
 
 

To: Mr Fraser Ellis MP 

Re: Mining (Land Access Inquiry Recommendations) 
Amendment Bill 2022 

17 June 2022 

 

Introduction  

AMEC appreciates the opportunity to provide a submission to the Mining (Land Access Inquiry 

Recommendations) Amendment Bill 2022 (the Bill), Mr Fraser Ellis MP released for public 

consultation in May 2022. The Bill, if introduced to South Australian Parliament, would have 

substantial implications for South Australia’s mineral exploration and mining industry. It is vital 

ongoing engagement with industry is maintained to ensure unintended consequences are given due 

consideration. 

About AMEC 

The Association of Mining and Exploration Companies (AMEC) is a national industry association 

representing over 490 member companies across Australia, with 32 member companies with direct 

project interests in South Australia. Our members are mineral explorers, emerging miners, producers, 

and a wide range of businesses working in and for the industry. Collectively, AMEC’s member 

companies account for over $100 billion of the mineral exploration and mining sector’s capital value. 

Mineral exploration and mining make a critical contribution to Australia’s economy, directly employing 

over 274,000 people. In 2020/21 Industry generated a record high $301 billion in mining exports, 

invested $3.2 billion in exploration expenditure to discover the mines of the future, and collectively 

paid over $39.3 billion in royalties and taxes.  

In South Australia in 2020/21 mineral exploration expenditure was at a 7-year high at $91.8 million, an 

8% increase from the previous year. $2.1 billion was spent on capital expenditure and over $237 

million was generated in royalties from the $7.1 billion in mineral commodity sales, representing a 

record high.  

Mining (Land Access Inquiry Recommendations) Amendment 
Bill 2022 

General Comments 

AMEC was an active participant in the 2021 South Australian Select Committee on Land Access’ 

Inquiry into the laws that apply to mineral exploration and mining under South Australia’s Mining Act 
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1971 (Mining Act). As consistently presented through an initial submission1, AMEC CEO Warren 

Pearce’s testimony to the Inquiry, and ongoing subsequent industry advocacy efforts, South Australia 

is geographically and geologically well positioned, for multiple uses of land, including mineral 

exploration and mining.  

It is a national priority of AMEC and our members, to ensure ongoing, positive, and mutually beneficial 

relationships with landholders are maintained. The importance of maintaining a regulatory 

environment which supports the development of mining projects, as well as agriculture, is necessary 

to provide the economic certainty the State requires, now and into the future. As demonstrated by the 

events of COVID-19, a strong economy is fundamental to the ability of a jurisdiction to weather 

unprecedented events. 

Mineral exploration and mining deliver long-term, wide-ranging economic and social benefits to the 

local and broader community. The ability to access land in a timely and cost-effective manner, with as 

much certainty as possible, is of critical importance to mineral exploration and mining. South 

Australia’s recently updated legislative framework for mining sought to deliver much-needed 

modernity to outdated laws. These modern practices support the continued journey the industry has 

been engaged with, to operate with a social licence, fundamental for proactive stakeholder and 

investor engagement. 

AMEC again reiterates the importance of maintaining regulatory stability, by allowing the modernised 

legislative framework sufficient time to mature and achieve its intended purpose, with the Government 

urged to prioritise the dedication of resources to the development of policies and non-statutory 

guidance materials to support its implementation. Throughout this submission we outline alternate 

solutions to address concerns that have been raised, without inadvertently jeapordising South 

Australia’s ability to develop a prosperous mining sector.  

Industry concerns 

Pre-judging the effectiveness of reforms 

Testing, less than six months into their operation, the effectiveness of legislative reforms commencing 

in 2021, is bad policy. This is far too short a timeframe by which to test the effectiveness of a lengthy 

and robust consultation period to deliver significant reforms to legislation that was over 48 years old, 

and ultimately, pre-judge its effectiveness.  

With the Act and Regulations commencing in January 2021, the majority of the policy and guidance 

materials are still in the planning or development phase. These supporting materials underpin the 

successful implementation of legislation, and will form the basis for compliance and enforcement, to 

ultimately, elevate expectations of industry and the regulator. It is vital they are allocated sufficient 

resources and time to be tested, in order for a meaningful outcome.  

 

 

1 https://secureservercdn.net/198.71.233.189/0h5.0cf.myftpupload.com/wp-
content/uploads/2021/05/0430-Submission-to-Parliament-of-South-Australia-Select-Committee-on-
Land-Access-re-Land-Access-Inquiry.pdf  

https://secureservercdn.net/198.71.233.189/0h5.0cf.myftpupload.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/0430-Submission-to-Parliament-of-South-Australia-Select-Committee-on-Land-Access-re-Land-Access-Inquiry.pdf
https://secureservercdn.net/198.71.233.189/0h5.0cf.myftpupload.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/0430-Submission-to-Parliament-of-South-Australia-Select-Committee-on-Land-Access-re-Land-Access-Inquiry.pdf
https://secureservercdn.net/198.71.233.189/0h5.0cf.myftpupload.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/0430-Submission-to-Parliament-of-South-Australia-Select-Committee-on-Land-Access-re-Land-Access-Inquiry.pdf
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Right of veto 

The second primary concern is that the Final Report of the Select Committee’s Inquiry into Land 

Access found that creating a right of veto would be a fundamentally flawed idea, opposed to the 

principle of Crown ownership of minerals. However, the recommendations stemming from the Inquiry, 

reflected in this Bill, effectively propose the introduction of a ‘right of veto’ by other means. Rights of 

veto have a substantial negative impact on a jurisdiction’s industry and attractiveness for future 

investment and development. Like moratoria, they are considered poor economic policy, and a 

prohibitive measure undercutting the legitimacy of risk-based regulation.  

Minerals are owned by the whole South Australian community, not only those that hold the current 

property title on the surface.  For this reason, a company will pay a royalty to the Government for the 

right to those minerals and pay appropriate compensation to make good any damage rendered to the 

landholder.  Some companies choose to enter into land access agreements, some of which include 

financial compensation arrangements.   

This process and engagement is regulated by the Government.  The Government has established a 

regulatory and legislative framework to manage all mining and mineral exploration activities across 

South Australia in the best interest of the whole community.  Passing that regulatory role to private 

land and/or leaseholders, is inappropriate. 

A right of veto, by any means, would remove certainty over land access. Ultimately, this would raise 

significant questions from project proponents and potential investors as to why they should invest in a 

jurisdiction that does not appear to provide necessary assurance of investment certainty, making 

other competing jurisdictions more attractive. The potential diminishment of certainty for explorers and 

miners would remove land access rights which in the long term, would deprive South Australia of a 

significant economic growth opportunity. In the long-term, this could have a greater detrimental impact 

on South Australia’s overall investment attractiveness, indicating the State is not interested in 

exploring new revenue streams, whilst simultaneously increasing the cost of operating in South 

Australia at the expense of mineral explorers and miners, thus depriving South Australians of the 

skills development and job offerings afforded by the sector. 

AMEC was supportive of the South Australian mining reforms ruling out a right of veto through the 

consultation period, in recognition of the unnecessary uncertainty that could threaten investment 

attractiveness. To renege on this assurance, after it was finally put to rest, would be counter-intuitive 

to best practice engagement principles the Government has encouraged through the modernised 

framework.  

S56ZB – Mining Land 

The term ‘mining land’ is not a term currently used in South Australian mining legislation. The Bill’s 

definition of it as ‘any land on which authorised operations are, are proposed to be, or have been, 

carried out’ is ambiguous. It is unnecessary to create a new term. There are substantial concerns of 

the unintended consequences with how this new definition will operate in the wider legislative 

framework.  
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S56ZC – Mining Land Commissioner 

AMEC does not support the creation of a Mining Land Commissioner, as its associated roles and 

responsibilities are already held by the Minister for Mines 

The ultimate authority for all mineral exploration and mining activity in South Australia, is currently, as 

it should be, the Minister for Mines. The creation of the Mining Land Commissioner reduces the 

Minister’s authority, and vests many of the Minister’s roles and powers in a new role, which to date, 

has not been required or justified, and would jeaopardise the relative regulatory stability South 

Australia has benefited from.  

The lack of detail surrounding the entirety of Division 11 of the Bill renders this early draft impractical. 

The ambiguity in drafting language appears to result in the Commissioner having more authoritative 

powers than elected officials, including the Minister for Mines and the Premier, with the proposed 

ability for the Commissioner to veto a Ministerial decision and impel a Minister to report to a third-

party. To enable robust consultation and consideration, it is strongly recommended in the event this 

proposal is considered further, that further detail is included in the next round of consultation.  

The terms and conditions of appointment of the Mining Land Commissioner, to be set by the 

Governor, after the Governor appoints the Commissioner at their discretion, raises questions of 

governance and accountability. The lack of clarity in the drafting means it could be interpreted as the 

Commissioner will be accountable only to the Governor, who appoints the Commissioner and 

subsequently determines their appointment and suitability to continue in the role. How this meets the 

intent of the Public Sector (Honesty and Accountability) Act 1995, referenced in the draft Bill, is 

unclear. 

Further detail is needed on how this new function is thought to operate, with specific consideration of 

how the following factors would be exercised: 

▪ Rights of appeals 

▪ Natural justice  

▪ Term limits 

▪ Management of conflicts of interest for the Commissioner 

▪ Mediation processes 

▪ Role in respect to the Warden. 

S9AA – Waiver of exemption 

AMEC does not support the proposal for the Minister’s powers to approve S9AA waivers of exemption 

(including cooling-off) to be removed and appointed to the Commissioner. We question the efficacy of 

this removal of Ministerial authority, and the grounds for justification?  

The proposed increase in reasonable costs of obtaining legal assistance relating to the operation of 

S9AA (14), from $2,500 to the proposed $10,000 for ‘professional assistance’ is a substantial, 

unsupported shift and cost impost on tenement holders. This significant increase in legal liability, of 

four times the initial amount, has not been justified and is unreasonable. 
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A practical implication is companies could be required to pay the full $10,000 for one drillhole alone, 

or $10,000 each to of the potential multiple neighbouring landowners in certain circumstances. The 

significant increase in costs from $500 to $2,500 was only recently introduced. To further increase 

costs, by such a substantial quantum, will damage the reputation of South Australia.  

Professional assistance extends beyond legal assistance as per the proposed amendment to 

S9AA(15) to include: (a) legal advice; or (b) land valuation services; (c) accounting services. Land 

valuation services and accounting services while important, are separate to legislated requirements 

pertaining to this clause. If these services are engaged, they should be appropriately paid for, by the 

landowner. Should informal arrangements be made at the discretion of stakeholders, as currently 

occurs, the terms of engagement should not be legislated, and would be better placed being guided 

by principles of best practice engagement. 

S56ZE – Mining Land Commissioner – resources and proposed independence  

If the Commissioner will be independent of the Crown, any Minister or officer of the Crown, it is 

unclear why under S56ZE, the Minister (unclear which Minister) should provide the Commissioner 

with the staff and other resources the Commissioner reasonably requires to carry out their functions. 

The proposed remit of the Commissioner to then dictate the terms and conditions of engagement of 

these, expectedly, public service officers is also questioned. If the proposed resources are to come 

from the Department for Energy and Mining (DEM)’s existing FTE, AMEC strongly opposes this 

suggestion. The Department is already substantially under-resourced to meet current and future 

demand. To put a further strain on existing resources, whilst demand for approvals and regulatory 

services continues to increase, will detract Department resources from carrying out core functions, 

including assessments and compliance to maintain the integrity of the modernised legislation.  

A further layer of contradiction is created in S56ZE(3) with the proposed ability for the Commissioner 

to utilise staff and other resources from another State Government agency, namely the administrative 

unit of the Public Service. Maintaining genuine independence, when reliant on public sector 

resources, will be difficult to maintain and justify.  

AMEC strongly opposes cost recovery for the purpose of core Government business. The additional 

costs and administrative burden from unnecessary delays, duplication and increased red tape these 

changes if introduced, would create, do not appear to have been considered in the drafting of this Bill, 

and should not be borne by industry.  

S56ZF – Mining Land Commissioner - Functions 

The proposed functions of this role are vague and broad – certainty, consistency and transparency 

are what is needed to foster best-practice regulation and stakeholder engagement in South Australia’s 

minerals sector. The creation of this role is not considered to deliver these strategic objectives, and 

would be detrimental to the substantial progress the industry has made, towards early, continued, and 

ongoing engagement with multiple land users. Given the increasing uses of land and likelihood this 

will continue to grow, the South Australian Government should encourage and enable proponents to 

engage effectively and pragmatically, with equality across the multiple land uses.  
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The proposed role of the Mining Land Commissioner to receive and investigate complaints by or on 

behalf of owners of mining land regarding dealings with tenement holders, duplicates the role of the 

Department and the Warden. As the Regulator for mining activity in SA, it is the Department’s primary 

function to regulate activities pertaining to mining across the state, including landholder relations.  

The recently introduced Mining Act and Regulations reforms modernised outdated legislation 

following an extensive, robust consultation period, involving industry, landholders, communities and 

interested stakeholders. The Land Access Inquiry where this recommendation stemmed from, 

referred to historical incidents between landholders and miners or explorers, with issues the 

modernised legislation sought to address. However, an Inquiry launched less than six months into the 

operation of new legislation, is insufficient time to test its efficacy.  

The proposed role of the Commissioner to be an intermediary body to “facilitate relations” between 

landholders and tenement holders, is not a necessary or pragmatic use of State resources, when 

there are policy measures which could be considered as an effective alternate.  

A pragmatic way forward is to properly introduce the relinquishment of tenure policy, following robust 

consultation, education, and collaborative design to ensure compliance and enforcement is well 

understood and will be undertaken, coupled with the use of ‘forfeiture’, as per Section 70 of South 

Australia’s Mining Act. Forfeiture and the transfer of mineral tenements is an effective way of 

encouraging active use of mineral tenements, in line with provisions outlined in the Regulations, via 

application through the Warden’s Court. This practice is also used in Western Australia, where 

Sections 96 and 98 of the Mining Act 1978 (WA Mining Act) legislate the use of forfeiture to promote 

the turnover of tenure, in the event conditions including minimum expenditure are not met, through the 

Warden’s Court. This prevents ‘land banking’ and promotes exploration activity across prospective 

pockets of land, when introduced with appropriate safeguards to prevent vexatious plainting, as 

occurs in other jurisdictions. Forfeiture will encourage self-regulation and compliance within the 

mining industry. AMEC recommends consultation is undertaken to consider protections for tenement 

holders, costs to industry, and the requirements to warrant the lodgement of forfeiture applications to 

ensure the system is appropriately used and managed.  

It is unclear how a single Land Commissioner will ‘assist owners of mining land on request in their 

dealings with tenement holders or the Minister’. The proposed function duplicates existing services 

provided by the Government such as the wholly independent Rural Business Support’s Landowner 

Information Service (LIS). 

The Department is ultimately accountable to the Minister for Mining. The 2021 Annual Report was 

open to public comment, demonstrating the intent of the Department to be accountable to 

stakeholders as well, in meeting their obligations as a regulator for one of South Australia’s most 

important, strategic industries. The Minister and Government are ultimately accountable to the 

Parliament and the people of South Australia.  

Given the high levels of engagement communities, Industry and stakeholders have with the 

Department and Government, it is not necessary to introduce a further, ill-defined body to this already 

stringently regulated landscape. 
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S56ZG – Mining Land Commissioner – Delegation 

The proposed ability for the Commissioner to delegate a function or power under this Act to any 

person or body is ambiguous and out of step with modern legislative practices.  

S56ZH – Mining Land Commissioner - Power to require information 

It is not clear on what authority, and for what reasons, it is envisioned the Commissioner can enforce 

the ability to require information for their functions under this or any other Act. This is extremely vague 

and opaque drafting, that could extend well beyond reasonable expectations of the Commissioner’s 

remit.  

For the purpose of this section, rather than deferring to vague language such as ‘reasonable time’, a 

timeframe should be delineated. It is also unclear how a Commissioner will determine if information is 

‘in the person’s possession’. There is concern the Commissioner for example, may be of the 

expectation that if they approached a consultant to provide information on the work they have been 

contracted by a client to undertake, the consultant should provide it without permission or disclosing 

they may be releasing commercially confidential information relating to their client, but the processes 

to support this determination have not been defined. 

The $20,000 maximum penalty is extraordinary. If the maximum penalty under S14C of the Mining 

Act’s powers of entry and inspection is $10,000, and S14E relating to production of records is also 

$10,000, it is unclear how this Bill’s penalty quantum was reached.  

S56ZI – Review of decisions by Commissioner 

AMEC does not support the proposed powers or processes outlined in this section, which is 

essentially, a right of veto. If introduced, it will create unnecessary uncertainty over land access, and 

jeaopardise the progress the modernised legislation and policy frameworks have made, towards 

social licence.  

In the event an application to review an EL or EL renewal is lodged, it would create further costs and 

barriers to land access. Greenfield and brownfield exploration is risky, and attracting investment to 

these activities is vital, which is reliant on stable legislation and as much certainty as possible. 

Removing an important element of this stability, land access, which is fundamental to being able to 

undertake exploration work, raises serious concerns for project proponents and investors alike, who 

would be more willing to invest in jurisdictions where they can receive more assurance their 

investment activities will not be halted at any given minute, through a system that is bias in favour of 

other land users.  

(3) states the Commissioner ‘may’ consult with the Minister, but this is not a requirement. It is a 

serious omission of drafting, to not include consultation with affected parties, to enable the 

Commissioner to gain a well-rounded understanding of the issues.  

ELs do not always have one single landowner. As an EL does not contain a prescribed exploration 

program or specific mining proposal, the only logical grounds for a landowner to object to an EL would 

be because they don’t want mining on their land, which is, a right of veto.  



8 
 
 

The lack of statutorily binding timeframes for the Commissioner’s determination on appeals, could 

render large pockets of land quarantined for extended periods, for no discernible reason. This would 

be detrimental to the State’s overall economy, ambitions to create skilled jobs, hamper local company 

engagement, and negatively impact the State’s ongoing ability to attract investment to grow the 

sector.  

S56ZJ – Dispute resolution 

The proposed role of the Commissioner in dispute resolution would be more practically, and 

appropriately, managed through increased use of the Warden’s Court and Environment, Resources 

and Development (ERD) Court.  

Disputes between exploration and mining companies and landholders are generally, handled outside 

of court through mediation and arbitration in the first instance.  

Encouraging the use of the Warden’s Court to escalate issues through existing resources which are 

not frequently used, including the Warden, is a more pragmatic alternative than the creation of an 

additional body. The use of independent mediators is a current practice before matters are heard. A 

practical way forward, subject to consultation, would be for the Warden to recommend mediation prior 

to escalating matters through the court system. 

Particularly in a resource-constrained period, it is difficult to justify the creation of an additional body 

that will serve no demonstrable benefit to the responsible development of the sector, beyond what 

has already been enabled through the modernised legislation, and what can be further developed 

through advancing policy and guidance materials to support its enactment and enforcement. 

S56ZK – Exploration code of practice 

As AMEC presented during the Land Access Inquiry, we recommend a Code of Conduct outlining 

best practice land access is developed in conjunction with Industry, Government and key 

stakeholders. However, this Code should not be statutory. AMEC has been involved in developing 

similar packages of work across multiple jurisdictions to aid relations between landholders and 

Industry, including WA’s Wheatbelt region, the Northern Territory, New South Wales and Victoria,  

As it would be a best practice guidance material, creating an additional layer of legislative 

requirements by prescribing the Code, essentially pre-judges the efficacy of the sector, and fails to 

recognise the significant shifts in stakeholder engagement and market sentiment industry has 

undergone.  

The maximum penalty of $30,000 for failure to comply is excessive. If a Code outlines the 

requirements of the Act and Regulations, it is important consistency is maintained, and legal 

obligations, including the need for compliance, enforcement and penalties, are referenced 

appropriately and upheld.  

AMEC welcomes continued efforts to develop a land access code of conduct to guide best-practice 

engagement between multiple land users, but do not consider the recommendation to prescribe an 

eventual code, a necessary outcome. 
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S56ZK – Mining land use plan 

AMEC strongly cautions against the proposal to delineate areas of mining land in the State as 

category 1,2,3,4 or 5, according to the land’s suitability for undertaking authorised operations, to then 

be added to the mining land use plan prepared and maintained by the Commissioner. 

A multi-user land access framework is recommended by AMEC, to ameliorate concerns arising as 

varying uses for land emerge, and the effective management of multiple users becomes increasingly 

necessary. There is significant concern the preservation of certain land for the ‘business of primary 

production’ will take precedence over land for mining use, or for that matter other potential uses. This 

is an outcome that must be avoided. It would be detrimental to South Australia’s ability to implement 

and maintain a multi-user land access framework, Mining is more stringently regulated than pastoral 

and agricultural sectors, and the justification behind potentially reducing the certainty of access to 

land for our industry, for no apparent reason, is questioned. 

The introduction of categories depending on an area’s ‘suitability’ for mining is not supported. Beyond 

the expertise required to determine ‘suitability’, is concern this Bill does not recognise the nature of 

minerals. Geological deposits exist where they are located by virtue of existence and can take years 

to be discovered using a myriad of different exploration techniques. It is impractical to only consider 

the surface level suitability of ground as this Bill proposes, or the incorrect presumption that mineral 

deposits can be easily discovered in less arable areas, to compensate for not permitting mining 

activity on arable land. Mining can co-exist with other uses of land, but the co-existence needs to be 

fairly and equitably managed through an effective multi-user framework. 

The plan appears to duplicate SARIG, which is a leading-edge program, and a competitive advantage 

for SA’s minerals sector. The website proposed to be maintained by the Commissioner to host this 

plan, would also duplicate SARIG. It would not be practical to require proponents to refer to SARIG as 

well as the Plan to see what areas they wish to explore, but until the interaction between various 

datasets, particularly SARIG which is used by all tenement holders across the State, is explained in 

greater detail, this duplication could be an additional requirement for industry.   

Further, with mining occurring on approximately 1% of the State geographically, but much more 

subject to assessments and in-depth analysis for suitability of exploration, what reliability will the 

categorisation have? It is not clear if the categorisation will have consulted the expert work 

undertaken, often by exploration and mining companies in the development of their EPEPRs and 

Mining Lease Applications, outside of its expected remit.  

The determination of suitability for mining is not supported. The extent of work including 

environmental and land assessments and approvals that go into developing mining proposals and 

applications, then mining use plans, to potentially be held up by the Commissioner’s consideration 

process, adds further red tape and costs to industry.  

Approvals processes carry the largest time and cost delays for companies. With resources already 

stretched and timeframes continuing to extend, while the level of information required for even the 

most basic of assessment increases, a further layer of complexity is strongly cautioned against. 
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S56ZM – Reporting requirements 

AMEC questions what the Commissioner will actually report to the Minister, as it appears throughout 

the Bill, they have the flexibility to determine their role and functions are? This ambiguity could allow 

them to select anything of their own accord. It is unclear what will denote ‘performance’ for the 

purpose of S56ZM(1). 

It is also unclear why the Minister must table the report within 6 sitting days. While this seems a 

relatively uncontentious part of the Bill, it is concerningly, one of the few proposed statutory 

timeframes.  

S58A – Notice Requirements 

AMEC does not support the proposed increase from the current 42-day notice of entry periods, to 90 

days or such longer time as may be prescribed by the regulations under (1) and (2). This creates 

unnecessary uncertainty for all relevant stakeholders, and does not meet the intent of early, continued 

engagement. 

Explorers and miners across South Australia are voluntarily undertaking early engagement with a 

broad range of stakeholders and communities, and this shift in practices has been encouraged by the 

legislative reforms as well as best-practice understanding and awareness. Our industry also 

recognises that this is critical for building and maintain community support.  

The notice of entry requirements already increased by 100% from 21-days to 42-days following an 

extensive, holistic consultation period through the reform process. It is unclear what benefit is to be 

gained by creating further delays in the process by a further increase of more than 100%.  

Final Comment 

The Land Access Inquiry, and this Bill, have raised unnecessary concerns and questions of 

governance for South Australia’s mineral exploration and mining sector. There has been a significant 

increase in activity in SA’s minerals sector, following recent successful discoveries, favourable 

commodity prices, and the recently introduced legislative reforms, to modernise the 48-year old 

existing legislation. It is important the sector is enabled to continue operating responsibly, in 

accordance with the recently modernised legislation, to the benefit of the State and community.  

The transparency, early engagement, management of multiple land uses, increased compliance and 

enforcement functions sought through this Bill, are noted. Some were addressed in the reforms, and 

there is work which can be undertaken through the development of policies and guidance materials, 

non-statutory Codes of Conduct, to progress. Importantly, allowing sufficient time to test the 

effectiveness of the reforms must be permitted, without jeaopordising the stability of SA’s legislative 

framework and investment attractiveness profile, which pursuing this Bill, would do. 

Certainty of land access is a fundamental requirement of project proponents and investors in the 

minerals sector. To encourage mineral exploration and mining, now and into the future, to continue 

providing South Australians with long-term and wide-ranging benefits, South Australia needs to be 

perceived as a jurisdiction that is welcoming of investment and activity in this sector, without 

unnecessary increases in cost and red tape, with a simultaneous reduction in certainty.  
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The industry has shifted substantially to meet and exceed community, Government and investor 

expectations, and will continue to do so, if supported by a strong, stable legislative framework. 

 

For further information please contact: 

Neil van Drunen    Sam Panickar 

Director, WA, SA, NT,   Manager – SA, AMEC 

Industry Policy, AMEC   0423 914 249 

0407 057 443 


