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KALGOORLIE CONSOLIDATED GOLD MINES (KCGM) —  
VEGETATION CLEARING AND BORES CONSTRUCTION 

2802. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum 

With reference to photographs taken on 21 January 2010, of clearing of vegetation and construction of bores 
undertaken with exploration equipment available for viewing at, www.mp.wa.gov.au/rchapple/Kaltails, a 
document dated 3 December 2009 titled, ‘KCGM Mining Proposal and Works Approval Application’, questions 
on notice No. 2589 of 30 June 2010,and No. 5970 of 27 February 2008, a media statement dated 13 November 
2007 titled ‘Minister tells mining companies to clean up their act’, and a media statement dated 13 July 2010 
titled ‘environmental enforcement and compliance penalties reviewed’, I ask — 

(1) Will the Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP) initiate forfeiture action on General Purpose 
Leases 26/165 and G 26/166 for failing to abide by tenement conditions? 

(2) If no to (2), why not?  

(3) Given that the Minister has stated that ‘exploration and clearing activities’ were carried out in 
September 2009 without the necessary prior approvals, will the DMP initiate forfeiture action on 
Prospecting Licences P26/2373 and P26/2790? 

(4) If no to (3), why not? 

(5) Can the Minister explain the rationale and differences as to how forfeiture action is initiated by the 
DMP in relation to a General Purpose lease as opposed to a Prospecting Licence? 

(6) If no to (5), why not? 

(7) What is the maximum cumulative monetary penalty that can be imposed by the Minister for a breach of 
the tenement conditions concerning G26/165 and G26/166? 

(8) What is the maximum monetary penalty that can be imposed for a breach of tenement conditions on 
Prospecting Licence 26/2790 and 26/2373 for each of the tenement conditions? 

(9) Can the Minister describe what specific type of machinery and equipment was used in September 2009 
by KGGM contractors/employees to carry out ‘exploration and clearing activities’? 

(10) If no to (10), why not? 

(11) Can the Minister state the duration over how many days and hours approximately that ‘exploration and 
clearing’ activities took place on G26/165, G26/166, P26/2790, P26/2373 and areas of land which did 
not have granted mining tenure? 

(12) If no to (11), why not? 

(13) Does the DMP regard the breaches of tenement conditions by KCGM on G26/165 and G26/166 as 
being extremely serious given that KCGM in a very similar manner were previously fined $57 500 
in 1995 for a breach of tenement conditions in failing to obtain the prior written permission of the DMP 
for clearing and construction activities on the Fimiston 2 tailings dam? 

(14) If no to (13), why not? 

(15) Does the DMP regard the breaches of tenement conditions by KCGM on P26/2790 and P26/2373 as 
being extremely serious? 

(16) If yes to (15) — 

(a) to what extent; and 

(b) why? 

(17) If no to (15), why not? 

(18) Given that the Minister has stated in part for question on notice No. 2589 of 30 June 2010 that ‘none of 
the other mining tenements mentioned were granted until early October 2009’, does the DMP regard 
‘exploration and clearing activities’ being undertaken by KCGM employees/contractors on unallocated 
crown land without any form of granted mining tenure as being extremely serious? 

(19) If no to (18), why not? 

(20) If yes to (18) — 

(a) why; and 

(b) what action if any, does the DMP intend to take on this matter? 
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(21) With reference to the media release dated 13 November 2007 referred to above, in relation to the 
monetary penalty of $20 000 imposed on Hancock Prospecting, did the company have a prior history of 
breaching tenement conditions as in the case of KCGM? 

(22) If no to (21), can the Minister explain the rationale as to how the fine of $20 000 was calculated? 

(23) If yes to (21), can the minister quote the tenement number and specific text of the conditions that were 
previously breached by Hancock Prospecting? 

(24) With reference to the media release dated 13 November 2007 referred to above, in relation to the 
monetary penalty of $71 500 imposed on Golden West Resources, did the company have a prior history 
of breaching tenement conditions as in the case of KCGM? 

(25) If no to (24), can the Minister explain the rationale as to how the fine of $71 500 was calculated and 
determined? 

(26) If yes to (24), can the minister quote the tenement number and specific text of the conditions that were 
previously breached by Golden West Resources? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

(1)-(4)  Questions 1-4 relate to an investigation by the Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP). I am 
informed that DMP has completed its investigation and is now considering whether the circumstances 
of this case warrant any action being initiated in accordance with DMP's Enforcement and Prosecution 
Policy. 

(5) Under the Mining Act 1978, forfeiture action on General Purpose leases are determined by the Minister 
for Mines and Petroleum. In contrast, forfeiture action on prospecting licences are a matter for the 
Warden. In both cases the investigation of any alleged breaches are conducted by DMP. 

(6) Not applicable 

(7) Section 97(5)(a) of the Mining Act 1978 allows for a penalty not exceeding $50,000 to be imposed on a 
holder of a general purpose lease as an alternative to forfeiture. 

(8) Section 96(3)(a) of the Mining Act 1978 allows for a penalty not exceeding $50,000 to be imposed on a 
holder of a prospecting licence as an alternative to forfeiture. 

(9) No 

(10)-(20) Questions 10-20 relate to an investigation by the Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP). I am 
informed that DMP has completed its investigation and is now considering whether the circumstances 
of this case warrant any action being initiated in accordance with DMP's Enforcement and Prosecution 
Policy. 

(21) In imposing the fine, Hancock Prospecting were not considered to have had a history of breaching 
tenement conditions. 

(22) The fine amount was calculated in accordance with the DMP's recommended schedule of fines, which 
applied a dollar amount per area disturbed. 

(23) Not applicable 

(24) In imposing the fine, Golden West Resources were not considered to have had a history of breaching 
tenement conditions. 

(25) The fine was determined in accordance with the schedule of fines recommended by the department. 
These were: 

 

Tenement Contravention Classification of area Fine Amount 
M53/1017 Rehabilitation not completed 

within 6 months 
"High" Impact affecting 
less than 2ha 

$7,500 

E53/1089 No approval to carry out work "High" Impact affecting 
less than 2ha 

$10,000 

E53/1114 No approval to carry out work "High" Impact affecting 
more than 2ha 

$28,000 

E53/1173 No approval to carry out work "High" Impact affecting 
more than 2ha 

$26,000 

    Total $71,500 

(26) Not applicable 
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