

The applicant’s proposed mitigation is to not expose the 
groundwater.  However, the existing extractive industry 
operation has previously, and continues to, expose the 
groundwater in a number of locations.  Therefore, the 
proposed mitigation can be consider inaccurate. 

7 Impacts – Assess the impacts of 
the proposal and review the 
residual impacts against the EPA 
objective.   

To protect subterranean fauna so that biological diversity and 
ecological integrity are maintained. 
Approval in the manner proposed, and in the absence of any 
appropriate mitigation, it is likely this proposal could be at 
odds with the EPA objective stated above. 

8 Assumptions - Describe any 
assumptions critical to your 
assessment e.g. particular 
mitigation measures or 
regulatory conditions. 

The applicant may be of the opinion that the presence of the 
current extractive industry activity will lead to further 
approvals.  However, the Shire does not form this assumption 
and will assess the application on its merits against current 
planning and environmental framework. 

 
  



 

1 EPA Factor  Terrestrial Environmental Quality 

2 EPA policy and guidance - What 
have you considered and how 
have you applied them in 
relation to this factor? 

Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Environmental 
Quality. 
Considerations for EIA for this factor that are relevant to this 
proposal includes: 

 the significance of the potential impacts in the context of 
the location, regional cumulative impacts, and other 
relevant issues. 

Permanent alteration of the soil profile resulting in 
agricultural practices being located closer to the groundwater. 

3 Consultation – Outline the 
outcomes of consultation in 
relation to the potential 
environmental impacts 

Proposal was publicly advertised with public submissions 
received commenting on the following: 

 Use of straw bales for bunds is not acceptable has they 
will deteriorate over time resulting in nylon bindings and 
turbid stormwater flowing to the RAMSAR Wetland; 

 Proposal will change site topography, remove vegetation, 
and remove large volumes of material which will change 
geological make-up of site; and 

 Presence of previous extractive industry operations 
should not guarantee automatic approval for continued or 
expanded extractive disturbance. 

4 Receiving environment – 
Describe the current condition of 
the receiving environment in 
relation to this factor.  

Swan Coastal Plain immediately adjoining RAMSAR Wetland 
whereby changes in land use such as extractive industries 
significantly alter landscape function, groundwater and 
surface water hydrology and quality. 

5 Proposal activities – Describe 
the proposal activities that have 
the potential to impact the 
environment 

 Vegetation clearing can lead to soil erosion. 

 Stockpiled topsoil can be eroded by wind and rain. 

 Exposure of acid sulfate soils given previous and 
continuing exposure of groundwater and given the 
proposed expansion area is located in an area of high to 
moderate risk of ASS within 3m of natural surface.   

6 Mitigation – Describe the 
measures proposed to manage 
and mitigate the potential 
environmental impacts. 

 Topsoil to be stockpiled with 1:3 batter to minimise 
erosion during winter periods. 

 The applicant’s proposed mitigation is to not expose the 
groundwater.  However, the existing extractive industry 
operation has previously, and continues to, expose the 
groundwater in a number of locations.  Therefore, the 
proposed mitigation can be considered inaccurate. 

 No other mitigation is proposed by the applicant resulting 
in the need for robust and appropriate assessment. 

7 Impacts – Assess the impacts of 
the proposal and review the 
residual impacts against the EPA 
objective.   

To maintain the quality of land and soils so that environmental 
values are protected. 

Approval in the manner proposed, and in the absence of any 
appropriate mitigation, it is likely this proposal could be at 
odds with the EPA objective stated above due to the existing 
soil profile not being maintained. 

8 Assumptions - Describe any 
assumptions critical to your 
assessment e.g. particular 
mitigation measures or 
regulatory conditions. 

 The applicant may be of the opinion that the presence of 
the current extractive industry activity will lead to further 
approvals.  However, the Shire does not form this 
assumption and will assess the application on its merits 
against current planning and environmental framework. 



 The applicant proposes to not expose the groundwater.  
However, the existing extractive industry operation has 
previously, and continues to, expose the groundwater in a 
number of locations.  Therefore, the proposed mitigation 
can be considered inaccurate thereby increasing the risk 
of ASS exposure. 

 There may also be an assumption that the site’s capacity 
for broad acre or intensive horticulture is improved the 
closer that activity is to the groundwater. 

 
 

1 EPA Factor  Terrestrial Fauna 

2 EPA policy and guidance - What 
have you considered and how 
have you applied them in 
relation to this factor? 

Environmental Factor Guideline – Terrestrial Fauna. 
Considerations for EIA for this factor that are relevant to this 
proposal includes: 

 the implications of cumulative impacts. 

 Cumulative impact of clearing an additional 44 trees and 
shrubs to those previously cleared. 

 Proposed land activity impedes on fauna movement 
through the landscape and proposed additional 
vegetation clearing could result in a loss of potential 
roosting sites, habitat and foraging. 

 Proposed activity is also located within the buffer of 
adjoining Tuart TEC. 

3 Consultation – Outline the 
outcomes of consultation in 
relation to the potential 
environmental impacts 

Proposal was publicly advertised with public submissions 
received commenting on the following: 

 Proposal requires referral under EPBC Act due to potential 
indirect and direct impacts on MNES; 

 Rehabilitation of RAMSAR Wetland appears to be of 
minimal extent and quality; and 

 Presence of previous extractive industry operations 
should not guarantee automatic approval for continued or 
expanded extractive disturbance. 

4 Receiving environment – 
Describe the current condition of 
the receiving environment in 
relation to this factor.  

Swan Coastal Plain immediately adjoining RAMSAR Wetland 
whereby changes in land use such as extractive industries 
significantly alter landscape function, groundwater and 
surface water hydrology and quality. 

5 Proposal activities – Describe 
the proposal activities that have 
the potential to impact the 
environment 

Clearing of additional vegetation. 

6 Mitigation – Describe the 
measures proposed to manage 
and mitigate the potential 
environmental impacts. 

 Previous mitigation of supplementary planting in the 
south-east corner of Lot 1498 required by the previous 
Clearing Permit (CPS 3034/1) has not occurred. 

 Effectiveness of revegetation required by EPBC Act 
approval (2009/5200) is questionable.  

 No mitigation is proposed by the applicant resulting in the 
need for robust and appropriate assessment. 



7 Impacts – Assess the impacts of 
the proposal and review the 
residual impacts against the EPA 
objective.   

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

 Clearing of additional vegetation. 

 Introduction or promotion of weeds. 

 Reduction or prevention of access to sites for roosting 
sites, habitat and foraging. 

 Increased dust. 

 Pollution or modification of water quality and water 
regimes. 

Therefore, approval in the manner proposed, and in the 
absence of any appropriate mitigation, it is likely this proposal 
could be at odds with the EPA objective stated above. 

8 Assumptions - Describe any 
assumptions critical to your 
assessment e.g. particular 
mitigation measures or 
regulatory conditions. 

 The applicant may be of the opinion that the presence of 
the current extractive industry activity will lead to further 
approvals.  However, the Shire does not form this 
assumption and will assess the application on its merits 
against current planning and environmental framework. 

 Applicant assumption that previous rehabilitation is 
adequate. 

 
 

1 EPA Factor  Inland Waters 

2 EPA policy and guidance - What 
have you considered and how 
have you applied them in 
relation to this factor? 

Strategic Environmental Advice on the Dawesville to Binningup 
Area – Report 1359, May 2010. 

 EPA Report 1359 recommends that “development on the 
eastern side of the Yalgorup lakes system is highly 
constrained” due to the significance of the Yalgorup lakes 
system, the Yalgorup National Park and the necessity to 
maintain the complex hydrological functions that support 
this important ecosystem with such environmental values 
being recognised at the global scale.  Page 6 of the Report 
states that “excavation for mining may adversely impact 
the lake ecosystems through changes to groundwater 
quality and quantity.” 

 
EPBC Act Notification of Referral Decision – not controlled 
action if undertaken in a particular manner, 26 May 2010. 

 EPBC Approval 2009/5200 expired in December 2020.  
Condition 2 required a 50cm buffer to the groundwater.  
The extractive operation has previously and continues to 
expose groundwater (refer Attachment 3). 

 
Environmental Factor Guideline – Inland Waters. 
Considerations for EIA for this factor that are relevant to this 
proposal includes: 

 Pathways through which the hydrological regime and 
water quality may be impacted 

 The water dependent environmental values which are 
potentially impacted. 

 

3 Consultation – Outline the 
outcomes of consultation in 

 Proposal was referred to relevant agencies including 
DWER and DBCA.  Comments received from DBCA are 
provided at Attachment 2 and DWER at Attachment 4. 



relation to the potential 
environmental impacts 

 Proposal was also publicly advertised with public 
submissions received commenting on the following: 
o Proposal requires referral under EPBC Act due to 

potential indirect and direct impacts on MNES; 
o Use of straw bales for bunds is not acceptable has 

they will deteriorate over time resulting in nylon 
bindings and turbid stormwater flowing to the 
RAMSAR Wetland; 

o ASS Management Plan should be required given 
proximity to RAMSAR Wetland; 

o Applicant states that net effect of proposal on local 
drainage will be insignificant.  Proposal will change 
site topography, remove vegetation, and remove 
large volumes of material which will change 
geological make-up of site; 

o Removing the ‘high spots’ will change wetlands and 
local hydrology; 

o If proposed rehabilitation of site to pasture will 
involve use of fertiliser, nutrients will run off into the 
RAMSAR Wetland; 

o Rehabilitation of RAMSAR Wetland appears to be of 
minimal extent and quality; 

o There has been no recent onsite assessment against 
current environmental conditions and/or regulations; 

o Presence of previous extractive industry operations 
should not guarantee automatic approval for 
continued or expanded extractive disturbance; and 

o Calcium carbonate dust, when mobilised and mixed 
with rain (forming calcium bicarbonate) is toxic to 
marine environments. 
 

4 Receiving environment – 
Describe the current condition of 
the receiving environment in 
relation to this factor.  

Swan Coastal Plain immediately adjoining RAMSAR Wetland 
whereby changes in land use such as extractive industries 
significantly alter landscape function, groundwater and 
surface water hydrology and quality. 

5 Proposal activities – Describe 
the proposal activities that have 
the potential to impact the 
environment 

 Vegetation clearing can increase groundwater and soil 
salinity levels, and increase runoff of sediment, nutrients 
and other pollutants. 

 Groundwater exposure (which has previously occurred 
and continues to occur) can impact on groundwater 
quality, along with exposing ASS. 

 Alteration of natural surface water flows. 

 Extraction of sand and limestone within areas of Multiple 
Use Wetland. 

6 Mitigation – Describe the 
measures proposed to manage 
and mitigate the potential 
environmental impacts. 

 Previous establishment of a 200m buffer to Lake Preston 
required by the EPBC Act approval (2009/5200). 

 The applicant proposes to not expose the groundwater.  
However, the existing extractive industry operation has 
previously, and continues to, expose the groundwater in a 
number of locations.  Therefore, the proposed mitigation 
can be considered inaccurate thereby increasing the risk 
of ASS exposure 

 No other mitigation is proposed by the applicant resulting 
in the need for robust and appropriate assessment. 



7 Impacts – Assess the impacts of 
the proposal and review the 
residual impacts against the EPA 
objective.   

To maintain the hydrological regimes and quality of 
groundwater and surface water so that environmental values 
are protected. 
Approval in the manner proposed, and in the absence of any 
appropriate mitigation, it is likely this proposal could be at 
odds with the EPA objective stated above. 

8 Assumptions - Describe any 
assumptions critical to your 
assessment e.g. particular 
mitigation measures or 
regulatory conditions. 

 The applicant may be of the opinion that the presence of 
the current extractive industry activity will lead to further 
approvals.  However, the Shire does not form this 
assumption and will assess the application on its merits 
against current planning and environmental framework. 

 That 200m is an adequate buffer and that supplementary 
rehabilitation is effective. 

 
 

Part C: Other approvals and regulation 

State and Local Government approvals 

Is rezoning of any land required before the proposal can be 
implemented? 

If yes, please provide details. 

☐ Yes   No 

 

If this proposal has been referred by a decision-making 
authority, what approval(s) are required from you? 

Development Approval followed by an 
Extractive Industry Licence 

Please identify other approvals required for the proposal: 

Proposal activities 

 

Land tenure/access 

 

Type of approval 

 

Legislation regulating the 
activity  

 

Clearing Private land Clearing Permit (CPS 
9126/1 current 
application) 

EP Act 1986 

Screening Private land Prescribed Premise EP Act 1986 

    

Commonwealth Government approvals 

Does the proposal involve an action that may be or is a controlled 
action under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act)? 

 Yes  ☐ No 

EPBC Act approval previously issued 
on 26 May 2010 (ref. 2009/5200) 
which expired in December 2020. 

Has the proposed action been referred? If yes, when was it 
referred and what is the reference number (EPBC No.)? 

 Yes  ☐ No 

The Shire of Harvey advised DAWE via 
email on 4 March 2021 that it had 
concerns that the proposal may be a 
controlled action.  

If referred, has a decision been made on whether the proposed 
action is a controlled action? If ‘yes’, check the appropriate box 
and provide the decision in an attachment.  

☐ Yes   No 

DAWE are considering the information 
provided by the Shire but the Shire 
will not be advised of their decision to 
assess or not. 

☐ Decision – controlled action 



Part C: Other approvals and regulation 

State and Local Government approvals 

☐ Decision – not a controlled action 

If the proposal is determined to be a controlled action, do you 
request that this proposal be assessed under the bilateral 
agreement or as an accredited assessment? 

☐ Yes - Bilateral  ☐ No 

☐ Yes - Accredited 

Is approval required from other Commonwealth Government/s 
for any part of the proposal? 

If yes, describe. 

 

☐ Yes   No 

 

Approval:  

 
  



ATTACHMENT 1 
 
Key Proposal Characteristics – new proposal 
 
Table 1: Summary of the Proposal 

Proposal Title Extractive Industry – Limestone Extraction 

Proponent Name Ietto Farms Pty Ltd 

Short Description Continuation of an existing limestone extractive industry.  Application 
includes extraction of 3 pit areas.  Pit A has a balance of approximately 
13.45ha to be extracted.  Pits B and C have not yet been extracted.  
Extracted material removed from the site between October 2014 and 
December 2020 is approximately 394,500 tonnes.  Material extracted 
from the site is estimated at 280,000m3 with an estimated 400,000m3 of 
material remaining. 

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

Element Location Proposed Extent 

Physical Elements 

Extraction pits  Pit A balance of approximately 13.45ha. 
Pit B of approximately 6.3ha. 
Pit C of approximately 2.3ha. 
Application for Clearing Permit details clearing of 
approximately 44 shrubs/trees over 23ha (DWER 
Application No. CPS 9126/1). 
Clearing Permit (CPS 3034/1) previously obtained 
for Pit A and B to clear 2.5ha of native vegetation 
and 175 trees expired 6 September 2015. 

   

   

Operational Elements 

   

   

   

   

 
  



ATTACHMENT 2 
 
Referral Agency Comments – DBCA 
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Your ref: 271/20 (EX/002) 

Our ref: 46545   2017/004998 

Enquiries:  

Phone:  

Email:  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chief Executive Officer 
Shire of Harvey 
PO Box 500 
HARVEY   WA   6220 
 
Attention:  

 
PROPOSED EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRY (SAND & LIMSTONE) –  
LOTS 1498 &1504 FINN ROAD MYALUP 
 
I refer to your email dated 11 January 2021 forwarding an extractive industry application for the 
above property for the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions’ (DBCA) Parks 
and Wildlife Service comment. 
 
Parks and Wildlife Service’s South West Region provides the following advice. 
 
Advice to Shire 
The lot containing the proposed extraction adjoins Lake Preston in the Yalgorup National Park.  
The Yalgorup National Park lakes are listed under the Ramsar Convention for the protection of 
international migratory birds and are protected under the Commonwealth of Australia's 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). 
 
The national park and wetlands need to be protected from impacts associated with the proposed 
extraction. 
 
The application states that while the project area contains some Tuart, Marri and Peppermint 
trees, no vegetation clearing will occur outside the clearing permit area.  DBCA notes the 
reference in Section 5.10 to a clearing permit for the previous stage of extraction works (CPS 
3034/1). CPS 3034/1 expired on 6 September 2015 and it is unclear if the proponent has applied 
for a new clearing permit for clearing within the proposed extraction area. 
 
Previous extraction works within Lots 1498 and 1504 were subject to assessment in 2010 by the 
Federal Government’s former Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (now the 
Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment [DAWE]) (EPBC 2009/5200). 
 
A buffer of native vegetation adjacent to the Ramsar wetlands was required by EPBC 2009/5200 
to protect the national park and Ramsar wetlands from proposed extraction works.  EPBC 
2009/5200 also included a requirement for revegetation along the western boundary of the 
proposed extraction site. 
 
EPBC 2009/5200 expired in December 2020.  DBCA recommends that advice is sought from 
DAWE to determine if the revegetation works were completed to the Federal Government’s 
satisfaction, or if ongoing works apply. 
 

 

 

 



 

 
 

The proponent should attach a copy of the EPBC Act approved revegetation plan to the proposed 
extraction application, to ensure its successful implementation in achieving the prescribed buffer 
to the national park and Ramsar wetlands. 
 
The western boundary of proposed Pit A appears to be slightly within the EPBC 2009/5200 
revegetation area.  DBCA recommends that advice is sought from DAWE regarding any buffer 
requirements from the proposed extractions works to the western revegetation area. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this application.  Please contact  at the 
Parks and Wildlife Service South West Region office on       

 if you have any queries regarding this advice. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
8 March 2021 



ATTACHMENT 3 
 
Previous EPBC Act Approval 
 
 
 
  















ATTACHMENT 4 
 
Referral Agency Comments – DWER 
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Subject: FW: INTERIM RESPONSE: Development Application, Extractive Industry (Sand and 
Limestone) –   Lot 1498 Harris Road and Lot 1504 Hazlett Road, Myalup.

 
 

Subject: INTERIM RESPONSE: Development Application, Extractive Industry (Sand and Limestone) – Lot 1498 Harris 
Road and Lot 1504 Hazlett Road, Myalup. 
 

Date: 3 February 2021 

Our Reference: PA039522, DWERVT7282~2  

Your Reference: P271/20 (EX/002) 

To: Shire of Harvey 

From: Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 

Attention:   

Re: Development Application, Extractive Industry (Sand and Limestone) – Lot 1498 Harris Road and Lot 

1504 Hazlett Road, Myalup. 

Dear  , 

Further to our telephone conversation this morning, with reference to the email (below). 

As you know, this development application (DA) is for the continuation of an extractive industry (EI) at Lot 

1498 Harris Road and Lot 1504 Hazlett Road (the subject site). The DA refers to Pit A, previously licensed 

but currently on hold; as well as a proposal for future EI activities, Pits B & C. The Department of Water 

and Environmental Regulation (Department) acknowledges the regulatory issues identified at the subject 

site late last year and that the current DA will be processed cognisant of those matters.  

In context of the current DA, firstly it is noteworthy that Pit A, the largest of the three areas, has quite 

some way to go in terms of operations and completion and the smaller Pits B and C will only commence 

operation following the decommissioning of Pit A. The Shire of Harvey will want to consider any EI Licence, 

usually issued for a term of 5‐years, against the proponent’s intent to complete Pit A prior to beginning 

Pits B & C. Parallel processes, e.g. native vegetation clearing permits, will also need to occur. 

In reviewing the referral documentation, a key issue appears to be identifying the maximum seasonal 

ground water levels beneath the proposed pits, in order to establish maximum pit floor levels. This is 

crucial to ensure no excavation intercepts the local groundwater resource. Historically this may already 

have occurred, and current pit depths should be reviewed. 

Accordingly, DWER has reviewed the DA referral documents: 
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 Development Application / Works and Excavation Program (v.C), Harley Dykstra, November 2020 

(WE Program) 

 Drainage Management Plan (v.3), Oversby Consulting, January 2021 (DMP). 

Of immediate note is the difference between the two documents in describing the presence of 

groundwater. 

The WE Program (p.7, s.4.3 ‘Groundwater Hydrology’) states:  

“The current lowest level of the Pit A is approximately 0.5m AHD. Groundwater in the area has been 

measured with the level being at 0m AHD. This maintains a minimum separation from the groundwater of 

0.5m”. 

The DMP (p.3, s.4 ‘Effect on Groundwater’) states:  

“…the assumed maximum groundwater level within each pit area is as follows: 

• Pit A: 0.6mAHD 

• Pit B: 0.8mAHD 

• Pit C: 2m along the southern edge, grading to 0.5m at the northern edge (localised perching) 

The extraction of material in the three areas will therefore be down to the levels as follows: 

• Pit A: 1.1mAHD 

• Pit B: 1.3mAHD 

• Pit C: 2.5m along the southern edge, grading to 1.0m at the northern edge 

This provides a 0.5m separation to the maximum groundwater level”. 

At this point the Department is of the view that the more conservative DMP assessment will apply. This 

may have ramifications for the management of Pit A, where there are strong indications that potential 

groundwater interception has already occurred. If the more conservative pit floor levels are a condition of 

an EI Licence, the proponent may wish to review the total volume of resource available. 

Otherwise outstanding matters that require attention are: 

 Activities such as crushing and screening during extractive industry operations, may cause the 

premises to become prescribed for the purposes of Part V Division 3 of the Environmental 

Protection Act 1986 (EP Act).   

 Clearing of native vegetation may require the authority of a clearing permit under section 51C of 

the EP Act. It is understood that an application for a clearing permit is currently under assessment. 

 The proponent is to quantify their water requirements for all aspects of the proposed extraction 

and provide evidence of a secure water source, to the satisfaction of the Shire. 

I have referred the groundwater hydrogeology of the subject site to the Department’s regional 

hydrogeologist for comment. It would be appreciated if you could extend the due by date until 18 

February, to enable that review to be completed. 
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Due to COVID lockdown, I am currently available by (m)   for discussion. 

Regards 

 

 

 

 
 



Date: 25 February 2021
Our Reference: PA039522, DWERVT7282~2
Your Reference: P271/20 (EX/002)
To: Shire of Harvey
From: Department of Water and Environmental Regulation

Re: Development Application, Extractive Industry (Sand and Limestone) – Lot 1498 Harris Road and Lot
1504 Hazlett Road, Myalup.
Dear ,
Further to our correspondence of 3 February 2021, and ongoing discussion, regarding this development
application (DA) for the continuation of an extractive industry (EI) at Lot 1498 Harris Road and Lot 1504
Hazlett Road (the subject site). The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (Department) has
previously acknowledged the regulatory issues identified at the subject site (from previous EI Activities) and
that the current DA will be processed cognisant of those matters. The Department has identified that the
proposal will impact on environment and water resource values and management.  Key issues and
recommendations are provided below, and these matters must be addressed to the satisfaction of the
Department:

1. Issue: Clearing Native Vegetation
Advice: Clearing of native vegetation will require the authority of a clearing permit under
section 51C of the ‘Environmental Protection Act 1986’ Act (EP Act). The Department received
a Clearing Permit application (CPS 9126/1) to clear 23 hectares of native vegetation at this
location for the purposes of extractive industry. The application is currently undergoing
assessment and the extent of the clearing specified in the clearing permit application appears
to be consistent with the clearing proposed in the DA. For additional advice relating to the
assessment of this application please contact .
Discussion: Under section 51C of the EP Act, clearing of native vegetation is an offence unless
undertaken under the authority of a clearing permit, or the clearing is subject to an exemption.
Exemptions for clearing that are a requirement of written law, or authorised under certain
statutory processes, are contained in Schedule 6 of the EP Act. Exemptions for low impact
routine land management practices outside of environmentally sensitive areas (ESAs) are
contained in the ‘Environmental Protection (Clearing of Native Vegetation) Regulations 2004’
(the Clearing Regulations).

2. Issue: Groundwater Protection
Advice:  The proposed extraction is to be implemented in accordance with the Department’s
Water Quality Protection Note (WQPN) no. 15 ‘Basic raw materials extraction’, where
appropriate to the site situation, to ensure environmental risks are appropriately mitigated.
Maximum pit floor levels should be a condition of any EI licence based upon establishing
maximum seasonal ground water levels beneath the proposed pits. The groundwater
hydrogeology of the subject site has been referred to the Department’s regional
hydrogeologist for comment and the following DA referral documents reviewed: ‘Development
Application / Works and Excavation Program (v.C), Harley Dykstra, November 2020’ (WE
Program), and ‘Drainage Management Plan (v.3), Oversby Consulting, January 2021’ (DMP).



The Department is of the view that the more conservative DMP assessment should apply, with
maximum pit floor levels as follows:

• Pit A: 1.1mAHD and only graded upward if/where appropriate
• Pit B: 1.3mAHD and only graded upward if/where appropriate
• Pit C: 2.5m along the southern edge, grading to 1.0m at the northern edge
The Local Government is to be notified within 24 hours if the water table is intercepted,
followed by notification to the Department.

Discussion: as previously noted, groundwater has been subject to a ‘Notification of Referral
Decision’, made under the (Federal) ‘Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act
1999’ (EPBC), dated 26 May 2010, and related to historical EI activities. It is noteworthy that
the EPBC determination had effect until December 2020, which must be considered during the
current assessment of the DA for a new EI licence. Conditions 2 & 3 of the EPBC notification
were imposed to protect groundwater, in context of its connection to the RAMSAR listed
wetland Peel-Yalgorup System (Lake Preston).

3. Issue: Industry Regulation
Advice: Based on the information provided it has been determined that the proposed
operations may be categorised as Prescribed Premises as per Schedule 1 of the ‘Environmental
Protection Regulations 1987’ (the Regulations). The applicant is therefore advised to refer to
the information and Industry Regulation Guide to Licensing available at
http://www.der.wa.gov.au/our-work/licences-and-works-approvals and / or if they have
queries relating to works approvals and licences to contact DWER at info@dwer.wa.gov.au or
6364 7000.
Discussion: Activities such as crushing and screening during extractive industry operations, may
cause the premises to become prescribed for the purposes of Part V Division 3 of the
Environmental Protection Act (EP Act).  This will occur if the proposed crushing and screening
equipment has a design capacity (when operated 24/7 or at a capacity limited by a planning
approval) that meets or exceeds the specified production or design capacity of the relevant
category under Schedule 1 of the ‘Environmental Protection Regulations 1986’. The applicant is
therefore advised that they may meet the requirement for Prescribed Premises and as such
require a works approval to construct/install the equipment (mobile or otherwise) and a
licence or registration to operate.  It should be noted that planning approvals may influence
the Department’s determination of production or design capacity, where an approval has the
effect of restricting capacity (such as constraining hours of operation). The purpose of a works
approval is to allow the Department to assess the environmental acceptability of a proposal’s
potential to cause emissions and discharges during construction and operation.  Note that any
works approval or licence issued under Part V of the EP Act will only regulate emissions
associated with the crushing and screening operation (such as dust, noise and contaminated
stormwater).  It does not extend to the environmental impacts of extracting the material from
the ground or transport off-site. In the event that the applicant determines that a works
approval or licence application is required under Part V of the EP Act, the advice provided in
this communication does not prejudice and must not be considered to infer the outcome of
the EP Act licence and works approval process.

NOTE: Where the Department has a statutory role, planning applications should be considered prior to the
Department issuing any relevant permits, licenses and/or approvals.
Otherwise the following matters should be considered:

Water Supply - the proponent is to quantify their water requirements for all aspects of the proposed
extraction and provide evidence of a secure water source, to the satisfaction of the Shire.
Management of all activities involving hazardous chemicals (including plant refuelling and/or servicing) shall

http://www.der.wa.gov.au/our-work/licences-and-works-approvals
mailto:info@dwer.wa.gov.au


be in accordance with the Department’s WQPN 56 – ‘Toxic and Hazardous Substance Storage and Use’.
Extraction must be undertaken in accordance with the staging plan, as approved by the local government.
A Rehabilitation Plan is to be implemented to the satisfaction of the Shire consistent with WQPN 15 and the
‘Guidelines for Preparing Mine Closure Plans, DMIRS’. The proponent is to adhere to the intended staging
and ensure successful rehabilitation to the final landform and landuse.

In the event there are modifications to the proposal that may have implications on aspects of environment and/or
water management, the Department should be notified to enable the implications to be assessed.
Should you require any further information on the comments please contact 

 

 

 
Visit the WasteSorted website.

  Disclaimer: This e-mail is confidential to the addressee and is the view of the writer, not necessarily that of
the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, which accepts no responsibility for the contents. If
you are not the addressee, please notify the Department by return e-mail and delete the message from your
system; you must not disclose or use the information contained in this email in any way. No warranty is
made that this material is free from computer viruses.
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