
 Environmental Protection Authority 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 
 

Section 43A 
 

NOTICE OF DECISION TO CONSENT TO AMEND A REFERRED PROPOSAL 
DURING ASSESSMENT 

 
PERSON TO WHOM THIS NOTICE IS GIVEN 

(a) Hammersley Iron Pty Limited (ACN: 49 004 558 276)  
152-158 St Georges Terrace 
PERTH WA 6000 

 
PROPOSAL TO WHICH THIS NOTICE RELATES: 

Brockman Syncline Proposal  
Assessment No. 2219 
 
Pursuant to s. 43A of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act), the 
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) gives approval to the assessment of the 
proposal being completed in respect of the proposal as amended in accordance with 
the proponent’s request:  
 

• Reduction of proposed clearing extent by 987 ha 

• Reduction of proposed Development Envelope by 10,364 ha 

• Limit Groundwater Abstraction to 50 GL/a 

• Remove proposed diversion/realignments of Caves Creek and Purlykuti 
Creek 

• Define operational phase of proposal to 25 years 

• Include mine pit backfilling conditioned under Ministerial Statements 131, 867, 
925, and 1000 

• Update proposal description 
  

The amended proposal content document and figures are attached. 
 
EFFECT OF THIS NOTICE: 

1. The assessment of the proposal is to be completed in respect of the proposal as 
amended in accordance with the decision set out in this notice.   
 

2. The proposal as amended in accordance with this notice is taken to have been 
referred to the EPA under s. 38 of the EP Act.   

 
RIGHTS OF APPEAL:  

There are no rights of appeal under the EP Act in respect of this decision. 
 
 
 
 
 
Prof. Matthew Tonts 
Delegate of the Environmental Protection Authority  
CHAIR 
 
21 December 2022  
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Attachment 1- Amended proposal content document 
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Attachment 2 – Figures showing amended changes to Development Envelope 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1: Areas removed from the proposed Development Envelope at the Brockman Syncline Proposal 
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Environmental Protection Authority 

Summary of reasons for decision – request to amend a referred 
proposal during assessment under s. 43A of the Environmental 

Protection Act 1986 

 

Proposal title: Brockman Syncline Proposal  

Environment Online Reference Number: NA 

Date request to amend referred proposal under s. 43A received:  23-09-2022  

 

Proponent:  Hammersley Iron Pty Ltd 

Proposal referral date: 23-07-2019 

Level of assessment: Public Environmental Review, 8 Week Public Comment  

Existing referred proposal:  

The Brockman Syncline proposal is located approximately 60 km west-northwest of 
Tom Price, in the central Pilbara region of Western Australia.  

The proposal includes the development of new and above and below watertable 
deposits as an extension to existing iron ore operations at Nammuldi-Silvergrass 
(MS 925), Brockman 2 (MS 131and MS 867) and Brockman 4 (MS 1000). The 
proposal includes, but is not limited to the following: 

• dewatering and surplus water management, including use in ore processing, 
onsite use including discharge to disused pits, use at the Nammuldi irrigated 
agriculture project, discharge to creeklines and injection into the aquifer 

• mineral waste management, including waste fines storage 

• other associated mine infrastructure and support facilities 

Short description of amendments sought:  

The proposed amendments include a reduction in the development envelope (DE) and 
clearing extent (Figure 1), in addition to the inclusion of injection to the aquifer and the 
provision to other users as surplus water management options, specified abstraction 
limit, pit backfilling, removal of two creek diversions and updated proposal 
description.   

The amended proposal description includes greater detail of associated activities and 
infrastructure to support the proposal. The proposed amendment has been bolded. At 
the time of referral, the EPA guidance under “How to Identify the Content of a Proposal: 
Instruction and template” (Environmental Protection Authority 2021) was not available. 
The tables below provide changes to the proposal elements and a consolidated update 
to the proposal description.   
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Table 1. Proposed amendments to proposal elements   
Element  Referred 

Proposal  
Proposed 
Amendment   

Revised Proposal Extent 
(as Amended)  

Physical 
Elements  

  
  
  

Mine and 
associated 
infrastructure   

Clearing of up to 
20,792 ha within a 
73,707 ha 
Development 
Envelope   

Reduction by 2,0811 
ha and 10,364 ha 
respectively to the 
clearing and 
Development 
Envelope.  

Clearing of up to 19,805  
ha within a 63,343 ha 
Development Envelope.  
  

Irrigated 
Infrastructure   

Clearing of up to 
2,500 ha within 
the Nammuldi 
Irrigated Area 
within the 73,707 
ha Development 
Envelope.  

Development 
Envelope reduced by 
10,364 ha.  

Clearing of up to 2,500 ha 
within the Nammuldi 
Irrigated Area within a 
63,343 ha Development 
Envelope.  

Operational 
Elements   

  
  
  

Groundwater 
abstraction for 
water supply 
and mine 
dewatering   

Undefined.  Inclusion of 
abstraction   

Abstraction of up to 50 
GL/a  

Management 
of surplus 
water   

Surplus water 
management 
options include:  
• Use in ore 
processing.  
• On-site use 
including 
discharge to 
disused pits.  
• Use at the 
Nammuldi 
Agriculture 
Project.  
• Controlled 
discharge to the 
environment via 
Duck Creek and 
Boolgeeda 
Creek.  

Inclusion of injection 
to the aquifer as a 
surplus water 
management option.  
Inclusion of wetting 
fronts for Duck and 
Boolgeeda Creeks  

Surplus water 
management options 
include:  
• Use on site  
• Discharge to disused 
pits  
• Irrigated agriculture at 
Nammuldi  
• Infiltration/injection to 
the aquifer  
• Provision to other 
users  
• Controlled discharge to 
the environment via Duck 
and Boolgeeda Creek with 
a wetting front not 
exceeding 67 and 37 km 
respectively, under natural 
no-flow conditions  

 
1 Minor amendments to MS 1000 under s.45C of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and clearing 
associated with MS 131 have increased the existing authorised clearing extent compared to when the 
proposal was referred. The areas under MS 1000 and MS 131 are part of the proposal under 
assessment.  Therefore, overall reduction in clearing extent is 987 ha, further detail is provided in 
Summary of Changes - Change to authorised extent below.     
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Diversion of 
creeks  

Two permanent 
realignments 
(each up to 3 km 
in length) of 
Caves Creek, 
within the 
Silvergrass Area, 
and Purlykuti 
Creek.  

Not required 
(removed)  

Not required (removed)  

Backfill of Pits  Undefined   Inclusion of backfilling 
of pits 

• Partial backfill of Pits 
1, 4, 4 extension, 5 and 6 
at BS 2.  
• Backfill of BS2 pit to 
sufficient depth to 
ensure, following mine 
closure and backfilling, 
that the water table will 
permanently remain at 
least 3m below the 
lowest point of the pit 
floor.  
• All open cut Marra 
Mamba pits in the 
Silvergrass area to be 
backfilled to above the d 
post-mining water table 
levels.  
• BS4 Mine pits are to be 
backfilled so that the 
final surface level is at a 
higher elevation than 
the pre-mining water 
table to prevent the 
formation of pit lakes 
(Pits 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, 
11, 12, 15, 16, 17 and 
18).  
• Backfill of BS3 
Extension Deposits 
(MMJ and Creekside)  

Other 
Elements  

  
  
  

Proposal Time  Maximum project 
life  

Inclusion of project 
life for operational 
phase 

Operational phase 
estimated to be 25 years 
(construction and 
closure not inclusive)  

 
 

 

 



4 
 

 

Table 2: Proposed change to Proposal description  

Component  Existing Description   Proposed Amendment   

Proposal 
Title  

Brockman Syncline Proposal   Brockman Syncline Proposal  
  

Proponent 
name  

Hamersley Iron Pty Limited  Hamersley Iron Pty Limited  
(ACN 004 558 276)  

Short 
Description  

The Proposal is located 
approximately 60 km west-
northwest of Tom Price in the 
central Pilbara region of 
Western Australia. The Proposal 
includes the extension and 
development of new above and 
below water table deposits as 
an extension to existing iron ore 
operations at Nammuldi-
Silvergrass, Brockman 2 and 
Brockman 4. The Proposal 
includes, but is not limited to the 
following:   
  
• Dewatering and surplus water 
management, including use in 
ore processing, on-site use 
including discharge to disused 
pits, use at the Nammuldi 
irrigated agriculture project, 
discharge to creeklines, and 
injection to the aquifer.   
  
• Mineral waste management, 
including waste fines storage.  
   
• Other associated mine 
infrastructure and support 
facilities.  

The Brockman Syncline Proposal (the 
Proposal) is located approximately 60 
km west-northwest of Tom Price in the 
central Pilbara region of Western 
Australia. The Proposal is located 
entirely within the Puutu Kunti 
Kurrama and Pinikura Peoples 
(PKKP) Native Title Determination 
Area and the Eastern Guruma 
Peoples Native Title Determination 
Area.  
 
The Proposal includes the extension 
and development of new above and 
below water table deposits and 
associated activities to extend the life 
of existing iron ore operations at 
Brockman Syncline 2, Brockman 
Syncline 4 and Nammuldi-Silvergrass. 
 
The Proposal includes, but is not 
limited to the following:   

• Development of new deposits and 
extensions of existing operations, 
including above water table and 
below water table mining:   

• Ore processing, transport and 
handling infrastructure   

• Ore, topsoil and subsoil stockpiles  

• Mineral waste 
management including, but not 
limited to:   

o Waste rock dumps.   
o Storage of waste fines   
o Land bridges - Low-grade ore 

dumps   

• Surface water management 
infrastructure including, but not 
limited to:   

o Diversion drains   
o Levees   
o Culverts  
o Infrastructure for groundwater 

abstraction and utilisation   
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• Dewatering and surplus water 
management, including but not limited 
to:   

o Use in ore processing   
o On-site use, including discharge to 

disused pits.   
o Use at the Nammuldi irrigated 

agriculture project.   
o Infiltration/injection into the aquifer  
o Provision to other users   
o Discharge to creeks lines.   

• Other associated mine infrastructure 
and support facilities and upgrades 
including, but not limited to:   

o Accommodation camps   
o Workshops   
o Hydrocarbon and ANFO storage  
o Laydown areas, offices and 

accommodation facilities   
o Linear infrastructure including but 

not limited to:  
▪ Heavy and light vehicle access 

roads   
▪ Crushing and conveying systems  
▪ Pipe and power lines (including 

sub-stations)  
▪ Utilities and communications 

distribution networks   
▪ Rail and associated infrastructure   

▪ Renewable energy infrastructure  

The proponent considers that there are no feasible alternatives to the proposal. 

Decision:   

Amendments to proposal as set out in attachment 1 is approved  

Environmental factors relevant to amendments:  

• Terrestrial fauna 

• Flora and vegetation 

• Subterranean fauna 

• Inland waters 

• Greenhouse gas emissions 

• Social surroundings 

 

Summary of likely changes to environmental impacts from proposed 
amendment 

 

Amendment sought  Changes to environmental impacts  

Change to 
development 
envelope:  

The proposed amendment will result in:  
• No impact to Wona Land System PEC located 3km south of 

Brockman Syncline 4 mining area  
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Reduced development 
envelope extent by 
10,364 ha and 
amending spatial data 
to include a gap in the 
railway corridor 
between Nammuldi 
Agriculture Project and 
West Angelas Iron Ore 
Project Linear 
Infrastructure 
Development 
Envelopes. See Figure 
1.   
  

• No direct impacts to known populations of Tetratheca 
butcheriana (P1) to the east of Brockman Syncline 3 (BS3) 
mining area (2,057 individuals)  

• Avoidance of direct disturbance to critical and supporting 
habitat for MNES species (including 7 bat caves at 
Brockman Syncline 1 maintaining an east-west movement 
corridor for ghost and leaf nosed bats)  

• Avoidance of Plunge Pool, Kurwillinha Pool and Ridge Pool, 
including removal of below water table mine pits at BS3 
which was likely to impact Plunge Pool via groundwater 
drawdown    

• Avoid requirements for realignment of Caves Creek and 
Purlykuti Creek   

• Avoidance of multiple heritage places and areas of cultural 
significance   

• Possible reduced impact to subterranean fauna habitat 
(removal of mine pits)  

  
It is noted that the development envelope is planned to be 
expanded in future proposals and the proponent understands 
this will be subject to subsequent environmental impact 
assessment.   
  
The likelihood of meeting the EPA’s environmental objectives is 
likely to remain the same or be improved by the proposed 
amendment.     

Change to Authorised 

Clearing Extent:  
  
Reduce additional 
clearing extent by 987 
ha (previously 2,081 
ha) within the 
development 
envelope.  

Likely decreased impacts to:  

• clearing of native vegetation   

• clearing of fauna habitat   

• greenhouse gas emissions resulting from clearing   

Due to two approvals under s.45C to increase clearing extent of 
MS 1000 since the time of this referral, and additional clearing 
under MS 131, the existing approved clearing extent is now 943 
ha greater. The areas under MS 1000 and MS 131 are part of 
the proposal under assessment. The overall reduction in 
clearing extent is therefore 987 ha, not 2,081 ha. 

It is noted that additional clearing is planned to be referred in 
future proposals, the proponent understands this will be subject 
to additional environmental impact assessment/s. 

The likelihood of meeting the EPA’s environmental objectives is 
likely to remain the same or be slightly improved by the 
proposed amendment.       

Groundwater 

abstraction  
  
Proposed limit of 
50GL/a   

Potential decreased impacts to:  

• Plunge Pool through the removal of below the water table 
mining of the BS3 deposit (reduced dewatering 
requirements) 

• subterranean fauna (stygofauna) as a result of less 
abstraction. 
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The Brockman Syncline proposal did not specify a limit to 
groundwater abstraction. A limit allows more informed 

assessment of the proposal’s predicted worst case impact.  

 
Dewatering and groundwater abstraction currently exist at sites 
where below water table mining occur. Previously assessed 
limits under Part IV for mines within the scope of this proposal 
include: 

• Nammuldi 51GL/yr  

• Silvergrass 68GL/yr   

• BS4 6.3GL/yr  
 

Limiting the total authorised abstraction to 50GL/yr under the 
proposed amendment (75.3 GL/yr less than accumulative 
approvals) is therefore more likely to meet the EPA’s 
environmental objectives. Details on altered distribution of 
abstraction will be considered in further detail via the formal 

assessment process.     
  

Option for Aquifer 
reinjection 

Potential change in impacts to: 

• subterranean fauna as a result of potential changes to 
aquifer level and water quality  

• hydrological regime as a result of potential changes aquifer 
level and water quality 

 
Impacts are uncertain for the inclusion of aquifer reinjection due 
to uncertainty on location, reinjection rate and quality of water 
injected. Approved scoping works included the following 
provisions: 

• a conceptual site water balance model over the life of the 
proposal and provide an assessment of water management 
options and discuss the capacity to reuse surplus mine 
dewater. Demonstrate application of the waste hierarchy to 
minimise discharge of surplus mine dewater to mine pits, 
surface water and via aquifer injection  

• if aquifer reinjection is required, undertake groundwater 
modelling to demonstrate potential impacts. 
 

The impacts can be considered in further detail by the EPA during 
the assessment of the information provided in the ERD.  

Diversion of creeklines  
  
Removal of additional 
proposed diversions of 
Caves Creek and 
Purlykuti Creek  

Likely decreased impacts to:  

• hydrological regime and associated vegetation and fauna 
habitat associated with Caves Creek and Purlykuti Creek  
 

Nammuldi-Silvergrass included approval (subject to Condition 6 of 
MS 925) for the diversion of Caves Creek. The original proposal 
included additional diversion of Caves Creek and associated 
cumulative impacts. The proposed amendment removes this from 
the proposal, likely improving environmental outcomes.   

Backfill of mine pits  Likely decreased impacts to:   
• water quality through avoiding formation of permanent 

saline pit lakes 
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• groundwater and potentially the culturally significant Plunge 
Pool by reducing long term evaporation.  

  
Backfilling of mine pits are already authorised and conditioned 
under existing approvals; this inclusion extends the 
management to the amended proposal to be assessed with the 
ERD.   

Proposal Time  
  
Operational phase 
estimated to be 25 
years (exclusive of 
construction and 
closure)  

Operational impacts are now expected to be limited to 25 years 
from implementation. No life of mine was included in the 
original referral, and accordingly the inclusion of a 25 year life 
via the 43A may assist in constraining potential impacts over 
the life of the project (e.g. greenhouse gas emissions) when 
compared to the original referral. 

 

Conversely, existing project lifespans for each of the projects 
which will be superseded by the Brockman Syncline Proposal 

are as follows:    

• MS 925 Nammuldi-Silvergrass (17-20 years)  

• MS 131 BS2 (3-7 years)  

• MS 867 BS2 (5 years)  
• MS 1000 BS4 (30 years)  

   
As such, there may be a change in impacts to greenhouse gas 
emissions from the extension of the life of the proposal overall. 
It is noted that the proponent will still need to demonstrate net 
zero emission targets by 2050 and emissions will be assessed 
as part of environmental impact assessment.   

Updated proposal 
description   
  
  

The description update specifically identifies multiple activities 
and supporting infrastructure potentially impacting the proposal. 
The nature of the activities and infrastructure are consistent 
with original contents of the referral documentation (attachment 
1 of the EPA Referral Form). The description also includes 
optional dewater provision to other users.    
  
The proposed activities are not substantially different compared 
to the original proposal and include more context and detail to 
identify impacts as part of assessment.    
  
Environmental impacts are unlikely to change.  

 

Summary of consultation 

The proponent presented the proposed amendment, which removes a number of 
culturally significant areas from the proposal, to the PKKP and Eastern Guruma 
People. Both the PKKP and Eastern Guruma People were supportive of the 
amendment.  

The EPA Services Directorate of the Department of Water and Environmental 
Regulation were consulted with regarding proposed amendments at monthly 
meetings with the proponent across 2021 and 2022. The proponent submitted an 
application under section 156A of the Environment Protection Act 1999 to the 
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Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water (DCCEEW) to 
reflect the change to the proposal as has been sought under section 43A of the EP 
Act. 

 

 

Summary of consideration of amendment 

The EPA has considered whether, if the proposal were already approved, the 
amendment would be a significant amendment. This has included considering the 
likely significance of: 

• Effects of the proposed amendment on its own 

• Effects of the proposed amendment in the context of the existing referred 
proposal 

• Cumulative environmental impacts 

• Holistic impacts 

The EPA has considered whether it has sufficient information about the proposed 
amendment to be able to reasonably proceed with assessment of the amended 
proposal with or without performing any additional functions at this stage.  

The EPA has considered whether the amended proposal will still be substantially the 
same character as the existing referred proposal. 

 

Approval – not a significant amendment 

The EPA considers the amended proposal to be substantially the same character as 
the existing referred proposal and does not consider that the amendment would be a 
significant amendment if the proposal was already approved.  The EPA considers it 
has enough information to reasonably proceed with assessment of the amended 
proposal without performing any additional functions at this stage.  

 

Attachments 

• Attachment 1 - Amended Proposal content document 

• Attachment 2 - Amended changes to Development Envelope 

 

Appeals: Decision not appealable.  

 

 

 

Prof. Matthew Tonts 
CHAIR 
Delegate of the Environmental Protection Authority  
 
Date:    21 December 2022 
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Attachment 1 – Amended Proposal Content Document  
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Attachment 2 – Amended changes to Development Envelope 
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Figure 1: Areas removed (labelled as SGW, B2SW and Vivash) from the proposed Development Envelope at the Brockman Syncline 
Proposal 
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Figure 2: Amended Brockman Syncline Proposal Development Envelope with indicative footprint 
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