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DEPARTMENT OF MINES AND PETROLEUM — MINING PROPOSAL AND PROGRAM 
OF WORK APPLICATION FEES 

Grievance 

MS W.M. DUNCAN (Kalgoorlie — Deputy Speaker) [9.50 am]: I thank the Minister for Mines and Petroleum 
for taking this grievance. I also thank the member for Eyre for his grievance on behalf of my constituents in 
Williamstown. It is a matter of concern to me also. I have written to the Environmental Protection Authority and 
to the Minister for Lands because a complex tenure issue is involved there. 

This grievance is important because there are some principles at stake and I would like the minister to have the 
opportunity to record in Hansard some of the verbal assurances I have received from his officers. The matter 
came to a head in January when Dr Phil Gorey, the executive director of environment at the Department of 
Mines and Petroleum, wrote to prospectors about the implementation of application fees for mining proposals 
and programs of work, known as POW. He advised that after 1 July, the fees will be $590 for a POW and 
$6 950 for a mining proposal in an endeavour to raise $2.7 million through cost recovery to implement the 
reform of environmental regulation, known as the RER process. 

Minister, these fees will jeopardise the exploration that is critical to the future of our mining industry and the 
royalty flow that is so important to our government and our people. It will also jeopardise the attractiveness of 
our state for mineral exploration. When I met with representatives of DMP on 10 February, they advised me that 
consultation around the RER had been happening since 2009 and that the Amalgamated Prospectors and 
Leaseholders Association was part of it. However, APLA has told me that it was firm throughout that there 
should be no new fees, that this proposal has come totally out of left field and that it has greeted it with 
consternation and dismay. 

The key issue is that these are up-front fees. By its nature, prospecting is a very risky business, with no guarantee 
of income and I fear that these fees will discourage prospectors from going bush. Many prospectors run 
sometimes small, sometimes unsophisticated, businesses and some have been going out into the bush for 
generations. While they are doing this, they are not on the dole and they are living in and supporting our small 
regional communities. They are the lifeblood of my goldfields towns. Gold has been the driver of these 
communities for 120 years, but all the easy gold has been found. Gone are the days when we could kick over 
a nugget, as Paddy Hannan did. The gold that is available for discovery these days is usually in very isolated 
places like Tropicana or Telfer, and is often covered with an overburden of topsoil that masks the geology or is 
of low grade. 

We are sending a mixed message to our prospectors. Through royalties for regions, we have spent over 
$100 million through the exploration incentive scheme which has not only the co-funded drilling component, but 
also streamlined applications and approvals. It has enabled the development of databases and tens of thousands 
of pieces of information. Thanks to this RFR investment, DMP is well on the way to a paperless system, which 
one would think should deliver immense savings to government. However, a telling statistic is that very few, if 
any, prospectors have submitted a POW online. They do not have an administration officer in town, and some do 
not even have a computer. Hon Norman Moore got it right in his valedictory speech on 21 May 2013 when he 
said the following — 

… the exploration incentive scheme, which was a National Party initiative in the 2008 election … is 
a very, very important scheme. It is all about encouraging companies to explore in greenfields areas of 
Western Australia. … Every mine … is finite, every ore body is finite, and if we do not find tomorrow’s 
mines today, this industry does not have a future. 

I am told that, historically, 80 per cent of our mines in Western Australia have been originally found by 
prospectors. In fact, APLA has provided me with some information from a 2002 newsletter “Datum Post”, which 
stated at that time that 43 per cent of all prospecting licence titles, 15 per cent of all exploration licence titles and 
31 per cent of all mining licence titles were held by non-corporates. If that ratio was extrapolated to today, DMP 
would expect around $60 million in expenditure requirements on tenements held by non-corporates. This is the 
problem. In isolation, the proposed fees might not seem like much, but on top of expenditure requirements as 
well as dramatic increases in local government rating of mining tenements, prospectors can see little hope of 
coming out in front. 

As a result of the decision by the Valuer-General on the valuation of mining tenements, local government rates 
have increased, in some cases, by over 400 per cent. One prospector told me that council rates on one of his ELs 
will increase from $4 789 to $19 637. This is just unsustainable and will kill the industry that is not only the 
lifeblood of our goldfields towns but also very much a part of our culture and heritage. 

I acknowledge that the department has advised its intention to ease the burden of the rollout by granting 
exemptions for low impact works that disturb less than 0.25 hectares. However, while appreciated, this just 
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introduces more uncertainty. What is low impact? How is the 0.25 hectares defined? Is it the area scraped, does 
it include the area where vegetation and topsoil are pushed up, does it extend as far as the dozer tracks? 
Prospectors also tell me that 0.25 hectares is too small to be of any use. There is also uncertainty about how often 
a POW needs to be submitted. Prospectors are concerned that if, having submitted a POW and paid $590, they 
find nothing and decide to move on, then another fee will be applicable. One prospector, in an email to me 
said — 

As the rules stand now to dig the old style shaft 1mtx2mt and 10mt deep with a windlass or my modern 
air winch I need to apply for a mining proposal and after July 1st that is going to cost $7000k, I hope 
there is some gold at the bottom. 

There must be a better way to raise $2.7 million. When I asked the DMP representatives what happens to the 
tenement application fees, royalties and rent they collect, I was told it went into consolidated revenue and 
Treasury would not give it back. First and foremost, these fees should fund the legislative responsibilities of the 
department that collects them. Are we being asked to fund the Rolls Royce of environmental regulation when 
a more economical model might suffice? 

Yesterday, the Resource Information Unit Explorers Conference noted a dramatic drop in budget allocations for 
exploration. We need to encourage exploration, not jeopardise it. I ask that this decision be reviewed. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [9.57 am]: I thank the member for 
Kalgoorlie for the grievance and some notice of it last week. I probably should begin by acknowledging the 
member’s point. I agree with the member that prospectors are the lifeblood of the industry; indeed, they are 
responsible for the majority of mineral finds in Western Australia. I have received not only this grievance but 
also letters from prospectors, including prospectors I have met in my role as a minister, such as one prospector 
who discovered the Andy Well gold find that Doray Minerals is processing. It was discovered by a prospector, 
and it is a good example of a find that has become a proper mineral proposal. 

The member made the point, and I will probably emphasise it during my response, that these are very small fees 
in relation to the whole operation of a program of works and also, of course, a mining proposal. Indeed, someone 
applying for a mining proposal would be seeking to mine for a mineral. That is why $7 000 is quite small 
compared with what is paid in other states. It relates to work undertaken by the department. It does not go to the 
consolidated fund; it funds the processing in the department and it will be linked to that and, indeed, is audited. 
If it is less than that, it will be reduced in future. With those opening comments, I can say that no-one likes any 
fees. With any introduction of fees, there will be push-back. Indeed, I can say that one sector of the industry—
the prospectors, the smaller operators—has written a number of letters to me. 

I will deal first with the issue of consultation, and there has been consultation. The Mining Act was changed 
before my time to allow the introduction of fees and since 2009, there has been some consultation with industry, 
including the prospectors’ association. I think the prospectors’ association changes membership, so that means 
the people vary. I am not necessarily criticising the association; it may be that the feedback to prospectors from 
the representatives on our advisory committees could have perhaps been a bit better. 

Ms W.M. Duncan interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Possibly, or perhaps the person on the committee did not speak up as much as some of 
the other industry representatives. Nonetheless, there has been consultation. Indeed, the initial pricing model was 
around $4.8 million that the department put up to me as the minister. I basically said, “Go back and think again.” 
In terms of the environmental reforms that we are putting in, the argument from the department was that we are 
moving from a risk-based and outcome-focus to a process that allows more flexibility and scope and innovation 
for mining companies to run their own operations in making sure they look after the environment. The outcome 
will be good for the environment if they do it how they want to, rather than a prescriptive process with inspectors 
from the Department of Mines and Petroleum going out regularly. The counterargument is that if that is the case, 
fewer resources are needed. We are looking at that, so we can implement these changes and not have any fees. In 
this case, I asked them to halve the money they want to recoup. Rather than being an annual fee, I have aligned it 
to an actual application fee; the fee is paid only when the application is put in. I will get to some further work we 
are doing on that in a minute. In terms of implementation, the member for Kalgoorlie has the figures right: it is 
$590 for a program that works, which does allow for four years of activity; and the fee for a mining proposal is 
just below $7 000. That lasts for the life of the mine. Once the mining proposal is put in, that is the only 
application fee to be paid. 

I make a quick point in relation to Queensland, which I guess is our major competitor of the states. Queensland 
has an annual fee for exploration and prospecting activities—and it is over $1 800. The charge for mining 
activity can be as high in Queensland per annum as $77 000. We are well under that, and we would never want 
to go anywhere near that. 
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I quickly touch on shire rates. That is a serious concern to me, and the figure the member gave was disturbing—
it going from $4 800 to nearly $20 000. I have been talking to the Minister for Lands. We understand how that 
has happened and we are working very quickly to resolve that. We hope to get some legislative changes through 
so that we have resolved that problem before rate notices go out next year. There should be good news on that 
matter. That is way and above the impact in terms of dollars of these application fees. I hope that the industry 
will be supportive of those changes and a welcome reduction in fees. 

Back to the impact of the fees, we have not shut the gate on the 0.25 hectare. That is what we have at the 
moment in terms of minimal impact for prospectors. Indeed, this figure came from the advisory board: the 
2.25 hectare disturbance related to about 20 per cent of applications for programs of works, and these would be 
exempt from the fee under that figure of 0.25 hectare. My department and I are open to constructive comment on 
what represents a low-impact application. I am receiving a lot of advice on that at the moment from my 
department. I am very open on that aspect. We have not shut the gate on that, and we are working with 
prospectors to see whether there can be a resolution on that front. 
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