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JARRAHDALE FOREST PROTECTORS Inc.
ABN 79 231 921 621, PO Jarrahdale, WA 6124

SAVE OUR JARRAH

The Chair, 26thth August 2022
Environmental Protection Authority,
Locked Bag 10,
Joondalup DC WA  6919.
Submission on South32 Worsley Alumina’s proposed Worsley Mine Expansion
Dear EPA Chair,

Jarrahdale Forest Protectors is a community organisation committed to preserving the Northern
Jarrah Forests of Western Australia  and halting the rapid decline and likely extinction  of several
endangered species that depend on its habitat. We also seek to pass on what remains of our
forests to future generations.

We oppose the rapid and unsustainable destruction of these forests by extractive industries and
are aware that mining is by far the most destructive. By strip-mining tens of square kilometres of
habitat every year bauxite mining is not only driving endangered plants and animals to extinction,
but creating a massive debt for future generations who must continue to remediate the area with
replanted  vegetation that will be an unsustainable, and costly eye-sore requiring significant
remediation of damaged hydrology, forest thinning and invasive species control and ongoing
management of the extreme  fire risks it creates for government and  local communities1 for
centuries to come.

We wish to submit our response to South32’s ERD as part of the Public Environmental Review
(PER) and state our opposition to the proposal, and our desire that our comments and contact
details be made publicly available.

Our summary statement is outlined in Section 1 below. This is backed by detailed arguments
covering each of the environmental review factors in Sections 2 to 5, followed by our final
conclusions in Section 6.

1 E. Ferguson - Report of the Special Inquiry Into the January 2016 Waroona Fire,
https://www.wa.gov.au/system/files/2020-02/Reframing%20Rural%20Fire%20Management%20-
%20Report%20of%20the%20Special%20Inquiry%20into%20the%20January%202016%20Waroona%20Fire.pdf
The report was scathing regarding Alcoa’s management of rehabilitation and found the Warroona fire front moved
three times faster through rehab areas, and were so dense with thin pole trees, dense understorey and lack of
management and fire trails that they were unmanageable for fire crews and a hazard to any towns or residence near
them. A significant  concern was that  the trees cannot undergo hazard reduction burn for at least 25 years as they are
too immature to cast seed after a burn and likely to perish.
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1. SUMMARY STATEMENT
1.1. OVERVIEW

This submission is based on a joint analysis of South32’s 815 page ERD and its 62 appendices by
WA Forest Alliance (WAFA) , Peel Harvey Catchment Council (PHCC), and the Wilderness Society
(TWS)  and many others including our organisation. The tight 8-week time frame2  assigned to the
PER has made enormous demands on everyone and unfairly weights the review process in favour
of the proponent.

As a consequence of the tight time frame and minimal sharing of information in the lead up to
submission we have had to rely heavily on an extensive and thorough submission guideline that
was developed by WAFA and this document includes text taken from the short form guideline.
Where possible we have added additional words and emphasis where we can, while maintaining
focus on three issues.
These are

1. Cumulative impact
The cumulative impact from clearing of native forest in the past, present and future
has been addressed by the proponent but played down with most of the
information reported in various tables. The real story and cause for alarm is written
in the numbers and the complementary mining activities by Alcoa and a history of
unsustainable logging of the forested areas for the past 150 years. The proponent
states past and future impacts of bauxite mining in words and numbers in a calm
and disengaged narrative, which does not impart a sense of scale. The  real extent
of the impact and devastation of our forests is shown clearly when the cumulative
impacts of clearing are mapped out in Figure 1, Section 1.2 .

We expect a true impact of clearing, logging practices, non-native predators and
mining itself on Native fauna will never be known as it has not been adequately
monitored by DBCA3 or the mining companies. We raise this as a significant issue
while lacking the capacity ourselves to address it in any detail. If DBCA can’t or
won’t release the information to the public all we can do is complain that the
protection of the environment by both the mining companies and the government
are a failure.

2. Fragmentation and Piecemeal implementation of Environmental Law
Fragmented  and piecemeal governance of environmental law is a causal factor in
species extinctions and a failure to protect the environment by governments,
industry and government departments. The need to stop destroying habitat in the
Northern Jarrah Forest is now urgent and has been raised both internationally by
the IPCC4 and the COPS265  conference in 2021.

2 Subsequently extended by two weeks to the 29th August.
3 https://www.watoday.com.au/national/western-australia/buried-audit-shows-wa-species-plunging-into-extinction-
20170523-gwbgvq.html
4 See https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg2/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGII_Chapter11.pdf   page 1584
5 See https://ukcop26.org/glasgow-leaders-declaration-on-forests-and-land-use/  Item 1, of declaration by 144
nations including Australia.
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The Samuel report on the EBPC Act6, has painted a damning picture of rubber-
stamped environmental approvals at Federal and State levels and the EPA must
face this challenge by questioning not only the detail of the ERD as outlined here,7

but also to take a holistic look at the state of the environment and act to prevent
further damage by approvals that extend and expand mining operations.

The Federal Department of Environment and Water have only recently released a
State of the Environment Report that states:

“ except in scenarios that include transformative change, negative trends in
nature, in ecosystem functions and in many of nature’s contributions to people are
projected to continue to 2050 and beyond. “

Of course, “negative trends” refers first and foremost to an ongoing and increasing
rate of species extinctions.

As for WA, the last State of the Environment report was in 2007, and according to
press reports8 the 2017 report was supressed because it allegedly showed that
protection of species was being ignored.

Our submission is that the EPA has a charter and a responsibility to protect the
environment for future generations and should act firmly to reject proposals that
require wholesale clearing of forest habitat that is now crucial to mitigating climate
change and protecting critically endangered species.

3. Protection of Endangered Species and the Precautionary Principle
While multiple environmental impacts are outlined in the ERD, the ultimate and
accumulative result of negative impacts is the loss of plants and animals. Extinction
is death by a thousand cuts and the EPA’s role is not to enable more destruction of
critical habitat and especially not increase the  risk of ecosystem collapse that will
result from continued  expansion of bauxite mining in  the NJF.

There is abundant evidence that the Northern Jarrah Forests are now under threat
of ecosystem collapse9 and that environmental governance is inadequate.  A 2017
article reported that “Five endangered West Australian species have become extinct
in the wild, three threatened ecological communities have been destroyed and the
fate of at least 41 other species is unknown after no monitoring was done for more
than a decade”10. In these circumstances, where information is lacking, the EPA

6 Graeme Samuel AC, “Independent Review of the EPBC Act – Final Report “  (October 2020) See
https://epbcactreview.environment.gov.au/sites/default/files/202101/EPBC%20Act%20Review%20Final%20Report%
20October%202020.pdf
7 See also arguments in WAFA’s longform submission guide
https://wafa.org.au/wpcontent/uploads/2022/08/South32-WAFA-guide_full-version.pdf
8 https://www.watoday.com.au/national/western-australia/buried-audit-shows-wa-species-plunging-into-extinction-
20170523-gwbgvq.html
9 Bergstrom, D.M. et al. (2021) “Combating ecosystem collapse from the tropics to the Antarctic”, Global Change
Biology. 2021;00:1–12., also see https://www.smh.com.au/environment/climate-change/australian-scientists-sound-
alarm-on-ecosystem-collapse-20210226-p5762n.html )
10  See Footnote 9
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must apply the precautionary principle11 and prevent further destruction of critical
habitat in the Northern Jarrah Forests. If the proposal cannot be rejected outright,
the EPA should be imposing conditions that  place emphasis on future cessation of
mining rather than expansion,  and on the preservation of forest and animals
species rather than forest clearing operations, with a rehabilitation regime that  has
not successfully restored any habitat for the endangered animals in the last 60
years of bauxite mining.
These arguments are further addressed in Sections 2.2 and Section 6. With
particular mention of the three endangered species of Black Cockatoos and also
numbats. It is noted that there have been two confirmed sightings of numbats over
the last year12, and several other reports – all within 1.5 km of the WMDE and some
including the WMDE itself.
South32 has indicated that the occurrence of numbats in the Primary Assessment
Area (PAA), and surrounding areas is low.  The survey effort performed by South32
does not meet the EPBC Act ‘Survey Guidelines for Australia’s Threatened
Mammals (2020) and cannot be considered a ‘robust evaluation’ considering the
critically endangered status. NO approvals should be given until this assessment is
properly completed.
Similarly South32 have not considered the accumulative impact of clearing on
endangered black cockatoos and in particular the likely adverse impact that will
occur when the Gnangara Pine plantation (a major food source) is removed. In
these circumstances the assessment for Black Cockatoos  by South 32 has also
failed to meet EBPC requirements for Matters of National Environmental
Significance (MNES) and the EPA should not approve any further mining in the
Northern Jarrah Forests.

1.2. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS – CUMULATIVE IMPACT

As indicated above, the nature of cumulative impact is that it is both temporal and spatial and
South 32’s submission manages to play down these features by not mapping out the areas of
previous impacts nor graphing the changes in land use, not to mention flora and fauna species and
impacts on inland waterways. If that were done properly, the inevitable conclusion would be that
the forest vegetation system is too depleted, the water aquifers too stressed and the extent of
habitat loss so extreme that mining operations should be shutting down rather than expanding.

Our map of proposed mine expansions and forest clearing by bauxite mining over the past 60
years is provided in Figure 2. When the figures are collated, we see that the proposed expansions
by both Alcoa and South 32 will lay claim to another 78,000 hectares of new mines.
Bauxite mining has cleared 31,000 hectares of forest13, and as shown in Figure 1 the rate is
increasing, with 11,290 hectares being cleared in the last decade.

11 Section 391 of the EPBC Act states that “The precautionary principle is that lack of full scientific certainty should not
be used as a reason for postponing a measure to prevent degradation of the environment where there are threats of
serious or irreversible environmental damage.” This applies equally to all states and territories and the EPA has a
responsibility to protect threatened species and habitat where uncertainty exists.
12 See https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-05-18/numbat-spotted-in-boddington/100146768  ,
also see https://fb.watch/f5CwM_kS0p/
13 Figure is quoted for the year end of 2019.
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However, the clearing statistics provided by both Alcoa and South 32 hide another more
important number. Roughly three times as much forest is impacted by fragmentation of mined
areas. The fragmentation leaves unviable and stranded habitats within the mining envelope and
DBCA estimate that the impacted area of mine clearing over the last 60 years to 2019 is 91,000
hectares.

This fragmentation affects the fauna habitats and overall hydrology14 of the entire area by
removing the bauxite regolith which retains water and is the ground that supports the growth of
the tallest timbers, the King Jarrah trees, that the forests are renowned for. Almost all of the King
Jarrahs have been cut down by logging operations over the last 150 years and mining out the
bauxite regolith makes it increasingly likely that these iconic forests will never return.  While the
miners place a higher value on revenue, the loss of this natural heritage is causing great distress in
the community (e.g https://wild.com.au/conservation/western-australias-northern-jarrah-forests/
) and it’s our government and the EPA that should be protecting them.

Figure 1 Accelerated and Unsustainable Clearing of Forest from Bauxite mining

Because of time pressure, the data supporting our argument for cumulative impact has been
restricted to measuring and mapping the areas of forest cleared in the last 60 years, and we trust
that the other submissions and the EPA will fully explore the cumulative impacts on flora, fauna
and forest hydrology which we believe will show a similar picture. It is unfortunate that much of
the data for these impacts was either withheld, been difficult to obtain or simply didn’t exist15. In
these circumstances, with endangered species endemic in the PAA, the precautionary principal
should apply and the EPA should reject South32’s proposal that will accelerate and continue
unsustainable clearing of native forest habitat.

14 J.T. Croton and A.J. Reed (2007), “Hydrology and Bauxite Mining on the Darling Plateau“ Restoration Ecology Vol.
15, No. 4 (Supplement), pp. S40–S47
15 See footnote 8.
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Figure 2 Map of Map of Past Present and Proposed Impact Areas from Bauxite mining
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2. FACTORS -  LAND
2.1. Flora and vegetation

The proposal would result in the direct loss of up to an additional 4,399 ha of
‘excellent’ or ‘very good quality’ Jarrah, Marri and Wandoo Forest and
woodland (ERD, 193 – 194).

This is equal to 40% of the remaining native vegetation in the 29,356 ha Primary
Assessment Area (PAA)  (ERD, 123, 225 and 198).

Eleven Priority flora species would be cleared. Two of these (Synaphea panhesya P1 and Banksia
subpinnatifida var. sub pinnatifida P2) would be cleared in their known entirety within the PAA
(ERD, 200). The company says that there are areas of high conservation value that are
important to biodiversity or heritage but fails to create protected areas for the vast majority of
them, saying instead that they are managed internally and through negotiations (ERD, 96).

The cumulative impact assessment is insufficient and does not consider the known
risk of ecosystem   transition or collapse under climate change.

The reliance on rehabilitation being a mitigation strategy is unacceptable. Rehabilitated areas
are not comparable to mature forests. They cannot provide the habitat value or carbon
storage capacity of mature forests. They do not have the resilience to climate change of
mature forests, and their substantially higher evapotranspiration rates and high-water
use make them a threat to surrounding forests. A review of the company’s own past
rehabilitation performance found native plant density and native species richness
were well below that in surrounding forests (ERD, 245-46).

CONCLUSION

the proposal cannot meet the EPA objective for Flora and Vegetation and should be rejected. And, at
the very least, all forests, woodlands, shrublands and heaths in the Primary Assessment Area (PAA) must
be protected from clearing and conditions must be imposed to ensure that these Protected Areas are
not disturbed by clearing or impacted by increased spread of weeds or disease, groundwater
or surface water alterations, or dust.

2.2. Terrestrial fauna

South32’s proposal would have severe impacts on terrestrial fauna. The species expected to suffer the
greatest impacts are Red-tailed, Baudin’s and Carnaby’s Cockatoos, Quokkas, Chuditch, Red-
tailed Phascogales, Brush-tailed Phascogales, Woylies, Western Ring-tailed Possums and
Numbats.

EPA OBJECTIVE – FLORA AND VEGETATION:
To protect flora and vegetation so that biological diversity and ecological
integrity are maintained

EPA OBJECTIVE – TERRESTRIAL FAUNA:
To protect terrestrial fauna so that biological diversity and ecological integrity are
maintained.
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The impacts to these, and seven other conservation significant fauna, include:
• Injury and death during clearing operations
• Loss of habitat, including habitat considered critical for species survival
• Further fragmentation of habitat
• Decline in breeding success through removal of breeding habitat
• Increased predation by foxes and cats
• Increased deaths and injury on roads
• Impacts of dust, noise and vibration during clearing and operations.
The proposed clearing would destroy a significant proportion of suitable habitat that is
critically important for species survival.

Table 1 Clearing of Forest Habitats by South 32 and Boddington Gold

Species Suitable habitat
in South32
assessment area
(ha)

habitat proposed
to be cleared by
South32 (%)

habitat proposed
to be cleared by
South32 +
Boddington Gold
Mine

Cumulative
habitat loss due
to South32 +
Boddington Gold
Mine (% of
suitable habitat)

Red-tailed Black Cockatoo Foraging: 16,152 Foraging: 37% 7,523 21%
Breeding: 12,688 Breeding: 18%

Baudin’s Cockatoo Foraging: 16,152 Foraging: 37% 6,961 22%
Breeding: 12,676 Breeding: 23%

Carnaby’s Cockatoo Foraging: 16,364 Foraging: 37% 7,387 21%
Breeding: 12,676 Breeding: 18%

Woylie 4,385 60% 3,215 21%
Red-tailed Phascogale 691 65% Not quantified Not quantified
Brush-tailed Phascogale 5,198 40% 6,501 22%
Quokka 493 48% Not quantified Not quantified
Western Ring-tailed Possum 493 Not quantified Not quantified Not quantified
Chuditch 2,018 38% 7,429 21%
Numbat 11,858 Not quantified Not quantified Not quantified

Figure 3 Numbat Sighted within 1.5 km of the  Primary Assessment Area December 2022
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Numbats have been sighted16 near Boddington within 1.5 km of the Primary Assessment
Area(PAA) since March 2021, with  some verbal reports claiming they were seen in the PAA  itself.

South 32’s assessment that “the occurrence of numbats in the Primary Assessment Area (PAA),
and surrounding areas is low” should be rejected as it reflects a lack of curiosity in an area that
could shut down their operations, and is an assertion based on inadequate study and evidence.

South32 also proposes to destroy a minimum of 64 breeding trees for Black Cockatoos; clear 60%
of the habitat for the critically endangered Woylie, which it acknowledges is particularly
threatened by its proposed  clearing at a local and even regional level; and South32 acknowledges
the likelihood of significant impacts  for Brush-tailed Phascogales and then fails to propose any
mitigation actions whatsoever. The company’s assertion that, for various species, ‘impacts at a
population level are less likely as suitable habitat will remain in the PAA and surrounding forested
areas’ is not supported by evidence and is at odds with the precautionary
principle (ERD, 347 and 349).

For some fauna, South32 proposes mitigation actions to manage what it describes as ‘significant
residual impacts’. The approach relies on rehabilitation which cannot provide the quality of
habitat required, a highly questionable fenced enclosure for Woylies, artificial nest boxes,
inadequate protected areas that can be modified and removed, and a heavy reliance on an offsets
package. Offsets sit at the bottom of the mitigation hierarchy and are ‘the least preferred option’
(EPA 2021, 7).
The mitigation proposals are wholly inadequate and misleading. The company gives its
rehabilitation a 6/10 for Black Cockatoos for foraging, in spite of evidence that only the Carnaby’s
reliably use the rehabilitation as a food source and only after a minimum of 4 years of growth.
None of the Cockatoo species can use the rehabilitation for breeding. Artificial hollows are not
reliably used by Forest Red-tails or Baudin’s Cockatoos and cannot be relied upon as a mitigation
strategy.

CONCLUSION

In addition to the recommendations to stop clearing the Northern Jarrah Forests in the 6th IPPC
report, Australia also has  covenants under the 1993 International Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD).

The Federal Government has now provided 5 progress reports17 to the convention with the last
being in 2014. These report progress to promised environmental targets and cite community
education, engagement of industry groups and ongoing legislation as a way to mark our
environmental report card. Meanwhile, as pointed out by the Samuel Inquiry, the species
extinctions crisis continues at an increasing rate with Australia having one of the highest rates for
extinctions in the world, and the South West of Western Australia at the forefront of that trend.

In the case of numbats in particular the survey effort performed by South32 does not meet the
EPBC Act ‘Survey Guidelines for Australia’s Threatened Mammals (2020) and cannot be considered

16 See footnote 12.
17 See https://www.cbd.int/doc/world/au/au-nr-05-en.pdf
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a ‘robust evaluation’. Based on the above the South32 t has failed to meet requirements to
consider all threatened fauna under the EP Act. 

For these reasons, as part of the bilateral assessment, the EPA should reject the South32 proposal.
Requiring:

· That approval for clearing and mining within the PAA be withheld until numbat population
is properly addressed as a Matter of National Environmental Significance (MNES).

· Rejection of expansion of South32’s bauxite mining in the WMDE with protection of all
remaining forest, woodlands, shrublands and heath lands and their adjoining areas from
any mining activity and destruction of habitat with a focus on restoring and protecting all
current forest areas as refuge and habitat for all endemic fauna and flora, especially
endangered Woylies, Black Cockatoos,  Brush-tailed Phascogales and of course Numbats.

· Biodiversity surveys should include significant research surrounding the sightings of
Numbats and other endangered fauna with a resubmitted survey showing camera data
and sightings  throughout the PAA.

· Greater access for citizen science , and independent science surveys as well as government
surveys to be carried in parallel to company sponsored surveys to provide true independent
research and the opportunity to   obtain  core data from different sources for future
assessment and monitoring i.e. Stop relying on the proponent to be in charge of the
primary assessment data and activities.

2.3. Terrestrial Environmental Quality

The proposal would have significant impacts on soil and water, particularly through erosion,
compaction
and contamination.

South32’s ERD fails to provide adequate data and information on this factor. It does not
provide the contamination records from hydrocarbon and chemical spills and leaks or
the erosion record of current operations. It cites unpublished research without
providing supporting data on relevant matters, and it provides no research citation
on some impacts such as deep ripping to address soil compaction. It also fails
to account for the loss of soil carbon resulting from clearing and soil disturbance

Key potential environmental impacts (ERD, 449) are:

• Erosion
• Soil health decline
• Soil compaction
• Salinisation
• Contamination of land and soil through spills and leaks
• Acid sulphate soil disturbance

The ERD provides little to no information by which an assessment of current practices can be made.
The company says it expects that the risks of significant potential environmental impacts for
land and soils will not change from current mining and refining operations. However, it is

EPA OBJECTIVE – TERRESTRIAL ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY:
To maintain quality of land and soils so that environmental values are protected.
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expected that with expansion of the mining operation there would be increases in erosion,
chemical spills, loss of carbon and a reduction in the overall soil health within the PAA.
The assessment of impacts on soil health is especially thin, despite acknowledging its importance for
biological and chemical processes and the resilience of flora and fauna ecosystems. Notably,
there is no assessment of the environmental impacts in relation to carbon sequestration.

CONCLUSION

The company’s assessment on this factor is insufficient for the purposes of a Public
Environmental Review.  the proposal cannot meet the EPA’s objective for this factor
and should be rejected.
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3. FACTORS -  WATER
3.1. Inland Waters

The proposal would impact the Hotham and Williams Rivers (directly), the downstream
environments of the Murray River Catchment (regionally) and the Peel-Yalgorup
System, recognised as a Wetland of International Importance under the Ramsar
Convention. Ramsar site 482

Direct impacts of the proposal on waterways include:

• Erosion of riverbanks and scouring of streams
• Changes to the water balance in water dependant ecosystems
• Increases in salinity due to cumulative clearing impacts
• Sedimentation and turbid waters through clearing impacts
• Waterway contamination from spills or storm water runoff from clearing areas
• Altered flow regimes and water quality causing impacts to aquatic fauna and overall

waterway health.
The proposal would also involve three new crossings over the Hotham River. This would cause
disturbance to riparian areas and likely increases in turbidity and pollutants entering the river
system.
Groundwater extraction is proposed to increase from 500 ML/a to 900 ML/a,
primarily for use in dust suppression (ERD, 21).
The ERD acknowledges the increased groundwater abstraction ‘has the potential to cause
localised drawdown, which may affect vegetation’ (ERD, 225).
Company-commissioned modelling shows that after clearing for bauxite mining ‘generally
groundwater level rises at 5 meters above the pre-mining groundwater table
elevations, however, some areas of up to 10 meters elevation are noted’
(Appendix I1: GHD 2020a, 37).

Whilst the ERD presents rehabilitation as a mitigation strategy, there is no modelling of the
actual impacts  of rehabilitation on groundwater flows and levels and inadequate mention
of the known impacts thirsty rehabilitation has on surrounding forests through
competition for water.
The ERD also fails to address directly how removing the bauxite regolith down to bedrock or clay
levels  (and replacing with overburden and topsoil) alters the ground hydrology.
The company acknowledges that ‘there is insufficient information with which to assess
the impacts to the [Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems] GDEs’ and ‘the majority of the
GDEs are deemed as high-risk areas of concern …[and] are likely to require
management to address potential mining related impacts’
(Appendix I1: GHD 2020a, ii).
South32 has failed to adequately address the impacts of increased water use and further clearing,
mining and groundwater abstraction in a drying landscape. The region has been identified by
the IPCC as an ecosystem at risk of climate collapse or ecosystem transition.

Most concerning is the lack of long-term monitoring that would allow the modelling to be
accurately calibrated: something the company’s commissioned consultant considered was an
issue. The lack of monitoring was not just in groundwater dependent ecosystems, but across
all mining areas and includes both monitoring of groundwater levels and salinity and of
changes to surface water flow and water quality over the  life of mine.

EPA OBJECTIVE – WATER:
To maintain the hydrological systems and quality of groundwater and surface
water so that environmental values are protected.
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In addition, the company has failed to consider the impacts of taking nearly 1 billion litres
of water every year from this already drought-prone, at-risk environment. And it overlooks
the additional evapotranspiration from rehabilitation and the implications for the
surrounding forest.

CONCLUSION

The impacts on inland waters, vegetation and groundwater dependent ecosystems
would be unacceptable. the ERD is not sufficient for the purposes of a Public
Environmental Review and the EPA should reject this proposal.

4. FACTORS -  PEOPLE
4.1. Social Surroundings

South32’s proposal would have significant social, cultural and heritage impacts.
The ERD is inconsistent in the number of Aboriginal sites that will be impacted, and it does
not adequately respond to locally identified Aboriginal cultural values. It notes that ‘It
is known that three Aboriginal heritage sites will be impacted by the construction
of the river crossings’ (ERD, 595) and fails to take account of the cultural significance
of these sites and to adequately investigate alternatives.
There would also be significant impacts to Tullis Bridge, which is highly valued by the communities for
heritage and amenity. There is no possible community offset to compensate for this impact,
particularly on the Aboriginal community.
Protection measures proposed for the Hotham Valley Railway are insufficient and the
impacts of building an overpass over the railway on current uses including as a nature
walking track would be unacceptable.
The impacts on the Bibbulmun track are inconsistently described in the ERD and it is unclear
whether there  will be ‘no disturbance’ or if ‘a 1.1km section may be indirectly
impacted’.
There would also be ongoing, serious noise and dust impacts on local communities, which
are not properly considered by the company.

CONCLUSION

the company does not adequately address the proposal’s significant impacts on social surroundings.

there are gaps and inconsistencies in the assessment and mitigation efforts are deficient.

The company’s assessment on this factor is insufficient for the purposes of a Public
Environmental Review. the proposal cannot meet the EPA’s objective for this factor and
should be rejected.

EPA OBJECTIVE – PEOPLE-SOCIAL SURROUNDINGS:
To protect social surroundings from significant harm.
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5. FACTORS -  AIR
5.1. Air Quality

The air quality implications of South32 Worsley’s proposal are significant. Mining, transport and
alumina refinery operations cause air borne emissions of dust, toxins and combustion
products that have the potential to cause serious health impacts, including cancer and
silicosis, as well as the amenity and visibility issues associated with dust.

The South32 ERD downplays the impacts of its proposal on health, amenity and visibility issues
for the local communities. While the South32 website says that the ‘potential health risks
at our workplace include potential exposure to carcinogenic substances (silica, diesel
particulate matter, nickel, and coal tar pitch volatiles), and other airborne
contaminants (coal dust, fluoride, lead and manganese dust), the ERD does not
address these issues and overlooks the potential impacts on surrounding communities.
Complaints from the local communities about visible dust and possible health effects are
barely acknowledged. The processes of an alumina refinery are highly polluting with
typical pollutants including mercury, VOCs, GHGs, fluoride, benzene, acetaldehyde,
formaldehyde and SO2. The Worsley refinery is old and in need of technological upgrade,
both to its fuel source and its emissions controls.

CONCLUSION

The ERD is not adequate for the purpose of a Public Environmental Review. the potential
exists for   serious human and environmental health impacts to be exacerbated
and for new impacts to occur as a result of this proposal.

The EPA should reject the proposal and require an in-depth, transparent assessment of the risks to
be carried out.

5.2. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Alumina refining is WA’s second most carbon polluting industry, emitting almost twice the
volume of carbon dioxide than coal-fired power stations in the State.

South32 Worsley’s ERD acknowledges that the proposal would cause the emission of 269.85 million
tonnes of Co2e over 15 years. This would be made up of 43.35 Mt CO2e Scope 1 and 2 emissions (if
planned emission reductions are achieved), and 226.5 Mt CO2e Scope 3 emissions.

The company says that it aims to achieve net zero operational (Scope 1 and 2) emissions by
2050, which its reduction expected to be achieved by switching from coal to gas and
then potentially other low carbon fuels. this planned switch from coal to gas will
reduce South32 Worsley’s operational Co2 emissions but ignores the methane
emissions from gas production. Over a 20-year time frame, methane has about 80 times
more warming effect than CO2.

EPA OBJECTIVE – AIR QUALITY:
To maintain air quality and minimise emissions so that environmental values
are protected.

EPA OBJECTIVE – GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS:
To reduce net greenhouse gas emissions in order to minimize the risk  of environmental
harm associated with climate change.
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If the company is not able to reach interim 5 yearly targets, it may resort to carbon offsets (of
an unspecified nature) (ERD, 622).

The South32 Worsley refinery has comparatively high GHG emissions intensity (emissions/t alumina):
about 50% higher than the average for the Alcoa refineries in WA. The company claims that its
GHG intensity is about 16% higher than other Australian refineries, however, this has
not been able to be verified. According to the company, this is largely due to its use of
coal rather than gas (ERD, 617, Appendix E10).

The company admits its emissions contribute to ‘chronic and acute physical impacts in the
southwest of Western Australia’ that ‘impact the health and resilience of ecosystems,
habitats and species’ and will ‘affect the efficacy of existing and future mitigation
activities’ (ERD, 618-19).

CONCLUSION

WA has a serious problem, with carbon emissions continuing to rise and a lack of action by
Government or regulators to prevent private industry from developing climate-
wrecking projects.

WA’s GhG emissions already exceed the level required to support the Paris Agreement.
hence, WA must cut its emissions more steeply than other States in the future.

If the proposal is approved, Australia will not be heeding the science and meeting its
international climate commitments, and the recognised environmental impacts from
climate change will be severe.

The EPA should reject this proposal.

6. FINAL CONCLUSION(s)
As outlined above, South32’s proposal plays down areas environmental impact using omission of
information as the basis for concluding that the impacts are not significant.

This is most urgent and apparent in the case of endangered fauna. In particular
Impacts on Endangered and Critically Endangered Animals

• Completely ignores impacts on Numbats, claiming it is unlikely they are in the area despite
several official recorded sightings

• Significant impacts on 3 species of black cockatoos on the endangered and critically
endangered list and the clearing of a minimum of 64 breeding trees, and thousands of
hectares of foraging trees

• Clearing 60% of the habitat for critically endangered Woylie
• Significant impacts predicted by South 32 for Brush-tailed Phascogales
There is also the clearing of habitat  for threatened species such as Quokkas

Unscientific and unproven plans for mitigation of impact on endangered Species
• By failing to research official sightings of Numbats in the area. South 32 has downplayed

the need to address a Matter of National Environmental Significance (MNES). These
animals are close to extinction and every effort must made to carry out proper studies in
the PAA in compliance with the EBPC Act and  ‘Survey Guidelines for Australia’s
Threatened Mammals (2020) .

• South32 removes foraging trees and suggests rehabilitation will produce food sources in
spite of evidence that only the Carnaby Cockatoos reliably use rehabilitation plantings as a
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food source and only after a minimum of 4 years of growth and even then it is only partial
replacement

• None of the Cockatoo species can use the rehabilitation trees for breeding and artificial
hollows are not reliably used by Forest Red-tails or Baudin’s Cockatoos

• So called offsets for MNES i.e. endangered species, are meant to be “delivered through a
net protection of native remnant flora and vegetation within the Revised Proposal” i.e. An
offset is created by removing native flora and then giving “net protection” to remnant flora
(ERD, Page 252)  and an equally vague plan advises that  “suitable offsets will be scheduled
for implementation prior to the clearing commencing” (ERD Page 642) .
A more succinct statement would be that South32 will make it up as they go along.

The language provides a reassuring tone of “business as usual” except the subject being
addressed is collapsing populations of endangered and critically endangered species
caused by habitat destruction. The reassurance that offsets can assist at last resort is not
supported by objective evidence.  In the words of recent paper on environmental offsets
for Carnaby Cockatoos by Richards et al (2020)18 “mitigation of impacts on Carnaby’s
cockatoos from development of key habitat through environmental offsets …. thus far has
resulted in a net loss of habitat for Carnaby’s cockatoo”.

• Similarly, mitigation for critically endangered Woylies in a fenced enclosure, (ERD, 638) and
the use of rehabilitation as an augmentation to the habitat  lacks rigour and supporting
evidence. If anything, anecdotal reports of Woylie enclosures created by Alcoa near
Waroona were that all the animals died19.

All the above argumemts by the proponent fail to apply the precautionary principal and
are deeply concerning to the public and members of our organisation. Western Australia
has an appalling record of animal extinctions and complicit20 behaviour from government
departments that enable the destruction while failing to protect our biodiversity.  In 2017
it was reported that “Five endangered West Australian species have become extinct in the
wild, three threatened ecological communities have been destroyed and the fate of at
least 41 other species is unknown after no monitoring was done for more than a
decade”21.

In our organisation we have not seen any positive change and if anything, a doubling down
by the extractive economy seeking to destroy remaining forest at a faster rate than ever
before.

While the EPA has a process to review and assess the Environmental Impact proposed in
South 32’s Environmental Review Document, our experience is that public  and
independent review by the EPA are limited, both in time and access to information which

18 Brooke Richards, Miriam Sullivan and Peter R. Mawson “ A case study of environmental offsets for the endangered
Carnaby’s cockatoo” CSIRO PUBLISHING, Pacific Conservation Biology, https://doi.org/10.1071/PC19038
19 This story was advised by an Alcoa employee but unfortunately could not be confirmed. Neither DBCA nor Alcoa
release any data on environmental management saying its commercially confidential citing exemptions in the FOI Act
1992.
20 https://www.watoday.com.au/national/western-australia/buried-audit-shows-wa-species-plunging-into-extinction-
20170523-gwbgvq.html
21 Ibid
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is more often than not curated by the proponent and upheld by state and federal agencies
despite reasoned counter- arguments from the  scientific community and the public. This
view was upheld and included in Professor Samuel’s historic report on the EPBC Act  which
made a damning assessment of environmental law and governance at both State and
Federal  levels and criticised the lack of information, the tendency for proponents to
dictate the agenda and a piecemeal approach to assessment of  proposals.  In the words of
the report22

“Australia’s natural environment and iconic places are in an overall state of decline and are
under increasing threat. They are not sufficiently resilient to withstand current, emerging or
future threats, including climate change. “

“To shy away from …. fundamental reforms … is to accept the continued decline of our
iconic places and the extinction of our most threatened plants, animals, and ecosystems.
This is unacceptable. A firm commitment to change from all stakeholders is needed to
enable future generations to enjoy and benefit from Australia’s unique environment and
heritage. “

Finally, South32’s assessments on each factor are insufficient for the purposes of a genuine
Public Environmental Review that accounts for cumulative impacts from 150 years of
logging and 60 years of strip mining in some of the best forested areas we have left in the
state. An area that has already suffered a 70% drop in its plant species biodiversity.

In this case we simply can’t accept assurances and hopeful assertions in South32’s ERD23

where rapid collapses in native animal populations, destruction of remnant forests and
recreation areas and continuing degradation of rivers and ground water occur and are
being regularly highlighted in scientific literature and international meetings and bodies
such as the IPCC and COPS26 .

On this basis we urge the EPA to fulfil its charter, protect the environment and reject the proposal
in its entirety.

Kind Regards

Jan Star AM
Chair - Jarrahdale Forest Protectors24

+61 0428 445 995 | E jstar@iinet.net.au

22 See reference in footnote 6.
23 For example, where two species ( P1 and Banksia subpinnatifida var. subpinnatifida P2) would be cleared in their
known entirety but are “likely to occur in greater numbers regionally.”(ERD 200) this is unproven speculations dressed
up as evidence, just as the assertion that  animals enclosures will mitigate disruption and likely destruction of critically
endangered woylie populations (ERD 638) .
24 This document has had input from the following people: Dr Jeff Bremer (Principal author), Jan Star,Jackie Dines and
Jeremy Perey


