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Mine Closure Plan Guideline

The purpose of the Mine Closure Plan Guideline is to provide guidance to applicants on how to prepare a
Mine Closure Plan (MCP) in accordance with the Mining Act 1978 (Mining Act) and the Mining Regulations
1981 (Regulations).

Stakeholder comments

The guideline was released on the Department of Energy, Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety’s
(DEMIRS) website for public comment from 14 May 2024 to 25 June 2024, with a number of stakeholders
providing feedback.

The review process notified respondents that their submissions would be made publicly available on the
department’s website. For the purposes of grouping and responding to feedback from stakeholders more
efficiently, the submissions have been arranged by theme. Feedback submissions are included verbatim.

Key themes of feedback received

Mine Closure Plan Guideline requirements

Stakeholders had a range of suggestions on what guidance, information and requirements should be
included or removed from the updated MCP Guideline.

Assessment duplication

Stakeholders queried the necessity of the legal obligations register, viewing it as duplication of other
agencies closure instruments. DEMIRS considers the purpose of the legal obligations register is to present
the whole closure ‘picture’ for the operation, and as such must summarise the closure aspects regulated
under other legislation and approvals. This allows DEMIRS to ensure that all potential risk pathways are
being regulated, including by other agencies.

Cultural, economic and social closure considerations

Stakeholders queried the lack of cultural, social and economic closure considerations in the guideline. In
view of this feedback, reference to cultural, social and economic considerations have been included
throughout the guideline where appropriate and the department’s objective for rehabilitation and mine
closure has been updated to include the phrasing with consideration for cultural values.

Stakeholders provided mixed views on the inclusion of economic closure costs. DEMIRS considers a
closure cost estimate necessary to determine if closure outcomes and completion criteria are achievable.

Stakeholders commented on the necessity that some cultural or economic information needs to be kept
confidential. DEMIRS is aware of this necessity, and while it is preferred to have one MCP document, the
option is provided to submit both a confidential MCP (as a separate appendix) and a public MCP version.

Stakeholder engagement

Stakeholders requested more guidance on stakeholder engagement, including identifying key
stakeholders. Additional information has been provided in the appropriate section, and Appendix 5
provides an indication of the required level of stakeholder engagement expected to be included in a MCP
for each stage of mining.



Post-mining land use(s)

Consideration of what would happen if a disagreement on acceptable post-mining land use occurs was
raised. Additional clarification has been included to state acceptance of the post mining land use by key
stakeholders means there is a shared understanding of what will be achieved at closure. Where there
might not be consensus with all key stakeholders on the post mining land use, it will be the role of
government to work with applicants and underlying land holders/managers to resolve this on a case-by-
case basis.

Information requirements

Stakeholders requested that certain guidance from the previous MCP Guideline be included. DEMIRS has
added this requested guidance into relevant sections and appendices.

Information on the level of detail required at each stage of mining for closure implementation was
requested by stakeholders. Following feedback received, DEMIRS has updated the guideline to include a
table which provides an indication of the required level of detail to be included in an MCP for each stage of
mining.

DEMIRS thanks all stakeholders for their considered input into the process



Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

General Comments

1.

Cement
Concrete and
Aggregates
Australia
(CCAA)

CCAA welcomes efforts to streamline administrative processes and reduce
unnecessary red
tape.

CCAA supports the principles of the draft Guideline for Preparing Mine Closure Plans
(MCP)

as outlined in Page 4 of the document, that planning for mine closure should be an
integral part of mine development and operations planning and that closure planning
is a progressive process and that mine closure plans are evolving documents, with
detail increasing as the mine moves towards closure.

DEMIRS thanks CCAA for their submission. Detailed responses
to comments are provided below.

CCAA

General — DEMIRS Assessment Officers should be properly trained in the new
Guidelines to increase consistency of assessment outcomes. CCAA members are
willing to host site visits to increase DEMIRS officer’s industry understanding.

Comment noted.

CCAA

General — CCAA supports the same risk criteria assessments, completion criteria,
objectives being used for Mining Proposals, Mine Development Plans etc which
ensures consistency across all phases of an operation.

Support for standard risk assessments and outcomes across
MDCPS and MCPs is noted.

CCAA

Section 6 Closure Risk Assessment - CCAA supports the same risk assessment
framework is used for both the Mine Development and Closure Proposal and the Mine
Closure Plan.

Noted.

CCAA

Section 7 Closure Outcomes and Completion Criteria — CCAA supports the
completion criteria to follow the S.M.A.R.T principle and that they be used to quantify
when mining lease ownership can be relinquished.

Noted.

CCAA

Section 12 Reviewed Mine Closure Plans - The timing to review MCPs and submit
for approval by DEMIRS should be dependent on the life, risk profile and the current
stage of the operation. For example, for a 20 year mine life, only broad information is
required in years 1 — 15, with updated MCPs provided every 5 — 10 years with greater
detail provided in MCPs submitted in years 15 — 20. This is consistent with the
principles outlined in Page 4 of the Guide.

Comment noted. The review date for a MCP will be based on
factors such as expected life of mine, the quality of the MCP
content, and number of knowledge gaps remaining.

CCAA

As has been mentioned previously to DEMIRS, CCAA members are willing to host
site visits to DEMIRS officers to a range of sand and hard rock quarries to help them
better understand our industry. This could be incorporated into the Department’s
induction process. There is nothing like being on site to understand issues and a
richer conversation is always held when looking at the operation compared to sitting
around a boardroom table or reading reports.

Noted.

Gelganyem
Limited
(GELG)

Argyle Diamonds Limited (ADL), a subsidiary of Rio Tinto (RT), are the owners and
operators of the Argyle Diamond Mine (ADM). Mining and processing operations at
ADM ceased in December 2020. Prior to cessation of operations ADL completed a
pre-feasibility study (PFS) for closure, which has since been advanced through a
Feasibility Study (FS) and is now being executed. The outcome of the PFS and FS,
and subsequent execution plan, are outline within the 2021 Mine Closure Plan (MCP).

DEMIRS thanks Gelganyem for their submission. DEMIRS is
committed to improving outcomes for all stakeholders in regard to
mine closure. Detailed responses to further comments are
provided below.
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Although ADM was established under a State Agreement the MCP has been
prepared in accordance with the current EMIRS Guidelines.
The 2021 MCP acknowledges the Traditional Owners (TQO’s) of the Barramundi
dreaming as the post mining land users for the Argyle Lease Area (ALA). This is
similarly acknowledged by the State of Western Australia (the State) through the
Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science, and Innovation (JTSI).

The Traditional Owners have consistently conveyed their sense of disconnection to
Country and loss of cultural values, as well as their realisation that ADLs and the
State are unlikely to deliver the promised legacy. They have also conveyed their need
for the ALA to be ‘returned’ to the TOs to allow healing of the Country, and the self-
determined reinvestment in their people and their places for the benefit of future
generations.

The Traditional Owners currently dispute ADL’s proposed PMLU and associated
objectives and completion criteria. Notwithstanding a lack of agreement on these
fundamental issues neither the State nor Traditional Owners has approved the
currently proposed MCP, which ADL continues to implement.

Based on its experience at ADM, Gelganyem has deep concerns regarding the quality
and consistency of mine closure planning within Western Australia. We welcome the
opportunity to comment the revised guidelines and trust that the purpose of the review
is not only to streamline regulatory process but also to improve the quality and
consistency of mine closure planning.

GELG

Gelganyem are fully supportive of DEMIRS, and other State agencies, providing
technical advice on key technical issues as required. It is agreed that such guidance
should be prepared and presented under separate cover. The focus of the current
guideline should remain on planning and implementation for closure.

Comment noted.

10.

Association of
Mining and
Exploration
Companies
(AMEC)

It has also been appreciated by Industry that positively this document reads far more
like a 'guidance' document than the earlier "Mine Closure Plan Guidance - How to
prepare a Mine Closure Plan" document. It provides direct guidance with respect to
the format of 'Tables' that DEMIRS reviewers expect to find in MCP submissions. It
also, in the Appendix files, provides very clear set of instructions as to the level of
technical design and study detail required. This draft reflects a substantial
improvement on previous guidance, the following commentary is all proposed to
improve the guidance.

DEMIRS thanks AMEC for its submission and notes the positive
comments on the revised Guideline. Detailed responses to
comments are provided below.

1.

AMEC

Appendices
All six appendix files should be included in this document when finalised. They all
contain very useful information and detail expectations neatly.

Noted. DEMIRS has retained the appendices in the final
document.

12,

AMEC

Final comment
AMEC welcomes ongoing consultation and engagement with the Government on the
further drafting of the Mine Closure Plan. As was noted above, this document is a

Comment noted. DEMIRS is committed to ongoing engagement
with stakeholders as reforms associated with the Mining
Amendment Act 2022 are developed and implemented.




Comment

DEMIRS Response

substantial enhancement on the “Mine Closure Plan Guidance - How to prepare a
Mine Closure Plan" document, which has been welcomed by Industry.

How will DEMIRS address the resourcing required to review the MCP’s and MDCP’s,
in particular closure plans which were submitted over 5 years ago and are awaiting
assessment.

The resourcing required in order to implement the reforms
associated with the Mining Amendment Act 2022 are being
considered.

CME recognises DEMIRS ongoing engagement with industry and we remain
committed to supporting the development of a Guideline for preparing Mine Closure
Plans that meets regulator and proponents’ environmental and efficiency objectives.

Comment noted. DEMIRS is committed to ongoing engagement
with stakeholders as reforms associated with the Mining
Amendment Act 2022 are developed and implemented.

Gelganyem acknowledge the requirement for a proponent to provide background
information on the history and status of the site. It is Gelganyem’s experience that
proponents will only provide limited information on the status of the site and their
proposed operations, and that the information provided can be misleading and
generally unhelpful to stakeholders. Gelganyem believe that further guidance is
required requesting the proponent to provide specific details or the current and
proposed status of operational facilities and features. This should include expected
timing that such facilities and features will become redundant and available for
closure.

The guideline currently requests this information to be provided in
Section 1.

Description

‘Environmentally significant features and heritage features should also be included.’
CME notes that in some instances, Traditional Owners have specifically requested
that locations of heritage sites be kept confidential. CME recommends the draft
Guideline is amended to ensure culturally sensitive information can be reported or
identified, consistent with relevant cultural values.

Comment noted. DEMIRS is aware of the necessity that some
information needs to be kept confidential and whilst it is preferred
to have one Mine Closure Plan document, the option is provided
to submit both a confidential MCP (as a separate appendix) and a
public MCP version. This ensures that culturally sensitive
information can be provided and kept confidential.

Stakeholder
13.
lluka
14. | Chamber of
Minerals and
Energy (CME)
Description
15.
GELG
16.
CME
Objectives
17.
GELG

Gelganyem acknowledges DEMIRS’ objective that “mining activities are rehabilitated
and closed in a manner to make them physically safe to humans and animals, geo-
technically stable, geo-chemically non-polluting/non-contaminating, and capable of
sustaining an agreed post-mining land use without unacceptable liability to the State”.
Gelganyem note however that DEMIRS also state that “DEMIRS expects mine
closure plans to demonstrate, based on reliable science-based and appropriate site-
specific information, that ecologically sustainable closure can be achieved.”
Gelganyem understand the that an objective provides clarity and direction, while an
expectation is more general or abstract. It is therefore unclear to Gelganyem what
level of importance is being placed on ‘ecological sustainability’ in respect of their
guidance.

Gelganyem believe that the ecological sustainability is not inconsistent or conflicting
with the concept of sustainable land use and should be an objective (or outcome of
closure) and not an expectation.

The purpose of DEMIRS environmental objectives is to clearly
define to industry and the community the decision making process
under the Mining Act 1978 used to determine whether mining
activities are acceptable.

As noted in your response DEMIRS environment objective for
mine closure and rehabilitation requires “mining activities are
rehabilitated and closed in a manner to make them physically safe
to humans and animals, geo-technically stable, geo-chemically
non-polluting/non-contaminating, and capable of sustaining an
agreed post-mining land use, with consideration for cultural values
and without unacceptable liability to the State.

It is acknowledged that ecological sustainability is consistent with
the sustainable land use. In Section 5 of the guideline DEMIRS




Stakeholder
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states the post mining land use must consider and be ecologically
sustainable in the context of the local and regional environment.

18.

CME

Ministerial Statements issued under the Environment Protection Act 1986 (WA) may
also prescribe requirements relating to mine closure. CME believes that further
explanation in relation to how the draft Guideline interacts with Ministerial Statements
will be beneficial for proponents with Ministerial Statements or State Agreements.

Comment noted. The legal obligations register provides an
opportunity to note requirements for closure under other
legislation. Where closure aspects are regulated under a
Ministerial Statement, DEMIRS has a robust administrative
agreement with the EPA to minimise duplication between the two
processes.

Commitments

19.

lluka

Table 2 — Example of a Legal Obligations Register

This example table requires the proponent to populate closure obligations relevant to
DEMIRS approvals and other regulatory instruments (Part IV, Part V of the EP Act
and the RIWI Act). The example table requires the proponent to include a column
detailing how the specific closure obligations are included in the Closure Strategy/
MCP.

This requirement is duplicating the closure requirements of these other instruments.
There should be no requirement to incorporate closure obligations required by
another agency in the MCP. Further, many of the examples included in this table, do
not usually include closure obligations such as the Works Approval, EP Act Licence
and GWL, in which case there would be no closure conditions.
This section of the guidelines could be improved to align with the overall purpose of
the review, to ensure duplication is reduced.

Comment noted. The purpose of the legal obligations register is
to present the whole closure ‘picture’ for the operation, and as
such must summarise the closure aspects regulated under other
legislation and approvals. This allows the DEMIRS to ensure that
all potential risk pathways are being regulated, including by other
agencies. Wherever possible where it can be demonstrated that a
risk pathway is regulated under another approval mechanism,
DEMIRS will not duplicate regulation of this aspect.

20.

CME

Obligations

Industry has highlighted the need for further clarity in relation to what is and is not
required to be included in the 'Legal Obligations Register’. For example, identifying
the 'Legal Obligations Register', as the place where a proponent may also identify
"non-legally binding commitments” is confusing.
Further, it is unclear if the obligations that need to be identified in the register are
specific to the mine operation in question.

The register must include all legally binding conditions and
commitments pertaining to rehabilitation and closure that are
applicable under the relevant state and federal legislation for
operations covered by the MCP being submitted. This allows the
DEMIRS to ensure that all potential risk pathways are being
regulated, including by other agencies. Wherever possible where
it can be demonstrated that a risk pathway is regulated under
another approval mechanism, DEMIRS will not duplicate
regulation of this aspect.

The register may include information on safety, stakeholder and
other non-legally binding commitments. Provision of this
information can provide useful context to matters such as post
mining land use and closure outcomes.

Baseline Data




Stakeholder
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DEMIRS Response

21.

Okane

Keep high level requirements in the main body of text and move detailed
requirements on Materials Characterisation and Contaminated Sites to an Appendix,
to improve readability and similar to the approach taken with Appendix 3- Stakeholder
Engagement content.

The MCP guideline have been updated in accordance with the
MDCP guideline, improving readability and consistency across
the guideline.

22,

CCAA

Further, as can be seen in the summary below, many of the examples or
requirements listed in the Closure Plan Guidelines are not appropriate.
o Many Basic Raw Material pits are not drilled because it is not necessary. The
product is simply tested to meet certain geotechnical specification. Areas of the pit
that are below specification are simply not excavated.
o With the general lack of drilling the requirements for block diagrams and detailed
3D pit designs are not appropriate and normally not required.
o Excavation normally progressively moves across the land surface with progressive
opening and closure of land so that at any one time there is only a relatively small
amount of ground open. This provides a ready assessable closure and revegetation
compliance through the life of the pit.
o Many Basic Raw Materials pits on Crown Land are usually only 2 — 5 metres deep.
o With their low environmental risks many Basic Raw Materials pits are supported by
Government Planning to be repurposed to future industrial or even urban and other
uses.

o Excavations leave shallow voids that are normally contoured to replicate the local
geomorphology.

0 There are no large-scale dumps retained at closure as overburden and topsoil is
placed over faces or used as backfill and re-contouring of the pit and hence there is
no requirement for dump stability modelling.
The suggested examples for detailed hydrological assessments, water analyses
asbestos and radiation assessments, oxidative mineral changes, sulphide and acidic
conditions assessments, are not appropriate, not required or necessary.

The guideline has been updated to include the wording, “where
relevant”, to denote that not all mine closure plans will require the
same amount or detail of data.

23.

GELG

An understanding of the scope and maturity of data relevant to closure is critical for
stakeholders to establish confidence in the veracity of the MCP.
The guidelines are overly focused on the concept of baseline data and are too limited
in their consideration of changes resulting from and during operations, or of the
expected status and condition of specific facilities and features when they become
redundant and available for closure.
Stakeholders accept that once approved a mine must manage its impacts as agreed
within the limits of its regulated conditions. It is the role of the MCP to confirm that
such compliance has been, or will be, achieved, and document the level of
disturbance and impact that will exist at the time of closure for specific domains,
facilities, and features.

The section has been renamed to “Environmental Data, analysis
and implications for closure” with sub-sections titled “Baseline
data” and “Operational data”. This has been changed to reflect
that data must be collected, analysed and interpreted throughout
all stages of mine life to manage potential environmental impacts
effectively.

24,

GELG

An understanding of the scope and maturity of data relevant to closure is critical for
stakeholders to establish confidence in the veracity of the MCP.
The guidelines do not provide sufficient breakdown of potential and required
knowledge elements, or sufficient guidance for the scope of each knowledge element.

Contaminated land in Western Australia is primarily regulated
under the Contaminated Sites Act 2003. However as it is an
important aspect of mine closure, contaminated land is also




Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

The list of required information presented does not include contaminated land, yet
DEMIRS has called out and detailed this requirement in a separate section. The
guidance needs to explain and be consistent in its determination of knowledge
importance and criticality.

included and considered within the MCP guideline under Section
3.5 - Contaminated sites.

25.

GELG

Furthermore, it is Gelganyem’s feel that DEMIRS’ guidance on baseline data is
biased toward environmental values and protection and does not provide adequate
guidance on cultural, heritage, social and economic data. It also does not consider or
encourage proponents to investigate and present on data associated with land
capability and suitability for the considered post mining land uses.

The inclusion of references to cultural and heritage values also
being considered has been added to the Environmental data
section and other relevant sections.

26.

GELG

Gelganyem acknowledge materials characterisation as a critical closure knowledge
element and the requirement to identify materials that could be either detrimental or
beneficial to closure outcomes.

Given the emerging importance of critical minerals and the circular economy
Gelganyem believes that the guidelines could be more considerate of a requirement
on proponents to include prospectivity and valorisation within materials
characterisation studies.

Comment noted, however this is currently out of scope for this
guideline. DEMIRS notes that if minerals are available for
remining it is still able to be explored and mined separately in
accordance with the relevant required approvals.

27.

GELG

It is Gelganyem’s experience that the Contaminated Sites Act is generally used by
proponents to restrict or exclude land use. Gelganyem does not agree that it is the
role of the MCP to demonstrate preventative strategies during operations. It is the
role of the MCP to confirm that contaminated sites have been identified and have
been, or will be, remediated without restriction on the agreed land use. An MCP
should document where contamination is expected to exist at closure for a specific
domain, facility, or feature and where such contamination could potentially restrict the
agreed land use. The specific strategies required to remediate expected sites to
ensure that the agreed land use is not restricted should be documented within the
MCP but under the appropriate section.

The contaminates sites section of the MCP Guideline has been
written in recognition that the management and remediation of an
identified contaminated site falls under the jurisdiction of the
Contaminated Sites Act 2003. The role of a MCP is to
demonstrate that potential or known contamination is considered
or managed to ensure that the agreed post-mining land use(s) can
be met.

28.

GELG

The guidelines present design and construction of landforms within a list of
information that could be included within the MCP.
Reference to design within the remainder of guideline is indicative of the importance
and criticality of the design process. It is Gelganyem’s experience that the scope
development, including the evaluation of options, and the maturity of engineering
designs for final landforms is not generally well presented by proponents within
MCPs. This is of specific concern to many stakeholders as such data provides an
understanding of the rationale for selection of a preferred option and the appropriate
level of confidence in the engineering design.

Development of the scope of closure, including evaluation of options, and the level of
current engineering design must be presented clearly and separately. It is suggested
that data and guidance should be included between Section 7 (Closure Outcomes
and Completion Criteria) and Section 8 (Closure Implementation).

DEMIRS has revised the guideline to ensure the requirement for
detailed closure designs is clearly stated in Section 8 — Closure
implementation. Additionally, in Section 3 — Environmental data,
analysis and implications for closure, further information,
guidance and reference to landforms and the presentation of
related data has been included.

29.

GELG

It is Gelganyem’s experience that proponents seldom take a formalised approach to
identification and assessment of the maturity or criticality of relevant closure data.

The MCP guideline talks to the scaling level of detail required
depending on mine life and mine complexity, e.g. conceptual




Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

Most mining companies however have knowledge or data maturity frameworks
associated with their scoping and design of new and sustaining capital projects. Such
frameworks directly inform the confidence and certainty associated with the scope
and design at different stages in project development and maturity.
The guidance should be more cognisant of, and aligned with, existing scoping and
design processes within mining companies to enable a more familiar and integrated
approach to closure.

detail at approval stage and then increasing detail as the site
progresses towards closure. However, DEMIRS does not wish to
prescribe to proponents how to scale the detail required as
different proponents will have different internal frameworks to
determine this, that best serve each projects/companies’
requirements.

30.

AMEC

Section 3, Table 3.

This section should consider and reference the MDCP and approval statement. The
baseline environmental data is presented in the MDCP phase of the approvals. A
baseline could be transferred from that document rather than duplicating.
The dot points above Table 3, specify the content of what needs to be included in the
Table. Much of this data does not need updating and could be simply cross
referenced to the MDCP
= Local climatic conditions and projected future climate profile for the area.
= Local physical conditions — topography, geology, hydrogeology, hydrology,
seismicity and geotechnical data.

Section 3 has been updated and has been titled “Environmental
data, analysis, and implications for closure”. It is DEMIRS
expectation that environmental data is continually collected
throughout the life of mine and summarised in the MCP.

Sections 3.1 to 3.7 provide guidance on aspects of data collection
and analysis relevant to closure planning and how this may
presented in the MCP, i.e. baseline vs operational data.

31.

AMEC

In the hierarchy of risk assessment, the mobility and bioavailability of a substance is
a Tier 3 risk assessment. The requirement for information on: Soil and waste
materials characterisation — soil structure and stability (e.g. erodibility), growth
medium type and block modelling of waste materials, solubility, mobility and
bioavailability of hazardous materials (e.g. radioactive materials, heavy metals and
materials with potential to produce contaminated drainage). Industry feedback was
that broadly worded requirement as part of all closure plans is excessive and does
not reflect a tiered risk assessment process. It is suggested that rather than
specifically requiring this information the requirement could be “to analyse the risk of
leachable materials or otherwise mobile materials to the receiving environment”. This
narrower requirement is more focussed on the risk being addressed.

DEMIRS considers that the guidance provided on the waste
characterisation that may be required to determine the risks
present and impacts to the environment is appropriate.

32.

AMEC

The requirement for information on “Local and regional environmental information on
flora, fauna, ecology and habitats” is regulated. For many mining operations, the
biological settings are regulated under Part IV and/or Part V of the EP Act (Ministerial
Statements and Licences). As with the MDCP there should be explicit consideration
of this to avoid duplication. Similarly, the requirement for information on “Local water
resource details — type, location, extent, water quality, quantity and environmental
values (ecological and beneficial uses)” is regulated through the water legislative
framework.

The collection and analysis of environmental data is essential to
identify the environmental risk that may be present at closure and
ensure these are appropriately managed. Sufficient data on the
environmental aspects relevant to the mining operation and
analysis of this data is required to be presented in the MCP. This
information should be updated over the course of mine life, with
management strategies updated in consideration of this.

33.

AMEC

The “Social setting, affected communities and heritage (including natural, cultural or
historic)” was identified as a new requirement of the MCP guidelines. The guidelines
would benefit from a more detailed explanation of what is expected in this subsection.
Industry has noted that these requirements are regulated by multiple other agencies
and it unclear why DEMIRS needs this information as well.

This information is needed to convey the social and cultural
context, which then informs the appropriateness of matters such
as post mining land use, stakeholder engagement and closure
outcomes. This requirement aligns with the MDCP guidelines.




Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

34.

AMEC

Section 3.2 Contaminated Sites

This section duplicates the environmental outcomes presented in the MDCP
guidelines. Industry has suggested it is redundant to require controls to manage
contamination in both the MCP and the MDCP. This represents an opportunity to cut
duplication. The management of post closure contaminated sites should fall under
the requirements of the Contaminated Sites Act 2003 and therefore not need
duplication in the MCP. This section should be simplified to reflect that mine closure
and contaminated sites are linked but regulated separately.

Further information has been provided in the contaminated sites
section to highlight that the presentation of contaminated sites
data, management and remediation strategies allows the review
of the achievability of the post-mining land use which is intrinsic to
successful mine closure.

35.

lluka

Reference of Baseline documents provided in the MDCP
The introduction of the MDCPS and Approvals Statements set out to reduce
duplication and create efficiencies in assessment processed and approval document
preparation. The Mine Closure Plan Guidelines require the same baseline data that
is presented in the MDCP. Although additional closure investigations and studies will
be completed throughout the LOM, there should be no need to duplicate the baseline
info presented in the MDCP. A table referencing the relevant studies previously
provided should be adequate, with focus on the recent and ongoing closure related
studies to be presented within the MCP document.

The collection and analysis of environmental data is essential to
identify the environmental risk that may be present at closure and
ensure these are appropriately managed. Sufficient data on the
environmental aspects relevant to the mining operation and
analysis of this data is required to be presented in the MCP. This
information should be updated over the course of mine life, with
management strategies updated in consideration of this.Table 3,
can be used to summarise all reports, surveys and other studies
completed over the duration of the mine.

36.

lluka

Whilst every effort should be made to reduce the risk of contamination, in the event
there is contamination, obligations under the CS Act may persist for many years to
reach an end land use classification. Regulatory sign off under the Mining Act can
occur prior to an end land use classification under the CS Act, and the MCP guidelines
should reflect this.

The guideline reflects that monitoring and maintenance must
continue until it can be demonstrated that agreed closure
outcomes and associated completion criteria have been meet.
This would also relate to management of contamination. It is up to
the operate to specify what those closure outcomes are in relation
to contamination.

37.

CME

Baseline

CME notes that baseline environmental data collected prior to commencement of
mining operations, may not exist for some mining operations. CME recommends that
the draft Guideline be updated to provide guidance for those limited scenarios where
baseline environmental data does not exist.

The collection and analysis of environmental data is essential to
identify the environmental risk that may be present at closure and
ensure these are appropriately managed. Sufficient data on the
environmental aspects relevant to the mining operation and
analysis of this data is required to be presented in the MCP.
Sections 3.1 to 3.7 provide guidance on aspects of data collection
and analysis relevant to closure planning and how this may be
presented in the MCP, i.e. baseline vs operational data.

In the case where no baseline environmental data is available,
operational data may still be presented.

38.

CME

Table 3

Draft Guideline, Table 3 specifies the way in which technical studies should be

Comment noted. The inclusion of ‘Table 3’ removes the
requirement to submit all referenced reports for each MCP
submission. Inclusion of the table allows for clarity on the
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summarised and provided as linked appendices. Section 3.3 also requires provision
of a significant volume of additional information. Industry notes that this approach will
significantly increase the administrative burden associated with collating and
updating supporting documentation. CME recommends the document be amended
to provide more latitude regarding referencing and provision of technical documents
to DEMIRS.

studies/reports that have been conducted, and which of these
have been previously submitted to DEMIRS. Due to this, only the
new reports are required to be submitted to DEMIRS via inclusion
in the current MCP submission.

39.

CME

Contaminated Sites

The draft Guideline refers to an MCP considering and managing contamination over
the life of a mine, so that the agreed post mining land uses can be met. CME notes
that mine operations are appropriately identified and detailed in a Mining
Development and Closure Proposal, and that an MCP is not intended to be an
operational environmental management plan. Further, DEMIRS is not responsible for
the administration of the Contaminated Sites Act 2003.
CME recommends that an MCP only require appropriate context regarding
contaminated sites and primarily require detail on those closure actions that are
conducted post-remediation.

Further information has been provided in the contaminated sites
section to highlight that the presentation of contaminated sites
data, management and remediation strategies allows the review
of the achievability of the post-mining land use which is intrinsic to
successful mine closure.

40.

CME

Opportunities for proponents to identify learnings from the closures generated from
other mines as part of their MCP may be limited due to commercial sensitivities.
Further guidance as to what should be included to support building an information or
knowledge base would be useful for proponents.

Comment noted. DEMIRS acknowledges the potential limitations
due to confidentiality matters. DEMIRS recommends including
available and relevant information.

Stakeholder Engagement

41.

ECU

We note that there is virtually no attention given to First Nations cultural
considerations or guidance given on consultation with Traditional Owners as part of
mining rehabilitation activities. It is mentioned as an example of a detailed legal
obligation in Appendix 5, Table 1, but no guidance is given on ensuring it is effective.
The example of a Closure Condition, Commitment or Aspect Related to Closure is
that, “Closure planning would be undertaken in consultation with Traditional owners
and ensure access considerations are taken into account.”

Then achieving the obligation is indicated as showing evidence that, “Regular
stakeholder engagement with traditional owners on closure strategy.”
We feel that more guidance on consideration of First Nations cultural values should
be given to guide mining environmental staff. This is supported by senior Australian
mining environmental managers as reported in Kemp et al. (2023).
In that paper it was noted that regulation of mining rehabilitation in terms of the
rehabilitation of cultural values in particular, should be improved. Respect for First
Nations people and their culture are essential if First Nations cultural values are to be
restored to mined land. Properly implemented mine site rehabilitation to rehabilitative
cultural values can be difficult to achieve if not planned with Traditional Owners from
the start of the operation, and in conjunction with ecological rehabilitation activities.

42,

ECU

For integrating First Nations’ cultural values into mine rehabilitation practices, it is of
fundamental importance that consultation and communication with Traditional

Comments noted. Updates have been made throughout the
guidance (Environmental Data, Stakeholder Engagement, Risk,
post mining land use, and Closure Implementation sections) to
include more of an emphasis on cultural considerations in mine
closure planning where appropriate.
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Owners (TOs) is effective. Limitations to technical abilities to achieve cultural values
need to be clearly understood by the company. Informed consent can only be given
if such limitations are clearly communicated in the appropriate language and formats.
It is vital to recognise that communication takes time, requires identifying the right
First Nations people to talk to about different cultural aspects, and adopting
appropriate modes of communication. The development and use of images and other
visual material can be particularly important for generating effective communication.
Where English is not the TOs’ first language, consultation about technical and
conceptual issues can be difficult. Developing aids and guides for translating and
effectively communicating technical concepts in local languages is important for
communication and informed agreement about rehabilitation success criteria for
landscape and ecological cultural values.

43.

GELG

Gelganyem acknowledges DEMIRS’ objective that “mining activities are rehabilitated
and closed in a manner to make them physically safe to humans and animals, geo-
technically stable, geo-chemically non-polluting/non-contaminating, and capable of
sustaining an agreed post-mining land use without unacceptable liability to the State”.

DEMIRS’ objective may not align with the objective of other government agencies or
with community stakeholders. Gelganyem has a concern that proponents have, and
will, adopt DEMIRS’ objective as their own objective.

The guidance document should clearly state that in addition to consideration of
DEMIRS objective proponents must consider and acknowledge the objectives of
other stakeholders in formulating a bespoke an overarching objective for their MCP.

Following a review of DEMIRS’ objective for rehabilitation and
mine closure post-stakeholder consultation, the objective has
been updated to “Mining activities are rehabilitated and closed in
a manner to make them physically safe to humans and animals,
geo-technically stable, geo-chemically non
polluting/noncontaminating, and capable of sustaining an agreed
postmining land use, with consideration for cultural values and
without unacceptable liability to the State.”

44,

GELG

DEMIRS has removed most of the detail presented in previous guidance on
stakeholder engagement to Appendix 3. No reference or pointer to Appendix 3 is
provided within Section 4 (Stakeholder Engagement).
DEMIRS’ approach to guidance on stakeholder engagement is not consistent with its
public messaging that stakeholder engagement for mine closure is not done well by
mining companies. This is also Gelganyem’s experience.
Gelganyem would like to see significantly more detailed and explicit guidance
regarding stakeholder engagement that endorses the concepts of Free, Prior and
Information Consent (FPIC) and Co-design.

Comment noted, the guidance has been updated to include a
specific reference to the relevant appendix.

45.

GELG

Gelganyem acknowledge DEMIRs reference to the ICMM Closure Maturity
Framework (2022). It is felt however that this Framework does not fully facilitate an
understanding of confidence and uncertainty in an MCP from the stakeholder
perspective.

Comment noted, DEMIRS considers this framework to be a useful
guide for determining closure maturity and therefore detail
required to be presented in the MCP.

46.

GELG

DEMRS has removed most of the discussion and guidance on principles for
stakeholder engagement, as presented in previous guidance. This includes reference
to additional industry and international guidance.

Agreement with stakeholders on objectives, values, principles, and completion
criteria governing mine closure must be achieved through Free, Prior and Informed

Comment noted. DEMIRS has now revised the information
provided in the MCP guidance and has split this information
across the sections and relevant appendices to improve
readability. DEMIRS may consider providing additional guidance
on stakeholder engagement in the future.
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Consent (FPIC). FPIC is a significant element of the decision-making process
obtained through genuine consultation and participation. Responsibility to obtain
FPIC of Indigenous Peoples is not only a procedural process but a substantive
mechanism to ensure the respect of Indigenous Peoples’ rights (UN General
Assembly Human Rights Council, 2011). Whilst Australia has not legislated FPIC
laws, emerging jurisprudence emphasises the importance of Traditional Owners’
knowledge about the land and reinforce that this knowledge matters in decision
making, their ability to be involved in that decision, and the accountability of their
representation.

The concept of FPIC for mine closure is aligned with the intent and context of the
International Council on Mining and Metals (ICMM) guidance for engagement with
indigenous peoples (ICMM, 2015) and mine closure (ICMM, 2019). These concepts
and principles are also supported by the International Association of Public
Participation (IAP2).

DEMIRS previous guidelines for preparation of MCPs indicates that failure to
undertake a stakeholder engagement program may compromise the approval
process and mine closure outcomes and highlights National and International
standards for stakeholder participation and engagement. This revised DEMIRS
guidance does not build Gelganyem’s confidence that future stakeholder
engagement will be improved or meet best practice as outlined in the industry
guidance. DEMIRS must revise and present more explicit and detail guidance for
stakeholder engagement, based on advice from suitably competent and experienced
professionals.

47.

GELG

It is often the expectation of traditional owners that all built infrastructure (above and
underground), including buried services be removed and not disposed of on site.
Gelganyem suggest that the Guideline should be clear that any consideration of
onsite disposal of non-mineralised waste, including contaminated waste, must be
discussed and agreed with post mining and users and stakeholders.

Comment noted. Under Section 4.1 — Stakeholder identification
and engagement, considerations of cultural values, and disposal
of infrastructure have been added as examples of aspects to be
discussed as part of stakeholder engagement. DEMIRS notes that
the guidance cannot be too prescriptive as the closure of the site
must consider what is practical for each site.

48.

CME

Stakeholder Engagement

The requirement for post mining land use to be "acceptable” to key stakeholders, is
not clear. How do proponents judge whether key stakeholders deem something as
"acceptable"?

Comment noted. Additional clarification has been included to state
acceptance of the post mining land use by key stakeholders
means there is a shared understanding of what will be achieved
at closure. Where there might not be consensus with all key
stakeholders on the post mining land use, it will be the role of
government to work with applicants and underlying land
holders/managers to resolve this on a case-by-case basis.

49.

CME

‘Table 5’

CME recommends that the draft Guideline outlines how proponents can appropriately

DEMIRS is aware of the necessity that some information needs to
be kept confidential and whilst it is preferred to have one Mine
Closure Plan document, the option is provided to submit both a
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manage sensitivities associated with provision of names in an MCP, and reporting
when stakeholders seek confidentiality. CME further notes that cultural sensitivities
may prevent or limit the ability of a proponent to identify Traditional Owners. CME
recommends the draft Guideline be amended to support culturally safe stakeholder
identification.

confidential MCP (as a separate appendix) and a public MCP
version. This ensures that culturally sensitive information can be
reported and kept confidential.

This information has been added under Section 4.2 — Stakeholder
engagement register.

50.

CME

Noting that DEMIRS may contact stakeholders to verify statements made in the
register, industry seeks clarity on which position, or evidence will be relied upon if
points of difference or contention arise between secondary stakeholder feedback to
DEMIRS and stakeholder feedback provided to proponents and recorded in the
Stakeholder Engagement Register.

DEMIRS notes that this will be managed on a case-by-case basis
as a situation may arise, ensuring that procedural fairness and
open communication is maintained.

Post

Mining Land Use

51.

Okane

The updated guidance document should provide clear linkage to MDCP PMLU
outcomes. For existing MCPs, guidance on land use outcomes if agreement with
external stakeholders is not reached should be detailed in the MCP guidance
document in addition to the MDCP guidance.

Suggest replacing “end land use” in this section with “PMLU”

Comment noted. Corrected ‘end land use’ to ‘post mining land

use.

Additional clarification has been included to state acceptance of
the post mining land use by key stakeholders means there is a
shared understanding of what will be achieved at closure. Where
there might not be consensus with all key stakeholders on the post
mining land use, it will be the role of government to work with
applicants and underlying land holders/managers to resolve this
on a case-by-case basis.

52.

CCAA

Section 5 Post Mining Land Use — Throughout the Guide, mine closure seems to
be focused on environmental outcomes and rehabilitation, which for most mine sites
is acceptable. For some quarries, particularly in the metropolitan and peri-urban
areas, an open-minded approach needs to be employed and the term ‘re-purpose’
rather than rehabilitation is a better description where the final end land use may be
to residential or commercial development. This re-purpose perspective needs to be
equally considered by DEMIRS in determining final end land use.

The post-mining land use section and relevant appendices have
been updated to better display that repurposing is also an option.

53.

GELG

Agreement on the post-mining land use with relevant stakeholders is fundamental to
the success of closure. It is Gelganyem’s experience, in respect of the Argyle
Diamond Mine, that failure to agree, or even recognise that dispute exists, creates
significant and unnecessary frustration. There is an inflection point within the closure
planning process at which failure to agree on this fundamental requirement increases
distrust of the proponent and decreases the likelihood that successful closure can be
achieved.

The revised guidelines do not sufficiently convey the criticality of agreement on PMLU
or provide guidance on how or when this should be achieved. If such detail is left to
the proponent, then it is likely that more stakeholders, and specifically traditional

Comment noted. At this time the concept of a ‘PMLU Agreement’
is out of scope for the changes from the Mining Amendment Act
2022 and this guideline.

Acceptance of the post mining land use by key stakeholders
means there is a shared understanding of what will be achieved
at closure. Where there might not be consensus with all key
stakeholders on the post mining land use, it will be the role of
government to work with applicants and underlying land
holders/managers to resolve this on a case-by-case basis.
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owners, will suffer the sadness and loss currently felt by the Traditional Owners of
the Barramundi Dreaming.

Gelganyem appreciate that the development, transition, and regulation of non-mining
land use is outside of the jurisdiction of the Mining Act 1978. We also acknowledge
the technically focused guidance provided by the Western Australian Biodiversity
Science Institute reference by DEMIRS. Such guidance however is insufficient to
convey the complexity and challenges associated with coordinating agreement of,
and transition toward, an appropriate and viable PMLU.
Agreement on PMLU requires understanding and agreement on the management of
residual liability, as well as the transition of land tenure, and the regulation of
environmental and social effects associated with non-mining land use.
Gelganyem suggests that, in the context of mine closure, a PMLU Agreement should
be a separate, formal and legal document developed through, and signed off on, by
all relevant stakeholders. Such a formal agreement must be developed and presented
before the MCP can progress beyond a specific level of maturity and detail. No mine
should be allowed to commence implementation of mine closure until a PMLU
agreement is in place.

54.

GELG

The guideline states in Appendix 1 (Planning for Mine Closure) that “It is
recommended that any residual liabilities relating to the agreed land use are identified
and agreed to by the key stakeholders. Key stakeholders would not be accountable
for any residual liabilities not identified by proponents that occur as a result of
unexpected closure or failure to close a site properly.”
As the identified post mining land users for the Argyle Lease Area, the Traditional
Owners of the Barramundi Dreaming consider it essential that evidence that residual
liabilities have been quantified and agreed within relevant post mining landowners
and users within the MCP. Such liabilities much be fully costed and an appropriate
mechanism or instrument for the transfer and funding of these liabilities must be
established and agreed.

Gelganyem acknowledge that DEMIRS touch on this issue within the Mine Closure
Completion Guideline (2021) however the guidance provided is not considered
sufficient or helpful from a post mining land users perspective.
Gelganyem is aware of the approach taken by the Queensland Government to
quantify and cost residual liabilities, to enable relinquishment, and suggests that
DEMIRS should consider a similar approach.

DEMIRS objectives for mine closure and rehabilitation requires
the mining activities are rehabilitated and closed without
unacceptability liability to the State.

The closure risk assessment is used to derive the residual
risks/labilities post management which in turn should inform the
post mining land use. Closure outcomes and corresponding
completion criteria developed for the mining operation.

As outlined in Appendix 5 key principles of stakeholder
engagement include ensuring stakeholders are engaged on the
risks particularly in relation to closure and any residual liabilities
and to ensure agreement on the outcomes to be achieved.
Where there might not be consensus with stakeholders on
residual liabilities, it will be the role of government to work with
applicants and underlying land holders/managers to resolve this
on a case-by-case basis.

Risk Assessment
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55. Include the requirement for ALARP principle in the MCP guidance document in | Comment noted, the MDCP risk assessment section has now
Okane addition to the reference in the MDCP guidance. been included in the MCP appendices as well.
56. Include a recommendation for broad subject matter expert input and potential for | €omment noted, however, DEMIRS considers that this
Okane inclusion of external stakeholders in the analysis / evaluation process. recommendation is out of scope for the changes from the Mining
Amendment Act 2022 and this guideline.

57. General — The low-risk nature of many basic raw material operations should be | The Small Operations MDCP form will assist some BRM operators
recognised in the document and by the DEMIRS Assessment Officers not requiring | with reducing the amount of information required to be presented
evidence to support clearly non applicable issues to BRM operations. The onus | to DEMIRS. DEMIRS may explore developing more specific
should be on the operator to outline all the applicable risks, providing proof via | guidance on BRM operations in the future but that is currently out

CCAA appropriate monitoring and reporting that are then checked by an active DEMIRS | of scope for this guidance review.
compliance team during the site’s operation. This avoids the operator providing
complex, detailed reports for a time well into the future when situations may change. | Additionally, the Small Mining Operations definition has been
Such a dynamic future should be recognised by DEMIRS. added to Appendix 1 — Definitions and acronyms.

58. Gelganyem acknowledge DEMIRS’ requirement for proponents to use the DEMIRS | The standardised risk assessment framework from the MDCP risk
standardised risk framework which is applied for both mining proposals and MCPs. | assessment section has now been included in the MCP
This standardised risk is not presented within the guideline. It is Gelganyem’s concern | appendices as well. Further guidance has been added that longer
that DEMIRS’ standardised risk approach is not suitable for the full range of closure | term risks should be a focus of engagement with stakeholders in

GELG risks and that it does not support engagement with TOs regarding risk acceptability | both the MDCP and the MCP guidance.
or provide clear and quantified evidence of expected residual and latent risk.
Gelganyem believe that risk assessment and management must be integrated into
all aspects of planning for, and implementing, mine closure. We are not confident that
the guidelines convey this understanding or provide sufficient guidance to proponents
in respect of this requirement.
59. Section 6 Closure Risk Assessment Comment noted. Section 6 — Closure risk assessment has been
reviewed and revised as required to ensure risk assessment focus
This section requires more detail and differentiation from what is done under the Mine | is on risk pathways related to rehabilitation and closure.
AMEC Development and Closure Proposal Guidelines. We suggested that the Likelihood
and Consequence Descriptives and Risk Matrix as provided in the MDCP Guidelines
be included in these guidelines, but that the Key Environmental Factor, Environmental
Closure Outcome and Risk Pathways categories be spelt out in greater detail to
provide better insight as to how these apply to closure planning only (the focus of the
detailed MCP).

60. CME ‘Industry seeks to understand whether company specific evaluation criteria could be | It is a requirement that DEMIRS standardised risk framework is
used, as opposed to DEMIRS standardised risk framework, to satisfy this | used in both MDCP and MCP documents.
requirement.

61. | CME How will conflicts between DEMIRS' environmental objectives and stakeholder | Where there might not be consensus with key stakeholders on the

objectives and expectations be reconciled?

expectations for closure, it will be the role of government to work
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with applicants and underlying land holders/managers to resolve
this on a case-by-case basis.
Outcomes/Criteria
62. Improve integration of Closure Outcomes section between MDCP and MCP guidance | Updates have been made to improve guidance on changing to site
documents, especially with introduction of Standard DEMIRS outcomes. | specific outcomes in the MDCP and MCP guidelines. Additionally,
Okane Provide guidance on changing from Standard to Site Specific outcomes in the MCP | Section 7 — Closure outcomes and completion criteria, has been
guidance. Consider appending some of the Completion Criteria text to improve | updated to improve readability.
readability.
63. The guidelines present design and construction of landforms within a list of | Further reference to landform design has been added where
information that could be included within the MCP. | relevant in the MCP guidelines, notably in the stakeholder
Reference to design within the remainder of guideline is indicative of the importance | engagement section and planning for mine closure appendix.
and criticality of the design process.
It is Gelganyem’s experience that the scope development, including the evaluation of
options, and the maturity of engineering designs for final landforms is not generally
GELG well presented by proponents within MCPs. This is of specific concern to many
stakeholders as such data provides an understanding of the rationale for selection of
a preferred option and the appropriate level of confidence in the engineering design.
Development of the scope of closure, including evaluation of options, and the level of
current engineering design must be presented clearly and separately. It is suggested
that data and guidance should be included between Section 7 (Closure Outcomes
and Completion Criteria) and Section 8 (Closure Implementation).
64. Gelganyen acknowledge that closure outcomes may be developed within a Mine | Comments noted. Updates have been made throughout the
Development and Closure Proposal and reflected in the Approvals Statement. | guidance (Environmental Data, Stakeholder Engagement, Risk,
It is Gelganyem’s experience that the desired outcomes of Traditional Owners can | Post mining land use, and Closure Implementation sections) to
differ significantly to those of DEMIRS, other State agencies, and the proponent. | include more of an emphasis on cultural considerations in mine
These outcomes largely reflect the relationship to the land that each stakeholder | closure planning where appropriate.
expects to hold following relinquishment.
GELG For Traditional Owners closure outcomes reflect their perpetual cultural, spiritual, and
economic connection to the land. Where Native Title has been determined the closure
outcomes should also reflect the rights granted under law to the Traditional Owners.
Gelganyem find it disappointing that the guidelines do not seek reflection of cultural,
social and heritage values, in additional to environmental values within the closure
outcomes. It is also disappointing that the Guideline does not state that the outcomes
should be developed in consultation with key stakeholders.
65. | GELG Gelganyem acknowledge the WABSI framework for development of completion | The importance of further consideration of cultural, social and
criteria as industry leading guidance. It is Gelganyem’s experience however that | economic issues has been added throughout the guidelines. In
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completion criteria are seldom prepared well and that proponents often mistake
outcomes, processes, and system elements for completion criteria.
Similarly to other elements of MCPs, completion criteria prepared by proponents often
are limited to environmental protection and not to the broader cultural, social and
economic outcomes equally important to most non-government stakeholders.

Section 7.3 further guidance on utilising the WABSI framework to
develop completion criteria, in consideration of social, cultural and
economic factors has been added.

66.

Table 6 Closure Outcomes / Completion Criteria | WABSI guidance and SMART criteria frameworks have been
The section dealing with Table 6 needs to be expanded considerably to better assist | Provided to assist proponents with constructing their closure
mining proponents. This is considered as the key table in the entire MCP. | Outcomes and criteria. Furthermore, one of the outcomes of

AMEC Anecdotally, Industry considers that currently this table results in the greatest number | introducing standardised closure outcomes will be the reduction
of Requests for Information (RFI)'s from DEMIRS when reviewing MCP submissions. | ©f RFls and streamlining of assessments.

It is believed this could be reduced if greater detail and references were provided.

67. Finally, as DEMIRS has been reviewing MCPs since 2011 it is able to identify a set | DEMIRS may consider having a publicly available library of
of generic (example) Closure Outcomes and Completion Criteria to aid mining | COmpletion criteria in the future, but that is currently out of the
proponents. The final acceptance of Completion Criteria is based on agreement with | Scope of this MCP guideline update.

AMEC DEMIRS, so a series of example of what is considered as a benchmark would be . I : -
appreciated. Furthermore, if there could be commentary with some of the provided DEMIRS'notes that gompletlon criteria must be §|te-spe0|f|c and
criteria explaining why it is considered acceptable (i.e. it is SMART) that would be due to t.h's’ st'andardlsed or examplgs of completion gntena from
welcomed. other sites will not always be applicable or appropriate due to

differing site-specific factors.

68. C5 Land contamination: Comments noted. DEMIRS considers this outcome necessary to

ensure that mining activities meet DEMIRS environmental
lluka This outcome duplicates requirements of the CS Act. The current wording of this | objectives. This condition ensures that risks relating to land
outcome implies that the ‘end point’ under the CS Act must be met prior to meeting | contamination are sufficiently managed and reduced to an
Mining Act requirements. CS obligations may continue for many years. | acceptable level in order to achieve the agreed post mining land
Suggest wording is amended to: Areas of contamination are identified, reported, and | use.
managed in accordance with the Contaminated Sites Act

69. Outcomes Guidance on different acceptable post-mining land use options
Industry notes that the closure and rehabilitation outcomes pre-suppose that a site | has been added into Section 5 from the 2020 MCP guidance
will be returned to a vegetated outcome. This reduces the scope for defining closure | materials. Additionally, DEMIRS standard environmental and

CME outcomes consistent with an alternate postmining land use. | closure outcomes have been appended to the guidelines.

CME recommends the draft Guidelines are amended to account for several different
post-mining land uses across a site, and that different environmental outcomes may
apply to different areas.

70. Outcomes Risk pathway comes from the Section 6 risk assessment table.

CME ‘Table 6’ - Industry seeks further guidance on what type of information is expected to | Further explanation of risk pathways and an example of a risk

be identified in the ‘Risk Pathway’ column.

assessment table is located in Appendix 3. Additionally, a short
line of guidance and an example has been added to the outcomes
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table in the risk pathway column to describe what information is
required in that column.

71. DEMIRS may consider having a publicly available library of
. L completion criteria in the future, but that is currently out of the
Completion Criteria scope of this MCP guideline update.
CME Industry has noted that proponents would benefit from listed examples of time-bound | DEMIRS notes that completion criteria must be site-specific and
criteria, to inform and identify practical application. due to this, standardised or examples of completion criteria from
other sites will not always be applicable or appropriate to differing
site-specific factors.
72. Completion Criteria Comments noted. DEMIRS acknowledges that the timeframe of
numerical modelling will vary depending on a number of different
Timeframe of numerical modelling must be appropriate to: | factors. The statement “usually in the order of 300 years or longer”
CME *the parameters being modelled has been included as guidance.
. the extent of knowledge on the parameters.

Industry has noted that a ‘300 years or longer’ timeframe may not appropriate to
certain numerical modelling activities and should not be a blanket statement.

Rehabilitation

73. In the paper we also note that it is more likely to be effective if TOs can be involved | The guidance highlights and requires Traditional Owner
in the implementation of mine site rehabilitation. Importantly, TOs need to be involved | involvement in the determination of post-mining land use.
at all stages, from planning and defining the criteria for restoration of cultural values,
through to consultation and development of solutions. If land is to be returned to TOs, | Additionally, a further note has been added to Section 8.4 stating
then rehabilitation should require the approval of TOs before the mining company is | that Traditional Owner’s may need to be consulted on matters
ECU allowed to relinquish its lease at the completion of operations. | relating to the restoration of cultural/heritage values where this is
For reference please see: Will Kemp, Sean M. Bellairs, Janine Joyce and Jane | a requirement.
Henderson (2023) Consideration of First Nations’ cultural values in mine site
rehabilitation by environmental professionals. Environmental Challenges 13, 100757
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2023.100757
74. Gelganyem agree that progressive rehabilitation should be integrated into operations | DEMIRS’ objective of rehabilitation and mine closure is to ensure
subject to demonstration of an execution level of planning (see comment on Appendix | mining activities are rehabilitated such that they are capable of
5). It is Gelganyem’s experience that progressive rehabilitation of a domain, in the | sustaining an agreed post-mining land use.
GELG absence of formally agreed post mining land use, objectives and criteria can be

contrary and even detrimental to achievement of success closure.
Gelganyem feel that there is too much pressure on proponents to undertake
progressive rehabilitation to reduce ‘liability’ to the State without sufficient
understanding of the liability to post mining stakeholders.
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Cultural Values

75.

GELG

Gelganyen acknowledge that closure outcomes may be developed within a Mine
Development and Closure Proposal and reflected in the Approvals Statement.
It is Gelganyem’s experience that the desired outcomes of Traditional Owners can
differ significantly to those of DEMIRS, other State agencies, and the proponent.
These outcomes largely reflect the relationship to the land that each stakeholder
expects to hold following relinquishment.

For Traditional Owners closure outcomes reflect their perpetual cultural, spiritual, and
economic connection to the land. Where Native Title has been determined the closure
outcomes should also reflect the rights granted under law to the Traditional Owners.
Gelganyem find it disappointing that the guidelines do not seek reflection of cultural,
social and heritage values, in additional to environmental values within the closure
outcomes. It is also disappointing that the Guideline does not state that the outcomes
should be developed in consultation with key stakeholders.

Comment noted, the inclusion of references to cultural and
heritage values also being considered has been added to the
Environmental data, Risk assessment, Closure outcomes and
completion criteria sections where appropriate.

Monitoring

76.

CME

Monitoring

Information required is duplicative for proponents operating under State Agreements
in a post-mining context (closure execution and monitoring and maintenance
phases), as this information is already required to be provided as part of an
Environmental Management Plan.

DEMIRS considers that this scenario is dependent on other
approvals the State Agreement operator may have, which may be
stated and explained in the legal obligations register. Monitoring
information will still be required to be presented as it is a vital part
of ensuring closure outcomes are met.

Costs

77.

GELG

Gelganyem consider that the requirement for estimation and disclosure of the cost of
closure is critical for stakeholders to understand a company’s financial capacity to
deliver successful closure. Gelganyem is unclear however regarding the intent or
context of DEMIRS’ guidance regarding cost estimation.
As defined within ICMMs Financial Concepts for Mine Closure (2019) there are
several types of closure cost estimate each of which has a specific scope and
purpose. In accordance with Australian Accounting Board Standards, Financial
provisions are a discounted best estimate of a company’s liability with respect to
present obligations. This does not include constructive and non-legal obligations.
They are therefore not an estimate of a company’s funding requirements for, or at the
time of, closure.

Gelganyem suggest that DEMIRS reconsider its guidance regarding disclosure of
closure costs with the support of suitably qualified and experience professional
estimators. Such guidance must be clear on the purpose, scope and class of estimate
to be disclosed, including presentation of the basis of estimate.
Gelganyem would be disappointed should DEMIRS choose to remove guidance on
closure cost estimation as it has done within the MDCP Guideline.

Comment noted. Based on feedback, the MCP guidelines now
includes a requirement for a more precise cost estimate to be
provided as part of the MCP more akin to the previous 2020 MCP
guidelines.
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78.

AMEC

Section 10 Closure Cost Estimation

The closure cost estimate is generally a highly confidential document as it outlines
information that may inadvertently impact a company's share price.
AMEC recommends that when a company is publicly listed this section can simply
refer to the annual report rather than replicating the closure cost estimate. The
liabilities of an ASX-listed company are audited annually before being publicly
reported in the Annual Report. Rather than recreate the closure estimate for the MCP
a similar stance could be taken to that of the EMS with 1ISO14001 accreditation.
Industry has also suggested that reference be made to the ICMM Financial Concepts
for Mine Closure document and the International Accounting Standards Board IAS 37
Provisions, Contingent Liabilities and Contingent Assets document.

DEMIRS is aware of the necessity that some information needs to
be kept confidential and whilst it is preferred to have one Mine
Closure Plan document, the option is provided to submit both a
confidential MCP (as a separate appendix) and a public MCP
version. This ensures that commercially sensitive information can
be reported and kept confidential. The guidance has been
updated to reflect this in Section 10.

79.

lluka

The current MCP guidelines require details of the closure cost methodology which is
used to provide a predicted closure cost. As per previous comments provided by
industry, it is recommenced that the requirement to present the closure cost is
removed from the guidelines.

Comment noted. DEMIRS considers a closure cost estimate
necessary to determine if closure outcomes and completion
criteria are achievable and provides clarity for stakeholders on the
financial capacity of the proponent. The range estimate has been
removed.

Furthermore, DEMIRS is aware of the necessity that some
information needs to be kept confidential and whilst it is preferred
to have one Mine Closure Plan document, the option is provided
to submit both a confidential MCP (as a separate appendix) and a
public MCP version. This ensures that commercially sensitive
information can be reported and kept confidential. The guidance
has been updated to reflect this in Section 10.

80.

CME

Costs
Industry has highlighted concerns with the requirement to disclose predicted closure
costs for the following reasons:

« Difficulty in accurately predicting closure costs, which may evolve over time due to
a range of factors, and the absence of range estimates beyond $100,000,000.

* Range of methodologies employed by proponents in estimating and predicting
costs.

» Commercial sensitivities.

* Lack of value in a number that may be misconstrued in the absence of extensive
context and methodology.

Comment noted. DEMIRS considers a closure cost estimate
necessary to determine if closure outcomes and completion
criteria are achievable and provides clarity for stakeholders on the
financial capacity of the proponent. The range estimate has been
removed.

Furthermore, DEMIRS is aware of the necessity that some
information needs to be kept confidential and whilst it is preferred
to have one Mine Closure Plan document, the option is provided
to submit both a confidential MCP (as a separate appendix) and a
public MCP version. This ensures that commercially sensitive
information can be reported and kept confidential. The guidance
has been updated to reflect this in Section 10.




Stakeholder Comment DEMIRS Response
Industry has recommended the disclosure requirements for the purpose of a MCP
should be limited to a costing assumptions report that details main cost items and
methodology, without providing estimated figures.
81. An alternative to providing closure cost estimates, could be a certificate from external | Comment noted.
CME auditors that have reviewed and validated a closure cost estimate.

82. Comment noted. DEMIRS is aware of the necessity that some
CME notes that while the Guideline states that cost estimate can be treated as | Information needs to be kept confidential and whilst it is preferred
confidential if required, it is unclear how this would be applied in practice. If the closure | {0 have one Mine Closure Plan document, the option is provided

CME cost disclosure requirement is maintained, CME recommends additional guidance to | {0 Submit both a confidential MCP (as a separate appendix) and a
clarify how and when, a proponent's cost estimate can be treated as confidential. public MCP version. This ensures that commercially sensitive
information can be reported and kept confidential. The guidance
has been updated to reflect this in Section 10.
Summary
83. Section 12.1 Comment noted. The aim of Section 12 is to allow a quick review
of the work that has occurred on an MCP since its previous
submission.
As the summary table for the purpose of aiding the assessment, not for the purpose
of closure planning, AMEC proposes that it should be excluded from the body of the
AMEC MCP and added to the Appendices.
The summary table, and a highlighted changes version of the document, if necessary,
can be provided (preferably using a DEMIRS template for consistency) with the MCP
when submitted for approval. This information could be provided as part of the
submission process (i.e. built into the submission portal) or a cover letter.
84. Revision Summary Table Comment noted. Due to feedback received, Section 12 has been
updated to better outline its requirements and the sentence
‘Please see the mine closure plan checklist (Appendix 6) that can be a useful tool for | referring to a mine closure plan checklist (and its relevant
reviewing mine closure plans.’ | appendix) has been removed.
CME It is unclear whether DEMIRS requires a mine closure plan checklist (Appendix 6) to
be included in an MCP.
CME recommends the draft Guideline is amended to clarify this. If the checklist is
required, it should be updated to reflect contemporary guidance as documented in
the updated MCP Guideline, once finalised.

Appendices

85. | CME 4) Contaminated Sites Appendix has been updated and the requirement reworded based

on feedback received. The sentence now reads ‘A list of




Comment

DEMIRS Response

‘A list of contamination that occurred during operations and the remedial actions
conducted would be useful to indicate areas for further investigation.’
CME notes that the justification for proponents providing a list of contamination as
being "useful", is
ambiguous and potentially conflicts with previous information outlined in the draft
Guideline referencing the Contaminated Sites Act 2003 (WA). CME recommends this
advice is rephrased and is consistent within the draft Guideline.

contamination that occurred during operations and the remedial
actions conducted should be included to indicate that
contamination has been managed adequately.’

Provide Acronyms and Definitions table in the guidance document similar to the
approach taken for the MDCP guidance.

Comment noted. Due to feedback received, the same glossary is
used in both the MDCP and MCP guidelines to ensure clarity and
consistency in use of terminology.

CCAA makes the following comments to improve the documents clarity, purpose,
application to BRM operations and efficiency of process:

General - The overly prescriptive nature of the requirements throughout the document
do not reflect the principles as outlined in Page 4. Many of these prescriptions and
issues are relevant to large, complex, long life mining operations but are not relevant
to the generally lower risk and smaller Basic Raw Material (BRM) operations. E.g.
asbestos and radioactive elements are not applicable to BRM operations.

Basic Raw Materials quarries consist of sand, limestone, gravel, gypsum, limesand,
river gravels, clay and hard rock. There are very large number of such quarries across
Western Australia, mostly on private land which do not fall under the Mining Act 1978.
Those quarries however produce vast quantities of essential construction materials
for the community and as raw feed for concrete production.
Apart from large hard rock quarries which generally do not occur on mining
tenements, Basic Raw Material quarries are generally small either in total area of
shallow depth of excavation.

Comments noted. The Small Operations MDCP form will assist
some BRM operators with reducing the amount of information
required to be presented to DEMIRS. DEMIRS may explore
developing more specific guidance on BRM operations in the
future but that is currently out of scope for this guidance review.

Additionally, the Small Mining Operations definition has been
added to Appendix 1 — Definitions and acronyms.

Stakeholder

Glossary
86.

Okane
87.

CCAA
88.

CME

Use of defined terms and common definitions across MDCP and MCP
A range of technical terms are used throughout the draft Guideline, some of which
are further defined in the document. For convenience, particularly when proponents
seek to use the draft Guideline as a reference document, the CME recommends the
inclusion of a ‘Glossary’ or ‘Defined Terms’ section, to improve understanding and
accessibility of specific terms used. For example, reference to “domain models”
occurs prior to a detailed introduction of domain modelling on page 19 of the draft
Guideline.

CME further notes the importance of uniform definitions across MCPs and Mining
Development and Closure Proposals. For example, “Key Stakeholder” is a term
utilised in both the ‘Guideline for preparing Mine Closure Plans’ and the ‘Guideline for

Comment noted. Due to feedback received, the same glossary is
used in both the MDCP and MCP guidelines to ensure clarity and
consistency in use of terminology.




Stakeholder Comment DEMIRS Response
preparing Mining Development and Closure Proposals’, however, the written
definition provided in each document differs slightly.
CME recommends development of common nomenclature, that is audited prior to the
finalisation of draft MDCP and MCP guidelines, to ensure consistent understanding
and use of terminology.
89. CME notes our recommendation in relation to defined terms, with further clarity | Further information on identifying key stakeholders is provided in

CME required on who a "key stakeholder" is for the purpose of the Guideline. This could | Section 4 — Stakeholder engagement and Appendix 5 — Principles

include a prescriptive list of departmental stakeholders, who should be considered a | of stakeholder engagement.
"key stakeholder" in specific post-relinquishment tenure scenarios, such as where
land reverts to Crown Land.
90. Outcomes A definition of ‘environmental value’ has been added to the

CME CME notes our recommendation in relation to defined terms, with further clarity | glossary.
required on what "environmental values" are for the purpose of the Guideline.

91. CME CME notes our recommendation in relation to defined terms, with further clarity | A definition for the term ‘regional’ has been added to the glossary.
required on who a "regional" is for the purpose of the Guideline, and specifically the
term "regional changes".

92. Completion of Rehab Works A definition for the term ‘PZol’ (potential zone of instability) has

CME been added to the glossary.

CME notes our recommendation in relation to defined terms, with further clarity
required on what specifically the term "ZOI" refers to, for the purpose of the Guideline.
Transition
93. Transitional Arrangements? Comments noted.

AMEC What are the ftransitional arrangements? Industry’s interpretation of the | All MCPs submitted prior to commencement must be in the current
documentation is that it is a blanket requirement that all MCPs post-commencement | (2020) format, in accordance with the existing statutory guideline,
will need to meet the requirements outlined. Clarity as to the status of the documents | whilst all MCPs submitted after commencement must be in the
that are already submitted to the department or under preparation would be welcome. | new (2025) format. Following commencement of the new

94. lluka Clarification on the timing for when MCP guidelines will take effect is required. framework, the existing statutory guidelines will cease to apply.
95. The Guideline should expressly state whether it is replacing both the Statutory | DEMIRS acknowledges the lead time industry requires to prepare

CME Guidelines for | a MCP and intends on providing ample notice of the date by which
Mine Closure Plans, Version 4.0 (Effective from 3 March 2020 (updated in January | the new framework will commence (noting this is dependent on a
2023)) and associated Guidance, noting that a transition period should apply. number of factors such as system readiness and regulation

96. Industry advises that preparation of an MCP can take months, and many MCPs | drafting.

CME currently in preparation are likely to be submitted after the draft Guideline takes effect.

Therefore, CME recommends a transition period applies between introduction of the
Guideline and its full implementation, to minimise rework.

MDCP

97. | Okane The current draft MCP guidance could be improved by linking more cohesively to the | Comments noted. A new comment under ‘Objectives” further links
draft MDCP guidance on Closure Implementation the purposes of the MDCP and the MCP guidance and how they

98. | AMEC link together in terms of technical information and identification of
General remarks knowledge gaps. In addition, the document titled “Mining




Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

The Mine Closure Plan (MCP) has closely followed the consultation on the Mine
Development Closure Plan Guidance (MDCP).This document would benefit from a
much clearer statement explaining the difference between these documents, and the
need for two documents. Such an explanation is needed in the Purpose section to
reduce unnecessary confusion. It would be welcomed by Industry if one of the
documents could defer to the other and that a duplication of input was not required.
The submission below identifies opportunities where this could occur.

99.

AMEC

Purpose

This section needs to explain how these guidelines relate purely to the "three-yearly"
review of existing MCPs and not to the conceptual level mine closure plan prepared
under the "Mine Development and Closure Proposal Guidelines". Some confusion
has arisen with respect to the MCP format when an existing mine is to submit a further
Mining Proposal (and Closure Proposal).

Development and Closure Proposal and Approvals Statement
Framework” that was released in December 2024 further
articulates the relationship between MDCPs/Approvals
Statements/MCPs.

100.

AMEC

Section 7 Closure Outcomes and Completion Criteria

Industry feedback has reflected some confusion regarding the setting of Closure
Outcomes. The document states these are to be taken from the DEMIRS Approvals
Statement otherwise from the existing MCP, however the only way to modify/refine
these is by means of a request submitted to DEMIRS using a Mine Development &
Closure Proposal. Industry has likened this to a “chicken and egg scenario” - existing
operational mines do not necessarily need to submit a MDCP unless they plan any
significant change to what was agreed during initial project approvals.
It seems counterintuitive that closure outcomes be intrinsically linked to the MDCP
approvals statement and therefore needing a revised MDCP to change them. Industry
noted that closure outcomes should progress over time like the rest of the closure
planning is expected to, therefore, there should be a mechanism to allow these to be
updated with the approval of an MCP rather than needing a new MDCP to give effect
to changes to closure-related outcomes.

The wording of the Mining Amendment Act 2022 means that the
Approvals Statement records the closure outcomes as presented
in a MDCP. Due to this wording, the method to alter a closure
outcome recorded on an Approvals Statement is via an MDCP.
DEMIRS considers that it is important that closure outcomes are
presented and agreed to upon commencement of a project, and
therefore to transition/change these outcomes a change to the
Approvals Statement (in which the outcomes are recorded on)
must occur.

This situation covers new mines or any existing mine that has
converted to an Approvals Statement.

Existing operations that do not have an Approvals Statement will
continue to be managed as existing via the MCP submission until
converted to an Approval Statement. This means that these
existing operations that do not have an Approvals Statement can
continue to amend closure outcomes by submitting an updated
MCP.

101.

CME

Mining Development and Closure Proposals, Mine Closure Plans and Mine
Closure Outcomes

As noted in CME’s submission to the Department of Energy, Mines, Industry
Regulation and Safety on Mining Development and Closure Proposals (CME MDCP
Submission) in May 2024, CME and industry remain concerned that a requirement to
submit a Mine Closure Plan (albeit now post-approval) and the mine closure
considerations required for a Mining Development and Closure Proposal, continue to
be a point of duplication.

The wording of the Mining Amendment Act 2022 means that the
Approvals Statement records the closure outcomes as presented
in a MDCP. Due to this wording, the method to alter a closure
outcome recorded on an Approvals Statement is via an MDCP.
DEMIRS considers that it is important that closure outcomes are
presented and agreed to upon commencement of a project, and
therefore to transition/change these outcomes a change to the




Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

For example, variations to closure outcomes recorded on an Approvals Statement,
require a request to be submitted to DEMIRS to vary the outcomes via a Mine
Development and Closure Proposal. CME is concerned this could create significant
administrative burden on proponents and creates duplication across MDCP and
MCPs.

A Mine Closure Plan (MCP) is the appropriate document to identify in detail, mine
closure considerations. Given the variety of mining operations in WA, the impact of
specific regional context on mine closure options and the significant range (and in
some cases unpredictability) in mine site longevity, the draft Guideline and
requirements relating to MCPs must reflect this.

Approvals Statement (in which the outcomes are recorded on)
must occur.

This situation covers new mines or any existing mine that has
converted to an Approvals Statement.

Existing operations that do not have an Approvals Statement will
continue to be managed as existing via the MCP submission until
converted to an Approval Statement. This means that these
existing operations that do not have an Approvals Statement can
continue to amend closure outcomes by submitting an updated
MCP.

It is Gelganyem’s experience that it is likely that some critical knowledge gaps are
unable to be addressed due to failure of the mine develop to investigate pre-mining
conditions and collate appropriate baseline data. In the absence of such data there
is a tendency for mine operators to make conservative assumptions which do not
allow for worst case scenarios.

Gelganyem suggest that DEMIRS provide additional guidance regarding assessment
of the criticality of knowledge gaps, the required maturity of critical knowledge, and
the specific assumptions to be applied (And underpin the MCP) in the continued
absence of the knowledge.

Comment noted. Section 3 has been updated and has been titled
“Environmental data, analysis, and implications for closure”. This
section now has two separate sub-sections for ‘Baseline’ and
‘Operational’ data, emphasising the need for both.

Following feedback received, Table 1 in Appendix 2 has been
added, which details the level of information required at each
stage of mining and highlights the importance of baseline
information.

Duplication of guideline requirement within section 3.4 and 12.3 (knowledge
gaps)

It is unclear whether DEMIRS requires the Knowledge Gaps summary table (i.e.
Table 4 in the guidelines) to be included within the (section 3.4 of the guidelines)
Baseline Data / Other Closure Data sections or towards the end of the Closure Plan
in Section 12.3

Duplication between Section 3 and Section 12 in relation to
recording and addressing knowledge gaps has been removed and
refined guidance provided in each section.

Knowledge Gaps
102.
GELG
103.
lluka
104.
CME

Knowledge Gaps

‘Revised mine closure plans should include an updated knowledge gaps register
(Table 4), documenting how the knowledge gaps identified in the prior revision of the
mine closure plan have been addressed, as well as any new gaps identified.’
CME notes it is unclear whether DEMIRS expects Table 4, which is provided in
section 3.4, to also be provided in section 3.4 and referenced in section 12, and/or
reproduced in section 12, and/or provided only in section 12.

Industry notes that feedback from DEMIRS’ assessing officers has requested that
there be only one table of closure improvements. CME recommends that draft
Guideline is amended to clarify that only one table of improvements is required in
section 12.

Duplication between Section 3 and Section 12 in relation to
recording and addressing knowledge gaps has been removed and
refined guidance provided in each section.




Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

Inter-agency

105.

lluka

Approvals statements and tenement conditions need to be streamlined.
Environmental tenement conditions duplication of EPA/DWER requirements in EMP
and onsite monitoring. Responsibilities for each regulator should be clear — e.g.
duplication in reporting an environmental incident to both DWER and DEMIRS,
maintaining surface water flows etc. Tenement conditions to apply towards closure/
relinquishment to streamline? DWER/EPA in operations.

In parallel with the changes introduced by the Mining Amendment
Act 2022, DEMIRS continues to undertake work to clarify
regulatory roles between other agencies and explore and explore
options to streamline (where practicable).

Implementation

106. The guidelines present design and construction of landforms within a list of | DEMIRS has revised the guideline to ensure the requirement for
information that could be included within the MCP. | detailed closure designs is clearly stated in Section 8 — Closure
Reference to design within the remainder of guideline is indicative of the importance | implementation. Additionally, in section 3 — Environmental data,
and criticality of the design process. analysis and implications for closure, further information,

guidance and reference to landforms and the presentation of

It is Gelganyem’s experience that the scope development, including the evaluation of | related data has been included. Further reference to landform
GELG options, and the maturity of engineering designs for final landforms is not generally | design has also been added where relevant in the MCP

well presented by proponents within MCPs. This is of specific concern to many | guidelines, notably in the stakeholder engagement section and

stakeholders as such data provides an understanding of the rationale for selection of | planning for mine closure appendix.

a preferred option and the appropriate level of confidence in the engineering design.

Development of the scope of closure, including evaluation of options, and the level of

current engineering design must be presented clearly and separately. It is suggested

that data and guidance should be included between Section 7 (Closure Outcomes

and Completion Criteria) and Section 8 (Closure Implementation).

107. Gelganyem feel that the Guideline is significantly deficient in its discussion on the | Comment noted. DEMIRS has updated the Guideline to include a
transition from conceptual planning, through prefeasibility and feasibility levels of | table (within Appendix 2) which provides an indication of the
maturity, and into implementation. Knowledge of such maturity enables stakeholders | required level of detail to be included in an MCP for each stage of
to understand the level of confidence and uncertainty associated with the MCP. | mining.

Most mining proponents have well developed processes and systems for the planning
GELG and development of mines, expansions, and sustaining capital projects. These | Updates to include additional information in Appendix 4 were also
processes include clear guidance on the required maturity of scope, engineering and | made that improve the information that should be available and
cost development as project pass through internal stage gates. | reported at each stage.
It is Gelganyems’ experience at Argyle that whilst the proponent may utilise such
processes in the development of their closure strategy, the assessment of strategic
and tactical options to address critical closure risks and issues are not required to be
presented or outlined within the MCP.

108. Gelganyem suggest that appropriate guidance on the maturity of closure planning | DEMIRS has updated the Guideline to include a table (within

and the presentation of planning outcomes, including engagement of stakeholders in | Appendix 2) which provides an indication of the required level of
GELG the identification and evaluation of closure options (to meet closure outcomes) is | detail to be included in an MCP for each stage of mining. This

developed and incorporated within the Guidelines.

Such guidance may include addition of an appropriate principle within Appendix 1
(Principles for Mine Closure Planning) regarding the use, and presentation, of formal

includes the level of stakeholder engagement expected.




Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

scope development and engineering processes and associated outcomes within the
MCP.

Gelganyem acknowledge DEMIRs reference to the ICMM Closure Maturity
Framework (2022). It is felt however that this Framework does not fully facilitate an
understanding of confidence and uncertainty in an MCP from the stakeholder
perspective.

109.

GELG

It is Gelganyem’s experience that site infrastructure may become redundant during
operations and left to deteriorate, despite being decommissioned (or not). Such
redundancy and deterioration may also apply to other mine facilities such and
stockpiles, dams, and tailings storage areas. Often, operational controls to manage
safety, environmental and even cultural impacts are removed or discontinued for such
facilities.

Gelganyem does not agree with the DEMIRS statement that “Since the
decommissioning phase usually takes place at the end of mine life, limited detail on
the strategy and activities required for decommissioning of plant and infrastructure
may be acceptable in the early stages of the project for mid to long life mining
projects.” As per comments on Progressive Rehabilitation and Guidance on
Development of MCP, Gelganyem feels that specific detail on decommissioning,
including controls to be implemented for any planned period of care and maintenance,
should be tied to the operational life a specific facility or domain, and not to the site
or operation.

DEMIRS has updated the wording to remove the phrase ‘limited
detail’ and replace it with ‘conceptual level of detail.’

DEMIRS considers that this change better reflects that
decommissioning must be appropriately considered and at
minimum, conceptually planned even at the early stages of a
project.

110.

GELG

Furthermore, Gelganyem believes that there should be a requirement for mining
operators to progressively decommission and demolish redundant mine facilities that
are not flagged for refurbishment or transfer in association with the post mining land
use.

DEMIRS has included text “removal of redundant infrastructure”
to Section 8.4 (Progressive rehabilitation) to clarify this should
consider infrastructure and not only landforms.

111.

GELG

Gelganyem has a significant concern that the Guideline is ambiguous and misleading
in its use of the concepts of progressive rehabilitation and closure execution. In
accordance with the Domain Model defined within the Guideline Gelganyem
understand that each domain should be treated as a separate entity. It should
therefore follow that that progressive rehabilitation equates to closure execution for a
specific domain. This is consistent with the approach to closure planning and
execution presented within ICMMs Good Practice Guideline for Mine Closure.
Gelganyem feel that the Guideline must be stronger and more definitive in is guidance
regarding the maturity of closure planning prior to the commencement of progressive
rehabilitation. The Guideline should be clear that the same level of maturity, as
defined within Appendix 5, must be achieved for each domain prior to the
commencement of progressive rehabilitation.

The lack of such guidance, and requirement, presents a significant risk that the
agreed vision and objectives for closure, including post mining land use, may not be
fully achieved. Gelganyem suggest that a domain specific plan should be submitted

Comment noted. However, DEMIRS considers that closure
planning should be wholistic and incorporate how all features will
interact with the local and regional environment. While it may be
useful to separate a large mining operation into domain to identify
similar risks and rehabilitation strategies. Closure planning and
implementation should also consider the whole of landscape scale
to ensure effective integration of final land uses.




Comment

DEMIRS Response

for approval by DEMIRS, and endorsement by stakeholders, for execution of
progressive rehabilitation during operations.

Section 8.2 Closure Work Schedules

This section possibly needs some further thought and guidance provided. It is
assumed that this section is what was previously call the Closure Works Register or
Closure Domain Work Plans and represented the detailed description of the existing
physical status; the proposed closure designs; required schedule of works; how the
completion criteria apply; and proposed monitoring for each closure domain or mine
landform. This is easily done in the main text of the MCP for simple mine sites, but
far more complicated when mining operations include many mine pits and mine waste
landforms extending over vast distances. Many sites have satellite operations that
extend out distance of as much as 80 km with vastly different geology and hence
mine waste material characteristics so have differing site specific closure
designs/strategies. The result is very lengthy detailed closure work plans that can
only be placed in attached appendix files. This will be particularly valid when having
to provide all the technical details as listed in Appendix 5 of this document.

Guidance has been added to Section 8.2 in regards to splitting
works schedules into domains, project areas and even splitting
the MCP where appropriate. This may be especially effective for
satellite deposits.

Mine sites no longer in operation

Specific expectations and requirements for mine sites which are no longer in
operation, in closure execution or in post-closure monitoring and maintenance
phases, are not well described in the draft Guideline. CME recommends that
guidance on the requirements relating to MCP revision during closure execution and
post-closure would be valuable, in addition to how mine closure progress is detailed
in an MCP.

Work Schedule

In relation to the 'project schedule', industry has noted it would be useful to include
additional guidance on what level of detail is required to be included in an MCP.

The submission of a MCP revisions is determined by dates set in
either tenement conditions or the Approval Statement, depending
on the approval status of the operation.

DEMIRS has updated the Guideline to include a table (within
Appendix 2) which provides an indication of the required level of
detail to be included in an MCP for each stage of mining.

Stakeholder

112.

AMEC
113.

CME
114.

CME
General
115.

CCAA

Many quarries on Crown Land are only 2 — 5 metres deep. They are regulated by
DWER Water Quality Protection Note 15, Basic Raw Materials which generally do not
permit excavation below the water table, with separations of between 0.5 to 3 metres
depending on the sensitivity of the environment in which the pits operate.
The operations dig natural materials and use those with minimal processing and
therefore have the lowest environmental risk of any mines.
Basic Raw Materials are recognised as a separate entity and risk within the Mining
Act 1978 and are only caught by the Act wen located on Crown Land. The JORC
Code also recognises the special low risk and more consistent properties of Basic
Raw Materials by their reduced reporting and assessment requirements.
The generally lower risk of BRM operations is well recognised by Government. DWER
has produced Water Quality Protection Note 15 Basic Raw Materials (WQPN 15)

Comments noted.




Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

which is used as the criteria to assess quarry development applications and has
approved many Basic Raw Materials pits located in Priority Water Catchment Areas
such as the Gnangara Mound.
As there is minimal processing and excavation is restricted to above the water table
the key environmental risk is from fuel and servicing hydrocarbons. DWER and
WQPN15 permits Basic Raw Material extraction within Priority 1 Water Catchments
as research outlined in WQPN15 demonstrates that hydrocarbon risk in such
catchments is low.

116.

CCAA

The Guidelines as currently written do not achieve the aim of streamlining the MCP
process for Basic Raw Materials but rather the experience of CCAA members
indicates an increased, unnecessary workload for both proponents and DEMIRS.

117.

CCAA

The updated Guidelines should be developed to minimise the administrative burden
for all parties. An opportunity is provided by reducing the requirements based on risk
for Basic Raw Materials.

CCAA recommends the solution to the problem is best served by an additional
Appendix to the MCP Guide that provides a summary of the requirements expected
for Basic Raw Material operations. The checklist is a succinct document. CCAA
welcomes the opportunity to provide such a checklist to guide both proponents and
DEMIRS officers to the appropriate level of assessment and documentation.
The summary of BRM requirements has been prepared by very experienced CCAA
members and is provided in Appendix 1.

118.

CCAA

Including examples from low-risk operations in each section would also greatly assist
a common understanding of compliance and demonstrate to proponents and
DEMIRS staff that other approaches are available for low-risk operations. These
examples can be taken from existing mine closure plans for low-risk operations such
as mining for sand in the Gnangara Pine Plantations, limesand operations at Lancelin
or Dongara, limestone mining at Nowergup/Carabooda and gypsum mining on small
salt lakes such as Lake Hillman and Lake Cowcowing.

The Small Operations MDCP form and associated policy will
assist some BRM operators with reducing the amount of
information required to be presented to DEMIRS. DEMIRS may
explore developing more specific guidance on BRM operations in
the future but that is currently out of scope for this guidance
review.

Guidance is provided throughout the MCP guidelines in regard to
information required based on risk, with examples provided.

119.

CCAA

In situations where there has been no or minimal material changes to the proposed
end land use and rehabilitation, providing a revised MCP is unnecessarily onerous
for all parties. At most, an addendum to the MCP outlining any changes would be
sufficient in these circumstances.

Expanding on this principle, instead of total revisions of MCPs an addendum to the
MCP could be the standard approach for all BRM activities that are not complex.
Upon review of an addendum DEMIRS could then determine any need for a full
revision, as per Appendix 1. CCAA can assist in developing an addendum template.

Less complex sites may have their resubmission dates extended
due to a number of factors, including the quality of their MCP, the
life of mine and environmental compliance status.

120.

GELG

Furthermore, Gelganyem has a concern that MCPs are currently prepared by
inappropriately qualified and inexperienced practitioners. Gelganyem believe that
DEMIRS objective could be met by proponents demonstrating that preparation and

Comments noted, however this requirement is not proposed to be
introduced as part of preparation of this Guideline.




Stakeholder Comment DEMIRS Response
review of the MCP has been undertaken by suitable qualified and competent
professionals.
121. Mine closure is an emerging within the Australian mining industry as evidenced by
the closure of iconic mining projects such as Argyle, Ranger, Gove, and Jugari (BHP
Yandi).
It has been Gelganyem’s observation that there is insufficient capacity within industry
GELG to meet the demand for qualified and experienced resources to lead and undertaken
mine closure planning and implementation. This lack of competency has significantly
contributed to poor quality mine closure planning and is reflected in MCPs.
Gelganyem does not understand why DEMIRS has not include a principle for
demonstration by a proponent that the MCP has been prepared by suitably qualified
and competent persons. Such a principle would surely drive longer term improvement
in the observed quality of MCPs.
122. : e e - : : Table 1 (page 31) of the 2020 MCP guidelines has been re-
Industry has identified that a specific table outlining DEMIRS expectations for mine | . . .
AMEC closure based on mine life would be a useful addition. This would increase quality of mserted'(Appendlx 2) and updated to better suit the new (2025)
submissions that are appropriate for the stage of mine that are submitted to DEMIRS. MCP guidelines.
123. Has a Regulatory Impact Statements been developed to consider the following: In developing the Mining Amendment Act, DEMIRS consulted with
e Overall benefit to the community the Better Regulation Unit at the Department of Treasury, which
lluka e Effective, efficient, and equitable involved an assessment of the regulatory proposal.
e No market failure
e Minimisation of “red” tape, cost, and time savings to the industry
e How is a reduction in green tape accounted for?
124, Facilitating mine site adjacent infrastructure DEMIRS has updated the post-mining land use section and
relevant appendices have been updated to better display that
There is increasing variability and utilisation of mine site adjacent infrastructure, | repurposing is also an option. In regard to specifically this
CME particularly renewable power generating infrastructure, at mining operations in WA. It | submission, a new line states that, “options involving advanced
is important that requirements related to mine site closure do not stymie adjacent | infrastructure projects may be considered viable, including
infrastructure development and utilisation. | renewable energy generation.”
CME recommends the draft Guideline is supplemented to identify and protect mine
site adjacent infrastructure, noting that Guideline section 8.1 Domain Model, may be
the appropriate place to facilitate this.
125. The Mining Amendment Act sets out than a MCP must be lodged
* Industry has sought clarification as to whether the draft Guideline is intended to n the approved form and mcludg sgt reqmrements — consistent
CME prescribe a mandated set of requirements, or if proponents could follow a different with how the current §tatgtory guidelines function . In order to be
closure plan structure and vary the content of an MCP, provided the Guideline a valid MCP, an a'ppllca?tlon mu§t follow the approved form and
requirements are met. include ' the required information (set out in the Act and
Regulations).
Execution Phase
126. | CME Comment noted.

3) Handover of infrastructure requested by other parties




Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

Industry has highlighted concern with the lack of clarity and potential lack of
effectiveness of 'retention agreements' referred to in the draft Guideline. In particular,
how a 'retention agreement' will be enforced by anyone other than the outgoing
mining company, which could lead to diminished closure outcomes.
CME seeks further information on the obligations that arise out of 'retention
agreements' and if/how they are enforceable by third parties, including the state.

Tenement holders will need to demonstrate appropriate transfer
of liability has occurred for any mining infrastructure to be retained
on site.

127.

CME

3) Handover of infrastructure requested by other parties

‘Mining infrastructure that may be of use on a pastoral lease post closure can be
retained by the pastoralist through an application to the Pastoral Lands Board to
transfer liability from the mining company.’
CME notes there is no information in the draft Guideline about the application process
referred to, and seeks further information on the process.

Comment Noted. Where a company seeks to transfer
infrastructure to a pastoral lease holder, specific engagement
should be undertaken with the Pastoral Lands Board.

Data

128.

CME

Management of Data
‘The mine closure plan should include a description of data management strategies,
and summary of
information and data relevant to mine closure that has been provided to DEMIRS.’
In some cases, proponents will be providing DEMIRS with mine closure data for a
significant period of time, in excess of a decade. The requirement to summarise
information already provided to DEMIRS is administratively burdensome and
duplicative. CME recommends the requirement is removed or amended to reflect a
specific timeframe.

129.

CME

In terms of transferring MCP data to future tenement holders, CME seeks further
information on DEMIRS’ expectations regarding what data should be transferred to
future tenement holders.

This section has been refined and, table removed. Guidance has
been added around the handover of data on the sale of
tenements.

Administration

130. Once the amendments introduced by the Mining Amendment Act
Okane Provide clarity on mandatory requirements of a Cover Page under the Statutory | 2022 are commenced, the requirement for a mandatory cover
Guidelines for Mine Closure Plans (2020) in the guidance document. page will be removed.
131. Gelganyem acknowledge that The MCP guidance has been revised in conjunction | DEMIRS confirms that once the amendments introduced by the
with the recent release of the Mining Development and Closure Proposal (MDCP) | Mining Amendment Act 2022 are commenced, this MCP
Guideline, to ensure the documents align and duplication is reduced. | Guideline (and supporting regulations) will replace the current
It is noted however that previous guidance was issued to assist proponents prepare | statutory guideline for Mine Closure Plans. Further wording has
GELG MCPs in accordance with Statutory Guidelines for Mine Closure Plans which detailed | been added to the ‘Purpose’ section of the document for clarity.

the mandatory form and content of information required within an MCP.
The document hierarchy presented in the revised guidelines suggests that the
Statutory Guidelines for Mine Closure Plans have been revoked. It is therefore
unclear if the purpose of the revised guideline is to replace both previous guideline
documents.




Stakeholder Comment DEMIRS Response
132. Furthermore, it is unclear as to the currency of DEMIRS’ Mine Closure Completion | AS part of implementation of the new MDCP and MCP guidelines,
Guideline (2021) and where this guidance sits within the hierarchy. It is noted that | PEMIRS will review and (if required) update the Mine Closure
this Guideline is reference loosely in Appendix 5 (Guidance on Development of Mine Completion Guideline.
GELG Closure Plan to Execution Phase). The Mining Amendment Act 2022 introduces the ability for
Gelganyem feel that a statutory guideline (or standard) is still required to establish DEMIRS to prescribe in reglulatllons the fqrm and contept
mandatory  compliance  with  requirements for form and content. requt|'reme?r:s of a I\{ICtPt The gwdglme th;an aSDS'S]E? propofnetnhts N
It is Gelganyem’s concern that the absence of mandatory requirements will result in meelmtg \ese  statulory - requirements.  Lratling o ese
reduced consistence and quality of MCPs. reguiations 1s ohgoing.
133. Gelganyem note DEMIRS’ intent to remove certain appendices for separate | Comment noted. For the time being the guidance has retained the
GELG publication. appendices and these have not been separated out into separate
It is unclear if the purpose of removing certain information is to separate planning and | guidance documents.
technical guidance, or to separate mandatory requirements (see comment above).
There is a need for the purpose the guideline to be more explicit.
134. It is acknowledged and accepted that the purpose of the guidance document is to | Comment noted. The document has been updated where required
identify and provide transparency for DEMIRS’ expectations and requirements for | to clarify that tenement holders are required to meet all other
MCPs under the Mining Act 1978. statutory requirements relating to mine closure and rehabilitation.
The cross-over between DEMIRS’ expectations and requirements, those of other
State agencies with either a regulatory or planning role in mine closure however is
unclear. Cross-agency expectations and requirements may differ from, or be in
addition to, those of DEMIRS. This is likely to be the case in respect of transition to
GELG the post mining land use and management (and funding) of post relinquishment
liabilities.
Gelganyem have a concern that the current wording of the guidelines is likely to give
proponents the idea that DEMIRS’ expectations and requirements are the extent of
their obligations. Mine closure is a transitional, not a terminal, process.
In the absence of similar guidance from other agencies, acknowledgement and
discussion is required in the DEMIRS guidance document regarding such
expectations and requirements and the proponents’ obligation to address these within
the MCP or under separate cover.
135. Gelganyem agree that MCPs should be of a high quality and provide sufficient detail. Comme’?t r)oted. DEN.”RS has .updated_the Gwd_ellr?e t9 |ncIL:cde a
GELG It has been Gelganyem'’s experience that this is not the case. In Gelganyem’s opinion tablg (within Appencﬁx 2) V.Vh'Ch prqwdes an indication of the
the guidance document does not define the necessary criteria for quality or the re_qwred level of detail to be included in an MCP for each stage of
sufficiency of detail. mining.
136. The document states that specific guidance on the level of detail expected in a mine | Comment noted and Guideline updated.
GELG closure plan as the mine approaches closure is described in Appendix 4.

Gelganyem note that guidance on the development of MCP to execution is presented
as Appendix 5.




Stakeholder Comment DEMIRS Response
137. Gelganyem acknowledge DEMIRS’ requirement for proponents to use the DEMIRS | The standardised risk assessment framework been included in
standardised risk framework which is applied for both mining proposals and MCPs. | the MCP as appendix 3.
GELG This  standardised risk is not presented within the guideline.
DEMIRS has removed most of the detail presented in previous guidance on closure
risk assessment, specifically regarding the risk management process. Reference is
made to Appendix 3 however Appendix 3, or any other appendix, does not present
detail of the risk process.
138. DEMIRS state that “For mine closure planning, it is important to separate the different | DEMIRS has removed the quoted paragraph and has updated this
components of a mine site into those that can be restored, those that can be | section following feedback.
rehabilitated, those that can be revegetated, and those that will not return any
environmental value in the foreseeable future (i.e. areas that will remain a significant | Updates have been made throughout the guidance
residual impact).” (Environmental data, Stakeholder engagement, Risk assessment,
Post mining land use, and Closure implementation sections) to
GELG Gelganyem has concern regarding this statement as it yet again ignores the equal | include more of an emphasis on cultural considerations in mine
importance of cultural values and suggests that it is acceptable for some areas of | closure planning where appropriate.
mined land to have not value. Such an outcome is inconsistent and contrary to the
rights a many traditional owners for whom native title has been determined.
In the case or Argyle, Rio Tinto is proposing an exclusion zone, which is likely to
prevent access to and use of the land by traditional owners for many generations, if
not in perpetuity. This is unacceptable to the Traditional Owners of the Barramundi
Dreaming.
139. Section 1 Description of Mining Operation Section 1 has been updated to improve clarity and better outline
what is required in this section. An addition has been made to
Detailed mining infrastructure descriptors in this section could potentially duplicate | specifically outline that ‘detailed designs will form part of Section
AMEC with Section 8 Closure Designs. It should be made clear this section should cover the | 8.
status of operational infrastructure and not describe closure designs. Industry has
assumed it should not describe concept designs for mine landforms (WRD, pits, TSF)
and infrastructure during operations but could include any updated as-built
"operational" designs at the time of preparing the MCP for WRD / pit shells, diversions
etc. This understanding should be confirmed.
140. Section 3.3 Other Closure Related Data This section (now Section 3.6) has been updated to reduce
AMEC overlaps of information requirements between this section and
Several of the information needs mentioned here appear to be an overlap with | Section 8.2.
Section 8.2. It should be made clear which section of a MCP this is to be presented
in. This relates particularly to closure designs and progressive rehabilitation.
141. Section 3.4 Data Analysis and Implications for Mine Closure DEMIRS considgrs that closure planning shguld Qemopstrate a
schedule for closing the gaps, rather than leaving this until the end
; P ; ; ; .. | of mine life. Setting dates for actions, even if they are 20+ years
AMEC Industry provided _specific feedback on this paragraph in this section: in the future, provides DEMIRS with better information on how well

The knowledge gap register should identify actions needed to close the gap,
ownership, and a schedule for actions. DEMIRS advises that “Prior to closure” is not
a valid date for actions.

closure planning is progressing.




Stakeholder

Comment

DEMIRS Response

The exclusion of the use of blanket terms such as "Prior to closure" seems to be
counter intuitive to previous advice that mine closure planning is expected to progress
as mining progresses. It should not be expected that all knowledge gaps will be
known or mapped out for the entirety of the mine life, especially where mine life is
long, and risks presented from the knowledge gap is low.

142.

AMEC

Section 3.4 Data Analysis and Implications for Mine Closure

The final dot point reads: How will impacts to sensitive receptors be minimised?
Industry has suggested that this should be part of the risk assessment in the MCP,
not the knowledge gap section.

Comment noted. DEMIRS considers that identifying knowledge
gaps around potential impacts to sensitive receptors a key part of
closure planning.

143.

AMEC

A further edit and tightening of the language in the Section is also suggested. For
example, there are references to the WABSI framework, then paraphrases and
summarises the framework, before again recommending it. This duplication makes it
harder to read and understand. It would benefit from referencing the WABSI
guidelines but not attempting to recreate the content.

DEMIRS has removed duplication around the WABSI framework
to improve readability of this section following feedback received.

144,

lluka

Table 2 Example summary table showing performance of the Abandonment Bund in
relation to the numerous factors giving a pass/ fail assignment to each factor.
Is it intended that this pass/fail assessment of the Abandonment bunds would apply
to the assessment of the completion criteria. Typically, a risk assessment would be
undertaken to assess the residual risk for any criteria that could not be met, rather
than a pass / fail approach.

DEMIRS considers that the pass / fail for abandonment bund
performance is to demonstrate that there is clear guidance on the
shape and size of an abandonment bund. The installation of the
bund either meets that guidance and is acceptable, or has failed
and requires more work to be acceptable at closure.

145.

lluka

Relinquishment process under the Mining Act.

Will the MDCP and Approvals Statement impact the Mine Closure and Completion
Guideline. Will the Mine Closure and Completion Guideline be updated to ensure the
Mine Closure Completion Reports demonstrate the requirements of the Approvals
Statement have been met, or is it anticipated the Completion criteria within the Final
Closure Plan will continue to be the basis of the assessment for completion under the
Mining Act.

As part of implementation of the new MDCP and MCP guidelines,
DEMIRS will review and (if required) update the Mine Closure
Completion Guideline

146.

CME

» Example tables that proponents are expected to complete and submit as part of
their MCP are presented throughout the draft Guideline. Industry has noted that being
able to add columns and/or rows to suit applicants’ specific purpose may be
beneficial. CME seeks clarification as to whether some or all example tables included
in the draft Guideline are to be replicated precisely when completing an MCP, or
whether proponents can add additional rows and/or columns to support/manage their
application.

CME recommends the addition of further commentary for each example table in the
draft Guideline, outlining how a proponent may use or amend.

Wherever possible DEMIRS recommends the tables included in
the Guideline be used by applicants, however in some
circumstances additional columns can be added should additional
context be required.

147.

CME

If there are specific requirements for proponents under State Agreements that require
an MCP as part of its Conditions, CME recommends this is identified in the Guideline.

There are no specific requirements for projects that operate under
a State Agreement. Where a MCP is required for these projects it
should be submitted in accordance with the relevant State
Agreement or Ministerial Statement.




Stakeholder Comment DEMIRS Response
148. Wherever possible DEMIRS recommends the tables included in
the Guideline be used by applicants, however in some
CME ‘Table 6’ - Proponents would also benefit from guidance as to whether this table can | circumstances additional columns can be added should additional
be amended to meet proponent requirements. For example, would the addition of a | context be required.
column with relevant linked references be acceptable?
149. The wording of the Mining Amendment Act 2022 means that the
Approvals Statement records the closure outcomes as presented
CME notes that variations to closure outcomes recorded on an Approvals Statement, in a MDCP. Due to this wording, thg method t_o aI_ter a clos(l:Jre
CME require a request to be submitted to DEMIRS to vary the outcomes via a Mine BLEKAOIES ::?)%Zrigicrjsc:ﬂa??t Qpiﬁzoz?tlznt tter‘]taetrré?onstu:rsevéitggml\ig alr:)é
Development and Closure Proposal We are resented and agreed to u oan:ommencement of a project, and
concerned this could create significant administrative burden on proponents and Fh fore 1o t g't' ich P th ¢ hp ) t, th
creates duplication across MDCP and MCPs. erefore fo transition/change hese oulcomes a change 1o the
Approvals Statement (in which the outcomes are recorded on)
must occur.
150. . - An additional section (Section 7.3) has been added to the
Completion Criteria guideline to better outline how to utilise the WABSI framework to
CME Clarification is required as to whether use of the WABSI framework is mandatory, with develop complet|on.crlterla. In this section it outllngs that ‘the
industry noting it's limitations in terms of guidance on erosion and geotechnical WABS| frameWOFk s not m_anda_tory I?owever provides useful
stability and qualitative criteria. guide for developing completion criteria.
151. Domain Model Comment noted. A comment has been made in Section 1 referring
to using the domain model approach and further refers to Section
CME Completion criteria often need to be domain specific, therefore industry notes it would | 8.1 — Domain model, for further information.
be beneficial for
guidance on the ‘domain’ approach being introduced earlier in the Guideline, with
potential closure domains being outlined under the description of the mining
operations.
152. » Page 6 & 23 - Reference to Appendix 4 appears to be incorrect. Reference should | Guideline updated.
read Appendix 1.
CME

» Page 11 - Missing word: "Knowledge gaps should be summarised [in] a table..."

» Page 28 - Change to “as such, DEMIRS may consider...”
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