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CBH Kellerberrin Rail Out Loading Project (EPBC 2025/10171)

Dear Mr Black,

Please accept my submission on the Draft Preliminary Documentation (PD) for Co-operative
Bulking Handling Ltd.’s (CBH) proposal to extend the existing CBH rail siding adjacent to the
CBH Kellerberrin Grain Receival Site.

My comments relate to the Draft PD offset proposal, prepared by Eco Logical Australia Pty Ltd
(ELA), as published on the CBH website. | have had regard for the requirements of the EPBC

Act Environmental Offsets Policy 2012 (the Policy) and the How to use the Offset Assessment
Guide (the Guide).

As | review assessment documents, | am mindful that it is the role of environmental
consultants to help their clients navigate the environmental assessment and approval process,
and to make best endeavour to minimise their client’s compliance costs. Itis the role of the
regulator to ensure evidence-based and precautionary decisions are made on often
irreversible decisions, impacting ecosystems and species at risk of extinction.

Itis relevant also that the Policy and the Guide impose an obligation on the Minister or delegate
to decide on offsets that are, amongst other requirements, informed by scientifically robust
information and incorporate the precautionary principle in the absence of scientific certainty’.

| understand the residual significant impact to be the loss of 1.46 hectares of the EPBC Act
listed critically endangered Eucalypt Woodlands of the Western Australian Wheatbelt (TEC),
with a quality score of 2/10. The score is because the quality, according to Keighery, is
‘degraded’, and the site context is ‘low’ (PD. Appendix A).

Proposed offset
ELA recommend that CBH compensate for this impact by achieving, over a 10 year period, the
following outcomes at the offset site:
a) for 1.46 ha of TEC in excellent condition, preventing a decline in quality from a score of
8/10 to a score of 7/10 (very good);
b) for4.28 ha of TEC in very good condition, preventing a decline in quality from a score of
7/10 to a score of 6/10 (good); and
c) for 1.33 ha of TEC in good condition, preventing a decline in the quality from a score of
5/10 to 4/10 (weedy good), and improving the quality from 5/10 to 7/10 (very gooq).

' Policy Principles 7 and 9.



ELA claims with 75% or 80% confidence? - i.e. it is likely to very likely — to achieve these
timebound outcomes, and realise a 134% direct offset (PD, Appendix B). The total claimed
direct offset is comprised of:

- averted condition decline across the entire offset site (99%); and

- acommitment to improving TEC in good condition to very good condition (35%)).

The offset proposal is therefore heavily weighted to timebound ecological benefits that are, as |
outline below, unsubstantiated and unlikely.

Ecological benefit: condition decline averted.
ELA’s confident claims of the ecological benefits from this offset are not:

- based on time series monitoring and evaluation of the offset site under current
management®, or of a comparable site?, but rather extrapolated from point in time
observations; nor

- with regard for the period since North Baandee was cleared for agriculture. The town
was gazetted in April 1912. In 1932, the Wheat Pool of Western Australia announced
that the town would have two wheat elevators on two new wheat bins installed at
the railway siding.

It appears North Baandee was developed and cleared in the 1930s, and the currently excellent,
very good and good TEC condition at the offset site follows a long period of adjacent cropping
and grazing. | suggest the background rate of condition decline is not that implied by ELA.

Through site observations, and implied, pessimistic outcomes, ELA paints a bleak picture of the
offset site decline over the next 10 years, under current management. For example (speculation
underlined), ELA claims:

A future quality without offset score of 7 reflects the potential reduction in Wheatbelt
Woodlands TEC condition ..., through weed invasion (including pastoral species, given the
adjacent paddock), uncontrolled grazing of pests or incursion by stock, and potential for
further clearing®.

The north section of this vegetation is close to the road and is vulnerable to grazing by
pests and stock. ... the outer boundaries of this Excellent condition vegetation is at risk of
degradation through increase in weed cover and decrease in key native species through
grazing pressure.

| accept there are edge effects, incursion events and consequences for the TEC, but not at the
rate or extent of condition decline claimed by ELA. It is more likely, and better aligned with the
precautionary principle, that ELA’s potential decline occurs over a 20 year period and is not
uniform across any entire TEC category. | would propose a confidence in result value of 50% for
all averted decline, being in the middle of about as likely as not. On this basis, | would make a

2The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s July 2010 Guidance Note on Consistent Treatment of
Uncertainties suggests 75% and 80% confidence equates to a likely to very likely outcome.

3The Guide states: Future quality without offset is the estimate of the habitat quality at this future time based on
a business as usual scenario - that is, considering current management practices, use of the site and historic
trends for the quality of habitat on the site.

4 A comparable site of similar size, edge to area ratio, fencing, adjacent land use etc.

5 This would be subject to clearing permit and EPBC approval. There is no evidence of intent to clear/develop.
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pre-cautionary estimate of the direct offset derived from averting condition decline to be no
more than 32.5%.

Ecological benefit: condition improvement achieved

Section 5.6 of the Offset Proposal summarises current knowledge and programs related to TEC
rehabilitation. | am concerned that ELA confidently claims quality improvement by drawing
tenuously relevant linkages to other projects or circumstances. For example, ELA states:

In recent similar projects located at Corrigin, Perenjori and Moora, CBH has shown
successful implementation of conservation measures to protect offset sites legally and
physically from threats. CBH has proven experience in undertaking rehabilitation and
revegetation activities, assisted by qualified revegetation specialists.

The benefits of rehabilitation programs to address common threatening processes such
as soil degradation and weeds are well known as evidenced by the relevant programs
and numerous small projects supported by the Australian Government under the
National Landcare Program.

The program (Where the Wild Things Are) provided support for a range of activities
including fencing, revegetation, bushland weed and feral animal control. Whilst the
specific outcomes or conservation gains of this program are not yet documented, it is
considered likely that the on-ground activities undertaken have or will result in protection
and enhancement of patches of Wheatbelt Woodlands TEC.

There are few readily available case studies in the public domain that provide scientific
evidence of successful rehabilitation of Wheatbelt Woodlands TEC, due to the
community only having been recently listed in 2015.

Although there are limited case studies on successful rehabilitation specifically of
Wheatbelt Woodlands TEC, rehabilitation programs have been conducted over many
years in the Western Australian Wheatbelt (including vegetation likely to be consistent
with TEC criteria). Based on these programes, it is considered (by ELA) likely that the
combination of management activities (i.e. fencing, weed and pest control and in-fill
planting) will result in an increase in vegetation condition over time.

Itis unclear to the reader what the above mean for attainment of claimed timebound quality
improvements at the offset site. For example, how do any of the above, individually or in
combination, justify future quality inputs to the offsets calculator?

| accept thatitis for ELA to employ a narrative that encourages the regulator to agree with its
claimed timebound ecological benefits, especially as regulator agreement will reduce
compliance costs to CBH.

ELA’s justification for time until ecological benefit includes that the completion criteria ... are
proposed to be met after ten years following the commencement of management activities —
which is inconsistent with the actual user input to the calculator. ELA nominates fencing to
restrict human and grazer® access, rubbish removal and weed control as key strategies. No

8 Based on aerial imagery, photographs and survey results, there is evidence of at most light sheep grazing/tracks in
the offset site, but no watering points. There is no proposal to remove watering points. The OMP reports A good level
of assumed plant-animal interaction given high biodiversity, with 53 native plant and 11 native fauna species

recorded within the four vegetation communities and five habitat types and only kangaroo grazing. It is unclear how
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evidence of excessive human access is demonstrated, rubbish is not evident on aerial imagery
to be evenly/widely distributed across the offset site, and weed (grass and herbaceous) may
require longer periods of sustained control and seed-set prevention to realise a measurable
decline in cover (noting the variable, dry rainfall in the central wheatbelt).

The above observations are not evidence that if implemented, the OMP will achieve the desired
improvement outcomes within 10 years. Without careful scrutiny, the reader might accept ELA’s
broad observations and implied outcomes, and conclude with ELA that:

Based on the success of similar projects and the implementation of the OMP, it is
anticipated that the Offset Proposal will be successful in achieving the conservation
gains for Wheatbelt Woodlands TEC.

| consider that it is not possible, on the information provided, to estimate the %age direct offset
achieved by improving the quality of the TEC in good condition. Regardless, it is unlikely to be
sufficient to realise a cumulative total of 100%.

The Draft Offset Management Plan

| am concerned that preparing a draft offset management plan (OMP) for public review, where
the offset proposal (i.e. resulting from inputs to the offsets calculator) is yet to be publicly
reviewed and modified, signals that the offset outcomes are agreed by ELA and the
Department before the public exhibition process. The confidence with which ELA presents the
OMP as suitable for approval is contrary to, and prejudices the credibility of, the environmental
impact assessment process.

It would be more appropriate that upon approval of the action and the offset proposal the draft
offset management plan be released for public comment and to commenting parties in
accordance with the provisions of Section 134A of the EPBC Act.

My comments on the draft OMP are therefore not exhaustive, and include that:

the OMP be revised following approval of an offset proposal for EPBC 2025/10171;

- the 10 year completion criterion ‘For each target rehabilitation type and zone, weed
cover shall be no greater than the baseline recorded at the reference sites’ is
inconsistent with the need to reduce weed cover to achieve the higher quality TEC;

- oneformalreview at year 5 of a 10 year OMP is insufficient to adaptively implement a
plan intended to achieve a specified 10 year outcome. It is more than likely that, in the
event an anomaly is identified” and evaluated during years 5 and 6, it will be justified as
seasonal variability, and not corrected prior to expiry of the EPBC Act approved OMP;

- to account for uncertainty and seasonal variability the OMP should apply for a 20 year
period. Though there is no evidence the increased site quality will be achieved in 10
years, should a 20 year plan be specified, the first 10 years is an active management
period and the following 10 years be a ‘care and maintenance’ period that enables time
to respond to unanticipated events or circumstances; and

kangaroo exclusion is appropriate and required to achieve the ecological benefits derived from weed control (to
enable TEC classification increase). The declared limitation due to survey season makes difficult/ambiguous ground
layer/vegetation condition comparison for assessment of attainment of completion criteria.

7 Itis likely the monitoring program lacks the statistical power to detect and analyse change
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- ifthe OMP expires after 10 years, there must be a commitment in the OMP to providing,
forinclusion in the EPBC annual compliance report, a report on annual compliance
with management, monitoring and adaptive measures, and an updated assessment of
likelihood of achieving the offset completion criteria and TEC quality as per the offset
calculation and habitat quality score.

Enduring offset outcomes
The PD and OMP fail to explain how the securing mechanism will ensure future quality with
offset outcomes, and completion criteria, are maintained in-perpetuity.

Concluding remarks
For the above reasons | consider the PD and offset proposal to be inadequate, and as it fails to
meet the Policy’s Principles 72 and 9°, unsuitable for decision-making.

ELA fails to provide scientifically robust’ information that support attainment of the proposed
ecological benefits, and that identification and assessment of underlying uncertainty is absent.
It is therefore not possible for the Minister or delegate to incorporate the precautionary principle
in decision-making, other than to not approve the offset proposal.

Yours sincerely.

Yy

19 February 2026

8 Suitable offsets must ... be efficient, effective, timely, transparent, scientifically robust and reasonable.

® In assessing the suitability of an offset, government decision-making will be ... informed by scientifically robust
information and incorporate the precautionary principle in the absence of scientific certainty.

10 According to Al, scientifically robust means adhering to high standards of research integrity, which includes
reliability, validity, transparency, and reproducibility.
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