
Environmental Protection Authority 

GOVERNMENT OF 
WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 

Section 43A 

NOTICE OF DECISION TO CONSENT TO CHANGE TO PROPOSAL DURING 
ASSESSMENT 

PERSON TO WHOM THIS NOTICE IS GIVEN 

Mr Chris Williams 
General Manager 
Kidman Resources Limited (ACN: 143 526 096) 
Level 7, 24-28 Collins St 
MELBOURNE VIC 3000 

PROPOSAL TO WHICH THIS NOTICE RELATES: 

Earl Grey Lithium Project 
Assessment No. 2123 

Pursuant to section 43A of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act), the 
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) consents to the proponent making the 
following changes to the proposal during assessment without a revised proposal being 
referred: 

• an increase of cell 2 of the tailings storage facility to increase capacity 
(resulting in a reduction of waste dump 2); 

• incorporation of the existing road network into the proposal description; and 

• modification of waste dump 3 to avoid an active malleefowl mound. 

See Figure 1 attached. 

EFFECT OF THIS NOTICE: 

1. The proponent may change the proposal as provided for in this notice. 

RIGHTS OF APPEAL: 

There are no rights of appeal under the EP Act in respect of this decision. 

Dr Tom Hatton 
Delegate of the Environmental Protection Authority 
CHAIRMAN 

7 December 2017 

The Atrium Level 8,168 St Georges Terrace, Perth, Western Australia 6000. 
Postal Address: Locked Bag 33, Cloisters Square, Western Australia 6850. 

Telephone: (08) 6364 7000 | Facsimile: (08) 6364 7001 | Email: info.epa@dwer.wa.gov.au 
Website: www.epa.wa.gov.au 



Figure 1 - Change to Proposal 
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Figure 1: Proposed Site Layout 
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Environmental Protection Authority 

GOVERNMENT OF 
WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

Environmental Protection Act 1986 

Section 43A 

STATEMENT OF REASONS 

CONSENT TO CHANGE PROPOSAL DURING ASSESSMENT 

Proposal: Earl Grey Lithium Project 

Proponent: Kidman Resources Limited 

Decision 

For the reasons outlined below, the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) has 
determined to consent to the Proponent changing the Proposal outlined in 
Schedule 1 attached to this Statement of Reasons. 

Background 

On 19 May 2017, Kidman Resources Limited (Kidman) referred the Proposal to the 
EPA under section 38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act). The EPA 
determined to assess the Proposal at the level of Public Environmental Review (PER) 
with a 4-week review period on 24 July 2017. 

The Earl Grey Lithium Project proposal is for the development of a pegmatite-hosted 
lithium deposit at the abandoned Mt Holland Mine Site. The proposal area is located 
approximately 105 km south-southwest of Southern Cross, in the Shire of Yilgarn. 

During preparation of the Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) the proponents 
identified that additional capacity was required for the tailings storage facility (TSF), 
and that the existing network of roads that would be utilised for the proposal were not 
reflected in the proposal description. The proponents also identified the opportunity to 
reduce direct impact on malleefowl in the proposal area through modification of the 
waste dump design. 

On 23 November 2017, the proponents provided an application and supporting 
information for a Change to Proposal via section 43A of the EP Act. 

Relevant Statutory and Administrative Provisions 

Section 3.8 of the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) 
Procedures Manual 2016 guides what information the EPA requires from a person 
wanting to change its proposal during assessment. 
In considering the request for consent, the EPA considered the: 
• details of the proposed change 
• statement of the significance of the change, and 
• rationale for the change. 



Materials considered in making this decision 

In determining whether to consent to the proponent changing the proposal the EPA 
has considered the following: 

1. Proponent information provided on 23 November 2017; and 

2. Discussions at the meeting held 15 November 2017 between the proponents, EPA 
Chairman and officers from EPA Services. 

Consideration 

1. Nature of the proposed change 

The proposed changes to the proposal include: 

• Increase of cell 2 of the TSF to increase capacity (resulting in a reduction of 
waste dump 2); 

• Incorporation of the existing road network that will be used into the proposal 
description; and 

• Modification of waste dump 3 to avoid an active malleefowl mound. 

The changes to proposal would result in an increase to the proposal footprint by 
95 hectares (ha), however the majority of the new footprint area is located in pre-
disturbed parts of the proposal area (Table 1). 

Table 1 - New clearing and disturbance 

Proposal Existing 
disturbance (ha) 

New clearing 
(ha) 

Total (ha) 

Referred proposal 245 365 610 
Changed proposal 313 392 705 
Increase 68 27 95 

The changes to the proposal are for the same elements (i.e. TSF, waste dump) 
and activities (i.e. mining and related infrastructure) as what was provided in the 
referral documentation (Table 2). 

Table 2 - Change to proposal element 

Element Referred proposal (ha) Changed proposal (ha) 
Pit 142.5 143 
WRDs 259.8 259 
TSF 44 84 
Mine infrastructure 163.7 219 

Total 610 705 
Some of the changes provic e are beneficial e.g. the alteration to waste dump 3 
avoids direct impact to an active malleefowl mound. The incorporation of the road 
network into the proposal description more accurately describes the transport route 
to be used; although this does not include any additional disturbance. 

2 



In consideration of all of the above, the changes to the proposal are not considered 
to be significant. 

2. Stage of the assessment process 

The BSD is still being prepared by the EPA, and the changes to the proposal will 
be included in the final ESD. 

3. Currency, relevance and reliability of the information, including submissions 

The Development Envelope, and study area in which the environmental 
investigations are being undertaken, are the same as what was in the referral. All 
of the environmental studies for the proposal will be included in the Environmental 
Review Document (ERD). 

4. Community engagement 

The assessment process will include a 4-week public review period during the 
assessment. 

5. Level of public concern 

Six comments were received during the 7-day comment period on the referral, all 
requested an 'Assess-Public environmental review" level of assessment. The 
proposal is being assessed at a PER level of assessment with a 4-week public 
review period. 

Consideration of Whether the Change is Unlikely to Significantly Increase Any 
Impact that the Proposal May Have on the Environment 

The following were considered: 

a) Values, sensitivity and the guality of the environment which is likely to be impacted 

The change to the proposal does not include new factors or different impacts to the 
environment than the proposal that was referred. 

b) Extent (intensity, duration, magnitude and geographic footprint) of the likely 
impacts 

The change to the proposal does result in an increased to the disturbance footprint 
(95 ha), however the majority of the new footprint area is in pre-disturbed parts of 
the proposal area (68 ha). 

c) Conseguence of the likely impacts (or change) 

The change to the proposal does not alter the type of impacts associated with the 
proposal (mining). 
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d) Resilience of the environment to cope with the impacts or change 

The type of impacts associated with the change to the proposal are the same as 
the proposal referred, and the increase in impacts is comparatively small. 

e) Cumulative impacts with other projects 

The cumulative impacts associated with the new elements (e.g. waste dumps, 
expansion of the Earl Grey pit and TSF), will be assessed in consideration of the 
existing mine disturbance. 

f) Connections and interactions between parts of the environment to inform holistic 
view of impacts of the whole environment 

The change to the proposal does not alter any connections or interactions with the 
receiving environment. 

g) Level of confidence in the prediction of impacts and the success of proposed 
mitigation 

The Development Envelope, and the proponent's study area in which the 
environmental investigations are being undertaken, is the same as it was at 
referral. The proponent is undertaking environmental studies to inform the 
assessment, and the level of confidence in the predicted impacts, and the success 
of the proposed mitigation measures, remains the same. 

h) Public interest about the likely effect of the proposal, if implemented, on the 
environment, and public information that informs the EPA's assessment 

There was a low to medium level of public interest in the proposal, and the level 
of assessment set by the EPA (i.e. PER) is the same as what was requested by 
all six commenters. 
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Schedule 1 

Change to Proposal 

Element 

Current proposal Chang ed proposal 

Element Existing 
disturbance 

(ha) 

New 
clearing 

(ha) 

Total 
(ha) 

Existing 
disturbance 

(ha) 

New 
clearing 

(ha) 

Total 
(ha) 

Mine and 
associated 
infrastructure 

(incl: mine pit, 
WRDs, TSF, 
processing plant, 
wastewater 
treatment plant, 
landfill, water 
storage, topsoil 
stockpiles, coreyard, 
workshop, 
explosives 
magazine, pipelines, 
powerlines, 
administration 
facilities, roads, and 
accommodation 
camp.) 

Up to 245 Up to 365 Up to 
610 

Up to 313 Up to 392 Up to 
705 

Attachment 1 - Proponent section 43A application for a Change to Proposal 
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Figure 1 - Referred proposal 
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Figure 1A; Earl Grey Lithium Project - Site Layout Plan at Referral 
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Figure 2 - Change to proposal 
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Figure 1: Proposed Site Layout 
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