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I thought the chat (following time for me to digest today and a conversation with  might help to clarify
BNR's position and expectations prior to your meeting with the delegate. The chat would not be technical detail
but focused on moving forward.
 
If you are happy to take a phone call - please just let me know a time that fits in with your existing commitments,
and I will make sure to fit around these. 
 
Thanks 
 

------ IMPORTANT - This email and any attachments have been issued by the Commonwealth of Australia (Commonwealth). The material transmitted is for
the use of the intended recipient only and may contain confidential, legally privileged, copyright or personal information. You should not copy, use or disclose
it without authorisation from the Commonwealth. It is your responsibility to check any attachments for viruses and defects before opening or forwarding them.
If you are not an intended recipient, please contact the sender of this email at once by return email and then delete both messages. Unintended recipients
must not copy, use, disclose, rely on or publish this email or attachments. The Commonwealth is not liable for any loss or damage resulting from
unauthorised use or dissemination of, or any reliance on, this email or attachments. If you have received this e-mail as part of a valid mailing list and no
longer want to receive a message such as this one, advise the sender by return e-mail accordingly. This notice should not be deleted or altered ------

LEX 83380 Document 1 

s. 22(1)(a)(ii)

s. 22(1)(a)(ii)

R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



 

  I acknowledge the Traditional Owners of Country upon which I live and work, and pay my respects to them, their culture, and their Elders past, present
and emerging
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it without authorisation from the Commonwealth. It is your responsibility to check any attachments for viruses and defects before opening or forwarding them.
If you are not an intended recipient, please contact the sender of this email at once by return email and then delete both messages. Unintended recipients
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Bennett Resources Pty Ltd (BNR) has proposed the Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal 
Program (Proposed Action) within Petroleum Exploration Permit 371 (EP 371), located in the 
Canning Basin of Western Australia (WA). This initiative is strictly an exploration and appraisal 
program, not a production venture, and is scheduled to occur over a seven-year period from 2026 
to 2033 (subject to approval timeframes). The Proposed Action involves the construction of up to 
20 exploration wells across 10 well pads, supported by infrastructure such as access tracks, 
camps, water retention ponds and produced wastewater ponds. Any future development or 
production would require separate environmental approvals. 

The Proposed Action was referred under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and designated a controlled action by the Department of 
Climate Change, Environment, Energy and Water (DCCEEW) due to perceived impacts on listed 
threatened species and communities, National Heritage Places, and water resources. In response, 
BNR has conducted extensive environmental surveys, technical assessments, and stakeholder 
engagement to demonstrate that the proposed activities will not result in significant impacts to 
Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES). 

In terms of biodiversity, although BNR has identified suitable habitat for the Greater Bilby (Macrotis 
lagotis) within the Proposed Action Area, the presence of individuals has not been confirmed even 
following extensive survey effort. Pre-clearance surveys and buffer zones will be implemented to 
mitigate any potential impacts, which are considered negligible. The Northern Blue-Tongued Skink 
(Tiliqua scincoides intermedia), listed as critically endangered, is unlikely to be significantly 
impacted due to the absence of critical habitat and permanent water bodies in the area. Similarly, 
the Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) listed as endangered is not expected to be significantly 
impacted, as the only nearby surface water feature, Mount Hardman Creek, will not be impacted by 
the Proposed Action, is ephemeral and not considered suitable as critical habitat. 

Regarding water resources, groundwater drawdown modelling indicates that impacts will be minimal, 
limited to a 1 millimetre drawdown within 700 metres of abstraction points, with no surface water 
features located within this zone. Risks to water quality from drilling and hydraulic fracture stimulation 
(HFS) activities are considered non-credible or remote due to the presence of multiple geological 
barriers, mitigation measures and robust engineering controls. Infrastructure such as produced 
wastewater ponds will also be designed to withstand extreme weather events, including 1-in-100-year 
and 1-in-200 year rainfall, further reducing the likelihood of unplanned environmental impacts. 

In relation to National Heritage, the Noonkanbah Gate is no longer physically present and is 
currently protected by Traditional Owners, who have confirmed that the Proposed Action will not 
affect the site. Similarly, there is no credible pathway for the Proposed Action to impact the West 
Kimberley National Heritage Place (WKNHP), and Traditional Owners, whose lands the Proposed 
Action is located on, have expressed no concerns regarding impacts to cultural beliefs or heritage 
values that have been raised by DCCEEW. 

BNR and the previous operator have engaged extensively with Traditional Owner groups, particularly 
the Yungngora and Warlangurru people, since 2012. This engagement has included independent 
expert reviews of HFS activities, the establishment of Land Use and Indigenous Land Use 
Agreements, and the provision of employment, training, and community support. Other traditional 
owners have been classified as interested but not directly relevant, and consequently BNR has 
ensured that information about the Proposed Action is publicly accessible to these groups through a 
number of channels. 
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In conclusion, BNR asserts that the Proposed Action is a temporary, non-production exploration 
program with no significant residual impacts to MNES. Implementation of mitigation measures 
reduces to the residual risk to negligible; therefore, no environmental offsets are required, and the 
Proposed Action aligns with the principles of Ecologically Sustainable Development as outlined in the 
EPBC Act.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Overview 

This Preliminary Documentation (PD) has been prepared to support the assessment of Bennett 
Resources Pty Ltd.’s (BNR) Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal Program (the Proposed 
Action), under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) in 
conjunction with the EPBC referral 2024/10006, submitted on 16 September 2024. 

1.2 BNR’s Position Regarding Proposed Action Impacts in Regard to the EPBC Act  

1. The Proposed Action is located on an operational pastoral station that runs approximately 
10,000 head of cattle. Operational pastoral stations exert pressures on the land that are 
consistent with the Proposed Action, such as large water abstraction volumes, clearing for 
access tracks and noise emissions. 

2. The Proposed Action is a deep unconventional gas target with natural geological properties 
that cause any subsurface risks to be at best non-credible and at worst, highly. Specifically, 
there are multiple impermeable shale layers separating the surface aquifer and the 
pressures that exist at >2,000 metres (m) deep are such that any faults that could cause 
vertical migration are self-sealing.  

3. The Proposed Action is not a Gas Development. It is an exploration and appraisal activity 
only. The wells proposed cannot all be drilled concurrently and as such the activity 
associated with the footprint is limited in scale and duration. 

4. The Proposed Action area has previously been subject to fracturing activities under the 
previous license owner where deep wells into the Laurel formation were drilled and fracture 
stimulated previously with known technology. This was implemented safely, with no impact 
to Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES) and with the support of 
Traditional Owners and which provided valuable data to this assessment. No approval was 
sought under the EPBC Act by the previous operator when these activities previously 
occurred as the action did not trigger MNES at the time. 

5. Engagement with the Department of Climate Change, Environment, Energy and Water 
(DCCEEW) in 2020-2021 validated BNR’s position that the Proposed Action was unlikely to 
have a significant impact to MNES and informed BNR’s strategy not to refer the Proposed 
Action under the EPBC Act (prior to updated triggers being legislated) consistent with 
historical unconventional activities in the Canning Basin. 

1.3 Proposed Action Approval Background 

The EPBC Act establishes a process for environmental assessment and approval of Proposed 
Actions that have, will have or are likely to have a significant impact on MNES or on 
Commonwealth land. Under the EPBC Act, a referral to the DCCEEW is required if the Proposed 
Action has the potential to cause a ‘significant impact’ on MNES.  

For MNES assessed in accordance with the Significant Impact Guideline 1.1 – Matters of National 
Environmental Significance (Commonwealth of Australia, 2013), a ‘significant impact’ is an impact 
that is important, notable, or of consequence, having regard to its context or intensity. Whether or 
not an action is likely to have a significant impact depends upon the sensitivity, value, and quality 
of the environment that is impacted, and upon the intensity, duration, magnitude and geographic 
extent of the impacts.  
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The Proposed Action was referred on 16 September 2024 for potential impacts to MNES (EPBC 
No. 2024/10006). On 28 July 2025, the delegate of the Minister for the Environment determined 
the Proposed Action to be a ‘controlled action’, which may impact on the following matters 
protected under Part 3 of the EPBC Act:  

Listed threatened species and communities 

 Greater Bilby (Macrotis lagotis) – Vulnerable  

 Northern Blue-Tongued Skink (Tiliqua scincoides intermedia) – Critically Endangered  

 Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Endangered  

Listed migratory species  

 Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Endangered 

National Heritage Places  

 The West Kimberley National Heritage Place (WKNHP) 

Water resources (that relate to unconventional gas development and large coal mining 
development  

 Fitzroy River and catchment, river tributaries  

To allow the Minister (or delegate) to make an informed decision under Part 9 of the EPBC Act, the 
Proposed Action is being assessed by PD with further information. This PD addresses the 
additional information required for assessment Request for Information (RFI), dated 18 March 2025 
to allow the Minister (or delegate) to make an informed decision to approve, under Part 9 of the 
EPBC Act, the taking of the action for the purposes of each controlling provision.requested in the 
three (3) Requests for Information (RFI) (Attachment 14).  

DCCEEW conducted a review of the preliminary documentation and supporting documents and 
determined that further information is required before the Preliminary Documentation can be 
considered adequate for publication. The following were issued to BNR:  

 Attachment A: Feedback and comments on EPBC 2024/10006 – Valhalla Gas Exploration and 
Appraisal Program (Phase I and II), WA – draft Preliminary Documentation V1, 15 July 2025  

 Attachment A: Feedback and comments on EPBC 2024/10006 – Valhalla Gas Exploration & 
Appraisal Program (Phase I and II), WA – draft Preliminary Documentation and associated 
documentation  Version 2 (V2), 12 September 2025)  

 Attachment A: Feedback and comments on EPBC 2024/10006 – Valhalla Gas Exploration & 
Appraisal Program (Phase I and II), WA  draft Preliminary Documentation and associated 
documentation – Version 3 (V3), 30 January 2026. 

BNR has subsequently updated the PD V3 to include further information requested in the 
attachments stated aboveRFIs , where it has been deemed reasonable. Where requests were not 
deemed reasonable, or considered relevant to the matter, BNR has provided justifications within its 
responses to the attachment. These responses have been submitted separately from the PD in 
Attachment A: Feedback and comments on EPBC 2024/10006 – Valhalla Gas Exploration & 
Appraisal Program (Phase I and II), WA – draft Preliminary Documentation and associated 
documentation – Version 3 (V3).DCCEEW (refer to Attachment 14).  
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a potential future development scenario. If Phase I is not economically feasible, the Proposed 
Action will end after Phase I. 

Note that this Proposed Action does not cover gas production. It is an exploration and appraisal 
program only and is to be undertaken in two phases: exploration, then field appraisal (field 
appraisal being dependent on successful outcomes from exploration). Should a commercially 
viable resource be identified, BNR will seek additional approvals as required under both federal 
and state government legislation. 

2.2 Proposed Infrastructure 

Key civil infrastructure to support the program includes access tracks and well pads. These are 
engineered gravel roads and hardstands to support the transport and operation of heavy 
machinery and equipment to and from the well pad. Post development of the roads and hardstand, 
lined ponds and sumps will be constructed at the well pads. The only additional infrastructure 
constructed on the well pads will be the wells (wellheads and Christmas trees), groundwater 
abstraction and monitoring bores and fencing. Machinery and equipment that will be used on the 
access track and on the well pad include (but is not limited to) heavy earthmoving equipment, a 
drilling rig, high-pressure pumps, mixing units, command centre, coil tubing unit (or equivalent) and 
small camps. 

2.3 Construction (Site Preparation) 

Site preparation for Phase I and then Phase II if viable resources are found comprises:  

 Civil activities, including clearing vegetation and constructing well pads  

 Constructing well pad ponds, pits, sumps, and well cellars  

 Installing groundwater abstraction and monitoring bores.  

Following clearance surveys for flora and fauna, native vegetation will be cleared for each well pad, 
associated access tracks, and the main workers’ camp. Cleared vegetation and topsoil will be 
stockpiled and used for future site rehabilitation. Once cleared, the well pads will be levelled (or 
graded), sheeted with gravel (or similar stabilising material) to support compressive loads, or 
stabilised using cement. Well pads will have a firm subgrade and will be flat with a slight taper to 
allow for adequate site drainage. Civil works will be undertaken using various heavy and light 
vehicles. A vehicle-mounted diesel tank will likely be used to refuel these vehicles. At least two 
surveillance groundwater monitoring bores will be constructed at each site. At least one baseline 
groundwater bore will be constructed at each well site with data collected from this bore prior to 
drilling activities commencing. The surveillance monitoring bores are planned to be installed down 
the hydraulic gradient of the well pads, whilst the baseline bore will be installed upgradient, as per 
the Western Australian Guideline for Groundwater Monitoring in the Onshore Petroleum and 
Geothermal Industry (DMP & DoW, 2016). Ponds, sumps, and pits to be constructed include:  

 Ponds and sumps:  

Water retention and produced wastewater pond  

Drilling fluid and cuttings ‘mud sump’  

 Pits:  

Well test flare pit  

Vertical seismic profile pit. 
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2.4 Operations   

Operation activities will only start post completion of the site preparation and construction activities, 
when roads, hardstands and well pads have been developed, decreasing the risk and likelihood of 
surface spills or leaks entering any water resources. 

2.4.1 Drilling Activities 

Drilling activities will comprise:  

 Mobilising the drilling package, ancillary services, rig camp, personnel, and supplies  

 Conducting drilling activities  

 Logging activities  

 Ongoing subsurface geology assessments 

 Casing and suspending the well or, if required, plugging it.  

Once the well pads are prepared, various equipment, packages and supplies will be mobilised to 
site. A small rig camp will be established on the well pad. The rig camp will have a small number of 
sleeper units housing around eight people, a generator skid, a lunchroom, a training / meeting 
room, a toilet block, a mud lab / service contractor office and offices for key personnel.  

A main workers’ camp will also be established. The main workers’ camp will house most of the 
workforce for the duration of activities under the Proposed Action, and will comprise 
accommodation units, a kitchen, laundry, dining room, utility (with water storage), ablutions and 
gym facilities.  

All electricity on-site will be generated using diesel-powered generators or natural-gas powered 
generators.  

Potable drinking water will either be trucked to location and stored on-site or sourced from 
groundwater bores on-site and treated on-site using reverse osmosis units. Any spoil generated 
during the construction of the water bores will be spread in situ—this practice is identical to 
installing water abstraction or monitoring bores in other industries.  

Toilet facilities will either comprise mobile anaerobic treatment units (ATUs) or septic and leach 
drain systems. The anticipated average daily wastewater volume is estimated to be <400 L/day at 
the well pad camp and <2,000 L/day at the main workers’ camp. If ATUs are used, treated 
wastewater will be disposed of through sprinkler surface irrigation systems; sewage sludge will be 
stored and disposed of in accordance with regulatory requirements.  

To support drilling and HFS activities, diesel will be stored in bulk at the well pad. It is expected 
that storage volumes on-site will be ~75,000 L. A trailered tank or skid-mounted fuel cell will be 
used for mobile refuelling of equipment (e.g., generators and lighting towers) around the well pad.  

A designated storage area will be set up on each well pad for storing chemicals and hazardous 
materials. In accordance with the Dangerous Goods Safety (Storage and Handling of Non-
explosives) Regulations 2007, a bunded area will store oil, fuel and hazardous liquid chemicals.  

When drilling the petroleum wells, each hole section will be drilled using conventional drilling 
techniques and a low-toxicity mud system. The cuttings produced from drilling will be stored in the 
mud sump. As each well section is drilled to the section total depth, a casing string will be run and 
cemented in place, then pressure tests will be done to verify the integrity of the casing string. Both 
the casing and cement will be designed to enable future decommissioning. Figure 2-1 and Figure 
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2-2 illustrate the indicative well designs for Phase I and Phase II wells, respectively. The vertical 
depth may change for each well depending on the formation structure and the target interval 
chosen, and the horizontal length of any laterals may vary up to 5,000 m maximum length, 
although they are unlikely to be longer than 3,000 m. Drilling is likely to be conducted 24 hours per 
day.  

Throughout the drilling process, data relating to the subsurface geology will be constantly 
collected, reviewed and assessed to better understand the geology and to inform drilling decisions. 
Through this process, specific fault zones concerns will be identified and steps taken, including if 
required, the cessation of drilling and the shutting in of that well, to ensure potential adverse 
impacts to the environment are kept as low as reasonably practicable (ALARP).  

Once the petroleum wells reach total depth and the target formation is evaluated using wireline 
logging, the final casing string is cemented in place. This method measures the downhole 
properties and attributes of the Laurel Formation. If technical issues occur during the drilling 
activity, contingency activities may be required, which may include restarting (re-spudding) or side-
tracking the well. A side-track involves drilling a secondary wellbore away from the original 
wellbore. This may be done to avoid an unusable or inaccessible section of the original wellbore.  

Once complete and if required, the wells will be prepared for perforation, HFS treatment, and well 
testing. The wells will be suspended before any of these activities are conducted. During 
suspension, the well pads will be regularly inspected and maintenance works undertaken as 
necessary.  

While the Proposed Action covers exploration and appraisal only, should a commercially viable 
resource be found, it is recognised that any of these wells may form part of a production program 
in the future. ISO Standard 16530 – 1:2017 will be adhered to throughout the planning, 
construction, testing and decommissioning phases to effectively manage well integrity during the 
well life cycle. All conditions placed on the approved well management plans and drilling approvals 
required under Western Australian state legislation will be met. This would ensure that well integrity 
would be continuously monitored so that any well integrity anomalies or failures could be 
immediately identified and addressed. The well management plans will address:  

 Organisational structure and tasks related to well integrity management  

 Well barriers/performance standards  

 Monitoring and surveillance requirements  

 Annulus pressure management  

 Well barrier maintenance requirements  

 Risk assessments for well barrier failures  

 Reporting and documentation of well integrity activities  

 Periodic well reviews. 
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Once the wells are constructed and their integrity is independentlyF

1 validated, the HFS spread, 
packages, and supplies are mobilised to the site. Figure 2-3 shows typical surface infrastructure 
that may be required for the Proposed Action. Approximately 70 personnel are expected to be 
located at a single well pad during HFS activities. The HFS spread comprises high-pressure 
pumps, mixing unit (to blend water, proppant, and chemicals), the command centre, and coil tubing 
unit (or equivalent). All high-pressure surface lines and equipment used (including the wells) will be 
pressure tested during rig-up to ensure their integrity before HFS commences. 

 

Figure 2-3: Typical HFS Layout 

Once the integrity of equipment has been verified, any plugs that have been placed into the well to 
suspend the well will be removed, with any remnant fluid or cement returned to surface and stored 
in the mud sump, and the casing perforated to provide access to the target formation. If required, 
the casing will be perforated at selected intervals, which are currently expected to be 2–100 m 
apart. 

After well perforations are complete and the well is cleaned up, HFS can commence. Water from 
the water retention pond is pumped into the blenders where the proppants (sand) and HFS 
chemical additives (dry) are mixed. Chemical additives typically comprise ~2% of the HFS fluid 

 
1 As per State HFS recommendations. 
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composition—the system proposed to be used is described in Environmental Review Document 
(ERD) Appendix A (Attachment 13). In accordance with the Western Australian Petroleum and 
Geothermal Energy Resources (Environment) Regulations (PGER(E)R), the chemical composition 
of the downhole fluid system will also be assessed by the Department of Mines, Petroleum and 
Exploration (DMPE). 

Once mixed, the downhole fluid system water will be directed into high-pressure pumps where it is 
then pumped down the well. Each HFS treatment will create hairline fractures in the target 
formation with the proppant (sand) holding these fractures open, allowing gas to flow to the 
wellbore. Depending on the well design, the well location and the reservoir response following 
testing, the wells may receive up to 70 treatments. 

Following HFS treatment, the wellbore will be cleaned out with coil tubing (or equivalent), with any 
remnant fluids or proppant returned to surface and stored in the mud sump. This prepares the well 
for testing. 

The entire well testing manifold from the well to a water retention pond and flare are a closed piping 
system. During well testing, reservoir fluids, including produced gas, are flowed back to the surface, 
and directed through three-phase separators (if required) where water, condensate (if present), and 
gas are separated into their respective phases (Figure 2-4). The fate of the three reservoir fluid 
phases is: 

 Gas: any gas is routed to the well test flare, where it is flared off. 

 Condensate (liquid): based upon previous characterisation of fluids, low volumes of 
condensate are expected to be produced (<25 bbl); this will be routed to the well test flare 
and flared off. 

 Water: formation water produced from well testing is stored in a designated double lined 
wastewater pond and left to evaporate. 

In accordance with Water Quality Protection Note 26 (WQPN 26) (DoW, 2013), surface ponds 
used for short-term containment of wastewater or solids that may leach contaminants, require 
synthetic membranes and need to meet specific requirements, including: 

 All fluid containment liners should have a coefficient of permeability of less than 
2 × 1010 m/s 

 A minimum thickness of 0.75 mm 

 Dual liners 

 Leak detection in between liners 

All surface produced wastewater ponds will be constructed to meet these requirements. As per 
WQPN 26 (DoW, 2013), all lined storage compounds should have sufficient freeboard (at least 
500 mm) maintained to prevent unintended overflow of water from storms with an average return 
frequency of at least 20 years, plus capacity to store rainfall resulting from a 90th percentile wet 
season, after allowing for any evaporative water loss and the effects of any water re-use recovery 
system. 

BNR has utilised standards and guidance documents proposed by the Independent Expert 
Scientific Committee (IESC) (IESC, 2024a; IESC, 2025) and referencing WA state accepted 
practices for assessing flood risk and pond design. A water balance assessment and impact 
assessment (Section 5.1.2.8) has been completed based upon an indicative design, noting that on 
award of a drilling contractor, the assessments will be updated with specific pond designs.  
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 Evaporating, draining if necessary, and backfilling ponds, sumps, and pits (Section 2.5.2) 

 Ripping and contouring hardstands as required 

 Respreading topsoil and stockpiled vegetation 

If installed site infrastructure is no longer required after all site activities are completed, then where 
appropriate, the infrastructure will be demobilised and any areas of disturbance will be reinstated in 
accordance with any land access agreements (as required under Section 20 of the Petroleum and 
Geothermal Energy Resources Act 1967 (PGER Act), and conditions received through assessment 
under the EPBC Act. Specifically, it is expected that sites be returned to the pre-industry land use 
of the pastoral stations dedicated to cattle rearing and as agreed with the pastoral station 
landholders. 

Prior to decommissioning/reinstatement, BNR will sample and analyse pond and sump contents. 
Residual drilling fluid solid waste and drill cuttings subsoils will be sampled for contaminants of 
potential concern (CoPC). Soil samples will also be analysed from beneath the produced 
wastewater pond, sump liners and flare pit to verify contamination from CoPC has not occurred. 

Before liners are removed, fluid contained within produced wastewater pond, sumps, and pits will 
be left to naturally evaporate. The ponds will only have a thin coating of residue and will not 
comprise a sludge. This residue is then cleaned from the pond liner (scrubbed, contained and 
removed off-site via small tanks or vacuum trucks given small volumes of residue). Liners are then 
pulled and disposed of at a relevant waste disposal facility. Management of these wastes will be in 
accordance with the requirements of the Radiological Council and the Radiation Safety (General) 
Regulations 1983. 

Any previously excavated areas will be reinstated through backfilling with stockpiled topsoil, with 
any remaining vegetation spread over this area. 

2.5.1 Well Decommissioning 

If the evaluation confirms the well is not successful, the well will be plugged back with cement as 
per the regulatory approved well decommissioning program. A preliminary well decommissioning 
plan will be included in the Well Management Plan (WMP), with the final plan approved by DMPE 
under the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources (Resource Management and 
Administration) Regulations 2015 based on the actual results of the drilled well prior to 
commencement of the well decommissioning process. Specifically, the well-decommissioning 
objectives and activities that would be undertaken under a typical scenario include the following: 

 Install the barrier cement plug (plug #1) above the top of any zones containing moveable 
hydrocarbons to isolate the well above from the hydrocarbon zone 

 Install an intermediate cement plug (plug #2) to isolate any open annulus in the well from 
the surface 

 Install a surface cement plug (plug #3) to permanently isolate the well from the surface 
environment. 

Cement plug thickness is normally a minimum of 30 m for a single barrier and 60 m for common / 
combination barrier (excluding any length across the zone with flow potential). Once the well is 
plugged with cement, the wellhead and cellar are left in place, and the drilling package demobilized 
from site. Removal of the wellhead and cellar will occur following departure of the rig to coincide 
with other civil works activity being undertaken at the site. 
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2.5.2 Produced Wastewater Pond / Sump Decommissioning 

Drilling fluids and cuttings will be stored in the mud sump and produced water stored in the 
produced wastewater ponds. Once the mud sump / produced wastewater pond is no longer 
required, BNR will allow excess fluids to evaporate from the pond. BNR will then collect a number 
of samples from within the mud sump / produced wastewater pond (consistent with 
decommissioning requirements under the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources 
(Environment) Act 1967) and analyse any remnant solid waste for the various characteristics to 
determine the classification and landfill type that accepts this material. The solids will be removed 
from the mud sump and where not suitable to be buried in situ (consistent with the Department of 
Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) Assessment and management of contaminated 
sites guidelines (DWER, 2021), will be removed to an appropriate waste disposal facility. The 
sump / produced wastewater pond liner will be removed when the infrastructure is no longer 
required and sent for disposal at an appropriate waste disposal facility. On removal of the liners, 
the soil beneath the liner will be sampled and analysed for potential contaminants. In the event the 
soil beneath the sump liner is determined as being not suitable to remain in situ, it will be 
recovered and removed to an appropriate waste disposal facility. The mud sump / produced 
wastewater pond will then be backfilled using fill remaining from site construction or sourced from 
deconstruction of the well location as well as the previously removed and tested mud sump solid 
waste if determined suitable for burial in situ. 

Decommissioning will be undertaken following completion of testing at each well site, unless 
otherwise authorised for continued use, to ensure protection of land, groundwater and surface 
water values and align with existing land use (noting the existing land is an active pastoral station). 

The proposed detailed decommissioning process includes the following steps: 

1. Cessation of Use and Waste Characterisation 

Upon completion of exploration and appraisal testing, use of the mud sump will cease. 

All drilling fluids, cuttings, flowback fluids and residual liquids will be sampled and classified 
in accordance with WA waste classification guidelines (DWER, 2019). 

2. Removal and Lawful Disposal of Wastes 

All contents of the mud sump will be removed. 

Wastes will be transported off-site to an appropriately licensed facility, in accordance with 
Environmental Protection (Controlled Waste) Regulations 2004 (WA). 

No drilling wastes will be buried or left in situ unless specifically authorised by the relevant 
regulatory authority. 

3. Liner Removal and Soil Assessment 

Depending on the outcome of the exploration well, if the well is successful, pond infrastructure 
may be retained for future production-related activities, subject to ongoing operational review 
and regulatory approval to ensure continued suitability and environmental protection. 

Synthetic liners will be removed and disposed of at a licensed facility. 

The base and walls of the sump / produced wastewater pond will be inspected and 
sampled to assess potential contamination of underlying soils. 

4. Remediation of Contaminated Land 
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Any contaminated soil will be excavated and remediated or disposed of off-site in 
accordance with Contaminated Sites Act 2003 (WA) requirements. 

Where required, site contamination will be reported to the DWER. 

5. Backfilling and Landform Restoration 

The sump / produced wastewater pond will be backfilled with clean, suitable material. 

The site will be re-contoured to reinstate pre-disturbance landform and natural drainage 
patterns, minimising erosion and ponding. Or as agreed in the Land Access Agreement. 

6. Site Reinstatement 

Topsoil will be replaced where practicable. 

During site reinstatement, it is expected that sites be returned to the pre-industry land use 
of the pastoral stations dedicated to cattle rearing and as agreed with the pastoral station 
landholders.  

7. Verification, Monitoring and Closure 

Post-decommissioning inspections and validation sampling will be conducted to 
demonstrate compliance with approval conditions.  

Decommissioning will be completed prior to site suspension or progression to any 
subsequent development phase, unless otherwise approved to be retained for subsequent 
development phases. 

Mud sumps / produced wastewater ponds will not be retained, abandoned or capped in situ in a 
manner that could cause pollution or environmental harm, consistent with the objects of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA) (EP Act). 

2.6 Location and Boundaries  

The location of the Proposed Action is as stated in the EPBC referral 2024/10006 Section 2.6. The 
address is Calwynyardah-Noonkanbah Rd, Mount Hard, Shire of Derby/West Kimberley, Western 
Australia, in EP 371. The Proposed Action Area is situated in the West Kimberley district (Figure 
2-5) and is located on Crown Land, zoned for pastoral use. Traditional Owners hold a pastoral 
lease over the Proposed Action Area. 

The Proposed Action Area (in accordance with figures generated in the EPBC Portal) comprises a 
total area of ~210.91 ha, which includes all well pads, access tracks, camp and the existing road 
(Calwynyardah-Noonkanbah Road, an existing gravel road which branches south from the sealed 
Great Northern Highway). The estimated disturbance footprint for the well pads, access tacks and 
small camps (within well pad disturbance footprint) is ~106.14 haF

6 (according to the EPBC Portal 
projection). Access to the camp and well pads for personnel, machinery and equipment is via the 
already existing Calwynyardah-Noonkanbah Rd and access tracks (Figure 2-5). 

 
6 The disturbance footprint slightly differs from the state disturbance footprint given the need to clearly align the 
disturbance footprint with road reserves and public roads (following discussions with DCCEEW). This does not represent 
an increased are of native vegetation to be cleared. 
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Figure 2-5: Proposed Disturbance Footprint (small camps located on well pads within the 
disturbance footprint) 
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2.7 Layout  

BNR has not completed detailed design of the well pads. Once the Proposed Action is approved, a 
detailed design of each well pad will be completed, including the location and dimensions of all 
ancillary infrastructure and equipment. Well pad design is dependent on which drilling rig is to be 
selected for use and subsequent placement of the wells on each well pad. Location of the 
monitoring bores is dependent on location of the well and produced wastewater pond, which will be 
discussed with and approved by the DWER. However, the parameters or rules where they must be 
installed are included within this PD. 

Notwithstanding the well pad design, BNR can confirm that all the activities and infrastructure 
associated with the Proposed Action will be located within the approved disturbance footprint, with 
the potential for environmental monitoring equipment to be located outside of the disturbance 
footprint to ensure environmental performance of the Proposed Action is sufficiently monitored.7 An 
indicative layout showing well pad infrastructure is included in Figure 2-6.  

 

Figure 2-6: Indicative Well Pad Layout 

 
7 As directed and agreed with DWER and DMPE. 
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2.8 Timing and Duration 

The timing of the Proposed Action is highly dependent on the State and Commonwealth 
Environmental approvals processes. The intent is to complete both Phase I and Phase II in 
7 years. At the time of writing this PD, our estimated dates are 01/06/2027 – 01/06/2034.  

Although the Proposed Action is expected to occur over an overall duration of approximately 
7 years, it will be implemented as a progressive, well-by-well drilling program, due to drill rig and 
personnel constraints, regional weather and local conditions at each well pad. Up to two 
exploration wells may be drilled consecutively at each well pad.  

Once BNR has received approval under the EP Act and EPBC Act, BNR will commence seeking 
secondary approvals under other pieces of State Legislation including the PGER Act, Rights in 
Water and Irrigation Act 1914 (RIWI Act) and Planning and Development Acts. BNR will then start 
to engage partners to support the detailed design and execution of the activity; this will involve 
completing detailed well engineering, civil engineering and reviewing available materials and 
equipment.  

2.9 Rehabilitation 

If installed site infrastructure is no longer required after all site activities are completed, then where 
appropriate, equipment will be demobilised and any areas of disturbance will be reinstated in 
accordance with any land access agreements (as required under Section 20 of the PGER Act).  

Topsoil is to be respread, and rehabilitation sites actively monitored to ensure they meet the 
required completion criteria. Specifically, completion criteria will be developed to ensure that 
rehabilitation is conducted to enable long-term land use to continue.  

Rehabilitation completion criteria are documented in an Environment Plan (EP) that is required to 
be accepted by DMPE under the PGER Act prior to activity commencing. This will be monitored 
and reported on annually to multiple state government agencies, including DCCEEW.  

Please note at the time of writing this PD, an EP has not been developed with rehabilitation 
completion criteria given BNR is still progressing through primary approvals.  

Where exploration activities are successful and retaining existing infrastructure can 
minimizeminimise the environmental impact of future development, infrastructure will be 
maintained in a care and maintenance state.  under the PGER Act, regulated by DEMIR. If the 
approval reaches its 7 year expiry without subsequent approvals enabling production, the 
infrastructure will transition to the decommissioning and rehabilitation phase in accordance with 
statutory requirements and the EPs. 

2.10 Alternatives 

The Proposed Action is an exploration and appraisal program. The key intent of the Proposed 
Action is to gather information to inform future development concepts of which specific options 
analysis can be conducted. Consequently, BNR does not believe that the nature of the Proposed 
Action requires a detailed alternative analysis process to be completed as per the RFI 
(Attachment 14) and has included our description of key alternatives considered during the initial 
exploration Proposed Action definition and design over 5 years ago: 

 Vertical versus horizontal well design 

 Staging the program 

 Well testing philosophy 
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 Well pad selection. 

2.10.1 Vertical Well Versus Horizontal Well Design 

The benefit of horizontal well design is in reducing surface impact, multiple wells can be clustered 
on a single well pad, which allows multiple subsurface targets to be tested. BNR has chosen a 
horizontal well design to limit the environmental footprint associated with this Proposed Action. As 
a result, BNR has halved the surface impact by using up to 10 well pads for up to 20 exploration 
and appraisal wells. However, should a vertical well be considered preferable for appraisal 
purposes, horizontal drilling may not occur at all well pads or for all wells. 

2.10.2 Staged Approach 

As detailed in Section 2, BNR has separated the Proposed Action into two phases. The initial 
phase (Phase I) is to identify the minimum number of wells and spacing throughout the Proposed 
Action Area to confirm that commercially viable resources are present. This should be achieved 
through the drilling of six wells. At the completion of Phase I, if the outcomes of the exploration and 
appraisal program and subsequent economic modelling indicate commercial production is not 
feasible, Phase II (up to 14 wells) will not be undertaken. By minimising the number of wells 
required to achieve Phase I objectives, BNR has minimised the potential impacts if Phase II is not 
implemented. 

2.10.3 Well Testing Philosophy 

The main options or alternatives to reduce environmental impact associated with this Proposed 
Action relate to the well testing operations and the ability to prevent or reduce flaring activities. As 
detailed in the Greenhouse Gas Environmental Management Plan (GHGEMP) (Attachment 13 – 
Appendix R) for the Proposed Action, BNR is continuing to investigate alternatives to flaring gas 
during well testing. The practicability and feasibility of implementing these alternatives will be 
further clarified as the design progresses. 

The GHGEMP is intended to be dynamic and may be updated to reflect changes in management 
practices and the natural environment over time. It will be reviewed on a 5-year cycle. This 
approach will allow flexibility to adopt new approaches / management measures. The effectiveness 
and relevance of trigger level and threshold contingency actions will be evaluated on an annual 
basis, and any amendments to response actions will be completed on an as-needed basis. 

2.10.4 Well Pad Selection  

Multiple constraints must be considered when locating well pads, including environmental 
sensitivities, proximity to social receptors, native title boundaries, and geological prospectivity. 
BNR conducted ecological surveys and heritage surveys to understand the potential environmental 
and cultural sensitivities that have the potential to be impacted. Based on this data, BNR re-aligned 
access tracks to prevent impacts to conservation significant species, surface waters and cultural 
heritage.  

Optimal well pad selection enables environmental impacts to be minimised, as they have been for 
this Proposed Action. The entire area of proposed surface disturbance has been covered by flora 
and fauna surveys as well as detailed heritage surveys. In addition, BNR intends to undertake 
further pre-clearance surveys to ensure impacts are avoided. 

The geological prospectivity of an area is identified by acquiring and interpreting seismic data. This 
data enables geological prospects to be mapped and the subsequent well locations and 
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appropriate design to be identified. For this Proposed Action, the underlying geological formations 
were studied to understand the depth and thickness of the target Laurel Formation, as well as the 
depth of various formations to useable aquifers. This information is calibrated to data collected 
from petroleum wells drilled near the Proposed Action Area, which provides more accurate 
information on the formation depths. 
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3.1.1.1 Interested Stakeholders  

BNR did not identify Traditional Owner groups located outside the Proposed Action Area as 
relevant stakeholders for this assessment, as these groups do not have interests, functions, or 
cultural responsibilities that extend into, or interact with, YAC/NAC or WAC country and BNR are 
certain there are no credible pathways (refer to impact pathways assessed in Section 5.1) for 
potential impacts from the Proposed Action to intersect any other Traditional Owners lands. This is 
consistent with the EPA Assessment 1800 (EPA, 2026). While BNR acknowledges that 
neighbouring groups may express views regarding the Proposed Action, BNR’s consultation with 
YAC/NAC and WAC has consistently indicated that these groups consider themselves the 
appropriate decision-makers for their own country. 

This context is important, as DCCEEW’s position in paragraph 110 of the Statement of Reasons 
appears to rely on comments from the Kimberley Land Council suggesting that BNR did not 
engage with all relevant stakeholders. BNR considers this conclusion inconsistent with the 
stakeholder engagement principles that emphasise long-term, transparent, and trust-based 
relationships. Over many years, BNR has maintained ongoing engagement with the Traditional 
Owners of the country on which the Proposed Action is located. Their views differ from those 
expressed by DCCEEW and the Kimberley Land Council. 

Recent engagement has reaffirmed that Traditional Owners are well informed about the direct and 
indirect impacts of the Proposed Action, given their involvement since activities commenced in 
2012. They have continued to express the view that they are best placed to assess the impacts on 
their country and consider it important that the government recognises and respects the 
stakeholder engagement processes undertaken by BNR. Traditional Owners have also noted that 
while neighbouring communities may have an interest, they are located at significant distances 
from the Proposed Action Area, and that the Proposed Action and all potential impacts are 
confined to YAC/NAC/WAC land. YAC, NAC and WAC have emphasised that they speak for their 
own country in accordance with their cultural responsibilities. 

BNR acknowledges the rights of Traditional Owners to make decisions regarding their country and 
recognises that cultural authority is place-based. For this reason, Traditional Owner groups outside 
the Proposed Action Area have been categorised as interested stakeholders rather than Key 
Stakeholders. These groups were provided with access to all Proposed Action information through 
multiple publicly available channels, including the Black Mountain Energy website, the DCCEEW 
website, the Derby Public Library, Fitzroy Crossing Public Library, Broome Public Library, the State 
Library of Western Australia, and the EPA website. 

The proposed action was subject to State-based consultation requirements EPA Assessment 
number 2281, including statutory notification and invitation for submissions. This process: 

 Was publicly advertised (available for a public review for a period of 8 weeks from 12 
August 2024, closing on Monday, 7 October 2024). 

 Was not geographically limited to mapped development boundaries. 

 Allowed any individual, organisation, or Traditional Owner group to lodge submissions. 

Importantly, the State consultation framework does not restrict participation to overlapping Native 
Title holders. As such, Traditional Owner groups with cultural, historical, or kinship connections 
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extending beyond the defined Proposed Action Development Envelope were afforded equal 
opportunity to engage.8 

Future public consultation on the PD is also legislated and will also extend beyond the defined 
Proposed Action Development Envelope and will be afforded equal opportunity for interested 
persons to submit their objections to the Proposed Action on the basis of impacts to MNES 
identified under the EPBC Act. 

BNR is confident that this satisfies Commonwealth expectations that consultation consider cultural 
connection and authority, not based solely on tenure or spatial overlap.  

3.2 Historical Traditional Owner Engagement 

BNR has been granted approval to summarise the views and expressions of the Traditional 
Owners shared during consultation and subsequent engagement.  

Consultation with Traditional Owners has occurred in accordance with the Interim Engaging with 
First Nations People and Communities on Assessments and Approvals under the EPBC Act 
(DCCEEW, 2023) and has engaged with the Traditional Owners and communities respectfully and 
effectively, ensuring: 

 Cultural safety and respect 

 Building and maintaining trust 

 Engaging early and often 

 Enduring suitable timeframes and respect of all cultures and opinions 

 Ensuring material is presented in a suitable format. 

Consultation with relevant Native Title groups has occurred at a pace dictated by the Traditional 
Owners and translators have been used where required. This has allowed Traditional Owners time 
to digest the information provided, discuss it with their community, and make informed decisions. 
Engagement with the Yungngora Community (Yungngora and Warlangurru people) started in 2012 
and has followed two engagement phases: 

 Planning phase 

 Inform / consult phase. 

During the planning phase, a ‘Gas Roadmap’ document was developed with the Yungngora 
Community. This document sought to set environmental, cultural/social, and economic objectives 
for the native title groups through the exploration, appraisal, and development of the tight gas 
resource. The Gas Roadmap process was used to guide community engagement through the 
various stages of field development, including exploration and appraisal.  

During the Inform/Consult phase of engagement, an independent specialist review process was 
used to enable the Yungngora Community to make an informed decision about HFS activities on 
EP 371. This process provided access to advice from independent experts in the fields of 
groundwater, petroleum engineering, HFS-specific risks, and community engagement with 
Traditional Owners. 

 
8 This includes BNR’s State response to public comments, which addresses all submissions from the public, including 
members of the public not directly impacted by the Proposed Action. 
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The Yungngora people selected their own independent specialists, who were given access to all 
relevant approvals documents and who reviewed the proposed activities, specifically HFS 
activities. The previous operator provided funding for the review, but the reviews were undertaken 
independent of that petroleum company unless requested by the community. The process ran for 
approximately seven months and included collaborative risk workshops, community meetings and 
information sessions with the community. 

Independent specialist reviewers presented the outcomes of their review to the community and 
demonstrated that the 2015 HFS program would have very low risk to the environment and social 
values. After the presentation was complete, the community voted overwhelmingly to support the 
tight gas program, which included HFS activities. 

Ongoing engagement has been formalised through separate land use agreements with the native 
title groups. Specifically, BNR has separate land use agreements in place with Yungngora and 
Warlangurru native title groups. Amongst other things, these agreements provide for the support of 
the Yungngora and Warlangurru people in the future grant of tenure required for the further 
development of gas resources in the area. The agreements include financial and other benefits to 
the native title groups and include structured processes for managing cultural, heritage, and 
environmental matters. The agreements also focus on employment and training opportunities for 
the Traditional Owners.” 

In addition to formal stakeholder engagement with the relevant native title groups, BNR submitted 
the state ERD to the EPA. The ERD was made available for public review over an eight-week 
period, from 12 August 2024 to 7 October 2024. During this time, ANY individual or group had the 
opportunity to submit formal comments to BNR. On 9 December 2024, EPA Services within the 
DWER provided BNR with a summary of the public submissions received. BNR subsequently 
responded to these submissions, and its responses were considered as part of the state's 
environmental assessment process. The public submissions and BNR responses will be published 
by the EPA.  

Through the Commonwealth process, BNR will publish the PD for public review upon approval by 
the Minister or their delegate. This process once again ensures that ANY individual or group not 
previously identified as relevant stakeholders has the opportunity to review the document and 
provide formal comments. 

3.3 Stakeholder Consultation Overview 

For further information regarding stakeholder consultation, refer to Table 3-2. 
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Existing uses within the Proposed Action Area include pastoral grazing (cattle) and existing 
petroleum infrastructure. Pastoral activities have been present across the Proposed Action Area 
since the late 1800s.  

Petroleum activities within Exploration Permit EP 371 have occurred since 1995, with various well 
pads and infrastructure, owned by Bennet Resources Pty Ltd, currently under care and 
maintenance.  

4.2.2 Topography 

The Proposed Action Area is within the North Fitzroy Plain Zone, which covers an area of 
17,925 km2 (Tille, 2006). The North Fitzroy Plain Zone comprises floodplains and sandplains (with 
alluvial and undulating plains) on Permian sedimentary rocks of the Canning Basin with self-
mulching cracking clays, red deep sands, red sandy earths and red / brown non-cracking clays. 
Rangeland land system maps, prepared by Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development (DPIRD), describe the biophysical characteristics of each region and separates these 
into land systems, which are defined as repeating patterns of topography, soil and vegetation. The 
Proposed Action Area covers four soil landscape systems (Figure 4-1), which are described as 
(Government of Western Australia, 2021b; Payne & Schoknecht, 2011): 

 331Cm: Camelgooda System: sandplains, swales, and linear sand dunes supporting low 
Pindan woodlands of acacias and low woodlands of bauhinia and bloodwood with curly 
spinifex and ribbon grass 

 331Cy: Calwynyardah System: alluvial plains with scalded tracts downslope from lateritic 
remnants with yellowish loamy soils supporting patchy beefwood-bauhinia low woodlands 
with curly spinifex and ribbon grass; also, minor hard spinifex grasslands 

 331Dj: Djada System: active floodplains with levees and levee back slopes supporting 
ghost gum open woodlands with frontage grasses, and cracking clay back plains supporting 
ribbon grass-blue grass and Mitchell grass grasslands 

 331Ma: Mamilu System: plains and sandplains, deep red sands and yellowish loamy soils 
on lateritised sedimentary rocks supporting beefwood-bauhinia low woodlands and Pindan 
acacia shrublands with curly spinifex and ribbon grass. 
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Figure 4-1: Regional Extent of the Soil Landscape Systems Within the Proposed Action Area 

4.2.3 Groundwater Bodies – Regional Context 

The Proposed Action Area is situated in the Canning Basin region within the Fitzroy River 
Catchment. The Canning Basin is considered the second largest groundwater resource in Australia 
after the Great Artesian Basin. It is a large sedimentary basin covering an onshore area 
>450,000 km2 (DoW, 2012). The major regional aquifer systems in the Canning Basin are (in order 
of decreasing age): 

 Grant Group (Pool aquifer)  

 Liveringa Formation (Liveringa aquifer) 

 Wallal Sandstone 

 Broome Sandstone. 

The two aquifers considered “useable” for other purposes within the Proposed Action Area include 
the Liveringa and Poole. 

4.2.3.1 Grant Group 

The Grant Group aquifer comprises several subsurface geological structures, including the Reeves 
Formation (formerly described as the Lower Grant Formation) and the Poole Sandstone, which is 
directly above the Grant Group. 

The Poole Sandstone and Grant Group are considered to be hydrogeologically similar and are 
both regarded as good aquifers because of their combined thickness and widespread distribution 
(Lindsay & Commander, 2005). The Poole Sandstone is mainly fine-grained with some medium to 
coarse sandstone towards the base. The Grant Group is much thicker than the Poole Sandstone. 
Available salinity records from the DWER’s Water Information Reporting (WIR) database (DWER, 
2021) for the Poole Sandstone range from 200 to 325 milligrams per litre (mg/L) Total Dissolved 
Solids (TDS), with 86 mg/L TDS for the Grant Group. In other areas of the Grant Group, oil 
accumulations are known to occur (hydrocarbons have previously been produced from the Grant 
Group from the Sundown, Boundary, and West Terrace wells at Blina Oilfield, which is north of the 
Proposed Action Area) (Jonasson, K, 2001). 

4.2.3.2 Liveringa Formation 

The Liveringa Formation comprises interbedded sandstones, siltstones with lenses, and minor 
beds of claystone and shale, varying in thickness within the disturbance footprint is 
approximately 84 m – 196 m. Salinities, where recorded in the WIR database and by the previous 
operator, are generally <1,000 mg/L TDS in the Liveringa Aquifer but may range from 500–
12,400 mg/L TDS (ERD Appendix I (Rockwater, 2016)). 

4.2.3.3 Wallal Sandstone 

The Wallal Sandstone is present in the west and northwest of the Fitzroy River Catchment but has 
limited outcrop at the land surface due to overlying formations and a veneer of surficial sediments. 
This sandstone aquifer is likely to host intermediate-scale flow systems, though very little 
information currently exists other than from drilling around Derby and Mount Anderson (Gallardo, 
A, 2018; Smith  R. , 1992). Bore yields can be high in places, with recent investigations reporting 
bore yields of up to 50 L/second (Stocker, 2015). Groundwater salinity is also fresh in most 
locations (i.e., TDS of 500–1,000 mg/L). Aquifer pumping tests on the Wallal Sandstone at 
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Figure 4-2: Hydrogeological Cross-Section 

Figure 4-2 is a simplified cross section of the Proposed Action Area. Presentation of subsurface 
data this way is appropriate given the availability of three key wells with modern logs Valhalla-1, 
Valhalla-N-1, and Asgard - 1. BNR acknowledges presentation of this data is limited given the 
absence of regional sand/shale ratios other than in principally in two dimensions. A more detailed 
cross section of the subsurface geology is presented in ERD Appendix T (Figure 2) (Attachment 
13).  

In addition to cross sections, semi-regional isochore (based on seismic data tied to wells) maps of 
key geological intervals along with the proposed locations have also been included in ERD 
Appendix T (Figure 1a–Figure 1e) (Attachment 13). The figures presented therein show the 
intervals that represent the isochores and associated stratigraphy highlighted. These figures are 
focused on the Poole aquifer unit (a deltaic sandstone) as well as the non-aquifers of the Grant 
Group and Anderson formations. For the Grant group Formation, the overall thickness within the 
development area is between 545 m-808 m. The deepest interval (Anderson) does thin updip but 
over most of the Proposed Action Area it is over 150 m thick. 

The shallowest interval that likely contains potentially economic hydrocarbons is located at 2,600 m 
to the top of the Grant Formation. Semi regional isochore figures (ERD Appendix T Attachment 
13) indicate there is 900 m – 1,800 m of section between the shallowest potential HFS zone 
(2,600 m) and the Grant/Winfred Formation top (Base of the Poole).  
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4.2.4.1 Liveringa Aquifer 

Recharge and Discharge Mechanisms 

Groundwater recharge to the Liveringa Aquifer is believed to be mainly from rainfall on outcrop 
areas (Lindsay & Commander, 2005). During the Fitzroy River integrated ground and surface water 
hydrology assessment conducted between 2008 and 2011, monitoring of the Liveringa Aquifer and 
surface alluvial waters associated with the Fitzroy River indicated a strong connection between the 
river and the aquifer. This Proposed Action was led by the then WA Department of Water (DoW) 
with funding provided by National Water Commission under the Raising National Water Standards 
(RNWS) program. The multilevel piezometers that were installed at three sites on Noonkanbah 
Station as part of the DoW and RNWS Proposed Action showed a groundwater response to high 
river flow events (Lindsay & Commander, 2005). This, and comparatively low groundwater 
salinities measured in these piezometers compared with other regional bores, suggests some 
recharge to the aquifer by floodwater. 

Infiltration to the Liveringa Formation (and subsequent aquifers) from rainfall will be retarded by 
clay, shale and siltstone layers, both above and below the water table. Water is likely to take 70–
300 days to travel from the ground surface to the water table ERD Appendix I (Rockwater, 2016) 
(Attachment 13).Attachment 13). 

Aquifer Connectivity (Surface Water/Groundwater Interaction) 

As detailed in Table 4-1 and shown in Figure 4-2, the Liveringa Aquifer and Poole Sandstone 
(associated with the Grant Group) are separated by the Noonkanbah (shale) Formation. The 
Noonkanbah Formation is considered an aquitard, comprising siltstone, limestone and minor 
sandstone (Lindsay & Commander, 2005), and it is a geological barrier (at least 357 m thick) 
between the Liveringa and Poole Sandstone aquifers. Consequently, within the Proposed Action 
Area the surface aquifer (Liveringa) is geologically separated from the Poole Sandstone (and 
subsequently, the targeted Laurel Formation). 

Water Chemistry 

BNR completed a local groundwater characterisation field study to review the quality of the 
Liveringa Aquifer within the Proposed Action Area using historical groundwater data. The local 
groundwater characterisation study focused on several bores near the Proposed Action Area, 
namely: 

 AB1D 

 AB1S 

 VNB4S 

 VNB4D. 

These bores were considered suitable for providing appropriate historical baseline data because: 

 AB1D, AB1S, VNB4S and VNB4D are located upgradient of previous historical petroleum 
activities conducted in EP 371 (Figure 4-14). 

 These four are screened within the Liveringa Aquifer and although the bore logs are not 
available for the monitoring bores, schematics are available for these bores (Figure 4-14). 

 BNR validated bore schematics by placing a camera down hole in July 2023. All four were 
shown to be intact and suitable for the purposes of collecting baseline groundwater 
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samples. Details of this assessment, as well as photos from the down hole camera, form 
part of ERD Appendix G (Attachment 13). A summary of these recordings is: 

AB1S 

 Stick-up: 0.5 m 

 Standing water level: 23.070 metres below top of casing (m btoc) 

 Screened interval: 30.8-36.3 m btoc 

 Bottom of casing: 36.3 m btoc 

 Some white build-up on lower ~5 m of casing walls 

AB1D 

 Stick-up: 0.7 m 

 Standing water level: 21.780 m btoc 

 Screened interval: 67.0-76.6 m btoc 

 Bottom of casing: 76.6 m btoc 

 Ant ingress and some ant material build-up on walls from 20 m btoc 

VNB4S 

 Stick-up: 0.5 m 

 Standing water level: 30.686 m btoc 

 Screened interval: 36.6 m btoc 

 Bottom of casing: 42.3 m btoc 

 No or minor build-up on casing walls 

VNB4D 

 Stick-up: 0.7 m 

 Standing water level: 30.956 m btoc 

 Screened interval: 66.9-78.3 m btoc 

 Bottom of casing: 78.4 m btoc 

 Minor build-up on casing walls 

VNB4S / VNB4D and AB1D / AB1S are located on the northwest and southeast of the 
proposed disturbance footprint, respectively (Figure 4-16), thus providing geographical 
coverage across the Proposed Action Area. 

 Groundwater flow is westerly (Figure 4-14), thus providing water quality at different 
hydrogeological gradients. 

The local groundwater characterisation study on the four bores into the Liveringa was undertaken 
over five years (two of the four bores continued to be monitored for a further two years). The 
number of sampling events undertaken at each bore location and the data results are detailed in 
ERD Appendix J (Attachment 13). BNR has mapped specific CoPC over the sampling period in 
Figure 4-3 to Figure 4-13. The CoPC selected to be presented here are relevant because they are 
the indicator constituents used to determine if any release from petroleum activities (including 

Sam
ple

 O
nl

LEX 83380 Document 5.1
R

eleased by D
C

C
EEW

 under the Freedom
 of Inform

ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



  

EPBC No. 2024/10006 

Revision: V3 

Issue Date: May 2026 

 

 

 

*Uncontrolled in Hardcopy Format* Printed: 20-May-26 Use Latest Revision 

Review Frequency: Extreme/High=1yr; Medium=2yr; Low=3yr 
2 

Date Review Due: Jul 2027 Page: 69 of 
202147 

 

 

 

Figure 4-3: Electrical Conductivity [Liveringa] 

 

Figure 4-4: Chloride [Liveringa] 

 

Figure 4-5: Sulfate [Liveringa] 

 

Figure 4-6: Boron [Liveringa] 

 

Figure 4-7: Cadmium [Liveringa] 

 

Figure 4-8: Copper [Liveringa] 
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Figure 4-14: Location of VNB4S / VNB4D and AB1D / AB1S and Proximity to Existing Infrastructure 
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Figure 4-15: Schematic of the Asgard and Valhalla North Groundwater Monitoring Bores 
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Figure 4-16: Location of Liveringa Groundwater Sampling Bores for Local Groundwater 
Characterisation and Groundwater Contours 
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Figure 4-17: Conceptual Schematic Diagram of the Regional Groundwater Flow Process and 
Positioning of the Poole Sandstone (taken from Figure 5-3 in (Taylor, et al., 2018)) 

Aquifer Connectivity (Surface Water/Groundwater Interaction) 

As detailed in Table 4-1, the Liveringa and Poole Sandstone aquifers are separated by the 
Noonkanbah shale Formation. The Noonkanbah Formation is considered an aquitard, comprising 
siltstone, limestone and minor sandstone (Lindsay & Commander, 2005), and is a geological 
barrier (at least 357 m thick) between the Liveringa and Poole Sandstone aquifers. Beneath the 
Grant Group, the Anderson Formation comprises a shale layer that acts as a confining seal 
between the Grant and lower formations (such as the targeted Laurel Formation). The Anderson 
Formation provides a geological barrier that is between 184 m and 279 m thick. 

Water Chemistry 

BNR has developed a series of groundwater studies to inform and support both the environmental 
impact assessment within the PER and the ongoing monitoring and management of groundwater 
during the Proposed Action. Given the depth to the Poole Sandstone (-571 m) and the confinement 
of the Poole Sandstone within the Proposed Action Area, BNR used water quality data from 
groundwater users that are both licensed and unlicensed to extract groundwater from the Poole 
Sandstone, including the Yungngora Community and the town of Fitzroy Crossing. 

BNR has been provided with data from the Yungngora Community’s YG2/18 bore, which was 

constructed in 2018. The bore completion log for the Yungngora Community indicates that the total 
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depth of the bore is 497 m and screens were installed between 398 and 497 m below ground level 
(Figure 4-18) (Australian Bore Consultants, 2019). 
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Figure 4-18: Drilling Log of the YG2/18 Bore 
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Figure 4-19: Location of Grant Group Sampling Bore for Local Groundwater Characterisation 
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Figure 4-20: Location of Known Pastoral Bores Within the Proposed Action Area 
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Hydrology 

Please refer to EPBC Referral 2024/10006 Section 3.4.1 which provides further description 
regarding these groundwater systems including (but not limited to): 

 Recharge and discharge mechanisms  

 Aquifer connectivity (surface water/groundwater interaction) 

 Local and regional use. 

For further detailed information on groundwater aquifers, including connectivity, refer to Sections 
4.2.3, 4.2.4 and 4.2.5.  

4.2.5 Surface Water and Waterways (Including Mount Hardman Creek) 

The Proposed Action Area does not intersect any Ramsar wetlands or Wetlands of National 
Significance within the Directory of Important Wetlands (DoIW). The Camballin Floodplain 
(Le Lievre Swamp System) is the closest DoIW system to the Proposed Action Area (~37 km from 
the western boundary of the Proposed Action Area). Three recognised surface waterbodies are 
present within or surrounding the Proposed Action Area: 

 Fitzroy River, ~16 km south of the Proposed Action Area 

 Mount Hardman Creek, crossing the Proposed Action Area (but the proposed disturbance 
footprint has been designed to avoid this creek) 

 Mount Wynne Creek, north of the Proposed Action Area. 

Figure 4-21 shows all the surface water features of the Proposed Action Area and areas 
surrounding them.  

Mount Hardman Creek and ephemeral feeders are located within the physiographic region known 
as North Fitzroy plains (Lindsay & Commander, 2005). The North Fitzroy Plains consist principally 
of eolian sand and gravel, underlain by lateritised sandstone and mudstone of the Noonkanbah 
Formation and Liveringa Group (Lindsay & Commander, 2005). The ephemeral creeks are 
associated with small, internal drainage depressions consistent with others in the region (Lindsay & 
Commander, 2005). Eco Logical (2021) described these ephemeral waterways as occurring in 
sandy loams, clay or clay loams. The underlying formations are recharged mainly from rainfall on 
areas of outcrop, and locally from surface runoff and leakage through alluvium. 

Mount Hardman Creek comprises limestone tableland and intricately dissected beveled ridges; 
separated by plains and rocky karst surfaces with box valleys (BoM, 2021). The creek is non-
perennial and only flows following large rainfall events. This indicates that, conceptually, 
groundwater influence is limited to maintaining areas of isolated surface water expressions until 
rainfall events result in the connection of these surface water expressions causing the creek to 
flow. Normalised Difference Wayer index (NDWI) analysis indicates that Mount Hardman Creek 
does not retain water through the dry season. Specifically, in September 2024, no surface water 
was detected, indicating the absence of persistent aquatic habitat during dry season (Attachment 
6). 

Claypans are likely prevalent throughout the Proposed Action Area. However, with the exception of 
Mount Hardman Creek, no known claypans or wetlands are located in or within close proximity of 
the Proposed Action Area, which has been fixed to remove the uncertainty of impacts to surface 
sensitivities the closest well pad to Mount Hardman creek is ~1 km.  
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Figure 4-21: Surface Waters Within and Surrounding the Proposed Action Area 
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4.2.5.2 Alluvium 

Figure 4-23 Supplemental Geology Map is a map of the extent of the alluvium within the Proposed 
Action Area, based on the solid geology mapping (Stewart et al., 2020). This map shows a laterally 
extensive deposit of Cenozoic alluvium, with some overlying Quaternary dune sands, in direct 
lateral connection to the Quaternary alluvium within the Mount Hardman Creek floodplain. As 
indicated by the dashed line on the map, the Liveringa is separated from the alluvium by the Blina 
shale throughout the southern part of the Proposed Action Area. Throughout the remainder of the 
Proposed Action Area, including throughout most of the Quaternary alluvium around Mt. Hardman 
Creek, the Liveringa appears to be in direct contact with the surficial alluvial deposits. This is 
consistent with the assumptions built into the groundwater conceptualisation and the numerical 
model, both of which assume that the aquifer is in direct hydraulic communication with the surface 
waters in the Proposed Action Area. To reiterate, the conceptualisation of the groundwater system 
as presented in INTERA, 2024 (ERD Appendix L Groundwater Modeling Attachment 13) and the 
RFI Response (PD Attachment 3) does not assume an absence of connectivity between the 
surface water and groundwater. 
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Figure 4-22: Supplemental Geology Map (Stewart et al., 2020) 

4.2.6 Vegetation Communities 

The Valhalla Flora and Fauna Survey (Attachment 1Attachment 1) recorded a total of thirteen 
vegetation communities were recorded delineated and mapped within the Proposed Action Area 
generally comprising broad mixtures of Adansonia gregorii, Corymbia and Eucalyptus spp., Atalaya 
hemiglauca, Bauhinia cunninghamii and Erythrophleum chlorostachys woodland over mixed 
Acacia, Grevillea, Hakea spp. shrubland over Triodia spp. hummock grassland and Aristida, 
Eriachne, Eragrostis and Sorghum spp. tussock grassland. This survey was completed in 
accordance with the Western Australian state guidelines to support the environmental approvals 
under the Environmental Protection Act 1986. 
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No EPBC listed flora species or vegetation communities were recorded The Valhalla Flora and 
Fauna Survey (Attachment 1). 

Please refer to EPBC Referral 2024/10006 Section 3.1.1 where vegetation communities have 
previously been detailed. 

4.3 Matters of National Environmental Significance (MNES) 

4.3.1 Water Resources 

It should be noted that the Proposed Action is not an unconventional gas development. It is an 
early-stage exploration and appraisal Proposed Action not development Proposed Action.  

Given the nature of the proposed activity only three water resources (as defined under the EPBC 
Act) have the potential to be exposed. These are:  

 Liveringa aquifer (through abstraction)  

 Poole aquifer (from vertical migration of contaminates [deemed non-credible])  

 Mount Hardman Creek a moderate potential GDE (from an overflow of produced 
wastewater pond – deemed not plausible due to engineering controls to account for 
flooding risks) other ephemeral Low potential GDEs (reliant on wet season rainfall) 

The Proposed Action is not within sufficient proximity of any other water resources that would 
result in any direct or indirect impacts to MNES. Groundwater drawdown is discussed in Section 
5.1.1.1. 

4.3.2 Listed Threatened Species and Communities and Listed Migratory Species 

No listed Threatened Ecological Communities are present in the Proposed Action Area. 

A ‘Likelihood of Occurrence’ category was applied to all species identified in the DCCEEW 
Protected Matters Search Tool (PMST) report to assess the potential for these species to occur 
within, or in proximity to, the Proposed Action Area. Please refer to Attachment 7: Likelihood of 
occurrence assessment for MNES (Threatened species and communities, Migratory species).  

For a description of the listed threatened species and communities, and migratory species please 
refer to the Assessment of potential impacts to MNES (Attachment 8). 

Further to the information provided in EPBC Referral 2024/10006, BNR has engaged with subject 
matter experts to execute further desktop assessment and analysis in regard to RFI item 7a & 7e).  

Listed threatened and migratory species listed that require description per the RFI are: 

Greater Bilby (Macrotis lagotis) – Vulnerable  

The Greater Bilby is a medium-sized burrowing marsupial with long, soft, blue-grey fur over most of 
the body and white to cream on the belly. It has large ears, a long pointed snout and a black tail 
with a white tip. It has forelimbs that have three stoutly clawed toes (and two unclawed toes) that 
enable the Greater Bilby to burrow effectively. The hind limbs are slender. The Greater Bilby grows 
to 55 cm long with a tail up to 29 cm long and reaches a maximum weight of 2,500 g for males and 
1,100 g for females (Johnson, 2008). 

The remaining populations of the Greater Bilby occupy three main habitats across Australia: open 
tussock grassland on uplands and hills, Acacia aneura (mulga) woodland/shrubland growing on 
ridges and rises, and hummock grassland in plains and alluvial areas (Woinarski, J et al., 2014). 
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Males range more widely than females from their home burrows, and home ranges can vary 
considerably in size in different locations. Greater bilbies can use up to 18 of these burrows 
concurrently over several months, as well as construct a new burrow on average every 2.5 weeks 
(Moseby, K.E & O'Donnell E, 2003). The mean female home range is 0.18 km2, and the mean 
male home range is 3.16 km2 (Moseby, K.E & O'Donnell E, 2003). There are many active and 
disused burrows within the home range. 

Northern Blue-Tongued Skink (Tiliqua scincoides intermedia) – Critically Endangered  

The Northern Blue-Tongued Skink is a large, robust, short-limbed lizard that can reach up to 37 cm 
in snout-to-vent (SVL) length. It can vary in colour on its upper parts from pale yellow brown 
through fawn to light grey. It has smooth scales, cross-bands on the back and tail, and a large 
bright blue and UV-reflecting tongue that it protrudes out of its mouth during defensive displays. 
The belly varies from yellow and unmarked in the Kimberley to pale and marked in the east of its 
range (Badiane A, Carazo P, Price-Rees SJ, Ferrando-Bernal M & Whiting MJ, 2018; Shea GM, 
1992; Wilson S & Swan G, 2021). 

The Northern Blue-Tongued Skink occurs across northern Australia from Eighty Mile Beach in 
Western Australia (WA), across the southern Kimberley and Top End of the Northern Territory 
(NT), to approximately the Gregory Downs / Cloncurry area in western Queensland (Qld). 

Vegetation associations include riparian forest, vine scrub, monsoon rainforest, pandanus-lined 
gorges, melaleuca forest, eucalypt woodland and savanna, sparse and dense shrubland, and 
spinifex and tussock grassland. Most – but not all – detections have occurred near seasonal or 
permanent water (Shea GM, 1992); (AWC, 2022). 

Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Endangered 

The Largetooth Sawfish are characterised by their slender shark-like body, flattened head and 
elongated saw-like snouts, or rostrums, which have varying numbers of teeth along each side 
depending on species, sex and region. Largetooth Sawfish grow to a maximum length of 
approximately 700 cm (Commonwealth of Australia, 2015). 

Largetooth Sawfish live in freshwater rivers and upper estuarine areas as juveniles, before moving 
into estuarine and marine areas as adults. The other four species spend much of their lives in 
estuarine and inshore areas. Largetooth Sawfish are thought to also utilise deepwater habitats. 
Little is known about adult habitat use for any of the Largetooth Sawfish (Commonwealth of 
Australia, 2015). 

Largetooth Sawfish inhabit the sandy or muddy bottoms of shallow coastal waters, estuaries, river 
mouths and freshwater rivers, and isolated water holes. The species has been recorded up to 
400 km inland (Whitty et al., 2008). Largetooth Sawfish have a shift in habitat utilisation with 
neonate and juvenile animals primarily occurring in the freshwater reaches of rivers and estuaries 
and adult animals being found in marine and estuarine environments. 

4.3.3 National Heritage  

Please refer to the EPBC Referral 2024/10006 Section 4.1.2.3 which gives a detailed description 
of: 

 Noonkanbah Gate on Calwynyardah-Noonkanbah Road 

 WKNHP associated with the Fitzroy River. 
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conservatively for all wells this should be considered given no other well are within close proximity 
of a surface water body.  

Modelling completed by INTERA Geosciences Pty Ltd (Attachment 3) indicates the potential 
groundwater drawdown impacts are limited to 1 mm drawdown at 700 m from the abstraction point. 
As abstraction points will be located on the well pads themselves, the analysis considers impacts 
to surface waters within 700 m of the well pad disturbance footprint.  

The only identified surface water feature, or system with the potential to comprise a GDE, is Mount 
Hardman creek located ~1 km away. The drawdown modelling provided by INTERA Geosciences 
Pty Ltd (Attachment 3) has shown:  

“The results of the Uncertainty Analysis (UA) modelling also indicate that the nearest 
surface water expression to any of the proposed abstraction bores is at least 1 km from the 
edge of the modelled zone with a non-zero probability of experiencing a drawdown greater 
than 0.1 m. Based on the modelling and associated Uncertainty Analysis, there are no 
reasonable scenarios that indicate any probability of impact to terrestrial GDEs in the 
Proposed Action Area.” 

The Proposed Action is a temporary exploration and Appraisal Program. Water abstraction is 
required for a limited time for a finite volume of water. Water abstraction is commonplace across 
the pastoral station on which the Proposed Action lies. On completion of abstraction, modelling 
indicates a rapid recovery of groundwater level suggesting the Proposed Action will not have a 
long term impact on the hydrology in the region.  

Detailed information regarding the hydraulic connectivity (or disconnect) between aquifers and 
surface water expressions refer to Item 18 pages 10-12 of Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal 
Program Select RFI Responses by INTERA Geosciences Pty Ltd (Attachment 3).  

BNR understands that: 

“an action is likely to have a significant impact on a water resource if there is a real or not 
remote chance or possibility that it will directly or indirectly result in a change to the hydrology 
of a water resource.” 

Based on the following, BNR does not believe that there is a real chance or possibility that water 
abstraction can or will result in a long-term alteration to the hydrology of a water resource. 

 Water is only abstracted from the Liveringa aquifer. 

 Water is abstracted at each well pad as and when required to support the temporary activity 
(so not all concurrently nor continuously) and abstraction ceases once volumes required to 
implement the Proposed Action activity have been achieved. 

 Drawdown modelling continues to verify with increasingly unrealistic conservative 
assumptions in place that impacts will only be limited to within 700 m of the well pad.  

 Any impacts are temporary with no permanent change expected (consistent with previous 
drilling programs in EP 371 and existing pastoral water abstraction observations). 

 The closest surface water expression (Mount Hardman Creek a moderate potential GDE) is 
~1 km away. 

 The only well pad located close to a surface water feature (Mount Hardman Creek) is 
located outside of the modelled 1 mm drawdown contour and is an ephemeral creek. 
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BNR interrogated the DWER (2023) Study: ‘Mapping aquatic groundwater dependent ecosystems 
in the Fitzroy water planning area’ but note these have been developed through the joining and 
interrogation of broadscale spatial datasets. Further, the DWER state (DWER, 2023) 

“Confidence in the accuracy of the water regime attribute is variable across the Fitzroy 
water planning area.” 

Given their absence in confidence of the dataset created, they stated that ‘If an aquatic ecosystem 
had periodic inundation, we considered there was a ‘low likelihood’ of groundwater interaction 
occurring (rating 19). 

Through further mapping of GDEs in the Proposed Action Area (Government of Western Australia, 
2025), it was identified that no high potential GDE’s were located within close proximity of the well 
pad’s (DWER, 2023). One potential aquatic GDE was identified within close proximity (<250 m) of 
the Muspelheim well pad. This GDE is classified as ‘low likelihood’ and unlikely to result in 
groundwater interaction, which is consistent with BNR’s understanding of the entire area which is 
subject to seasonal inundation. 

Modeling shows that the proximity of this ‘low potential’ GDE to the Muspelheim well pad will result 
in an average of approximately 0.8 mm drawdown GDE proximity to Muspelheim modelling results 
(Figure 5-1). Given that seasonal fluctuations of groundwater levels in the region are between 
0.2 m and 1 m (Rockwater, 2016), any short-term drawdown is expected to remain within the 
extent of natural variability and therefore would be indistinguishable from normal seasonal 
fluctuations. This regional seasonal fluctuation also shows that the ecosystems in the area would 
be well adapted to the seasonal fluctuations and therefore the impact of a 0.8 mm temporary 
drawdown will be no different to the seasonal fluctuations. 

 
9 Rating 1 = unlikely to result in groundwater interaction (DWER, 2023) 
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Figure 5-1: GDE Proximity to Muspelheim Modelling Results 

Further to this, BNR based the desktop assessments not just on spatial mapping (which included 
government spatial datasets including those from BoM) but also from data and anecdotal evidence 
gathered by stakeholders that live work and know the land in this region. FitzCAM—a community 
group comprising representatives from the key Traditional Owner groups of the Fitzroy River 
Catchment, pastoralists, irrigators, recreational fishers and catchment residents—developed a draft 
table of assets known to be water-dependent features (Harrington & Harrington, 2015). A review of 
these assets did not identify any additional assets within close proximity of the Proposed Action 
Area as previously identified by BoM data.  

 

Modelling completed to date indicating that a drawdown of 1 mm, 700 m from the Proposed Action 
Area would be unlikely to expose Mount Hardman creek, which is the closest ‘moderate potential 
GDE (DWER, 2023) – which is defined as “a non-permanent river”, is located over 700 m from the 
abstraction point. Consequently, the modelling provided by BNR including the assessment of 
impacts to GDE is considered suitable.  

BNR engaged with subject matter experts at INTERA Geosciences Pty Ltd to undertake further 
groundwater drawdown investigations, assessment and modelling to support the response to RFI 
Items 17, 18, 19 and 20. 

Refer to Attachment 3 Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal Program RFI Responses: 

 Item 17 pages 1-10 
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 Item 18a pages 10-11  

 Item 18b pages 11-12  

 Item 19 page 12 

 Item 20 pages 12-13. 

5.1.1.2 Impact Pathways and Mitigation Measures 

Site Preparation, Construction, Operation and Decommissioning  

 

Figure 5-2: Groundwater Drawdown Impact Pathway 
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5.1.2 Water Quality of a Water Resource 

BNR acknowledge that like all Actions, environmental risks are present for the Proposed Action 
that could result in changes to the water quality of a water resource. However, the risks associated 
with the Proposed Action are not planned impacts and controls and mitigations in place ensure that 
all risks are either non-credible (as there is no credible impact pathway once mitigations are 
implemented) or highly unlikely (a remote possibility) for the events to occur during the Proposed 
Action’s lifetime (such as extreme rainfall events).  

These risks are also subject to WA EPA Assessment and given the “water resources” definition 
under the EPBC Act is sufficiently broad BNR believes this process to be an exact duplication of 
state process which comprise multiple State protective legislative frameworks (so each of these 
risks are subject the same risk assessment four (4) times, for the same receptors, using the same 
models that provide the same outcome).  

The three (3) events that could result the change in water quality of a water resources include:  

 Potential contamination of aquifers through unplanned fracture heights (non-credible risk 
due to existing geological conditions) 

 Potential contamination of surficial formations due to lost circulation or well integrity issues, 
including casing failures (event is no different to those associated with conventional drilling 
activities) 

 Potential risk to site activities and infrastructure due to extreme rainfall events (event is no 
different to those associated with conventional drilling activities). 

For completeness and at DCCEEWs request, BNR have included the following additional impact 
pathways: 

 Surface release during HFS (unplanned) (Potential Contamination of Surficial Aquifers from 
an accidental release at the surface of drilling fluids, HFS chemicals, liquid hydrocarbons, 
or produced formation water (Section 5.1.2.5) 

 Accidental surface release - drilling fluids, HFS chemicals, liquid hydrocarbons 5.1.2.6 

 Accidental surface release – wastewater ponds (leaks) 5.1.2.7 

BNR does not believe that with the mitigations in place that credible impact pathways exist where 
the Proposed Action can or will result in a significant change to the water quality of a water 
resource that would result in a significant impact to a MNES.  

All of these events have preventative controls and recovery mitigations in place. When considered 
in conjunction with the natural geology, the likelihood of a significant water contamination event 
(detailed in Table 5-2) resulting in contamination of a water resource is un-real or a remote 
possibility only.  
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As it relates to faults and fault seal for the Proposed Action, all significant faults in the development 
area are downthrown to the west and formation juxtaposition would place the proposed Laurel and 
Anderson unconventional reservoirs against Laurel or older units updip. Given the current data, 
there is unlikely to be any significant juxtaposition against younger (Grant or Poole) units updip. In 
addition, conventional HFSs are not considered long-term deformations. Once pumping stops, 
within minutes fractures close. Further, after a stimulation, the well is flowed back, and the local 
stimulated rock volume is depressurized as the load water is produced. There is no expectation of 
high pressures to remain above the local geopressured gradient beyond the time during which the 
wells are undergoing their stimulation.  

With regard to stress orientation, all faults are closed and pose no geomechanical hazard for 
upward propagation of fracturing fluids or hydrocarbons into the recognized aquifers as the 
activation energy required to dilate faults or fractures in tension is higher than overburden, which 
means the fracture growth would rotate to horizontal before opening such faults in tension. 

The unconventional resources within the Laurel have permeabilities between 10nd to 17md and 
are predominately self-sealing without HFS. Historical HFS activities for the Asgard and Valhalla 
wells exhibited total stress heights of between 400-600 m but exhibited more downward growth 
development than upward. While there are faults in the section, geomechanical data supports that 
the faults will not open from HFS. Any stimulation zone will fall within the top of the Laurel 
formation (that is approximately 2,100 m and more likely over 3,200 m deep). Consequently, a 
significant thickness separation is present between the targeted zone and surface aquifers. 

In summary, well analysis of the stratigraphy (rock layering) indicates: 

 The top of the Laurel Formation zones of interest for HFS treatment is approximately 
2,100 m and more likely over 3,200 m deep. 

 There is ~1,800 m separation between the targeted Laurel Formation and the surface 
Liveringa Aquifer, of which ~1,100 m is impermeable hard rock. 

 Located directly above the Laurel Formation, the Anderson Formation is a shale layer that 
acts as a confining geological seal for hydrocarbon migration and therefore would act as an 
immediate thick containment barrier of impermeable hard rock to unplanned vertical growth 
of fractures. 

The proposed vertical extent of the fracture envelope in the Laurel Formation is expected to be 
~150 m. It is deemed not plausible, physically, for induced fractures to create a hydraulic 
connection between the deep shales and other tight formations and overlying potable aquifers 
such as the Poole Sandstone aquifer. This is determined based upon limitations to fracture height 
growth and potential fault slip, as discussed in the HFS Scientific Inquiry (Inquiry, 2018). Because 
there is ~1,800 m separation between the targeted Laurel Formation and the surface Liveringa 
Aquifer, at least 600 m separation between the Laurel Formation and the Grant/Poole Sandstone 
aquifers, and as the predicted vertical extent of fractures for the activities is ~150 m, the risk 
vertical fractures reaching the aquifers is extremely low. 

Based on available seismic data and previous reviews of the area, the potential for geomechanical 
hazards in the Proposed Action Area is considered low. Seismic activity will continue to be 
monitored and evaluated through ongoing geomechanical assessment and microseismic 
monitoring as wells are constructed. Microseismic monitoring has the ability to tell us the time, 
location and magnitude of microseismic events. During hydraulic stimulation, microseismic 
monitoring can be used to determine the fracture geometry and azimuth, identify out-of-zone 
events, evaluate fracture complexity and intensity, optimise injection strategies and staging, 
estimate stimulated reservoir volume, understand fracture development and stimulation 
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effectiveness. This enables the detection of unplanned microseismic activity that may indicate a 
change to geomechanical assessment assumptions. Consequently, based on the available 
scientific information, and given the significant separation between the targeted Laurel Formation 
and the Liveringa Aquifer, BNR does not believe that contamination of usable aquifers through 
unplanned fracture heights is a credible risk for the Proposed Action. 

BNR understands that: 

“an action is likely to have a significant impact on a water resource if there is a real or not remote 
chance or possibility that it will directly or indirectly result in a change to the water quality of a water 
resource.” 

Given:  

1. Multiple impermeable geological barriers exist between the targeted laurel reservoir and 
overlying aquifers to prevent vertical migration. 

2. The top of the Laurel Formation zones of interest for HFS treatment is approximately 
2,100 m and more likely over 3,200 m deep. 

3. There is ~1,800 m separation between the targeted Laurel Formation and the surface 
Liveringa Aquifer, of which ~1,100 m is impermeable hard rock. 

4. The pressures at the drilling depths indicate faults are self-sealing. 

5. Significant data exists for deep unconventional gas. 

BNR considers that there is no credible risk of vertical migration occurring as a result of the 
Proposed Action. Historical HFS activities at the Asgard and Valhalla wells demonstrated greater 
downward fracture growth than upward propagation, and available geological data indicates that 
upward migration toward overlying aquifers is non-credible. 

5.1.2.2 Impact Pathways and Mitigation Measures 

Site Preparation 

Not applicable, no HFS activities during site preparation. 

Construction, Operation and Decommissioning  

 

Figure 5-3: Unplanned Fracture Heights Impact Pathway
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adaptive BACI-based surveillance, these measures provide a robust approach to identifying 
and managing any changes to assumptions should they arise during operations. 
Consequently, BNR considers that the Proposed Action will not result in any significant 
impact to the water quality of the Poole aquifer or other local groundwater resources. 

5.1.2.3 Potential Contamination of Surficial Formations due to Lost Circulation or 
Well Integrity Issues, Including Casing Failures 

This risk is not specific to unconventional drilling activities. This is a risk associated with all drilling 
activities. It has been included for completeness. 

During all drilling activities, the most sensitive well section is the surface hole section because it 
penetrates through the surface aquifers that generally have low salinities and thus are most suited 
for other uses (such as potable water or agricultural uses). Therefore, the loss of drilling fluid 
circulation (i.e., drilling fluids are released to subsurface formation) is the largest risk to the 
Liveringa formation during drilling activities. The risk of soil and groundwater contamination from 
these activities is well understood because onshore exploration and appraisal drilling is undertaken 
regularly throughout WA and the world. Consequently, there is a standard suite of management 
measures that will be implemented, including: 

 drilling fluid systems for the surface hole sections comprise low-toxicity mud systems 

 install and cement a surface casing across the useable aquifers to isolate the aquifer from 
deeper formations and aquifers (DMPR, 2002). 

As detailed in Figure 2-1, the surface hole sections are likely to be installed to 550 m, well below 
the Liveringa Formation. This will ensure that sufficient isolation exists before drilling the next hole 
section.  

As low toxicity drilling fluid is used in this well section, any change in water quality would be limited to 
fluids that have high biodegradability and low toxicity resulting in a highly localised and temporary 
impact. Rockwater (2016) was engaged to predict duration of groundwater migration to key 
sensitivities based on hydraulic conductivity, hydraulic gradients and specific yields. The study (ERD 
Appendix I Attachment 13) concluded that groundwater would take ~16,000 years to move ~32 km. 
Based on the unlikely event that a lost circulation occurs when drilling the top-hole sections, resulting 
in drilling fluids being released to groundwater, it is extremely unlikely that due to the migration 
timeframe and the nature of the low-toxicity mud system used that any change to groundwater 
quality would be observed. 

BNR understands that: 

“an action is likely to have a significant impact on a water resource if there is a real or not remote 
chance or possibility that it will directly or indirectly result in a change to the water quality of a water 
resource.” 

Given:  

1. This is a standard drilling risk. 

2. Standard practice mitigations are in place through various WA state regulations and 
guidelines to prevent water quality impacts being realized from this risk, including: 

a. drilling top hole section with low toxicity biodegradable fluid systems  

b. public chemical disclosure and regulatory assessment processes in place for these fluid 
systems  
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c. installation and cementing of a surface casing across the useable aquifers to isolate 
them from deeper formations and aquifers. 

BNR does not believe that there is a real chance or possibility that loss of drilling fluid circulation 
could result in any water quality impacts above that considered temporary and localized to within 
close proximity of the petroleum well itself. This risk is not unique to unconventional gas projects 
and BNR does not believe that this risk fits within the definition of a significant impact under the 
EPBC Act.  

5.1.2.4 Impact Pathways and Mitigation Measures 

Site Preparation 

Not applicable, no HFS activities during site preparation. 

Construction, Operation and Decommissioning  

 

Figure 5-4: Lost Circulation or Well Integrity Issues Impact Pathway 
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5.1.2.5 Potential Contamination of Surficial Aquifers from an Accidental Release at 
the Surface of Drilling Fluids, HFS Chemicals, Liquid Hydrocarbons, or 
Produced Formation Water 

Site Preparation 

 

Figure 5-5: Accidental Release at the Surface of Drilling Fluids, HFS Chemicals, Liquid Hydrocarbons 
During Site Preparations 

Site preparation activities include clearing vegetation, establishing access tracks, and constructing 
well pads. Once cleared, the well pad and access road areas are levelled or graded and sheeted 
with gravel or similar stabilising material. In some cases, well pads may be cement stabilised to 
support the compressive loads required for mobilisation of heavy machinery and equipment to 
support subsequent drilling operations. These works are undertaken using standard civil 
earthmoving machinery and involve the transport, handling and storage of relatively small volumes 
of diesel and lubricants required for plant operation. A more detailed description of site preparation 
activities and processes is provided in Section 2.3. 

During this early phase of the Proposed Action, compacted hardstands and bunded areas are not 
yet in place. As a result, any accidental surface spill event has a direct pathway to soil. Credible 
spill sources during site preparation include refuelling of machinery, hydraulic failures or leaks 
associated with vehicle and plant operation, and minor spills arising from the transport, storage or 
handling of fuels and lubricants. The soils in the Proposed Action area comprise deep sands and 
sandy earths, which allow the distribution of spilled hydrocarbons. Based on standard volumes of 
hydrocarbon and hazardous material types anticipated for use during civil earthwork activities, an 
impact evaluation is based on a full (Instantaneous) release of a (450 L (<.045 m3) portable diesel 
bowser / tank. A spill event such as this has the potential to affect an area of approximately 316 m2 

with a penetration depth of 0.2 m (calculated using published modelling by Grimaz et al. (2008)). 
This calculation also assumes that no management or mitigation barriers are in place. Although 
this scenario represents a highly conservative upper-bound estimate, it provides a useful 
benchmark for understanding maximum potential impacts.  

However, given the nature of these spill events, standard storage, handling and use, mitigation 
measures will be applied to this activity; therefore, the likelihood of such a spill event occurring is 
extremely low, and containment and recovery measures will ensure that any soil contamination 

Sam
ple

 O
nl

LEX 83380 Document 5.1
R

eleased by D
C

C
EEW

 under the Freedom
 of Inform

ation Act 1982



  

EPBC No. 2024/10006 

Revision: V3 

Issue Date: May 2026 

 

 

 

*Uncontrolled in Hardcopy Format* Printed: 20-May-26 Use Latest Revision 

Review Frequency: Extreme/High=1yr; Medium=2yr; Low=3yr 
2 

Date Review Due: Jul 2027 Page: 118 of 
202147 

 

 

would be minimised and recovered quickly and therefore ground penetration to reach the Liveringa 
aquifer will not occur. 

Sources of accidental release on the surface during site preparation have been identified as: 

 Refuelling activities 

 Vehicle / Plant operation  

 Transportation, Storage and Handling  

The likelihood of a spill event during site preparation is considered extremely low due to standard 
industry controls for fuel storage and refuelling activities and mitigation measures outlined in Table 
5-6. The likelihood of a significant event resulting in a potential impact to water resources is not 
credible due to the volumes presented and the expected penetration depth of this volume on 
release only reaching 0.2 m bgl. 

Construction, Operation and Decommissioning 

 

Figure 5-6: Accidental Release at the Surface of Drilling Fluids, HFS Chemicals, Liquid Hydrocarbons 
During Construction, Operations and Decommissioning 

Following completion of site preparation works, the construction and operational phases introduce 
additional sources of potential surface spills due to the mobilisation of drilling equipment, 
chemicals, diesel, hydraulic fracturing materials, and produced formation water. However, unlike 
the site preparation phase, all of these activities occur on constructed, engineered hardstand and 
roads comprising compacted gravel or stabilised material designed to support heavy equipment 
and thus act as a barrier that inherently limits infiltration into underlying soils.  

Sources of accidental release on the surface during construction, operation and/or 
decommissioning have been identified as: 

 Transport, Storage and Handling of Chemicals and Hazardous Materials 

 Produced wastewater Pond Leak 

Transport, Storage and Handling of Chemicals and Hazardous Materials 

Once well pads are complete, chemicals, drilling additives, HFS materials and diesel are 
transported to site and stored on the engineered surface. Spills occurring during mobilisation or 
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Figure 5-7: Surface Accidental Release of Produced Formation Water (produced wastewater pond 
leak) Impact Pathway 
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Rainfall statistics from Fitzroy crossing between 1997 and 2025 indicated the annual average 
rainfall rate for Fitzroy Crossing over this period was 685 mm. Using the BoM Rainfall IFD data 
system (BoM, 2026), a rainfall intensity chart was created for Fitzroy Crossing  (BoM, 2026). This 
chart indicates that the average number of days during the wet season where rainfall of ≥ 100 mm 
was recorded was three days.  

 

Figure 5-8: Rainfall Intensity Chart – Fitzroy Crossing 

While the final design of the mud sump and produced wastewater pond have not yet been 
confirmed, they are anticipated to have volumes in the order of 5,000 m3 (500 ML) and 114,400 m3 

(114 ML), respectively. Indicative design parameters for the sump and pond and predicted rainfall 
volumes based on modelling scenarios (EHS-Support, 2026) used to inform the water balance 
modelling are provided in Section 2.4.3. 

A simple water balance assessment was previously provided to support of state EPA assessment 
and earlier versions of this PD. Based on feedback from DCCEEW and in response to the IESC 
2025-160 advice paper (IESC, 2025) an updated water model was completed by EHS-Support in 
March 2026 to address feedback and advice. The updated modelling serves to provide additional 
evidence for the impact pathway risk assessment, updates to mitigation measures and 
strengthening BNR’s position that there will be no long-term impacts to surface hydrology and no 
change to groundwater quality attributable to the Proposed Action.  
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Specific updates included in the new water balance model accounting for 1.3ºC global warming 
that has already occurred, aligning climate change parameters with the Wasko C et al, 2024 
guidelines, as recommended by the IESC (IESC, 2025) and including a 1 in 200-year rainfall event 
as requested by thee OWS. . Due to the location of the proposed action and higher inherent risk of 
large, short duration rainfall events, a 1-in-200-year event was included as it provides a forward-
looking buffer that aligns with precautionary climate resilience principles. Due to the lack of formal 
guidance for water balance modelling for fracking activities and the high uncertainty in actual 
flowback rates (Inquiry, 2018; IESC, 2014), EHS-Support modelled scenarios for 50%, 60% and 
70% well flowback rates against two different case studies: 

Water Balance Model Assumptions: 

 90th percentile models are based on 90th percentile rainfall in the wet season and average 
rainfall for all other months. 

 The produced wastewater pond operates as designed and remains free of debris and 
vegetation that may reduce evaporation rates. 

 Two exploration wells per well pad.  

 Only one exploration well will be drilled at a time, however two wells on the same well site 
can be drilled consecutively, with drilling fluids being stored within the sump only. 

 Volume of rain is based upon IFD rainfall intensity data with a duration of three days. 

 Extreme storm event occurrence is from November to April in the KimberlyKimberley (wet 
season). 

 Near term climate conditions is modelled. 

 Evaporation rates are modelled. 

Cases Modelled:  

 Case 1: 

Produced water is stored in the produced formation water pond.  

HFS event will occur within a 12-month period and does not produce formation water.16  

Well testing, is the recovery of flowback water after an HFS event and occurs for no more than 90 
days. 

Well testing is likely to occur in the dry season: May to October 2027. 

After the 90th day the modelling assumes no further accumulation of produced water and the pond 
level changes in response to rainfall and evaporation only. 

 Case 2: 

Two wells on the same well site and the produced formation water pond.  

Produced water from both wells is stored in the produced formation water pond. 

Both wells undergo well testing consecutively over a 180-day period (90 testing days per well). 

Well testing is likely to occur in the dry season: May to October 2027.  

 
16 A HFS event is when water is pumped into the formation but does not include well testing. 
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After 180 days, the modelling assumes no further accumulation of produced water and the pond 
level changes in response to rainfall and evaporation only. 

Scenarios Modelled: 

 Average rainfall 

 Average rainfall with 1 in a 100-year (1% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP)) storm 
event in year 1 of HFS17. The storm event is assumed to last for 72 hours (3 days) and to 
occur in May 2027. 

 Average rainfall with one in a 200-year (0.5% AEP) storm event in year 1 of HFS. The 
storm event is assumed to last for 72 hours (3 days) and to occur in May 2027. 

 90th percentile rainfall during the wet season months of November through April, 
representing an absolute worst case. 

Modelling Results: 

 Case 1: HFS water from two wells distributed over two years, the pond freeboard limit is not 
exceeded under any scenario except the worst-case rainfall conditions at 60% HFS 
recovery, as well as the storm-event and worst-case rainfall scenarios at 70% recovery. 
The crest level is not exceeded (overflow) for any Case 1 scenario except the worst-case 
rainfall scenario at 70% HFS recovery. 

 Case 2: HFS water from two wells into the pond over 180 days, the freeboard limit is 
exceeded for the 60% and 70% HFS recovery scenarios, with the exception of the 
mean-rainfall scenario at 60% recovery. The crest level is exceeded (overflow) in all 
scenarios except mean rainfall at 70% recovery. At 50% HFS recovery, neither the 
freeboard nor the crest limit is exceeded under any rainfall scenario. 

The 90th-percentile rainfall scenario is considered conservative, as it reflects conditions 
approaching the historical maximum rainfall for the wet season. Climate-change-related increases 
in rainfall are not expected to reach this magnitude.  

The modelling demonstrates that under average weather conditions and realistic recovery rates 
that limits are not expected to be exceeded. However, the modelling also clearly highlights that 
exceedance of limits are based upon a number of key operational parameters being:  

 Water recovery volume (or percentages) which is closely monitored for other operational 
purposes) 

 The number of wells and stages stimulated in the same area consecutively, 

 Significant rainfall events 

The first two of these are under the operational control of BNR, meaning these can easily be 
adjusted on-site in real-time to ensure that sufficient pond capacity is available. An example being, 
if high water recovery is present on the first well test, then the second well test will not proceed 
until calculation based on real time recovery data can confirm available capacity.  

The other key input to the water balance model is rainfall and significant weather events. Noting 
that probability of a 1 in 100 year or 1 in 200 year storm event occurring during the proposed action 
duration of 7 years is estimated at 6.8% and 3.4%, respectively and based on results from previous 

 
17https://www.bom.gov.au/climate/current/month/wa/archive/202301.summary.shtml#:~:text=Ex%2DTropical%20Cyclone
%20Ellie%20brought,Kimberley%20region%20of%20Western%20Australia. 
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HFS activities in the Canning Basin, as well as analogues from similar fields globally of recovery 
rates of approximately 50%18, the results from the model, regardless of the scenario presented, do 
not provide any additional evidence to indicate that a freeboard of 500 mm is not sufficient when 
monitoring and mitigation measures proposed (Table 5-9) are implemented. 

Ecotoxicity and Evapoconcentration 

BNR acknowledges the request for information on the evapoconcentration of analytes and the 
potential ecotoxicology of produced wastewater to understand possible impacts of overflow and 
contaminant release pathways to surface water, including GDEs. Consistent with DCCEEW’s 
EPBC Act assessment requirements, BNR has considered whether sufficient information has been 
provided to: 

 Identify potential impact pathways 

 Assess the likelihood of those pathways occurring 

 Determine whether those pathways could lead to significant impacts on MNES 

At this stage, the exact evapoconcentration behaviour and ecotoxicity profile of produced 
wastewater from the proposed activities cannot be fully quantified because drilling and production 
operations have not yet commenced, and State and Commonwealth environmental approvals are 
required before drilling or hydraulic stimulation can occur. 

However, the information available to date provides a reasonable basis to characterise likely risks. 
Previous activities within EP 371 demonstrate that the ecotoxicity testing undertaken by Buru in 
2018 demonstrated extremely low inherent toxicity (EC50 values of 7,100 mg/L and >200 mg/L), 
and measured analyte concentrations in flowback water are several orders of magnitude below 
acute or chronic aquatic toxicity thresholds, as produced wastewater from the Laurel Formation 
contains low analyte concentrations (Section 5.1.2.5, Table 5-5). 

Given the same geological formation and similar operational conditions, BNR considers it 
reasonable to expect a comparable ecotoxicological profile for future produced water, with no 
indicators of significant environmental concern. 

In the event of an extreme weather event, the ecotoxicity of the produced wastewater would likely 
significantly decrease as the produced wastewater is diluted within the pond due to the rainfall 
event. On the basis that historic ecotoxicity testing demonstrated water produced from the Laurel 
formation had an extremely low inherent toxicity, any extreme weather event would ensure the 
ecotoxicity would be further reduced. BNR believes that this is sufficient information to demonstrate 
risks are inherently low but acknowledge the produced wastewater constituents across reservoirs 
can change.  

To address remaining uncertainties, BNR has committed to ecotoxicology testing of pond water at 
each well site. Testing will be undertaken by an independent NATA endorsed laboratory using the 
Heliocidaris tuberculata sea urchin fertilisation test or other appropriate methodologies, with results 
reported annually through compliance reporting to the DMAs. This commitment ensures that any 
potential ecotoxicity will be directly measured and transparently reported. 

Regarding evapoconcentration, the primary environmental concern relates to the potential for 
overflow and subsequent release. The evapoconcentration of analytes being released to the 
environment is not considered a credible because: 

 
18   Buru Energy Submission to the Scientific Inquiry into Hydraulic Fracture Stimulation in Western Australia (Buru, 2018)  
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 Ponds will be double lined, have built in leak detection system between liners and 
engineered with adequate freeboard. This is consistent with the States HFS Inquiry’s 
(Inquiry, 2018) conclusion that risks to near-surface aquifers from waste management 
practices are low where regulatory requirements are met (Finding 3019). 

 The proposed ponds will be constructed approximately 1 m above surrounding ground 
level. Therefore, a rainfall event large enough to cause pond overflow would also deliver 
approximately 500 mm of water across the adjacent land surface. Any overflow leaving the 
pond would therefore immediately mix with the surrounding water layer, resulting in further 
dilution. 

 Trigger and threshold-based monitoring measures (Section 5.1.2.9, Table 5-9) will ensure 
that any unexpected increases in analyte concentrations or pond levels are detected early. 

 Extreme rainfall events will be actively monitored and produced wastewater pond operating 
levels managed to ensure overtopping is not a credible pathway. 

 The two potential impact pathways identified have been analysed and shown to be 
non-credible when mitigation measures are applied, see sections in PD for the detailed 
assessment: 

Potential Contamination of Surficial Aquifers from an accidental release at the surface of drilling 
fluids, HFS chemicals, liquid hydrocarbons, or produced formation water (Section 5.1.2.5). 

Potential Risk to Site Activities and Infrastructure due to Extreme Rainfall Events (flooding) (Section 
5.1.2.8). 

Having regard to the EPBC Act Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1 (Commonwealth of Australia, 
2013), including scale, intensity, likelihood, and duration of potential impacts, BNR considers that 
the residual risk associated with the potential contamination from overflow of the wastewater pond 
in an extreme rainfall event is unlikely to result in significant impacts on MNES. Therefore, further 
characterisation of evapoconcentration processes or ecotoxicological effects is not required at this 
stage for DCCEEW to undertake its assessment. 

Therefore, while exact evapoconcentration and ecotoxicological data are not yet available, the 
combination of existing formation specific water quality data from EP 371, committed future 
ecotoxicology testing, and engineering and operational controls that remove overflow events as a 
credible pathway, provides sufficient information for DCCEEW to understand the potential impact 
pathways associated with produced wastewater ponds and assess the significance of potential 
impacts to MNES. 

5.1.2.9 Impact Pathways and Mitigation Measures 

Site Preparation, Construction and Decommissioning  

N/a 

 
19 The risk of contamination of near surface fresh water aquifers by waste from petroleum drilling operations is low. This 
is based on the requirement for double or triple lined ponds and waste to be disposed in an approved waste disposal 
facility (Inquiry, 2018). 

Sam
ple

 O
nl

LEX 83380 Document 5.1
R

eleased by D
C

C
EEW

 under the Freedom
 of Inform

ation Act 1982



  

EPBC No. 2024/10006 

Revision: V3 

Issue Date: May 2026 

 

 

 

*Uncontrolled in Hardcopy Format* Printed: 20-May-26 Use Latest Revision 

Review Frequency: Extreme/High=1yr; Medium=2yr; Low=3yr 
2 

Date Review Due: Jul 2027 Page: 132 of 
202147 

 

 

 

Figure 5-9: Extreme Rainfall Event Impact Pathway 
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Creek (a tributary of the Fitzroy River). BNR has undertaken an impact assessment on potential 
impacts through groundwater drawdown (Section 5.1.1.1) and groundwater contamination 
(Section 5.1.2) showing that there is no credible pathway that would cause groundwater 
contamination so significant in magnitude, that indirect impacts to would occur to surface waters, 
including Mount Hardman Creek. 

BNR understands that RFI item 11 and 14 chiefly relates to cultural heritage beliefs associated with 
the Rainbow Serpent tradition. As indirect impacts are limited to YAC and NAC lands, BNR has 
engaged extensively with the relevant Traditional Owners to understand the Proposed Action 
potential impacts on their cultural beliefs. BNR understands from researching the many different 
mythical stories and beliefs that the rainbow serpent lives in the surface waters and surface water 
landscapes, such as rivers, billabongs, water holes and gorges. BNR has assessed impacts to 
surface waters with the outcome that no surface waters will be permanently impacted by 
groundwater drawdown (Section 5.1.1.1) or contamination (Section 5.1.2).  

Abstracting water at the well pad for the activity is consistent with existing pastoral operations 
throughout the pastoral station (i.e., abstracting water for cattle) with drawdown modelling 
conservatively and conclusively demonstrating that drawdown will not affect any surface water 
features (i.e., impacts are limited to 1 mm 700 m away) (Section 5.3.1), and as such will not 
indirectly impact the rainbow serpent. details the modelling undertaken explaining groundwater 
drawdown impacts. 

Contamination from vertical migration of fractures has been deemed non-credible given the natural 
geological conditions being – significant pressures at depths of >2000 m, existing faults being self-
sealing and impermeable shale formations separating the targeted reservoir and overlying 
aquifers. Consequently, the contamination risk (or indirect impact) from a subsurface vertical 
migration is highly unlikely and by BNR’s understanding of the geology, non-plausible. As a 
contamination event of the deeper aquifer (Poole aquifer) occurred, contamination would then then 
need to travel through another impermeable shale layer before it entered the surface aquifer. This 
again is believed by BNR to be a highly unlikely impact pathway or (more realistically) there is no 
credible pathway. 

As the rainbow serpent is associated with surface water features (as described by relevant 
Traditional Owners), with mitigations in place as well as the natural geological conditions there is 
no credible pathway in which impact to surface water features from vertical migration (refer to 
Section 5.1.2.1) could impact the rainbow serpent. 

On the basis that no direct or indirect impacts have been identified to cultural beliefs associated 
with the rainbow serpent upon YAC / NAC lands through engagement with relevant Traditional 
Owners whose land is directly or indirectly impacted by the Proposed Action BNR does not see a 
pathway for direct or indeed indirect impacts to arise outside of the Proposed Action Area. Thus, 
impacts to the WKNHP are non-credible.  

Further to this, the Traditional Owners confirmed that they did not believe the Proposed Action 
would have any impact on the Fitzroy River or (subsequently) the WKNHP as “it [the Proposed 
Action footprint] is too far away” and historically there has been “no direct or indirect changes [on 
WKNHP] from the previous HFS projects on their land. The EPA assessment also considered that 
the level of consultation undertaken with the Yungngora and Warlangurru was sufficient to inform 
its assessment, and that the broader cultural significance of the Fitzroy River and related values of 
the WKNHA was available and documented, without specific consultation with other Traditional 
Owner groups. 
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5.3.3 National Heritage Management Principles  

National Heritage management principles 

2 -The management of National Heritage places should use the best available knowledge, skills 
and standards for those places, and include ongoing technical and community input to decisions 
and actions that may have a significant impact on their National Heritage values. 

5 -The management of National Heritage places should make timely and appropriate provision for 
community involvement, especially by people who: 

a. have a particular interest in, or associations with, the place, and 

b. may be affected by the management of the place. 

6 - Indigenous people are the primary source of information on the value of their heritage and the 
active participation of Indigenous people in identification, assessment and management is integral 
to the effective protection of Indigenous heritage values. 

As detailed in Section 3, BNR has actively engaged for many years with YAC / NAC and WAC 
following on from previous proponents who provided funds to support land management consistent 
with National Heritage Principles. It should be clear that the process adopted in engaging with the 
Traditional Owners on whose land the Proposed Action lies, that these principles were applied, and 
have been applied for many years. The Traditional Owners are engaged directly with Proposed 
Action as cultural advisors and Rangers and talk openly with BNR resulting in a number of 
changes to the Proposed Action such as altering proposed access roads to sites and responding 
actively to feedback.  
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pastoral bore is located within 1.5 km of the well pads and modelling of groundwater abstraction 
(INTERA Geosciences 2023) has demonstrated no impact to these wells. 

The Proposed Action requires water on a per well basis, and continual water abstraction during the 
activities is not required. Quantitative drawdown modelling (verified by in-field monitoring from previous 
abstraction activities) indicates that only a short-term drawdown would be experienced near the 
abstraction bore (<70 m). Given the distance between well pads, and on the unrealistic assumption 
that water is extracted from all well pads at the same time, there would be no overlap in groundwater 
depressions. 

No pastoral bores are known to be within 1.5 km of the well pads; therefore, there should be no 
overlap in groundwater depressions associated with pastoral and the Proposed Action use. Even if 
there was overlap, any cumulative impacts would be limited in duration and cease once water 
abstraction was complete. Consequently, cumulative impacts across the Proposed Action are not 
expected. 

Understanding the impact from pastoral activities (including water abstraction to support 10,000 
head of cattle) is somewhat difficult given the number of abstraction bores and abstraction volumes 
are not known, nor subject to specific assessment under the EPBC Act. Given the exploration and 
appraisal activity is a temporary activity, as waster abstraction is only required for a finite period of 
time (and pastoral activities are permanently abstracting) BNR does not believe that the Proposed 
Action represents a significant increase in the risk profile of those threats that currently occur 
across the pastoral station (or broader pastoral stations within the Kimberley).  

6.3 National Heritage 

No heritage sites have been impacted from historical petroleum activities within EP 371. The 
Proposed Action’s heritage archaeological and ethnographic survey, which resulted in minor 
modifications to proposed access tracks, a camp and a proposed well pad location, confirmed that 
the Proposed Action will not result in any impacts to heritage values. Consequently, no cumulative 
impacts are expected to heritage values. Please note that no credible pathway exists of impact to 
surface waters (Section 5) and therefore Fitzroy River. 
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 Location and timing 

 Agency responsible. 

A mitigation table has been provided for each impact pathway in Section 5.1. 

7.1.1 Pre-Clearance Surveys 

It has been identified that pre-clearance surveys for threatened species habitat that have the 
potential to have suitable habitat within the disturbance footprint is required. The species identified 
with potential for suitable habitat is the Bilby (Macrotis lagotis).) and Northern blue-tongue skink 
(Tiliqua scincoides intermedia). Pre-clearing surveys will be managed to minimise impacts 
including the spread of disease, pathogens or invasive species as per Attachment 10.  

Where significant fauna individuals are identified, ground disturbing activities shall not commence 
in that location until the finding has been notified to the EPA and DBCA, and: 

 the individual(s) have been relocated by a licensed fauna handler to similar habitat; or  

 the individual(s) have been observed by the fauna spotter to have moved on from the area 
to adjoining similar habitat; or  

 the fauna spotter considers that the individual(s) no longer occur in the area to be cleared. 

To mitigate potential impacts to bilbies and bilby habitat during site preparation, these steps will be 
implemented prior to clearing in the southern area of the Proposed Action Area where old Bilby 
diggings were located during the targeted survey (Attachment 2). 

In accordance with Bilby Survey Guidelines (DBCA, 2017) Box 1 Guidelines for pre-clearing 
searches to locate resident bilbies Version 2 – September 2018 (DBCA, 2018) a pre-clearance 
survey of the disturbance footprint will be undertaken prior to clearing to identify any new burrows 
(within a range of ~75 m):  

 Engagement of Traditional Owners and Indigenous ranger groups for pre-clearance survey 
in accordance with the Guidelines for surveys to detect the presence of bilbies, and assess 
the importance of habitat in Western Australia Version 1 – August 2017 (DBCA, 2017) 

 Any previously found identified Bilby burrows and identified active burrows, as well as any 
new burrows identified in the pre-clearing survey will be mapped using GIS (DBCA, 2018). 

Timing of the pre-clearance surveys with be in accordance with the Guidelines for pre-clearing 
searches to locate resident bilbies (DBCA 2018) as well as relevant State and Commonwealth 
Ministerial Conditions (i.e. if less than two weeks prior to clearing is required). 

Northern blue-tongue skink within their critical habitat will also be targeted during the pre-clearance 
survey by an appropriately experienced ecologist in accordance with Survey guidelines for 
Australia’s threatened reptiles (DCCEEW, 2011). Critical habitat will be mapped on the Project GIS 
layer which will be utilised to avoid critical habitat during construction operation and 
decommissioning where possible. A pre-clearance survey report will be prepared and retained as 
evidence of compliance.  

7.1.2 Exclusion Zones and Buffers 

There are no exclusion zones within disturbance footprint. Exclusion zones are any areas outside 
of the approved disturbance footprint. Buffer zones for the Bilby burrows (if found) will be managed 
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by measures such as inductions, GIS boundary layers, surveying and pegging as per Attachment 
10 Table of Mitigation Measures (Flora and Fauna). 

7.1.3 Decommissioning and Rehabilitation 

As required under the WA PGER(E)R, once drilling and HFS activities are complete, cleared areas 
that are not required to support the maintenance of infrastructure will be progressively rehabilitated 
to minimise environmental liability at the end of asset life. Topsoil is to be respread, and 
rehabilitation sites actively monitored to ensure they meet the required completion criteria. 
Specifically, completion criteria will be developed to ensure that rehabilitation is conducted to 
enable long-term land use to continue.  

Implementation of the progressive rehabilitation for fauna habitat achieves the following 
environmental outcomes:  

 Rehabilitated vegetation and fauna habitat are self-sustaining. 

 Soil and water within rehabilitated areas is of a quality that is suitable to support post 
closure land uses;  

 Supporting infrastructure including water retention pond(s) is dismantled and removed and 
either disposed of at a licensed landfill or otherwise reused/recycled. 

 Rehabilitated areas are consistent with the species diversity, abundance and function of 
native vegetation within comparative reference sites 

 Rehabilitated landforms are stable and do not cause pollution or environmental harm. 

Mud sumps and produced wastewater ponds constructed for exploration and appraisal activities 
are temporary facilities and will be managed and decommissioned in the same manner as 
conventional drilling operations, in accordance with the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy 
Resources (Environment) Regulations 2012 (PGER(E)R), relevant waste and contaminated land 
legislation, and an approved Environment Plan.EP. These are detailed in 2.5.2. 

7.1.4 Justification 

Despite the implementation of proactive management and mitigation measures, the complete 
avoidance or elimination of environmental impacts is not feasible due to the following constraints 
such as location of gas reserves, topographical restraints, safety requirements, surrounding land 
uses e.g. pastoral/grazing activities and existing introduces species. 

Although the Proposed Action and disturbance footprint has been designed to avoid and reduce 
environmental impacts wherever practicable, including but not limited to disturbance footprint 
minimisation, realignment of disturbance footprint to avoid waterways, habitat buffer zones, weed 
hygiene and invasive species management measures and implementation of strict control 
measures, some residual impact is unavoidable. These impacts are considered necessary and 
proportionate to the scale and nature of the Proposed Action and will be actively managed and 
monitored to ensure they remain within acceptable environmental thresholds. 

The Proposed Action will continue to implement rigorous monitoring, adaptive management, and 
post-construction rehabilitation to ensure any residual impacts are contained and progressively 
reduced over time. 

Please refer to Attachment 10 Table of Mitigation Measures (Flora and Fauna), as well as the 
impact mitigation tables under each impact pathway in Section 5.1, where BNR have used the 
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 Security and access control – community members were responsible for providing security 
and access control at all sites for the whole program, in partnership with security 
specialists. This involved maintaining a 24-hour ranger presence across areas of activities. 

 HFS spread – community workers were seconded to service companies during the program 
and worked alongside service company personnel doing equipment maintenance, loading 
sand, refuelling, and related jobs. 

 Civil works – community members were responsible for maintaining the access tracks and 
well pads during the program. This included watering to supress dust. 

 Camp services – community members worked in the temporary camp during the program. 

 Groundwater monitoring – community members supported data collection efforts. 

During the program, the staff from the Kimberley Training Institute were on site to train, assess and 
certify community members. Fifteen people were trained and ticketed in security and in operating 
excavators, water carts, dump trucks, front-end loaders and bobcats, with 32 tickets awarded 
during the program. At that time, approximately 400 people (median age 22) live in Yungngora 
Community (ABS, n.d.). Of the ~240 people who are of working age, >80 per cent are either 
unemployed or are supported through the Commonwealth funded Community Development 
Program. 

Subsequent to the last drilling campaign and over the last ~10 years Traditional Owner 
opportunities and community benefits have included: 

 Long-term employment of traditional owners for site security tasks (monthly) 

 Employment during Heritage (2021) and Seismic (2022) survey programs 

 Community sporting and arts sponsorship 

 Regular attendance at and sponsorship of catering costs for AGM’s, board meetings and 
community sessions 

 Arranging for independent technical experts to visit community and undertake community 
wide information sessions (Bunuba, Warlangurru & Yungngora) 

 Upgrading community lodge kitchen and BBQ area 

 Regular visits from BNR-sponsored Traditional Owner liaison officer with indigenous 
counselling qualifications 

 Support of Ranger program 

 Targeted survey support (2024) 

 Well care & maintenance employment, which includes skilled grader work (annually) 

 Football team sponsorship 

 NAIDOC Week sponsorship. 

Additionally, and over the last ~10 years, the wider region, which includes both traditional and 
non-traditional owners and businesses, has benefited from initiatives including: 

 Helicopter hire 

 Heavy equipment hires and supplied services 
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 Well pad & wellhead maintenance services 

 Vehicle rentals 

 Purchase of supplies from Broome, Derby and Fitzroy crossing. 

These historical and ongoing efforts have created a deep level of trust and Proposed Action 
support between BNR and the traditional owners. 

11.1.3 Local and Regional Economic and Social Impacts – Ongoing 

Locally, the Proposed Action aims to provide a socio-economic uplift. Due to remoteness and lack 
of options the community suffers from limited opportunities to address concerns. The Noonkanbah 
Community has been waiting over 10 years for this Proposed Action to commence. The Proposed 
Action offers a solution which includes: 

 Creating industry for the Community on country at EP 371 

 Providing training and jobs, giving the Community a sense of purpose, and yielding 
financial ability to improve their way of life 

The Community is determined to improve their current circumstances and see themselves as a 
partner to BNR and BNR’s plans for the Proposed Action. 

Regionally and nationally, the Proposed Action aims to: 

 Support economic development for the communities associated with the Proposed Action 
Area and EP 371. Note that those living in Noonkanbah include traditional owners other 
than the Yungngora and Warlangurru who will be given opportunities to benefit from the 
Proposed Action. 

 Train, recruit and contract a local aboriginal, Derby and Fitzroy Crossing workforce. 

 Make economic contributions to the region through agreement payments, direct 
expenditures, and indirect expenditures. 

 Contribute by paying taxes.  

The Proposed Action will provide an important source of employment and socioeconomic 
opportunities to the Traditional Owners, Community, as well as SDWK and the West Kimberley 
region generally. BNR has an Indigenous Land Use Agreement (ILUA) and LAUA in place with the 
Yungngora and Warlangurru people, respectively. These agreements include a focus on 
employment and training opportunities and programs, particularly for young people. The BNR will 
continue to work closely with the Yungngora and Warlangurru people to maximise the opportunities 
the Proposed Action brings to their communities. As the planned activity (i.e., up to 20 well 
locations) is greater than the 2012-2015 drilling / HFS campaign, the social economic opportunities 
are expected to be significantly greater than the numbers shared above (i.e., Traditional Owner 
employment). 

Justification for the Proposed Action includes incentives to balance the Proposed Action impacts 
by promoting and contributing to increased economic activity and significant social benefits in the 
region. BNR believes that programs such as these are particularly important for developing the 
West Kimberley region as unconventional resources occur away from main regional towns, in 
areas where meaningful employment opportunities are central to addressing economic 
disadvantages. 
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 Promoting environmental awareness amongst our employees and contractors, ensuring 
they are aware of their roles and relevant responsibilities for environmental management. 

 Developing our people and providing chem with the necessary resources to ensure that 
sustainable environmental development is an integral part of how we do business. 

 Working with local communities and governments to minimise environmental impacts and 
developing opportunities for involvement in environmental programs. 

 Integrating environmental processes into all aspects of our operations. 

It is the responsibility of all employees, contractors and suppliers to comply with the requirements 
of this policy. 

It is the responsibility of managers and supervisors to ensure this policy is implemented, reinforced 
and maintained through active leadership. 

13.3 Legal Proceedings  

Bennett Resources Pty Ltd has a satisfactory record of responsible environmental Management. 

There are no proceedings under a Commonwealth, State or Territory law for the protection of the 
environment or the conservation and sustainable use of natural resources against Bennett 
Resources Pty Ltd. 
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January 2026 as Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal Program – EPA Report 1800, includes 
recommendations and draft conditions for implementation of the Proposed Action. The Report is 
currently in the appeals process stage under of the WA legislative framework. 

Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources Act 1967 

The WA Department of Mines petroleum and Exploration (DMPE) is responsible for administering 
various acts including the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources Act 1967 (PGER Act). 
Under this Act, various subsidiary legislation has been enacted, which requires BNR to seek 
additional approvals from DMPE before implementing the Proposed Action. This includes Safety 
Management Systems and Emergency Response Plan, covered by the PGER (Management of 
Safety Regulations) 2010 which, while not having a direct relation to potential impacts on the 
environment, nevertheless assist in mitigating potential impacts through regulating the safety of the 
site and personnel. 

Under the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Resources (Environment) Regulations (PGER(E)R) 
2012, an EP that is required to be accepted by DMPE under the PGER Act for petroleum-related 
activities, before such activities can commence. The EP must evaluate all impacts and risks that 
are associated with an activity, and demonstrate that, with the management measures identified, 
the impacts and risks are reduced to levels that are ALARP. Further to this, the EP must 
demonstrate that the environmental impacts and risks are acceptable. Included as part of an EP is 
the requirement to submit an Oil Spill Contingency Plan (OSCP) for approval. An EP cannot be 
accepted without an approved OSCP. The OSCP covers all spill scenarios associated with the 
activity. 

BNR will manage its wells throughout their lifecycle under a well integrity management system, 
which includes meeting or exceeding all requirements set forth in the Petroleum and Geothermal 
Energy Resources (Resource Management and Administration) Regulations 2015, as required by 
DMPE. Under the Regulations, a WMP that describes the history of all well activities relating to the 
planning, design, construction, integrity, and management of a well throughout its life cycle must 
be approved by DMPE. Among other requirements, the WMP must explain the philosophy of, and 
criteria for, the design, construction, activities and management of the well. The WMP covers the 
drilling and HFS program and identifies the risks. The WMP adopts a risk-based approach for 
petroleum exploration and ensures appraisal activities are undertaken in accordance with good 
oilfield practice to minimise the risk of aquifer contamination. At a minimum, the WMP will:  

 Identify and assess all risks associated with the well activity and their resulting impacts 

 Establish specific environmental performance objectives and standards against identified 
risks (including measurement criteria to assess performance of those standards) 

 Detail mitigation measures for identified risks, including those where the likelihood of 
occurrence is low. 

Specific design requirements that are documented in the WMP and managed under these 
regulations include: 

 Ensuring the casing grade is selected in accordance with American Petroleum Institute 
(API) grades 

 Designing the well with a minimum required casing string 

 Undertaking integrity tests throughout the drilling process, including: 

casing pressure test 
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formation pressure integrity test 

cement bond logs 

 Reporting arrangements to DMPE, including the results of well logging and pressure tests 
undertaken during well construction and prior to HFS activities. Reporting of integrity tests 
will also occur during and after HFS highlighting casing failure / well integrity issues as a 
potential risk, while recognising that all wells will be constructed to ensure there are two 
barriers present at all times during drilling activities. Should a well barrier be compromised, 
the well activity would be suspended, and integrity measures, as documented in the DMPE-
accepted WMP, implemented to ensure risk of contamination is ALARP. 

In addition to WMPs and seeking approval on the well design construction methodology, BNR will 
ensure that well integrity is assessed by an independent and certified well examiner approved by 
DMPE. BNR will follow the relevant Australian and international standards related to well integrity 
including ISO 165301 and NORSOK D-010.  

14.2 Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 

Any abstraction of groundwater within a proclaimed groundwater area is subject to a licence issued 
by the WA DWER under the RIWI Act. A cumulative assessment of all abstraction in the 
groundwater area must be completed to ensure allocation limits are not exceeded; this assessment 
is done independent of the applicant such that local and regional cumulative impacts are 
considered. Under a RIWI Act groundwater licence, volumes extracted must be monitored and 
reported to the DWER annually to confirm compliance with the licence and confirm that abstraction 
above the licence allocation does not occur. 

14.3 Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 

The Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 is the regime for the protection and preservation of Aboriginal 
cultural heritage in Western Australia. BNR is required to ensure that any ground disturbance is 
undertaken in accordance with the WA Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972. Unless acting with the 
authorisation of the Registrar under Section 16 or the consent of the Minister under Section 18, it is 
an offence under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 for any person to excavate, destroy, damage, 
conceal or in any way alter any Aboriginal site. BNR has noted developments with the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act (including the enactment and subsequent repeal of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Act 2021) to ensure consistency with the Proposed Action and this environmental factor. On 15 
November 2023 the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2021 (WA) was repealed, meaning that the 
previous Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 (WA) was restored, with amendments. 

14.4 Monitoring, Enforcement and Review Procedures 

A comprehensive suite of monitoring, enforcement and review procedures will apply to ensure that 
the action is implemented in a manner that protects MNES and complies with any approval 
conditions issued by the Minister for Environment. 

Monitoring is essential to assess compliance with approval conditions and to evaluate the 
effectiveness of mitigation and management measures for MNES. Proposed monitoring 
procedures include: 

Monitoring Procedures 
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 Environmental Monitoring Programs: Targeted monitoring of key environmental indicators 
(e.g., water quality, habitat condition, species presence) will be undertaken in accordance 
with approved EMPs. 

 Baseline and Ongoing Data Collection: Baseline studies will be completed prior to the 
commencement of the action, with ongoing monitoring conducted during both construction 
and operational phases. 

 Condition Monitoring: Specific monitoring to confirm that mitigation measures are achieving 
their intended outcomes. 

 Reporting Requirements: The proponent will prepare and submit regular compliance and 
monitoring reports to the Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and 
Water (DCCEEW), in line with the conditions of approval. 

Specific monitoring requirements have been identified in each impact pathway risk assessment 
refer to: 

5.1.1.1 Groundwater Drawdown (Hydraulic Connectivity Between Aquifer and Surface Water) 

5.1.2.1 Potential Contamination of Aquifers Through Unplanned Fracture Heights 

5.1.2.3 Potential Contamination of Surficial Formations due to Lost Circulation or Well Integrity 
Issues, Including Casing Failures 

5.1.2.5 Potential Contamination of Surficial Aquifers from an accidental release at the surface of 
drilling fluids, HFS chemicals, liquid hydrocarbons, or produced formation water 

5.1.2.8 Potential Risk to Site Activities and Infrastructure due to Extreme Rainfall Events 

 

 Section 5.1.1.1 – Groundwater Drawdown (Hydraulic Connectivity Between Aquifer and 
Surface Water) 

 Section 5.1.2.1 – Potential Contamination of Aquifers Through Unplanned Vertical Fracture 
Heights 

 Section 5.1.2.3 – Potential Contamination of Surficial Formations due to Lost Circulation or 
Well Integrity Issues, Including Casing Failures  

 Section 5.1.2.5 – Potential Contamination of Surficial Aquifers from an Accidental Release 
at the Surface of Drilling Fluids, HFS Chemicals, Liquid Hydrocarbons, or Produced 
Formation Water  

 Section 5.1.2.8 – Potential Risk to Site Activities and Infrastructure from Flooding due to 
Extreme Rainfall Events 

Enforcement Procedures 

The EPBC Act provides for a range of enforcement mechanisms to ensure compliance with 
conditions of approval: 

 Compliance Audits and Inspections: The Department may conduct audits or inspections to 
assess the proponent’s compliance with the Act and any approval conditions. 

 Statutory Notices: If breaches are identified, the Department may issue directions, 
infringement notices, or remediation orders under Part 17 of the EPBC Act. 
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 Penalties for Non-compliance: Significant civil and criminal penalties may apply for failing to 
comply with approval conditions or for undertaking the action without approval. 

 Enforceable Undertakings: In cases of non-compliance, the Minister may accept 
enforceable undertakings from the proponent as an alternative to litigation. 

Review Procedures 

Review processes are integral to adaptive management and continuous improvement in 
environmental outcomes. These include: 

 Environmental Management Plan Updates: The EMP’sEMPs will be reviewed and updated 
periodically, or as required by new monitoring results or changes in Proposed Action scope. 

 Adaptive Management Framework: Management measures will be adjusted in response to 
monitoring outcomes, scientific research, or unforeseen impacts to ensure MNES are 
protected. 

 Post-Approval Reporting: Annual compliance reports and final project completion reports 
will be submitted, assessing overall compliance with EPBC conditions and long-term 
environmental outcomes. 
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NOTIFICATION OF PUBLICATION ON PRELIMINARY DOCUMENTATION UNDER SECTION 95A(3) OF 

THE ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AND BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ACT 1999 (EPBC ACT) 

Invitation for Public Comment  

Black Mountain Energy is seeking approval to carry out the Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal 

Program (Phase I and II) (EPBC 2024/1006) in EP 371, located at Calwynyardah-Noonkanbah Rd, 

Mount Hard, Shire of Derby/West Kimberley, Western Australia. The approval process is being 

undertaken on behalf of Bennet Resources Pty Ltd. 

The proposed action includes the construction of up to twenty (20) exploration wells on ten (10) well 

sites, under two phases. This action was determined by the Minister for the Environment to be a 

‘Controlled Action’ under the EPBC Act with a Preliminary Documentation level of assessment. The 

proposed action was determined likely to have significant impact on the following matters protected 

under Part 3 of the EPBC Act:  

Listed Threatened Species and Communities 

 Greater Bilby (Macrotis lagotis) – Vulnerable  

 Northern Blue-Tongued Skink (Tiliqua scincoides intermedia) – Critically Endangered  

 Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Vulnerable  

Listed Migratory Species  

 Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Vulnerable 

National Heritage Places  

 The West Kimberley National Heritage Place 

Water resources (that relate to unconventional gas development and large coal mining development  

 Fitzroy River and catchment, river tributaries  

Viewing the Draft Preliminary Documentation  

The published material will be made available for public comment from Thursday 4th June 2026 to 

Thursday 2nd July 2026. An electronic version of the Preliminary Documentation and attachments 

(PDF) can be viewed or downloaded at https://blackmountainenergy.com/ 

Alternatively, hard copies can be viewed at: 

 Broome Public Library – Hamersley St &, Haas Street, Broome Western Australia 6725 

 State Library of Western Australia – 25 Francis Street, Perth Western Australia 6000 

Public comments on the draft Preliminary Documentation are invited by the proponent. 

 Online submissions can be submitted at: https://blackmountainenergy.com/  

 Written submissions will only be accepted if individuals are unable to submit electronically due to digital access 
limitations, disability or other barriers. Those persons may be able to seek representative lodgement via a support 
person, community organisation, service provider or authorised representative who may lodge an electronic submission 
on your behalf if requested. 
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NOTIFICATION OF PUBLICATION ON PRELIMINARY DOCUMENTATION UNDER SECTION 95A(3) OF 

THE ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AND BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ACT 1999 (EPBC ACT) 

Invitation for Public Comment  

Bennet Resources Pty Ltd is seeking approval to carry out the Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal 

Program (Phase I and II) (EPBC 2024/10006) in EP 371, located at Calwynyardah-Noonkanbah Rd, 

Mount Hardman, Shire of Derby/West Kimberley, Western Australia.  

The proposed action includes the construction of up to twenty (20) exploration wells on ten (10) well 

sites, under two phases. This action was determined by the Minister for the Environment to be a 

‘Controlled Action’ under the EPBC Act to be assessed by preliminary documentation with request for 

further information’. The proposed action was determined likely to have significant impact on the 

following matters protected under Part 3 of the EPBC Act:  

Listed Threatened Species and Communities 

 Greater Bilby (Macrotis lagotis) – Vulnerable  

 Northern Blue-Tongued Skink (Tiliqua scincoides intermedia) – Critically Endangered  

 Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Vulnerable  

Listed Migratory Species  

 Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Vulnerable 

National Heritage Places  

 The West Kimberley National Heritage Place 

Water resource, in relation to unconventional gas development and large coal mining development 

 Fitzroy River catchment and tributaries  

Viewing the Draft Preliminary Documentation  

The published material will be made available for public comment from Thursday 11th June 2026 to 

Thursday 9th July 2026. An electronic version of the Preliminary Documentation and attachments 

(PDF) can be viewed or downloaded at https://blackmountainenergy.com/ 

Alternatively, hard copies can be viewed at: 

 Broome Public Library – Hamersley St &, Haas Street, Broome Western Australia 6725 

 State Library of Western Australia – 25 Francis Street, Perth Western Australia 6000 

Public comments on the draft Preliminary Documentation are invited by the proponent. 

 Online submissions can be submitted at: https://blackmountainenergy.com/  

 Hardcopy submissions will only be accepted if individuals are unable to submit electronically due to digital 
access limitations or disability. Hardcopy submissions can be sent to PO Box 7237  Cloisters Square PO  WA 6850. 
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NOTIFICATION OF PUBLICATION ON PRELIMINARY DOCUMENTATION UNDER SECTION 95A(3) OF 

THE ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AND BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ACT 1999 (EPBC ACT) 

Invitation for Public Comment  

Bennett Resources Pty Ltd is seeking approval to carry out the Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal 

Program (Phase I and II) (EPBC 2024/10006) in EP 371, located at Calwynyardah-Noonkanbah Rd, 

Mount Hardman, Shire of Derby/West Kimberley, Western Australia.  

The proposed action includes the construction of up to twenty (20) exploration wells on ten (10) well 

sites, under two phases. This action was determined by the Minister for the Environment to be a 

‘Controlled Action’ under the EPBC Act to be assessed by preliminary documentation with request for 

further information’. The proposed action was determined likely to have significant impact on the 

following matters protected under Part 3 of the EPBC Act:  

Listed Threatened Species and Communities 

 Greater Bilby (Macrotis lagotis) – Vulnerable  

 Northern Blue-Tongued Skink (Tiliqua scincoides intermedia) – Critically Endangered  

 Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Vulnerable  

Listed Migratory Species  

 Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Vulnerable 

National Heritage Places  

 The West Kimberley National Heritage Place 

Water resource, in relation to unconventional gas development and large coal mining development 

 Fitzroy River catchment and tributaries  

Viewing the Draft Preliminary Documentation  

The published material will be made available for public comment from Thursday 11th June 2026 to 

Thursday 9th July 2026. An electronic version of the Preliminary Documentation and attachments 

(PDF) can be viewed or downloaded at https://blackmountainenergy.com/ 

Alternatively, hard copies can be viewed at: 

 Broome Public Library – Hamersley St &, Haas Street, Broome Western Australia 6725 

 State Library of Western Australia – 25 Francis Street, Perth Western Australia 6000 

Public comments on the draft Preliminary Documentation are invited by the proponent. 

 Online submissions can be submitted at: https://blackmountainenergy.com/  

 Hardcopy submissions will only be accepted if individuals are unable to submit electronically due to digital 
access limitations or disability. Hardcopy submissions can be sent to PO Box 7237  Cloisters Square PO  WA 6850. 
Persons with special needs (i.e. for whom English is a second language or who has a vision impairment) may contact 
08 9200 1685 for assistance in accessing the material. 
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OFFICIAL 

OFFICIAL 

EPBC 2024/10006 

 

Chief Operating Officer 

Bennett Resources Pty Ltd 

Level 4, 225 St Georges Terrace 

PERTH WA 6000 

Direction to publish (and amended fee schedule) – preliminary documentation for 
Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal Project 

Dear  

I am writing to you about your proposal to construct and operate an unconventional gas exploration  

and appraisal project approximately 250 kilometres east of Broome in the Shire of Derby/West  

Kimberley, Western Australia. 

On 14 February 2025, a delegate of the Minister for the Environment and Water (the Minister) 

decided that the proposed action is a controlled action. Under the Environment Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act), further assessment is needed before a decision can be 

made on whether or not approval can be granted. 

You must now publish the information you have provided on the proposed action within 10 business 

days of the date of this letter. This allows for public consultation on the potential impacts of your 

proposed action. I consider that the information provided in the documentation is adequate to allow 

the public to make informed comment on the proposed action. I note, as per discussions had 

between Bennett Resources and the department, that additional work is still required to address the 

specifics of mitigation measures that have been provided in the documentation before the 

department can prepare its recommendation to the Minister.  

The information must be available for comment for 20 business days and during this time any third 

parties can comment. For a detailed list of publishing requirements, see the attached directions to 

publish. 

You may also need to consult with First Nations people and communities during the assessment 

process. Please refer to our First Nations engagement guidelines for more information on how and 

when to engage with First Nations people and communities. 

Public comments will come to you, so you can directly address any issues raised. If you receive 

comments, you must provide us with: 

• a copy of all public comments received 

• a summary of comments and how you have addressed each one 

• a revised version of your documentation with any changes or additions needed to take account 

of the public comments. 
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Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water 2 

OFFICIAL 

If no public comments are received, provide us with a written statement to that effect. 

Within 10 business days of providing this information, you must publish the summary of public 

comments and your responses, together with the original documentation. Include any changes or 

additions you have made in response to the public comments (or a notice which meets the 

requirements of the relevant provisions of Part 16.03 (5 – 7) of the Environment Protection and 

Biodiversity Conservation Regulations 2025 (EPBC Regulations)). 

Cost recovery fees 

Under subsection 520(4A) of the EPBC Act and the EPBC Regulations your assessment is subject to 

cost recovery. 

Please find attached a revised fee schedule and note that these fees have not changed. We will send 

an invoice for Stage 3 and Stage 4 to the project’s nominated entity responsible for payment. 

Please pay the fee for Stage 3 when providing the department with a copy of any public comments or 

a written statement that no public comments were received. Stage 4 must be paid before the 

department can prepare its recommendation to the Minister as to whether or not the proposed 

action should be approved. We recommend these fees be paid at the same time but in separate 

transactions, to streamline the assessment and payment reconciliation processes. 

If you disagree with the fee schedule provided, you may apply under section 514Y of the EPBC Act for 

reconsideration of the method used to work out the fee. You must make your one-off request within 

30 business days of the date of this letter. Further details regarding the reconsideration process can 

be found on the department’s website. 

The assessment process will commence as soon as we receive payment of the relevant fees and the 

public consultation documentation. You can expect a decision on whether the proposed action can 

be approved or not within 40 business days of that time, unless further information is required. 

If you have any questions about the assessment process or this decision, please contact the project 

manager, , by email to @dcceew.gov.au or telephone  and quote 

the EPBC reference number at the top of this letter. 

Yours sincerely 

Branch Head 

Environment Assessments West   

3 June 2026 

Attached: 

• Fee Schedule 

LEX 83380 Document 10.1

s. 22(1)(a)(ii) s. 22(1)(a)(ii) s. 22(1)(a)(ii)

s. 22(1)(a)(ii)

R
eleased by D

C
C

EEW
 under the Freedom

 of Inform
ation Act 1982



 

Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water 3 

OFFICIAL 

• Directions to publish – Publication of preliminary documentation s95A 

LEX 83380 Document 10.1
R

eleased by D
C

C
EEW

 under the Freedom
 of Inform

ation Act 1982



 

DCCEEW.gov.au 
John Gorton Building - King Edward Terrace, Parkes ACT 2600 Australia 
GPO Box 3090 Canberra ACT 2601 ABN: 63 573 932 849 
ATT 302 v4.2 

1 

OFFICIAL 

OFFICIAL 

 
EPBC 2024/10006 

Publication of Information for assessment on preliminary 
documentation under section 95A of the Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) 

Information to be published 

1) All the documents listed in the document provided on 22 May 2026 by the proponent named:  

a) EPBC 2024-10006_Preliminary Documentation_Rev1_V3_May 

2026_Attachments_Submitted_updated  

2) An invitation for anyone to give Bennett Resources Pty Ltd, within the period specified in the 

direction, comments in writing relating to the information or the action. 

As the material is more than 200 words, a notice may be published instead. 

The published notice must invite public comments and: 

a) the provision of the Act that requires the material to be published: section 95A(3) 

b) the identification number for the action, allocated by the department: EPBC 2024/10006. 

c) a descriptive title for the action: Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal Project (Phase I and 

II).  

d) the location of the action: Calwynyardah-Noonkanbah Rd, Mount Hardman, Shire of 

Derby/West Kimberley, Western Australia.  

e) the name of the person intending to take the action: Bennett Resources Pty Ltd. 

f) each matter protected by a provision of Part 3 of the EPBC Act: 

i) National heritage places (sections 15B and 15C)  

ii) Listed threatened species and ecological communities (sections 18 and 18A)  

iii) Listed migratory species (sections 20 and 20A)  

iv) A water resource, in relation to unconventional gas development and large coal mining 

development (sections 24D and 24E)  

g) where a copy of the material may be viewed or obtained: 

i) in electronic and hard copy form; and 

ii) at a reasonable cost or without charge. 
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h) the final date for providing comment. 

i) that persons with special needs (i.e. for whom English is a second language or who has a 

vision impairment) may contact a designated person for assistance in accessing the 

material. 

The notice must be approved by the department before it is published. 

Where to be published 

1) at an appropriate location on the internet; 

2) in a national or state daily newspaper that circulates in the state or territory in which the action 

occurs; and 

3) if practical, in regional newspapers that circulate in any regions of Australia where the action is 

likely to have a significant impact on a matter protected by a provision of Part 3 of the EPBC Act. 

The designated proponent must: 

1) give 2 copies of the material to: 

a) at least 1 local authority, or at least 1 local or regional library, for the area where the action 

is likely to have a significant impact on a matter protected by a provision of Part 3 of the 

EPBC Act. 

b) a state government authority responsible for environmental protection, or a state library, in 

the state where the action is likely to have a significant impact on a matter protected by a 

provision of Part 3 of the EPBC Act. 

2) ask the authority or library to display the material publicly. 
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Date of Fee Schedule: April 22, 2026EPBC No: 2024/10006
Project title: Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal Program (Phase I and II)
Assessment method: Preliminary Documentation
Fee Schedule

STAGE FEES Base fee PART A
Complexity costs (A-L, P)

PART B
Complexity costs (MNO)

Total

Stage 1 $2,074 $7,765 $0 $9,839
Stage 2 $2,289 $12,295 $0 $14,584
Stage 3 $852 $12,942 $10,982 $24,776

Stage 4 $2,795 $31,709 $10,982 $45,486
TOTAL PROJECT COST $8,010 $64,714 $21,964 $94,688

Notes:

For assessments by environmental impact statement - If standard guidelines are used under Section 101A(2)(a) of the EPBC Act, the Stage 1 fee will not be
applicable.
For assessments by public environmental report - If standard guidelines are used under Section 96B of the EPBC Act, the Stage 1 fee will not be applicable.
If no further information is requested under section 95A of the EPBC Act, the Stage 1 and 2 fees will not be applicable.
The Department advises applicants of the maximum liability for Part B complexity fees at the time of the assessment approach decision, based on the
information provided in the referral documentation. Applicants have the opportunity to reduce the Part B complexity fees during the assessment process by
improving the quality of information provided to the Department during Stage 2 of the assessment. These Part B complexity fees are confirmed when all the
assessment documentation is provided in Stage 2, and are not payable until Stages 3 and 4 of the assessment.

Fee Breakdown
  COMPLEXITY FEE

CONTROLLING PROVISIONS

Part A Fees

A Listed threatened species and ecological communities Moderate $6,742

B Listed migratory species Moderate $6,742
C Wetlands of international importance None $0
D Environment of the Commonwealth marine area None $0

E World heritage properties None $0
F National heritage places High $25,615
G Nuclear actions None $0

H
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park None

$0
Reduced fee as Great Barrier Reef is also being assessed under World and/or National Heritage

I Water Resources High $25,615
J Commonwealth Land/Commonwealth Agency/Commonwealth Heritage Places Overseas None $0
NUMBER OF PROJECT COMPONENTS

K Number of project components Low $0
COORDINATION WITH OTHER LEGISLATION
L Coordination with other legislation Low $0

Part B Fees:

ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION AND CLARITY OF PROJECT SCOPE
M Site surveys/Knowledge of environment Moderate $10,982
N Management measures (including mitigation and offsets) Moderate $10,982
O Project scope Low $0

Exceptional circumstances
EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES
P Exceptional circumstances False $0

TOTAL COMPLEXITY FEES $86,678

BASE FEE $8,010
TOTAL FEE $94,688

Potential fees for contingent and post-approval activities (if required)

The Department will notify you if a contingent activity fee is applicable due to an additional statutory step being required under the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.

EPBC Act Cost Recovery - Fee Schedule
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Post-approval fees

Evaluation of new Action Management Plan (per management plan) ($2,690)

Contingent Fees

Request additional information for referral or assessment approach decision ($1,701)
Variation to the proposed action ($1,353)
Reconsideration of the controlled action or assessment approach decision at the applicant’s request ($6,577)
Request additional information for approval decision (assessment on referral information, preliminary documentation or bilateral/accredited assessment) ($1,701)
Request additional information for approval decision (assessment by environmental impact statement or public environment report) ($7,476)
Variation of conditions ($2,690)
Variation of an action management plan under conditions of approval ($2,690)
Administrative variation of an action management plan under conditions of approval ($710)
Transfer of approval to new approval holder ($1,967)
Extension to approval expiry date ($2,690)
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NOTIFICATION OF PUBLICATION ON PRELIMINARY DOCUMENTATION UNDER SECTION 95A(3) OF 

THE ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION AND BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION ACT 1999 (EPBC ACT) 

Invitation for Public Comment  

Bennett Resources Pty Ltd is seeking approval to carry out the Valhalla Gas Exploration and Appraisal 

Program (Phase I and II) (EPBC 2024/10006) in EP 371, located at Calwynyardah-Noonkanbah Rd, 

Mount Hardman, Shire of Derby/West Kimberley, Western Australia.  

The proposed action includes the construction of up to twenty (20) exploration wells on ten (10) well 

sites, under two phases. This action was determined by the Minister for the Environment to be a 

‘Controlled Action’ under the EPBC Act to be assessed by preliminary documentation with request for 

further information’. The proposed action was determined likely to have significant impact on the 

following matters protected under Part 3 of the EPBC Act:  

Listed Threatened Species and Communities 

 Greater Bilby (Macrotis lagotis) – Vulnerable  

 Northern Blue-Tongued Skink (Tiliqua scincoides intermedia) – Critically Endangered  

 Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Vulnerable  

Listed Migratory Species  

 Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) – Vulnerable 

National Heritage Places  

 The West Kimberley National Heritage Place 

Water resource, in relation to unconventional gas development and large coal mining development 

 Fitzroy River catchment and tributaries  

Viewing the Draft Preliminary Documentation  

The published material will be made available for public comment from Thursday 11th June 2026 to 

Thursday 9th July 2026. An electronic version of the Preliminary Documentation and attachments 

(PDF) can be viewed or downloaded at https://blackmountainenergy.com/ 

Alternatively, hard copies can be viewed at: 

 Broome Public Library – Hamersley St &, Haas Street, Broome Western Australia 6725 

 State Library of Western Australia – 25 Francis Street, Perth Western Australia 6000 

Public comments on the draft Preliminary Documentation are invited by the proponent. 

 Online submissions can be submitted at: https://blackmountainenergy.com/  

 Hardcopy submissions will only be accepted if individuals are unable to submit electronically due to digital 
access limitations or disability. Hardcopy submissions can be sent to PO Box 7237  Cloisters Square PO  WA 6850. 
Persons with special needs (i.e. for whom English is a second language or who has a vision impairment) may contact 
08 9200 1685 for assistance in accessing the material. 
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********** West Australian Newspapers Group Privacy and Confidentiality Notice The information contained
herein and any attachments are intended solely for the named recipients. It may contain privileged confidential
information. If you are not an intended recipient, please delete the message and any attachments then notify the
sender. Any use or disclosure of the contents of either is unauthorised and may be unlawful. Any liability for
viruses is excluded to the fullest extent permitted by law. **********
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Preliminary Documentation - Black Mountain Energy
 

 
The hardcopies are on display in the Broome Library.   
 

        
 
The documents have also been delivered to the SLWA (10 June 2026). I am yet to get confirmation that they are on
display, but we will be following up with that today once they open at 9am.
 
Many thanks
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Please find attached your Public Notice scheduled to publish next week, Thursday the 11th of June, within 3 mastheads - publications:
 

* The West Australian - 5106642
* Broome Advertiser - 5106651
* The Kimberley Echo – 5106654

 
 
Material Deadlines:
The West Australian     12pm Monday June 8th

Broome Advertiser         4pm Friday June 5th  
Kimberley Echo               4pm Friday June 5th  

Let me know please by tomorrow 12 pm, if you would like to change anything, this way we have room for any adjustment.
 
I am also attaching the order proforma.
 
Any questions, please let me know.
 
All The Best,
 

 | Advertising Executive

 
Seven West Media (WA)
T    E @wanews.com.au
Newspaper House, 50 Hasler Rd, Osborne Park WA 6017
thewest.com.au | perthnow.com.au | thenightly.com.au
7news.com.au

 
 
********** West Australian Newspapers Group Privacy and Confidentiality Notice The information contained herein and any attachments are intended solely for the named
recipients. It may contain privileged confidential information. If you are not an intended recipient, please delete the message and any attachments then notify the sender. Any
use or disclosure of the contents of either is unauthorised and may be unlawful. Any liability for viruses is excluded to the fullest extent permitted by law. **********

------ IMPORTANT - This email and any attachments have been issued by the Commonwealth of Australia (Commonwealth). The material transmitted is for the use of the intended recipient only and may contain confidential, legally privileged,
copyright or personal information. You should not copy, use or disclose it without authorisation from the Commonwealth. It is your responsibility to check any attachments for viruses and defects before opening or forwarding them. If you are not
an intended recipient, please contact the sender of this email at once by return email and then delete both messages. Unintended recipients must not copy, use, disclose, rely on or publish this email or attachments. The Commonwealth is not
liable for any loss or damage resulting from unauthorised use or dissemination of, or any reliance on, this email or attachments. If you have received this e-mail as part of a valid mailing list and no longer want to receive a message such as this
one, advise the sender by return e-mail accordingly. This notice should not be deleted or altered ------
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 OFFICIAL#

EPBC Number Date of Engagement Stakeholder Name Organisation/Proponent

2024/10006 14/05/2026 Bennett Resources Bennett Resources

2024/10006 4/06/2026 Bennett Resources Bennett Resources

2024/10006 10/06/2026 Bennett Resources Bennett Resources

# OFFICIAL
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