
24 March 2016 

Standing Committee on Legislation 
Inquiry into the Mining Lesigation Amendment Bill 2015 
GPO Box A11 
Perth WA 6837 

Dear Committee 

Steven Kean 

I wish to make a submission concerning the above mentioned Mining Amendment 
Bill 

Mr Robert Fagan has provided a written submission from Goldfields First and I hope 
to be able to give further evidence supporting those concerns. 

I am also making my own personal submission with some of these attachments and 
would like to refer to these. 

I would like to be able to give further evidence when I understand the Committee will 
visit on the 11 April 2016 

Yours sincerely 

Steve Kean 



RWlS 

Subject: FW: Reg ID 4S4S8 - PoWP - Request for further information - M2S/ 19 

From: ILKIW, Leah 
Sent: Tuesday, 28 January 2014 11:06 AM 
To: 'rwl5' 
Subject: RE: Reg ID 45458 - PoWP - Request for further information - M25/19 

Hi Ray, 

The standard request for all PoW applications is to include a map highlighting the areas to be worked. I understand 
what you are saying in regards to mapping of scraping and detecting as the nature of the activity is to identify where 
the gold is, however a map is usually requested so that DMP knows where the activities are to be concentrated on 
the tenement. I probably shouldn't have requested the detail in terms of showing where excavations would be 
greater than lm so apologies for that, please ignore that request. 

As you have committed to the relevant rehabilitation commitments in your application, that will be sufficient for this 
Pow therefore I intend to approve it today. Please ensure the area worked is limited to Sha as proposed. 
For future PoW applications, if you do know the general area you will be working in it would assist your application 
to include a rough diagram showing where it will be, and if you can't specify then it is best to state this in your 
application. 

Regards, 

Leah llkiw I Environmental Officer (Consultant/Contractor) I Operations, Environment 

Department of Mines and Petroleum 

www.dmp.wa.gov.au 

ARE YOU 
BUSHFIRE PlAY YOUR PART <.o to ~reyoorudy.w• C°"·'u 

READY? 

From: rw15 
Sent: Tuesday, 28 January 2014 9:19 AM 
To: ILKIW, Leah 
Subject: RE: Reg ID 45458 - PoWP - Request for further information - M25/19 

Hi Leah, 
Thank you for your email below and explanation. 
You have stated the following: "The maps provided do not meet the requirements for maps submitted as part of 
Programmes of Works. The tenement is a total of 109.25ha and it is not shown where the Sha of disturbance will 
occur. If DMP were to conduct a site inspection there must be a clear map showing the areas disturbed by your 
Program of Works . Please provide an updated map showing where you will be conducting the scraping and 
detecting (also mark the areas in which you'll be scraping and detecting at depths below lm). It would be suitable 
to hand draw the outline of areas to be worked on the Tengraph map that was submitted with your original PoW. Be 
sure that the areas marked on the map are the same as the area proposed in your application (Sha) and please 
contact me if you have any difficulties." 
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To understand where you are coming from with the request for the map and specific details requested I would like 
to know 
1 Do you understand what a push and scrap metal detecting operation entails. 
2 Are you able to tell me the exact locations where I will find gold on this tenement and the anticipated 
quantity of gold 
3 Do you understand how alluvial gold is deposited and formed on this tenement or any other mining 
tenement. 

Regards 
Ray Kean 

From: ILKIW, Leah 
Sent: Friday, 17 January 2014 11:27 AM 
To: 'rwl5' 
Subject: RE: Reg ID 45458 - PoWP - Request for further information - M25/19 

Hi Ray, 

When doing a search on the DAA Aboriginal Heritage Inquiry System ( http://maps.dia.wa.gov.au/AHIS2/) and once 
you have searched for the tenement in question, if you select 'Other Heritage Sites' from the left hand side of the 
page (under the drop down menu) and do the search it will show you all 'Other heritage sites'. If any come up they 
will fall under one of the 3 categories: 

1. 'Lodged' meaning sites where information has been received by DAA in relation to a potential heritage site, 
but an assessment has not yet been completed by DAA. 

2. 'Insufficient information' where there is not enough information at present for the DAA to determine if the 
place meets Section 5 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972. 

3. 'Stored data' the place has been assessed by DAA as not meeting Section 5 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 
1972. 

These definitions are found in the pdf report that you can generate from the search page which I have attached. See 
screenshot below on where to click. 

In this case the 'Other heritage site' on M25/19 (named Lake Yindarlgooda) has come up as being 'Stored data' . 
Therefore please ignore my previous request to contact DAA regarding this proposal. 
I look forward to receiving your revised map of the proposal. Please ensure it is of a larger scale than the previous 
one so it is clear to see the locations of the workings. 

Best regards, 

Leah llkiw I Environmental Officer (Consultant/Contractor) I Operations, Environment 

Department of Mines and Petroleum 

www.dmp.wa.gov.au 

ARE YOU 
BUSHFIRE PLAY YOUR PAAT Go to •ll''(OOU.••dy.w• cov.•u 

READY? 
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Click hereto bring up 
pdf report on site. 
Thisdescribeswhat 
'Other heritage sites 
a ro' 

From: rw15 
Sent: Friday, 17 January 2014 8:33 AM 
To: ILKIW, Leah 
Subject: RE: Reg ID 45458 - PoWP - Request for further information - M25/19 

Dear Leah 
Thank you for your email. 

Can you please send me a copy of what you are referring to when you have stated 'other heritage places' as I am 
confused as to what it is. As far as I am aware when I have done a search previously no heritage sites exist. 

Regards 
Ray Kean 

From : ILKIW, Leah 
Sent: Thursday, 16 January 2014 1:32 PM 
To: 'rw15@bigpond.com' 
Subject: Reg ID 45458 - PoWP - Request for further information - M25/19 

Dear Ray, 
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Your Programme of Work (REG ID: 4S4S8) on tenement no M2S/19 is currently being assessed and the following 
items need to be clarified before the assessment can be completed. Please provide a response to this email within 
10 working days. 

• The maps provided do not meet the requirements for maps submitted as part of Programmes of Works. The 
tenement is a total of 109.2Sha and it is not shown where the Sha of disturbance will occur. If DMP were to 
conduct a site inspection there must be a clear map showing the areas disturbed by your Program of Works. 
Please provide an updated map showing where you will be conducting the scraping and detecting (also 
mark the areas in which you'll be scraping and detecting at depths below lm). It would be suitable to hand 
draw the outline of areas to be worked on the Tengraph map that was submitted with your original PoW. Be 
sure that the areas marked on the map are the same as the area proposed in your appl ication (Sha) and 
please contact me if you have any difficulties. 

• On the Department of Aboriginal Affairs online mapping system the tenement M2S/19 shows up as being 
within 'Other Heritage Places'. This may indicate that a heritage site has been identified. For this reason 
please liaise with DAA with your proposal and provide evidence of your contact with DAA. I can refer you to 
Cesar Rodriguez email address: Cesar is the Manager 
Heritage Advice and Approvals and may refer your proposa l within the DAA. Please forward evidence to me 
that you have been in contact with DAA, a copy of the email sent or name of a contact that you are liaising 
with will suffice. Once I receive this I can then complete assessment of your PoW. 

If you require further information please contact me as per contact details below. 

Kind Regards, 

Leah ILKIW 
Environmental Officer 
Department of Mines and Petroleum 

ARE YOU 
BUSHFIRE l'tAY YOUR PARf Go to ••<''(OU•<'.Mly.w•.gov.•u 

READY? 
DISCLAIMER : This email, i n cluding any attachments, is intended only for use by the 
addressee(s) 
and may contain confidential and/or personal information and may also be the subject 
of legal privilege . 
If you are not the intended recipien t, you must not disclose or use the information 
contained i n i t. 
In this case, please let me know by return email, delete the message permanently from 
your system and destroy any copies. 

Before you take any action based upon advice and/or information contained in this 
e mail you s hould 
careful ly consider the advice and information and consider obtaining relevant 
independent advice . 
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RWlS 

Subject: FW: POW-P applications 

From: MACHIN, Dan 
Sent: Wednesday, 30 April 2014 12:41 PM 
To: 
Cc: ENDACOTT, Daniel · 
Subject: POW-P applications 

Dear Russell (CC Daniel Endacott & Ian Mitchell) 

MITCHELL, Ian 

I refer to you to your emai l dated 11 April. My understanding is the key themes of your email are (a) removing 
duplication; (b) providing for flexibility for lower risk (impact) prospecting activities; (c) focusing our resources on 
large mining companies; and (d) legacy sites. I will provide a response to these themes separately, below. 

Removing duplication 
In relation to the duplication between reporting on the Mining Rehabilitation Fund (MRF) and providing a brief 
annual report on your prospecting activities. I agree on face value that there appears to be some duplication, 
however it is not a comp lete duplication of what is required under the MRF. To explain myself I need to clarify that 
stating that the MRF requires an 'annual environmental report' is "technically" incorrect. Under the MRF, tenement 
holders are only required to provide an area of disturbance currently on the tenement. The brief annual report we 
are requesting, via the tenement cond ition, requires a map and some minor details of the work undertaken. This is 
not required under the MRF reporting system. Regardless of this, DMP sees merit in requiring the MRF system to 
provide fill the relevant information required of DMP to effectively track prospecting activities. This solution may 
require software upgrades which may take time. Regrettably, in the interim a separate rehabi litation report (1 
page) and annual notification of specific disturbance areas made on a map ( 1 page); and the MRF will be required. 

Providing Flexibility and low documentation report ing 
Please be assured that DMP does want to increase flexibility with low risk PoW Prospecting applications. We believe 
that going down the path of post-approval, low documentation reporting to DMP is a way to achieve this. The 
condition we have suggested is aimed at providing flexibility, and the report is intended to be short and simple (e.g. 
1 page and a map). Idea lly, I'd agree with you that this should be via the mandatory MRF reporting, however 
unfortunate ly this does not require all the necessary information needed to track compliance of prospecting 
activities. As stated above, DMP is working to remedy this. 

Focus of resources 
Please be assured that the majority of our resources are focused on higher risk mining activities. Our compliance 
activities are risk-based; however, to provide reasonable assurance to our compliance program we undertake overt 
and covert inspections on both higher risk and randomly se lected exp loration/ prospecting activities. This is part of 
the reason for the request for the location of proposed or actual disturbance undertaken so we have the ability to 
ca rry out these compliance functions cost effectively. 

For your information, a major component of DMP's Reforming Environmental Regulation (RER) changes is to ensure 
that DMP's focus is on higher risk activities. In line with this, DMP's discussion paper on legislative changes has the 
aim of providing exemption from approval for low risk exploration or prospecting activities. I can assure you that 
this is a real aim of DMP's Environment Division, however it will require legislative change due to the inflexibility of 
the relevant sections of the current Mining Act 1978. The discussion paper is on DMP's website at : 
http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/documents/Environmental Reform Discussion Paper.pdf . DMP's Environment 
Division will be very interested in discussing ways of implementing these changes with the stakeholders. On this 
note, I and/or Ian Mitchell would be happy to meet with you to discuss any of the matters in further detail. We 
intend to be in Kalgoorlie in 21-23 May 2014, if these dates suit you? 
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DMP's Environment Division also recognises that the majority of prospectors are responsible environmental 
operators. In fact, it is well known within the Division that many prospectors undertake successful rehabilitation of 
legacy areas as they prospect previously disturbed lands. 

Legacy sites 
I agree there are many legacy sites in WA. Thankfully, the MRF has come into effect as a levy to require industry to 
pay for the rehabilitation of any future sites that are abandoned by mining companies. Additionally, the interest 
from this fund will be used to rehabilitate historical legacy mines over time. So, overtime, the matters of legacy sites 
will be addressed. 

I trust I have answered your queries? 

Look forward to hearing from you. 

Warm regards 

Dan 

Dan Machin I Acting Director Operations I Operations, Environment 

Department of Mines and Petroleum 

www.dmp.wa.gov.au 

Dan Machin I Acting Director Operations I Operations, Environment 

Department of Mines and Petroleum 

www.dmp.wa.gov.au 

From: MACHIN, Dan 
Sent: Wednesday, 23 April 2014 5:13 PM 
To: 
Cc: ENDACOTT, Daniel 
Subject: Reg ID POW-P application - Further information advice required 

Dear Russell (CC Daniel Endacott) 

Thank you aga in for returning my phone call, yesterday. As outlined in our phone conversation, we are trying to 
find a way to strike a balance between your needs as a business; and our duty as a regulator to ensure compliance 
with the Mining Act. This is a challenging problem to solve by email, so I appreciate the time, effort and thought 
you have put into your emails. I also wish to acknowledge your commitment to responsible prospecting practices. 

As discussed, please can you advise us of your preferred option from the two below, within 10 working days (by 8 
May 2014). 

• Option 1: Provide a map indicating your proposed "areas of interest". These can be crosses on a map as 
provided in your previous PoWs applications, or a larger polygon(s) (e.g. approx 25 hectares) over a portion 
of the tenement and state that the 5 ha of prospecting will occur within this area. 

• Option 2: Annually, notify DMP of the specific disturbance areas made via a brief report and map (1 page 
description and a map is all that is expected, photos would be preferred). The attached rehab report 
proforma could be used. This option would result in the below condition being imposed on the 
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tenement: Please note: we do recognise that there is some duplication in this condition with the MRF 
annual reporting, however, regrettably we cannot remedy this immediately. 

Proposed condition 

"The lessee is to submit to the Director, Environment, Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP} in {month} of each 
year, a report outlining the exploration and prospecting operations and rehabilitation work undertaken on the lease 
in the previous 12 months (the reporting period}. The report must include a map showing the location of all 
disturbances and rehabilitation activities that occurred during the reporting period." 

Regarding the other specific matters you raise in your email below. The key themes of removing duplication; legacy 
sites; providing for flexibility for your lower risk activities; and focusing our resources on large mining companies. I 
will respond to these in a separate email. 

Look forward to hearing from you. Please don't hesitate to call me if you have any further queries or matters you 
would like clarified. 

Warm regards 

Dan 

Dan Machin I Acting Director Operations I Operations, Environment 

Department of Mines and Petroleum 

www.dmp.wa.gov.au 

From: 
Sent: f-riday, 11 April 2014 4:52 PM 
To: ENDACOTT, Daniel 
Subject: Re: FW: FW: Reg ID - Further informatin Required - Map for POW-P 

Hi Daniel 

Thank you for your email, No worries I understand how easily it was to attention to Mick. 

You have suggested that a further condition be imposed on the Mining Lease 25/ 173. I cannot accept this as 
firstly the reasons you have stated in my view are illogical and are not consistent with how other POW;s 
have been approved which you acknowledge have been approved. Secondly the proposed condition you 
have suggested is also just aimed at, repetition and being more onerous creating duplication and paperwork. 

I want to make it very clear that I have informally consulted with at least 36 other Prospectors on your 
suggestion of the proposed condition and they have the same view as myself that if you really wanted to be 
flexible and accomodate prospectors in making processes conducive to assist us, you would simply approve 
my POW just as others have been approved by the DMP. Quite Frankly I can understand why lots of other 
prospectors have stated to me that their needs to be a Royal Commission into the DMP environmental 
section to get to the root cause of many problems one of which has been identifed by my own example here. 
I didnt understand what some of these prospectors were on about but now through my own experience 1m 
beginning to fully understand. 

From what I can see this is all about making it so hard, with duplication and repetition to tie any prospector 
up with so much prescriptive requirements that it creates the operating environment for prospectors where 
effectively and economically they cannot operate simply because of the requirements are not flexible. 
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On another level I find it highly disturbing that the effort the DMP focusses on prospectors through all these 
prescriptive tight, inflexible controls on POW'S is alarming, yet we have hundreds of legacy sites 
predominantly created by large mining companies all because the DMP environental division wants to use 
the prospector as a scape goat to demonstrate for external green lobby groups that you have tough 
environmental controls. 
In my view we have hundreds of legacy sites caused by large mining companies simply because 

the DMP environmental division is reluctant and not willing to tackle the large mining companies for a 
whole number of reasons and yet we as tax payers ultimately pay for the DMP fai lures/inaction to focus on 
high impact sites which cause enormous environmental damage. 

Daniel start focussing your resources on where the companies cause irrevocable damage with various 
high impacts and not where prospectors do work which enhances the environment. You might just find then 
that the number of legacy sites decreases over time and not increases. 

On the one hand you clearly acknowledge we are low environmental impact and low risk with our PO W's 
and yet at the same time keep decreasing our flexibility to operate by imposing more onerous reporting, 
creating never ending duplication( duplication I might add which is repetitious not aimed at streamlining and 
making things more efficient) 

I also want to make it very clear that I do not oppose conservation in any way or shape or form and I am 
happy to work with responsible people who firstly understand in detail the minimal low impact we do and 
also appreciate that particularly when prospectors operate with a push and scrap operation ultimately the 
environment is enhanced, not decimated and destroyed. 

I find it highly disturbing that on the one hand the department keeps publicy claiming they are changing and 
adapting processes which reduce duplication, repetition and also paperwork to asssist proponents. 

Unless lam mistaken I understand the department is going through various tenement conditions on mining 
tenure over time with a view to deleting or changing conditions which in effect create duplication with a 
approach to moving to a risk based system. 

Your approach in suggesting the proposed condition is completely the reverse and from what I can see is 
aimed at creating duplication. 
It is creating duplication in the sense that under the MRF (Mining Rehabilitation Fund) which is compulsory 
each person has to submit a annual environmental report. To submit incorrect and mislead ing information in 
this AER as part of the MRF is what your department has termed a criminal offence.:. 

All of the information you require by your propsed condition is covered by the AER requirement under the 
MRF so for you to suggest the proposed condition be placed on my Mining Lease is just another wonderful 
attempt at increasing duplication and putting us propectors out of business. 

Put simply you dont want us in the bush finding the mines of tomorrow because if you did and recognised 
the importance we play to the economy in finding the mines of tomorrow the DMP would be prepared to 
change and adapt making it conducive and facilitating us prospectors to operate with flexible operating 
requirements. To me this is more about environmental activism going mad within the DMP agency itself. 

You have previously stated in one of your emai ls below: 
"I agree with you that past Po W applications for scraping and detecting have been accepted with just a map 
of the tenement, however as far as I'm aware these tenements have been much smaller than M25/ 173 and 
hence it's not been too difficult for the Department to track these disturbances" (my underlining) 

This statement is misleading in one sense as I know other POWS have been approved with 405 hectares 
over 3 Prospecting Licences which join together. Daniel you may claim you are not aware of this but the 
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problem is the excuse for tracking disturbances is pathetic in the context that if the DMP cant track 
disturbances simply because a person has to denote these on a map, then the DMP agency itself quite 
frankly is incompetent. 

Daniel I want to make the strong point, the DMP are not incompetent here. This is about making life as 
difficult as possible for a prospector, not giving him :flexibility on a risk based system but through 
prescriptive tight controls that make the process too difficult you just give up. THEN THE DMP HA VE 
THE AUDACITY TO BASICALLY STA TE WE ARE WORKING AND CHANGING TO BE FLEXIBLE 
TO HELP PROSPECTORS. 

It seems to me the whole methodology is aimed at making people constantly put things on paper with the 
view of catching people out on technical administrative oversights which do not take into consideration that 
a person is trying to do the right thing and get approvals and facilitate exploration/mining in practical 
common sense way. 

One of the other problems I have is that from what you have stated is you need a map to denote areas being 
worked so as the department can track these. The most obvious inference from this is that the DMP only 
tracks through field inspections where people have have stated or indicated they are working on a map. This 
seems absolute rubbish to me as when field inspections are being undertaken inspectors go all over the 
tenement to many areas which are not on a map lodged with a POW, that is the purpose of undertaking a 
field inspection to independently check matters so to me your reasoning is illogical and not using common 
sense. 

My POW application was lodged on the 13 January 2014, its now approaching nearly 3 months since it was 
first lodged. The DMP environmental division fails to realise and recognise I rely on this work to survive as 
a income. In simple terms to understand where I am coming from let me withhold your wages or salary for 
three months just while I try and sort out some paperwork so you can actually go to work and you begin to 
very quickly understand its not a nice feeling. I am explaining this to you not to be disrespectful but so you 
have an appreciation of how fustrating and the pressure you have placed me under. 

In closing I ask you to address all the matters raised with a view to approving my POW so I can get on with 
the business of prospecting where lam gainfully employed and not sitting around waiting for administrative 
paperwork to be approved and having to resort to having unemployment benifits. 

If you disagree with any thing I have stated above I want you to explain in detail the reasons why. 

Yours sincerely 

Russell Waldon 

Thank ---- "ENDACOTT wrote: 
> Hi Russell , 
> 
> Just ensuring you got the below email? I accidentally attentioned it to Mick. 
> 
> Daniel Endacott I Team Leader I Operations, Environment 
> 
> Department of Mines and Petroleum 
>' 
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? www.amp.wa.gov.au<nttp:!/www.dmp.wa.gov.au/> 
> 
> From: ENDACOTT, Daniel 
> Sent: Tuesday, 8 April 2014 4:41 PM 
> To: 
> Cc: LANCE, Stephen; MITCHELL, Ian 
> Subject: RE: FW: Reg ID Further informatin Required - Map for POW-P 
> 
> Hi Mick, 
> 
> Apologies for my delayed response. I've been running this issue past senior management to see if we can 
improve our flexibility in these types of scenarios. 
> 
> Firstly, to answer to your questions: 
> 
>"The "potential level of disturbance" which you refer is very clear in that firstly the POW states "I commit 
to having no more than 2 ha of ground open at any one time" Can you please explain to to me what is it that 
you don' t understand from this statement in terms of the level of disturbance on the Mining Lease?" 
> I understand the level of disturbance you are proposing on the Mining Lease is restricted to 5 ha total, and 
only 2 ha open at any one time. However the issue for DMP, and the reason for the previous emails, has 
been that the location of the activities within the tenement is important to allow an independent auditing 
process by DMP. I acknowledge in this situation you have offered to assist the DMP with locating the 
activities during any planned inspection; however DMP cannot rely on proponents to do this as a standard 
way of administering our approvals process. DMP needs to be able to independently monitor, audit and 
inspect all disturbances that are approved without a dependency on proponents for additional information 
post-approval that is not currently required by the regulations. Of course I' m not suggesting that your offer 
is insincere, it is just not an acceptable way for us to manage our approvals and compliance process as a 
standard. This is why we have been insisting that you locate your proposed disturbances on a map (as 
required by the PoW-P form). 
> 
> "The potential level of disturbance which you refer is also very clear stated on page 1 of the POW 
application which states "5 Ha potentially" and also page 4 under the heading 6.2 "Areas of Disturbance" 
where I have stated "5" .Can you please explain to me what it is that you don' t understand from these 
statements and commitments that I have made that shows the level of disturbance over the life of the POW 
may potentially be up to 5 ha?" 
> Same as above - I understand the level of disturbance you are proposing on the Mining Lease is restricted 
to 5 ha total, and only 2 ha open at any one time. This has not been the important issue from DMP's point of 
view. The issue of post-approval inspections or monitoring has been the issue (as explained above). 
> 
> In consideration of your concerns, and in keeping with DMP's aims to provide flexibility in approvals 
when it is possible to do so, we have come up with another option. DMP would have no concerns approving 
your PoW-P in its current state, however we would impose a condition on the lease requiring an annual 
report to be provided to DMP showing the location of any disturbances and the progress of rehabilitation. 
The proposed wording is below: 
> 
> The lessee is to submit to the Director, Environment, Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP) in 
{month} of each year, a report outlining the exploration and prospecting operations and rehabilitation work 
undertaken on the lease in the previous 12 months (the reporting period). The report must include a map 
showing the location of all disturbances and rehabilitation activities that occurred during the reporting 
period. 
> 
> Can you please let me know if you are agreeable to this option? 
> 

6 



> Kind regards, 
> 
> 
> Daniel Endacott I Team Leader I Operations, Environment 
> 
> Department of Mines and Petroleum 
> 

> www.dmp.wa.gov .au<http://www.dmp.wa.gov .au/> 
> 
> From: 

> Sent: Monday, 31 March 2014 9:34 PM 
> To: ENDACOIT, Daniel 
> Subject: Re: FW: Reg ID ·Further informatin Required - Map for POW-P 
> 
> Hi Daniel 
> Thank you for your email. 
> I refer to the previous emails from Mr Stephen Lance 
> To try to understand where you are coming from and in order for me to understand the logic of your 
reasoning r would appreciate you answering the following queries for me which I have marked in bold. 
> 
> Mr Stephen Lance stated "The map needs to allow proper assessment of the potential level of 
> disturbance that may be caused and to facilitate a later inspection of the 
> rehabilitation works undertaken. If left as is, it can be assumed that you assuming all 
> responsibility for rehabilitation of any disturbance that is on the tenement" 
> 
> The "potential level of disturbance" which you ref er is very clear in that firstly the 
> POW states "I commit to having no more than 2 ha of ground open at any one time" 
> Can you please explain to to me what is it that you don 't understand from this 
> statement in terms of the level of disturbance on the Mining Lease? 
> To me it is that at any given time no more than 2 hectares of ground can be open so in 
> other words that is the potential level of disturbance at any one time. 
> 
> The potential level of disturbance which you refer is also very clear stated on page 1 
> of the POW application which states "5 Ila potentially" and also page 4 under the 
> heading 6.2 "Areas of Disturbance" where I have stated "5". 
> Can you please explain to me what it is that you don' t understand from these statements 
> and commitments that I have made that shows the level of disturbance over the life of 
> the POW may potentially be up to 5 ha? 
> To me it is very clear that the "potential level of disturbance" may be up to 5 ha over 
> the life of the POW and that is the potential level of disturbance which you indicate 
> you cannot properly assess. 
> 
> If you are concerned with what you have stated the map needs to facilitate a later 
> inspection of rehabilitation then I have already provided you with a map lodged with 
> the DMP POW application which shows that I will conduct the activities within the 
> boundaries of the Mining Lease so you can easily ascertain this by attending the site. 
> 
> In addition just like you do with Jots of mining companies contact me prior to 
> attending the site and I will be happy to enthusiastically take you to where I have 
> been working and conducting rehabilition to demonstrate the good efforts at 
> rehabilitation and also showing you that prospectors doing this type of work enhance 
> the overall environment. 
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> 
> I look foward to answers to my queries. 
> 
> Yours sincerly 
> 
> Russell Waldon 
> 
> 
> ---- "ENDACOTT wrote: 
> > Hi Russell, 
>> 
> > Stephen Lance has notified me of your concerns below. Please be assured that the Department does not 
require you to locate exactly where you will undertake your prospecting on the map. I do understand the 
difficulties in doing this for prospecting activities. However, given that M25/ 173 is approximately 309 
hectares (ha) in area (much larger than your average prospecting licence), I don't think it is reasonable to 
say that the 5 ha of prospecting will occur somewhere within the 309 ha tenement - it simply does not allow 
the Department to adequately track the location of approved disturbances on a tenement. An approximate 
location is all we need, similar to what you provided in your previous applications (see attached). It would 
also be acceptable to draw a larger polygon over a portion of the tenement and state that the 5 ha of 
prospecting will occur within this area. 
>> 
> > I agree with you that past Po W applications for scraping and detecting have been accepted with just a 
map of the tenement, however as far as I'm aware these tenements have been much smaller than M25/ 173 
and hence it's not been too difficult for the Department to track these disturbances. 
>> 
>> I apologise if the questions from the Department have not been clear and have seemed unreasonable. I 
agree that there needs to be an element of flexibi lity in dealing with prospecting applications as the 
environmental risk and level of disturbance is low. If the issue with the map can just be refined further, there 
should be no more issues with your application being approved. 
>> 
> > Please feel free to contact me via my details below to discuss any of these issues and work out the best 
way to get things moving for you. 
>> 
> > Kind regards, 
>> 
> > Daniel Endacott I Team Leader I Operations, Environment 
>> 
> > Department of Mines and Petroleum 
>> 

>> 
www.dmp.wa.gov.au<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov. 
au/>> 
>> 
> > From: LANCE, Stephen 
>> Sent: Monday, 3 t March 2014 2:30 PM 
>> To: ENDACOTT, Daniel 
>> Subject: FW: Reg ID · - Further informatin Required - Map for POW-P 
>> 
>> 
>> 
>> Stephen Lance I Environmental Officer I Operations, Environment 
>> 
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> > Department of Mines and Petroleum 
>> 

>> 
www.dmp.wa.gov.au<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov. 
au/>> 
>> 
>> From: 

>> :sent: tnday, 2lS March 2014 5:56 PM 
>> To: LANCE, Stephen 
>> Subject: Re: Reg ID - Further informatin Required - Map for POW-P 
>> 
> > Hi Stephen, 
>> 
>> Thank you your email. 
>> 
> > You have in part stated that you do not know where the gold is, Yet I pay huge amount of money in 
DMP rent and rates and you somehow expect me to know exactly and precisely where the gold is by 
denoting it on a map. You cannot do it and yet somehow miraculously you expect me to do it. 
>> 
>> Your requests for information denoting the specific area where I intend to work fundamentally is flawed 
not taking into consideration that both yourself and even me do not know where the gold is and is aimed at 
putting prospectors out of business and not working in the bush. 
>> 
>> Prospectors find the mines of tomorrow and create wealth/employment. Over 80 per cent of the 
operating gold mines in WA have all been found by small individual prospectors, yet your attitude is aimed 
not at helping the prospectors to find the mines of tomorrow which helps the whole state. It is focussed on 
creating so much administrative burden on a individual, having unrealistic expectations that I know exactly 
where the gold is and can somehow miraculously denote it on map for you when even you have told me you 
do not know where the gold is so how can you expect me to know where it is. 
>> 
> > From what I can see all you want to do is make it so hard with unrealistic administrative requests which 
fail to appreciate that with a push and scrap operation no person can identify where the gold precisely is and 
then denote it on a map where you intend to work. 
>> 
> > Your not even interested in the rehabilitation committments or the potential level of disturbance, 
because if you were it has been made very clear in the POW and with my emails. In that respect please 
carefully read below and also the lodged POW that was submitted. You are far more concerned in asking 
me to denote where the gold exactly is and where I intend to work and I dont know. I dont know where 
exactly I intend to work because just like you I dont know where the gold exactly is and therefore to 
speculate or guess by attempting to denote it on a map within the boundaries of the Mining Lease is just 
ridiculous. 
>> 
>> I also find it disturbing that despite your request for me to specifically denote where I intend to work on 
the tenement is totally inconsistent with how other pushing and scraping operations POWs have been 
approved by the DMP taking into specific consideration that in each and every case the operator just like 
you , they do not know where the gold exactly is and therfore to denote it on a map is misrepresenting the 
reality and practical application of how a push and scrap operation is conducted. 
>> 
> > Therfore to operate effectively and in a economic manner they need to be able to explore and look for 
the gold subject to parameters/comrnittments identified in the POW. This does not mean working beyond 
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the committment in the POW of having no more than 2 hectares open at any one time and most certainly for 
the duration of the POW no more than 5 hectares potentially being worked. 
>> 
~> Pushing and scraping with detecting is in itself a form of exploration as you do not know where the gold 
IS. 

>> For every push and scrap operation that is undertaken, generally speaking through my first hand 
experience in seeing hundreds of these, the environment is enhanced, that is even where no vegetation 
previously existed, the fact that the soil is disturbed allows for the collection of water and seed naturally 
where the ground then generates vegetation in many cases where no vegetation previously even existed. 
>> 
>> Your attitude with your requests for information portrays a inference that prospecting with push and 
scrap operations causes major environmental damage and that the environment is destroyed and degraded in 
the long term. This is clearly not correct as I can take you out in the field where hundreds of push and scrape 
operations have taken place and the vegetation in the area where the work has been carried out is that strong 
and enhanced. In other words having a push and scrap operation has been a enhancement of the 
environment 
>> 

>> I have told you very clearly what the potential level of disturbance will be and I most certainly have told 
you that it will not be the whole tenement. I have also told you in the POW what I have committed to in 
terms ofrehabilitation. 
>> 
> > Your attitude is clearly not recognising that I do not know where the gold is despite you acknowledging 
that you dont know where it is either. 
> > In terms of the potential level of disturbance which you refer T reiterate I have told you I will not be 
working any more than 2 hectares at any given time so that means ifl am exploring many numerous places 
within the tenement boundaries, yet to be even tested or explored or identified as I dont know where the 
gold is then I intend on doing so. 
>> 
> > I need to be able to work lhe tenement this way as described as just like you I dont know where the gold 
exactly is and I pay a huge amount of DMP rent and rates to hold this tenement. 
>> 
> > Again I reiterate in terms of potential level of disturbance l have also previously provided a map 
showing in yellow highlighter that I wi ll work within the boundaries of the Mining Lease subject to 
parameters indentified in the POW, ie "I commit to having no more than 2 hectares being open at any one 
time" and potentially up to a maximum of 5 hectares potentially. This does not necessarily mean that 5 
hectares of land will be cleared over the life of the POW either. 
>> 
> > You keep referring to that you need to indentify the potential level of disturbance. The potential level of 
disturbance on the whole tenement wi ll not be greater than 2 hectares being open any any one time and 
potentially up to a maximum of 5 hectares. To me it is very clear in the POW that I lodged with the DMP 
and in my emai ls. 
>> 
> > By providing you a map denoting where I specifically intend to work is setting me up to fail and trying 
to catch a person out on the tenement by saying you are working outside of the area nominated within your 
POW, even if you are clearly within the parameters and committments of having no more than 2 hectares 
open any any one time, which I have committed to and over the life of the POW up to maximum of 5 
hectares. 
>> 
> > If you are concerned about checking the rehabilitation, then just as you do for other mining companies 
you can contact me prior to wanting to visit the site and I will be happy and enthusiastic to show you the 
rehabilitation efforts as I know the area will eventually be enhanced, not destroyed or decimated by any 
pushing and scraping undertaken by myself . 
>> 
> > In closing I would appreciate you addressing all the matters I have raised above and approving my 
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POW so I can get on with the business of prospecting and help create some employment. 
>> 
>> 
> > Yours sincerely 
>> 
>> 
> > Russell Waldon 
>> 
> > ---- "LANCE wrote: 
> > > Hi Russel, 
>>> 
> > > Following our conversation today in order to get your approval for commencing exploration and 
prospecting on your tenement, 
>>> 
> > > * Can you please send through a map showing specifically the areas that you propose to work. 
>>> 
>>> 
> > > The map needs to a llow proper assessment of the potential level of disturbance that may be caused 
and to facil itate a later inspection of the rehabi litation works undertaken. If left as is, it can be assumed that 
you assuming all responsibility for rehabilitation of any disturbance that is on the tenement. 
>>> 
>>> 
> > > For the areas being proposed to work, I have summarised your methods of clearing and rehabilitation 
commitments as outlined in your application; 
>>> 
> > > 1) You will be using raised blade techniques for clearing (leaving rootstock in tact) 
>>> 
> > > 2) Using existing tracks 
>>> 
> > > 3) Avoiding significant vegetation (large trees and dense patches of vegetation) 
>>> 
> > > 4) Topsoi l and vegetation that is cleared wi ll be set aside then respread over the disturbed areas 
>>> 
> > > 5) All areas will be levelled, shaped to blend in with surrounding landscape 
>>> 
> > > 6) Compacted areas will be ripped I scarified to assist vegetation regrowth and water absorption into 
the soil 
>>> 
> > > 7) Previous workings within the proposed areas of disturbance wi ll also be rehabilitated 
>>> 
>>> (This is one of the reasons why your map should clearly show which areas you intend working. 
Currently, there are numerous old diggings and areas that require rehabilitation and it would be unfair to 
expect the new operator to restore and rehabilitate all liabilities across the tenure, unless it was their 
decision to work those areas) 
>>> 
> > > 8) All drainage lines, creeks will be restored 
>>> 
> > > 9) All rubbish and infrastructure I equipment will be removed from site 
>>> 
>>> 
> > > Within the conversation, I also explained that I do not know where the gold maybe on your tenement 
and that a push and scrape type of prospecting usually involves clearing a nominated area, detecting over 
said area, identifying any targets whilst detecting, then cutting back the area and reworking and so on and so 
on. Upon completion of the activities, the operator then replaces all overburden, all topsoil and all 
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vegetation that may have been set aside. 
> > > 
>>> In order to complete the application the Map needs to be provided by the end of the month (March) or 
I will have no other option but to reject the application. 
>>> 
> > > Regards, 
> > > Stephen Lance I Environmental Officer I Operations, Environment 
>>> 
> > > Department of Mines and Petroleum 

> 
>>> 
www.dmp.wa.gov.au<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov. 
au/<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov.au/%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov.au%3chttp:/ww 
w.dmp. wa. gov .au/>>> 
>>> 
>>> From: 

> > > Sent: Wednesday, 19 March 2014 1 :21 PM 
> > > To: LANCE, Stephen 
>>> Subject: Re: RE: Reg ID - Further informatin Required - POW-P 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> HiLance 
> > > thanks for your email. 
> > > In my previous email I asked you some queries which you have not answered. 
>>> 
>>> I reiterate Can you tell me where exactly and precisely on the tenement by providing me with a map 
subject to the parameters of having a maximum of 2 ha worked open and up to a maximum of 5 hectares 
where the precise quantities of gold are and and the the exact depth. You seem to be under the impression 
that I know when I dont know. 
>>> Do you also understand how prospectors look for gold with a push and scrap operation? 
>>> 
> > > I would appreciate some answers to my queries. 
> > > Yours sincerely 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> Russell Waldon 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

>>> On 11 /03/2014 6:31 PM LANCE, Stephen wrote: 
> > > Russell, 
>>> 
>>> In order to assess your prospecting application for scraping and detecting, I need; 
>>> 
> > > 1) A map specifying where you propose to conduct your Sha operation within your tenement. 
>>> 
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> > > 2) Can you please clarify the depth of your operations. Your application states in general terms, you 
will be exploring the alluvial profile up to 6m depth. If you chasing a target to 6m depth, as previously 
recommended, you should consult the District Safety Inspector. 
>>> 
> > > 3) Please confirm if you will be rehabilitating any of the old shafts that exist within your tenement OR 
in the area that you are proposing to work (another reason for knowing where specifically you will be 
working)? 
>>> 
> > > Please provide the required information and to clarify where and how deep you intend on digging by 
Monday 17th 20 14 otherwise your application maybe rejected. 
>>> 
> > > Regards, 
> > > Stephen Lance I Environmental Officer I Operations, Environment 
>>> 
> > > Department of Mines and Petroleum 
>>> 

> 
>>> 
www.dmp.wa.gov.au<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov. 
au/<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov.au/%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov.au%3chttp:/ww 
w.dmp.wa.gov.au/>>> 
>>> 
>>> From: 

>>> Sent: Tuesday, 11 March2014 1 :56 PM 
> > > To: LANCE, Stephen 
>>> Subject: Re: Reg ID - Further informatin Required - POW-P 
>>> 
>>> 
> > > Thank you fo r your email and attached letter. 
>>> 
> > > 1 You have stated that the proposed map provided shows that the entire tenement being worked. This 
is incorrect assumption on your part as the map provided shows that I will be working within the boundaries 
of the granted mining lease which is shown in yellow highlighter. 
> > > If you carefully read the POW that I lodged I ticked the box where it clearly states "I commit to 
having no more than 2ha of ground open at any one time(box must be ticked and agreed to)" 
> > > If you also carefully read the front of the POW application under the heading "Programme Summary" 
it clearly states "Total Ha dsiturbed for programme" which I have stated "5 ha potentially" also on page 4 of 
the POW lodged under the heading "Areas of Disturbance" "Scraping and Detecting, Hectares to be 
disturbed" I stated 5. 
> > > In view of all this I am quite disturbed as to how you can interpret from all this that lam going to work 
the whole tenement. 
>>> It seems to me dont matter what I write or fill in on the POW you just completely ignore that and put 
your own interepretion on matters. 
> > > The map I have provided is a tengraph map and I am aware of many other prospectors who have 
submitted similar/san1e maps with the san1e environmental committments that I have lodged with my POW 
and they have have had no problems in getting the POW approved. 
>>> 
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> > > Can you tell me where exactly and precisely on the tenement by providing me with a map subject to 
the parameters of having a maximum of 2 ha worked open and up to a maximum of 5 hectares where the 
precise quantities of gold are and and the the exact depth. You seem to be under the impression that I know 
when I dont know. 
> > > Do you also understand how prospectors look for gold with a push and scrap operation? 
>>> 
> > > 2 With respect to point 2 in your letter you have asked me to confirm that I will notify the District 
Inspector Resources Safety prior to entering any costean/trench or hole that is greater than 1.5 in depth. 
> > > Again if you carefully read my POW lodged with th DMP I have not indicated that I will be 
constructing a costean/trench so how you interpret that pushing and scraping is a costean or trench is quite 
frankly beyond me. 
>>> Do you understand how a push and scrap operation operates metal detecting for gold. It is apparent 
that you have no understanding or if you do your requests for further information are quite disturbing. 
>>> 
> > > 3 With respect to the rehabilitation aspects of my programme please note in the lodged POW the part 
of 8.4 under the heading of "Rehabilitation Practices and Timing" 
> > > I have ticked the boxes where it states "Windrows, stockpiles and dumps levelled off or appropriately 
filled" 
> > > I also ticked the box where it states "Topsoil and cleared vegetation respread over disturbed areas" 
> > > In addition I also ticked the box "Rehabilitation of previous mine disturbance within proposed 
footprint (ie replugging opened drill holes, removal of uncovered sample bags" 
> > > With all the boxes that I ticked for 8.4 I cannot understand how you possibly can come to the 
conclusion or assessment that I will not backfill, mound over and rehabilitate the areas that I possibly 
disturb. I have made committments by ticking the boxes to do this. 
>>> 
>>> In closing I would appreciate you approving my POW so I can get on with the prospecting. 
>>> 
> > > Yours sincerely 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> Russell Waldon 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

>>> On 24/02/2014 7:13 PM LANCE, Stephen wrote: 
>>> Russel, 
>>> 
> > > Please find attached a request for further information that is being sent to your Kalgoorlie postal 
address. 
>>> 
>>> Below is the link to the Programme of Work - Prospecting Policy referred to in the attached letter. 
> > > http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/documents/ENV-MEB-l 52.pdf 
>>> 
>>> 
> > > Regards, 
>>> 
> > > [GoWA+DMP---Black2] 
>>> 
> > > Stephen Lance I Environmental Officer 
> > > Operations, Environment 
>>> 
> > > Department of Mines and Petroleum 
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> > > 100 Plain Street East Perth WA 6004 
>>> 

> 
>>> 
www.dmp.wa.gov.au<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au/<http://www.dmp.wa.gov.au%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov. 
au/<http://www.dmp.wa.gov .au%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov .au/%3chttp:/www.dmp.wa.gov .au%3chttp:/ww 
w.dmp. wa. gov .au/>>> 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> 
> > > DISCLAIMER: This email, including any attachments, is intended only for use by the addressee(s) 
>>> 
> > > and may contain confidential and/or personal information and may also be the subject of legal 
privilege. 
>>> 
> > > If you are not the intended recipient, you must not disclose or use the information contained in it. 
>>> 
>>> In this case, please let me know by return email, delete the message permanently from your system 
and destroy any copies. 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> 
> > > Before you take any action based upon advice and/or information contained in this email you should 
>>> 
> > > carefully consider the advice and information and consider obtaining relevant independent advice. 
>>> 
>>> 
>>> 
>> This emai l has been saved as 002235.stephen.lance.msg(Departmental Use Only). The document has 
been automatically registered in the records system on File No(s) EARS-POW-45564. 
> This emai l has been saved as 001326.daniel.endacott.msg(Departmental Use Only). The document has 
been automatically registered in the records system on Fi le No(s) EARS-POW-45564. 
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