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The EPA considers that the proposal is unlikely to have a significant impact on the 
environment and does not warrant formal assessment. 

Background: 
On 22 February 2017, Tungsten Mining ML referred the Mount Mulgine Project 
proposal (the proposal) to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) under section 
38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act). 

The proposal is for the extraction and processing of tungsten and molybdenum from 
the Mulgine Hill deposit at the foot of Mount Mulgine on mining leases M59/425 and 
M59/387. The mining leases are held by Minjar Gold Pty Ltd, however Tungsten 
Mining holds 100 percent of the tungsten and molybdenum rights for both tenements. 

The proposal is located in the Murchison region, approximately 15 kilometres (km) 
north east of Rothsay, within the Shire of Perenjori (Figure 1), and is accessible from 
the Warriedar Copper Mine Road. The proposal is partially located within the former 
Warriedar Pastoral Station, which is now managed by the Department of Biodiversity, 
Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) for conservation purposes. The proposed 
project life of the proposal is approximately 15 years with a proposed disturbance 
footprint of 146 hectares (ha) within a development envelope of 301 ha (Figure 2). 

Mount Mulgine is a natural landform that reaches an elevation of 503 metres (m) above 
sea level. The development envelope sits at the foot of the north-west slope of Mount 
Mulgine. 

Mining of the tungsten and molybdenum would occur via conventional drill and blast 
open pit methods, and the ore would then be processed on site. It is estimated that 
the proposal would produce 2,250 tonnes per annum (tpa) of dry tungsten and 
molybdenum concentrate. Once processed on site, the dry concentrate would be 
packed into one tonne bulker bags, placed into shipping containers and transported to 



Fremantle Port via Warriedar Copper Mine Road and the Great Northern Highway for 
export. 

The proposal involves the following key components: 

• three open mine pits, varying in depth between 30-50 m; 
• construction and operation of a processing plant facility, capable of processing 

375,000 tpa of ore; 
• run-of-mine (ROM) pad; 
• two waste rock landforms (WRL), capable of containing approximately 7.7 million 

metres cubed (Mm3) of mining waste, and a mineralised oxide landform; 
• an above ground tailings storage facility (TSF) with a storage capacity of 3.3 Mm3; 
• associated infrastructure, including offices and internal roads, with the proponent 

utilising some existing infrastructure from the adjacent Minjar Gold 
Recommencement and Expansion Project (such as the accommodation camp); 
and 

• progressive rehabilitation (where practical to do so), with rehabilitation aligning with 
a post mining land use of conservation where the underlying tenure is Conservation 
Pastoral Lease. 

The proposal was advertised for public comment from 31 May 2017 - 6 June 2017. 
The EPA notes that no public comments were received. 

Amalgamation of Departments 
On 1st July 2017 the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority (OEPA), 
Department of Environment Regulation (DER) and Department of Water (DoW) 
amalgamated to become the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 
(DWER). In order to provide a clear understanding of departmental roles this 
document identifies departments as DWER (formerly OEPA), DWER (formerly DER) 
and DWER (formerly DoW). 

Under the same government changes, the Department of Parks and Wildlife (Parks 
and Wildlife), Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority (BGPA), Rottnest Island Authority, 
and Zoological Parks Authority amalgamated to become DBCA. In order to provide a 
clear understanding of department roles this document identifies the department as 
DBCA (formerly Parks and Wildlife). 

In addition, the Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP) and Department of 
Commerce have amalgamated to become the Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety (DMIRS). In order to provide a clear understanding of 
department roles this document identifies the department as DMIRS (formerly DMP). 

Relevant Statutory and Administrative Provisions 
The EPA has considered the proposal in accordance with the requirements of the EP 
Act and the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) 
Administrative Procedures 2016 and Procedures Manual. 



Materials considered in making this decision 

The EPA has considered and had regard to the referral information, which is available 
on the EPA's consultation hub, information conducted through its own inquiries and 
any further information requested from the proponent and government agencies. 

Consideration 
In making its decision on whether to assess the proposal, the EPA had regard to 
various matters, including the following (as outlined in the EPA's Statement of 
Environmental Principles, Factors and Objectives)'. 

a) values, sensitivity and quality of the environment which is likely to be impacted; 
b) extent (intensity, duration, magnitude and geographic footprint) of the likely 

impacts; 
c) consequence of the likely impacts (or change); 
d) resilience of the environment to cope with the impacts or change; 
e) cumulative impact with other projects; 
f) connections and interactions between parts of the environment to inform a holistic 

view of impacts to the whole environment; 
g) level of confidence in the prediction of impacts and the success of proposed 

mitigation; and 
h) public interest about the likely effect of the proposal, if implemented, on the 

environment, and public information that informs the EPA's consideration. 

In considering the potential direct and indirect impacts of the proposal on Flora and 
Vegetation, Terrestrial Fauna and Inland Waters Environmental Quality, the EPA has 
had particular regard to the following: 

• the development envelope sits at the foot of the north-west slope of Mount Mulgine, 
and does not intersect any banded ironstone formation and is unlikely to 
substantially alter the natural landform; 

• the environmental values within the development envelope, noting that the 
development envelope avoids priority flora, fauna habitat and heritage sites; 

• the consideration of contemporary EPA policy and guidance by the proponent in 
its referral documentation, which is consistent with that policy and guidance, 
including having undertaken appropriate investigations for Flora and Vegetation, 
Terrestrial Fauna, and Inland Waters Environmental Quality; 

e neither of the two conservation significant flora species are restricted to the area, 
and impacts from the proposal would be unlikely to effect the conservation status 
of either flora taxa; 

« the vegetation condition within the development envelope, the majority of which 
has been fragmented by historical mining and exploration activities; 

• the extent of similar habitat outside of the development envelope that is suitable 
for two conservation significant species (shield-backed trapdoor spider and 
western spiny-tailed skink), and the exclusion of known habitat from the 
development envelope that is suitable for these two species; 



• advice from DMIRS (formerly DMP) that confirms potential environmental impacts 
from exposure of Potential Acid Forming (PAF) or weathering materials from 
mining can be adequately managed, given the provision of a Mine Closure Plan 
(MCP) that is consistent with the DMIRS (formerly DMP) and EPA Joint Guidelines 
for Preparing Mine Closure Plans; 

• the procedures outlined by the proponent to decommission and rehabilitate the 
site, the proponent's commitment to re-establish conservation as the post mining 
land use where the underlying tenure is Conservation Pastoral Lease (former 
Warriedar Pastoral Lease) and the statutory requirement to submit mine closure 
plans to DMIRS. The EPA advises that the proponent should consult with DBCA 
(formerly Parks and Wildlife) and DMIRS to facilitate the commitment; 

• the mitigation strategies proposed by the proponent to avoid and minimise impacts, 
for example: 

o identified priority flora within the development envelope to be clearly 
demarcated and avoided where possible; 

o utilisation of previously disturbed areas, rather than clearing excess native 
vegetation and potential fauna habitat; 

o fauna monitoring and relocation to be undertaken on an ongoing basis 
throughout the life of mine; and 

o all PAF material to be selectively handled and encapsulated within WRLs or 
the TSF embankment in accordance with a PAF Management Plan, 

In addition to the above, the EPA notes the presence of other statutory processes that 
can manage the potential impacts to Flora and Vegetation, Terrestrial Fauna and 
Inland Waters Environmental Quality, including: 

o the development of a Mining Proposal and MCP, in consultation with DMIRS 
(formerly DMP) and DBCA (formerly Parks and Wildlife), under the Mining 
Act; 

o the requirement to obtain approval to clear vegetation under Part V Division 
2 (Clearing) of the EP Act; 

o the requirements of section 15 and 23C of the Wildlife Conservation Act 
1950, for the licence to take fauna and flora respectively; 

o the requirements of Part V of the EP Act, for the licensing and registration 
of prescribed premises, the issuing of works approvals and administration 
of environmental regulations; 

o the requirements of the Contaminated Sites Act 2003, for the reporting and 
remediation of contaminated land; and 

o the requirements of section 5C of the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 
for the licensing and regulation of taking certain water, if groundwater is 
intersected or required through implementation of the proposal. 

In consideration of the points above, the EPA considers that the proposal is unlikely 
to have a significant impact on the environment and does not warrant formal 
assessment. The EPA is of the view that the potential impacts of the proposal can be 



adequately managed by the proponent's mitigation measures and dealt with by other 
statutory processes as stated above. 

Tom Hatton 
Chairman 

24 July 2017 
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