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KALGOORLIE CONSOLIDATED GOLD MINES — NATIVE VEGETATION CLEARING 

5105. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Mental Health representing the Minister for Environment 

I refer to the answers provided for question on notice No. 3822, dated 12 April 2011, a newspaper article entitled 

‘Property Rights taken to Parliament’, which appeared in the Narrogin Observer on 27 October 2010, 

photographs taken on 21 January 2010, depicting 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, entitled, ‘KCGM Mining Proposal and Works Approval Application’, a media statement, 

dated 1 May 2005, entitled, ‘Unauthorised native vegetation clearing conviction’, and another, dated 

30 November 2009, entitled ‘Illegal land clearers fined $10,000 each’, and I ask — 

(1) Can the Minister explain why KCGM, Barrick, Newmont have been given special dispensation and let 

off in not being prosecuted in 2011, given that KCGM previously cleared a large amount of land on the 

Fimiston 2 tailings dam in 1995 and made a written submission which basically stated ‘In an effort to 

prevent such mistakes re-occurring, KCGM has introduced procedures to ensure all works which may 

require government approval being referred to the tenements and environmental departments of KCGM 

for advice’ referred to in question on notice No. 2800 to the Minister for Mines, dated 22 September 

2011? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 

(3) Can the Minister explain, how does the answer and written submissions from KCGM provided in 

question on notice No. 3822, dated 12 April 2011, referring to ‘that KCGM had reviewed the incident 

and implemented new procedures to ensure there would be no reoccurrence in the future’ largely differ 

from the new procedures they claimed they implemented in 1995 referred to in (1) above to ensure there 

would be no reoccurrence in the future? 

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

(5) (5) Can the Minister explain how the Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) can justify 

issuing a letter of warning in the year 2011 for illegal clearing to KCGM on the basis that they had 

reviewed the incident and implemented ‘new procedures’ given that KCGM reviewed the incident of 

illegal clearing in 1995 and implemented new procedures to ensure there would be no reoccurrence in 

the future? 

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

(7) Can the Minister explain why the DEC has deliberately targeted smaller individual farmers and other 

persons for illegal clearing with prosecutions and the larger companies such as KCGM, Barrick and 

Newmont have been let off simply by providing almost repetitious weak excuses by indicating they 

have reviewed the incident and implemented new procedures to ensure there would be no reoccurrence 

in the future? 

(8) If no to (7), why not? 

Hon HELEN MORTON replied: 

(1)–(8)  The Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) has spent approximately 200 hours 

answering questions from the Hon Member on projects owned by Barrick Gold, and Newmont Mining 

and managed by KCGM. Given the interest of the Member in this matter, the Minister would be happy 

to arrange for DEC to provide the Member with a briefing on any matters of concern. 

 


