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Close-Out Response 

1. Was the 

methodology used 

in accordance with 

current WA Visual 

Landscape 

Planning 

guidelines? 

The Visual Landscape Planning in 

Western Australia released by the 

Western Australian Planning Commission 

(WPAC) in 2007 was developed to provide 

a framework to address visual landscape 

in the planning process. 

The method used in undertaking 

the assessment is consistent with 

the WA Visual Landscape 

Planning guidelines and presents 

a well-structured assessment that 

responds to the key requirements 

of the guidelines 

No response required. 

CLOSED –OUT 26/10/2015 

2. Does the 

information and 

presentation of the 

report accurately 

reflect the 

methodology? 

 

A visual landscape evaluation was 

prepared by defining the scope of the 

assessment, the character of the area, 

evaluating how it is viewed and developing 

strategies for managing the visual 

landscape character. Following this the 

VIA was carried out identifying the impact 

criteria, the view sheds requiring analysis 

and undertaking the analysis using tools 

and techniques describes in the visual 

planning guidelines such as the use of 

photo montage analysis. Finally the 

impacts were described and mitigation 

measures /recommendations are offered 

to limit any potential impacts. 

The VIA prepared for the Blue 

Hills Mungada East Expansion is 

reflective of the methodology 

outlined in the VIA report  (with 

some limitations listed below) 

 

No response required. 

CLOSED –OUT 26/10/2015 

The proposed development is 

described however there are some 

limitations;. 

1. Only one development option 

is proposed and investigated. 

2. A projected time-line 

describing proposed changes 

over time and expected life of 

the mine was not provided. 

3. Mitigation measures over a 

staged development and at 

completion of the 

1. The development option has been 

refined through various technical 

feasibility studies and is the only 

development option. 

2. Not required for a VIA under the 

WAPC guidelines. 

3. Not required for a VIA under the 

WAPC guidelines, discussed in PER 

overall. 

4. Not required for a VIA under the 

WAPC guidelines. 

5. The distance from the development 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

1. The development option has been 

refined through various technical 

feasibility studies and is the only 

development option. 

2. NOTED – In this instance identified 

changes are unlikely to result in an 

increased level of visual impact. 

REFER WAPC VISUAL 

LANDSCAPE PLANNING 

METHODS SECTION 2.3 VISUAL 
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development are not 

described. 

4. Illustration of the proposed 

development as it develops 

over time are taken from 

great distance and provided. 

5. The illustration is shown from 

such great distance that it is 

difficult to determine the 

impact if any on the study 

area. 

area is a function of the agreed 

vantage point locations from which 

the VIA took place. 

 

LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT 

STEP 2 DESCRIBE THE 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. 
3. NOTED – In this instance identified 

changes are unlikely to result in an 
increased level of visual impact. 
REFER WAPC VISUAL 
LANDSCAPE PLANNING 
METHODS SECTION 2.3 VISUAL 
LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT 
STEP 4 DEVELOP VISUAL 
MANAGEMENT METHODS. 
 

4. NOTED – In this instance identified 
changes are unlikely to result in an 
increased level of visual impact. 
REFER WAPC VISUAL 
LANDSCAPE PLANNING 
METHODS SECTION 2.3 VISUAL 
LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT 
STEP 2 DESCRIBE THE 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. 

5. Suggest including statement within 

the report (SECTION 5.1 VIEWING 

LOCATIONS) that the view 

locations were selected in 

accordance with the WAPC 

Guidelines and agreed at a meeting 

with representatives of the OEPA 

and Parks and Wildlife on 1 July 

2015.   

 

6. Additional information relating 

to the proposed development 
Any potential increase in height would be 

from the proposed waste rock dump which 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 



 

 

Peer review of Visual Impact Assessment - Urbis  

Peer review terms 

of reference 
Report Content Review conclusion  SMC response 

Close-Out Response 

would be helpful to describe 

the development, its potential 

to increase in height and the 

resulting impact on the visual 

quality of the study area.  

will be lower in height than Mungada 

Ridge. 

Close Out Comments 

1. Noted the impact will be 

minimal as per the Mungada East Pit. 

3.Are the findings 

and conclusions 

adequately 

supported by the 

assessment? 

The assessment found that the 

development area was a Level 3 (low) 

visual impact and was unlikely to be 

inconsistent with the value management 

objectives for the study and that as a 

result visual impact mitigation to manage 

landscape character and view experience 

are not likely to be required. 

Based on the information 

presented in the assessment Urbis 

agree with this conclusion. 

 

No response required. 

CLOSED –OUT 26/10/2015 

It could not be confirmed from the 

assessment that the EPA provided 

support for the chosen viewing 

locations prior to undertaking the 

visual Impact assessment. This 

should be confirmed in order to 

ensure that there is no bias in the 

selection of viewing locations. 

 

The view locations were selected in 

accordance with the WAPC Guidelines. 

Further, view locations were agreed at a 

meeting with representatives of the OEPA 

and Parks and Wildlife on 1 July 2015.  

The John Forrest Lookout was included on 

the list of vantage points following the 

recommendation from Parks and Wildlife 

at this meeting. 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

Suggest including statement within the 

report (SECTION 5.1 VIEWING 

LOCATIONS) that the view locations 

were selected in accordance with the 

WAPC Guidelines and agreed at a 

meeting with representatives of the 

OEPA and Parks and Wildlife on 1 July 

2015.   

Information regarding the activity 

at the mine and related 

disturbances due to construction 

and operation were not identified. 

Disturbances such as machinery 

exhaust and dust plumes that may 

disturb the view from a distance 

Not relevant for a VIA. 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

1. Construction/Operational 

development activities can cause/ 

increase visual impacts on site and 

should be investigated within the 

exercise. Tall machinery, machinery 
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should be further clarified 

 

exhaust, lighting and dust plumes from 

operational activities can all create or 

add to the visual impact of the 

development. Additionally It was unclear 

within the report if these elements were 

addressed. It is noted that the impact of 

these elements is unlikely to affect the 

level of impact due to the large 

distances from identified viewing 

locations. 

While it is suggested that visual 

impact mitigation is not required 

undertaking these 

recommendations will help to 

ensure any visual impacts are 

limited. 

These measures suggested by ecoscape 

in their report will be considered by SMC 

where appropriate. 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

1. Noted 

As the potential height limit of the 

development area is not defined 

within the assessment it is 

important to ensure that the upper 

extent of the extraction pit does 

not reach the natural horizon line. 

Should this occur it would likely 

increase the impact of the 

development from viewing 

locations and additional mitigation 

measures would be necessary. 

The pit will reduce part of the landscape in 

height however is of a similar size to the 

existing Mungada East pit and  will 

therefore have a similar impact on the 

Visual landscape – minimal as per the 

VIA. 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

1. Noted the impact will be 

minimal as per the Mungada 

East Pit. 
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The proposed development and 

how it sits in the landscape was 

difficult to discern  from the small 

photomontage images 

The distance from the development area is 

a function of the agreed vantage point 

locations from which the VIA took place 

and shows exactly what the view from 

these locations would present. 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

1. Noted 

4. Does the VIA 

information meet 

the requirements of 

the ESD in relation 

to the Amenity 

factor? 

A visual landscape evaluation was 

prepared to provide baseline information 

on the landscape values of the area. Four 

landscape character units were identified 

including Hills, Scrub Plain, Salt Lakes and 

Agriculture. The Hills and Salt lakes 

landscape character units were identified 

as having landscape value.  Visual 

management objectives were identified for 

each of the landscape character units. 

These included protection and 

maintenance for the hills and salt lakes, 

and best practice and siting for the scrub 

plain and agriculture LCUs that were 

identified as part of the assessment. 

Following the visual landscape evaluation, 

the consultant prepared a visual impact 

assessment to identify the potential 

impacts of the proposed expansion on the 

surrounding landscape. The assessment 

and photographic examples supplied show 

that there is a significant distance between 

The reviewers concluded that 

overall the ESD requirements 

relating to Amenity  were met 

 

No response required. 

CLOSED –OUT 26/10/2015 

Additional information (not 

provided within the assessment) 

relating to the proposed 

development would assist the 

reviewer in understanding the 

extent of the iron ore mine project 

including its potential to increase 

in height and any resulting impact 

on the visual quality of the study 

area. 

 

As per previous responses regarding 

development heights. 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

1. Noted 

It could not be confirmed from the 

assessment that the EPA 

supported the chosen viewing 

locations to undertake the visual 

Impact assessment. This should 

be confirmed prior to undertaking 

The view locations were selected in 

accordance with the WAPC Guidelines. 

Further, the view locations were agreed at 

a meeting with representatives of the 

OEPA and Parks and Wildlife on 1 July 

2015.  The John Forrest Lookout was 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

Suggest including statement within the 

report (SECTION 5.1 VIEWING 

LOCATIONS) that the view locations 

were selected in accordance with the 
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the development and identified viewing 

locations. Additionally views are screened 

from the majority of viewing areas through 

landform and vegetation 

the assessment in order to ensure 

that their in no bias in the selection 

of viewing locations. 

 

included on the list of vantage points 

following the recommendation from Parks 

and Wildlife at this meeting.  This 

information is included in the body of the 

PER. 

WAPC Guidelines and agreed at a 

meeting with representatives of the 

OEPA and Parks and Wildlife on 1 July 

2015.   

It was difficult to ascertain a great 

deal from the photomontage 

images due to the distance to the 

proposed development and small 

photographic image size. What is 

clear is that from the identified 

viewing location the potential 

visual impact to the surrounding 

areas is likely to be minimal. 

 

 

As per previous responses regarding 

distance of vantage points. 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

1. Noted 

Information relating to the 

expected final height of the mine 

was not clearly present in the 

assessment. This information is 

important in order to judge how 

high development become as this 

may effect visual amenity if the 

development breaks the horizontal 

ridge line. 

 

As per previous responses regarding 

development heights. 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

1. Noted 
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Information regarding the activity 

at the mine and related 

disturbances due to construction 

and operation were not identified. 

Disturbances such as machinery 

exhaust and dust plumes that may 

disturb the view from a distance 

should be further clarified, 

identifying potential disturbances 

and proposed remediation 

methods (such as dust 

suppression) that are undertaken 

to limit visual disturbance. 

 

As per previous response, not required to 

be addressed. 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

1. Construction/Operational 

development activities can cause/ 

increase visual impacts on site and 

should be investigated within the 

exercise. Tall machinery, machinery 

exhaust, Machinery colour, car-parking 

locations, lighting and dust plumes from 

operational activities can all create or 

add to the visual impact of the 

development. Additionally It was unclear 

within the report if these elements were 

addressed. It is noted that the impact of 

these elements is unlikely to affect the 

level of impact due to the large 

distances from identified viewing 

locations. 

Further information relating to the 

appearance of the development 

would assist in describing the 

proposal as while the extraction pit 

may sit well within the landscape 

from a distance a rock dump may 

protrude sharply from the 

surrounding area. Additionally 

mine construction and operation 

As per previous response regarding 

heights. 

CLOSED –OUT 08/04/2016 

Close Out Comments 

1. Noted the impact will be 

minimal as per the Mungada East Pit. 
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activities should be addressed 

while making the determination 

 

 


