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Decision 

For the reasons outlined below, the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) has 
determined to consent to the proponent changing the revised proposal outlined in 
Column 4 of Schedule 1, attached to this Statement of Reasons. 
 
The EPA has also determined that no consultation or public review is necessary in 
regard to considering the request to consent to the change. 
 
Background 

In August 2016 Ravensthorpe Nickel Operations Pty Ltd (RNOPL) referred its 
Ravensthorpe Nickel Project Revised Proposal (the revised proposal) to the EPA 
under section 38 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act). The revised 
proposal incorporated the changes below: 
 
1. An expansion of mining operations on the Hale-Bopp ore-body by creating an 

additional 30 ha development envelope, within which 29 ha of clearing would be 
permitted. The area is wholly within the Kunzea similis ssp. mediterranea 
Community Conservation Area as defined in Statement 633. 

2. Realignment of the infrastructure corridor route between the Shoemaker-Levy ore-
body and the processing plant area – this involve the deleting the currently 
approved 20 ha disturbance for the corridor and creating a new development 
envelope of 222 ha, within which the footprint of the corridor would be 121 ha. It 
will involve clearing approximately 80 ha of native vegetation. Note the 
Shoemaker-Levy ore-body and the infrastructure corridor have yet to be 
developed. 

3. Incorporating neutralised tailings to the reject rocks used to backfill mine pits and 
re-establish hill topographies. 

 
The above would see the total disturbance footprint expand from 3,001 to 3,131 ha. 
 
In October 2016 the Chairman determined that the revised proposal should be 
assessed at the level of Public Environment Review (PER) with a 6 week public review 
period.  
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The Office of the Environmental Protection Authority (OEPA) commenced drafting an 
Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) when RNOPL advised that it wished change 
the revised proposal under section 43A  of the EP Act(s43A). 
 
The s43A change sees the clearing of an additional 560 ha of native vegetation in 
good or better condition. This sees the footprint of the proposal increase by 
approximately 17%, from 3,131 ha to 3,691 ha.  
 
Relevant Statutory and Administrative Provisions 

Section 3.8 of the Environmental Impact Assessment (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) 
Administrative Procedures 2016 states that the EPA may consent to the proponent 
making changes to a proposal without a revised proposal being referred to the EPA. 
The EPA may only consent to a change if the change is unlikely to significantly 
increase any impact that the proposal may have on the environment. 
 
In addition, the 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 revised proposal the 
EPA has considered the following: 

1. Ministerial Statement 633 – Attachment 3 (Proposal Description) 

2. Proposal Referral Documentation. 

3. Public submissions from the 7-day advertising period for the referral. 

4. Proponent Request to Change Proposal. 

5. Relevant EPA policy and procedures. 
 
Consideration of Consultation or Public Review 

1. Nature of the proposed change 
The change involves the clearing of an additional 560 ha of native vegetation in 
good or better condition in addition to the 3,131 ha of the revised proposal.   
The change sees an approximate 17% increase in footprint of the revised proposal. 

 
2. Stage of the assessment process 

On 17 October 2016 the EPA set the level of assessment for the proposal as a 
PER with a 6 week public review period.  The EPA was in the process of drafting 
an ESD when the request was made to change the revised proposal. 
 

3. Currency, relevance and reliability of the information, including submissions 
The revised proposal was referred to the EPA in October 2016 and all information 
submitted in support of the referral remains current. 
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4. Community engagement 
The community was engaged in regard to the revised proposal but was not 
engagement in regard to the proposed change.  However, the EPA intends to 
release information on proposed changes for public information.    
The PER is yet to be subject to the 6 week review period and opportunities to 
appeal the report or recommendations of the EPA are yet to open. 
 

5. Level of public concern 
Moderate public interest was shown when the revised proposal was advertised on 
the EPA’s consultation hub prior to the level of assessment being set. The EPA 
anticipates some increased interest in the proposal during assessment but no more 
than would otherwise be expected whether the change were consented to or not. 
 

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

a. Values, sensitivity and quality of the environment which is likely to be impacted 
“Flora and vegetation” was considered a key environmental factor of the revised 
proposal. Fauna was also considered a key environmental factor. 
 
The region is already known to contain threatened flora and fauna, in particular the 
species Kunzea similis ssp. Mediterranea. Most importantly this threatened flora 
species (Schedule 2 - Endangered) will not be impacted on further by the requested 
change. As such the values, sensitivity and quality of the environment being 
impacted remain largely unchanged when compared to the revised proposal. 
 
The change also gives no cause for additional environmental factors to be 
considered ‘preliminary environmental factors’ for the purposes of preparing the 
Environment Scoping Document. 

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

impacts 
The change involves the clearing of an additional 560 ha of native vegetation in 
good or better condition in addition to the 3,131 ha of the revised proposal. The 
change sees an approximate 17% increase in footprint of the revised proposal. 
 
With regard to it being an additional area of disturbance, the EPA is of the opinion 
that the change will result in an increased area of impact on the environment but 
not result in an increased significance of impact in the context of the entire revised 
proposal. 
 

c. Consequence of the likely impacts (or change) 
The consequences of likely impacts of implementing the change to the revised 
proposal are broadly consistent with that of the revised proposal. 
 

d. Resilience of the environment to cope with the impacts or change 
The function of the Bandalup Corridor (in regard to area and minimum width) is no 
more impacted by the changed revised proposal being implemented than it would 
be if the revised proposal were implemented. The EPA considers the resilience of 
the environment to cope with the changed revised proposal remains unchanged 
from that of the revised proposal should it be implemented. 
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e. Cumulative impact with other projects 

Cumulative impacts will be considered in the assessment of the changed revised 
proposal as it were to be considered in assessing the revised proposal. The 17% 
increase in extent of the disturbance footprint is unlikely to significantly increase 
the cumulative impact at a local or regional scale. 
 

f. Connections and interactions between parts of the environment to inform a holistic 
view of impacts of the whole environment 
The function of the Bandalup Corridor (in regard to area and minimum width) is no 
more impacted by the changed revised proposal being implemented than it would 
be if the revised proposal were implemented. In particular, it is the implementation 
of the revised infrastructure corridor that has the potential to fragment the corridor. 
This is already being considered as part of the revised proposal. 
 
The change does not cause any significant reduction in the minimum width of the 
corridor and therefore is unlikely to significantly impact the environment (in regard 
to fauna movement or pollination) than that of the revised proposal.   
 

g. Level of confidence in the prediction of impacts and the success of proposed 
mitigation 
There is no change to the level of confidence in the predicted impacts and the 
success of proposed mitigation. 
 

h. Public interest about the likely effect of the proposal, if implemented, on the 
environment, and public information that informs the EPA’s assessment 
The EPA is of the opinion that public interest in the proposal will likely remain the 
same; that is, moderate local interest and some state interest. 
 

In addition to the above the EPA notes that the level of assessment set, being the level 
of PER with a 6 weeks public consultation period, is also the appropriate level to 
assess the changed revised proposal. The EPA also notes the following: 
 
1. The EPA is yet to draft an ESD and as such it is yet to seek comment from the 

proponent, the public or other government agencies on the form, content, timing 
and procedure of the environmental review.  As such the EPA may include any 
additional requirements in ESD without effecting the efficacy of the consultation 
process or requiring further consultation. 

2. To date the EPA has not made any appealable decision and as such, the public 
will not be at a disadvantage in regard to rights of appeal should the change be 
consented to. 

3. In accordance with the Administrative Procedures 2016 and the Procedures 
Manual 2016, the EPA will advertise its decision to consent to the change – this 
will allow the EPA to maintain an appropriate level consultation and decision-
making transparency. 
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Schedule 1 
 

Change to Proposal* 
 
Element Existing 

Approval 
(Statement 
633) 

Revised Proposal Further Change (s43A)  

Maximum depth of 
mining 

60 m (from 
edge of pit) 

60 m (from edge of pit) 60 m (from edge of pit) 

Tailings Storage 
Area – ground 
level footprint 

460 ha 460 ha 460 ha 

Tailings disposal  Neutralised tailings 
mine backfill 
approximately 5 Mt 
capacity 
 
(New Tailings Disposal 
Methodology) 

Neutralised tailings mine 
backfill approximately 5 
Mt capacity 
 
(New Tailings Disposal 
Methodology) 

Evaporation pond Not more 
than 391 ha 

Not more than 391 ha Not more than 391 ha 

Operations Water 
Supply – 
raw water 
(average) 

Seawater 
Up to 30,000 
kL/day 

Seawater 
Up to 30,000 kL/day 

Seawater 
Up to 30,000 kL/day 

Construction 
Water Supply 

Groundwater 
Up to 2,5000 
kL/day 

Groundwater 
Up to 2,5000 kL/day# 

Groundwater 
Up to 2,5000 kL/day# 

Sulphur Up to 500,000 
tpa 
<1.8kg SO2 
per tonne of 
acid produced 

Up to 500,000 tpa 
<1.8kg SO2 per tonne of 
acid produced 

Up to 500,000 tpa 
<1.8kg SO2 per tonne of 
acid produced 

Pit area (combined 
Total) 

1204 ha 1204 ha 1204 ha 

Pit area – Halleys 233 ha 233 ha 233 ha 

Pit area – Hale-
Bopp 

305 ha 334 ha 
 
Increased by 29 ha 
within a 30 ha 
development envelope 

334 ha 
 
Increased by 29 ha 
within a 30 ha 
development envelope 

Pit area – 
Shoemaker-Levy 

666 ha 666 ha Deleted 

Shoemaker-Levy 
Disturbance Area 

  1,226 ha disturbance 

Limestone Quarry 
Area – 
Tamarine 

67 ha 67 ha 67 ha 
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Element Existing 
Approval 
(Statement 
633) 

Revised Proposal Further Change (s43A)  

Plant area 
Hydrometallurgical 
Process 
Plant (including 
Beneficiation 
Plant) 

53 ha 53 ha 53 ha 

Crusher and 
conveyor 

20 ha 121 ha 
 
Increased by 101 ha – 
80 ha clearing of Native 
Vegetation and 21 ha 
disturbance of already 
disturbed land within a 
222 ha development 
envelope 

121 ha 
 
Increased by 101 ha – 
80 ha clearing of Native 
Vegetation and 21 ha 
disturbance of already 
disturbed land within a 
222 ha development 
envelope 

Ore Stockpile Area 
includes 
ROM pads 
(combined Total) 

35 ha 35 ha 35 ha 

Stockpile area – 
Halleys 

12 ha 12 ha 12 ha 

Stockpile area – 
Hale-Bopp 

12 ha 12 ha 12 ha 

Stockpile area – 
ShoemakerLevy 

11 ha 11 ha 11 ha 

Overburden 
Storage Area – 
waste dumps 
(combined total) 

586 ha 586 ha 586 ha 

Overburden 
Storage Area – 
Halleys and Hale-
Bopp 
(excluding 
backfilled areas) 

348 ha 348 ha 348 ha 

Overburden 
Storage Area – 
Shoemaker-Levy 

238 ha 238 ha 238 ha 

Sands Reject 
Storage Facility 

160 ha 160 ha 160 ha 

Accommodation 
Village 

Up to 25 ha Up to 25 ha Up to 25 ha 

Nickel Production 
Nominal nickel 
production 
(contained nickel 
in a mixed 
nickel cobalt 
hydroxide 
intermediate) 

Up to 50,000 
tpa 

Up to 50,000 tpa Up to 50,000 tpa 
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Element Existing 
Approval 
(Statement 
633) 

Revised Proposal Further Change (s43A)  

Transport rate to 
site 

855,000 tpa 855,000 tpa 855,000 tpa 

Transport rate 
from site 
(product) 

Up to 220,000 
tpa 

Up to 220,000 tpa Up to 220,000 tpa 

 
*A new table will be developed to align the revised proposal description with Instruction: Key Proposal 
Characteristics. The Key Characteristics table derived from Attachment 3, Statement 633, as used in 
the LoA memo, has been used to illustrate the changes as compared to the revised proposal. As such 
this table will be subject to change during the assessment process. 

 
 
 


