
 
 

To: Department for Energy and Mining  

Re: Scoping Framework Consultation  

4 November 2022 

 

Introduction  

AMEC appreciates the opportunity to participate in the first stage of the Department for Energy and 

Mining (DEM)’s consultation process for the Integration of a Scoping Process and Report under Part 

10 of the Mining Regulations 2020 (Scoping process). The introduction of Scoping to South 

Australia’s recently reformed Mining Regulations represents a significant perceived shift in regulator 

expectations, and will require a robust, holistic consultation and implementation process.  

AMEC welcomes ongoing engagement with the DEM and other co-regulatory agencies, including the 

Environment Protection Authority (EPA) and the Department for Environment and Water (DEW) to 

ensure unintended consequences can be mitigated, and the proposed benefits can be achieved. 

About AMEC 

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

representing over 520 member companies across Australia, with 38 member companies with direct 

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

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

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

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

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

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

paid over $39.3 billion in royalties and taxes.  

In South Australia in 2021-2022(FY) mineral exploration expenditure was at an 8-year high at $122.3 

million, a 34% increase from the previous year, and $2.5 billion was spent on capital expenditure. In 

2020-21, over $237 million was generated in royalties from the $7.1 billion in mineral commodity 

sales, representing a record high.  

Scoping Framework 

General Comments 

AMEC’s comments in our submission to the South Australian Mining Regulations 2020 in relation to 

Scoping remain relevant to today’s discussion. Whilst the proposed benefits of earlier endorsement of 

a project’s key technical assessments are envisaged to deliver increased transparency for 

proponents, regulators and community stakeholders; there is opportunity to more distinctly 

demonstrate the streamlining and greater certainty that will be delivered via voluntary Scoping, 

without increasing cost and time delays for explorers and miners across the State. 
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The primary concern, is what benefit Scoping is intended to serve, and how this will align with 

ambitions to reduce regulatory red tape, when it is intended to be voluntary. However, the grounds for 

call-in by the Minister under the Auspice of the Mining Regulations, are yet to be clarified, causing 

concern. This submission and our feedback in no way seeks to diminish industry’s commitment to 

environmental, social and governance commitments, but seeks to understand how a Scoping process 

can better align with existing regulatory frameworks, without adding an additional layer of burden. 

It is important that Scoping, if and when introduced, is kept simple, scalable, and relevant to the 

maturity of the mineral exploration and mining sector in South Australia. With a range of developing 

projects, any shifts in regulatory expectations should not inadvertently favour established, larger 

operations. 

Maintaining high standards of due diligence and environmental rigour is undeniably in the best 

interests of the State, as reflected in changes to the recently reformed Mining Act and Regulations. A 

fine balance must be achieved to ensure mining, regulator, and community expectations are 

consistent with legislated requirements, to support efficient, risk-based approvals processes, in a 

cost-effective manner. 

The benefits exploration and mining projects can deliver to communities and the State are 

undeniable; they are wide-ranging, long-term, and both social and economic. In order to continue 

attracting the investment required to develop these projects, a robust yet pragmatic regulatory system 

is a key determining factor investors look to when deciding where to invest.  

South Australia’s local and international competitiveness is contingent on its ability to develop mines, 

that meet strong Environment, Social and Governance (ESG) credentials. Any reforms, including 

those subject to this consultation process for Scoping, should consider the already rigorous approvals 

processes and standards industry complies with, and seek to identify opportunities to map existing 

processes and legislative requirements to align with shifting expectations. 

Best practice regulation 

AMEC and our members appreciated the presentation facilitated by ERM and DEM on Monday 24 

October, with the opportunity for a question-and-answer session. The session was strongly attended 

by our members, demonstrating the importance of this consultation process. We look forward to a 

separate AMEC member briefing session, and the publication of the Frequently Asked Questions 

document.  

As raised by AMEC during the presentation on Monday 24 October, we recommend the SA 

Government provides a Regulatory Impact Assessment, to enable both Industry and regulators, to 

understand the impact of the Scoping process, including achievable timeframes, an accurate 

understanding of resourcing challenges, and potential solutions to industry concerns with the process. 

It is not considered from the materials released to date, or the information provided in the session, 

that Scoping will be straight forward and proportionate.  

AMEC requests the detailed list of expectations that was read by the presenter, against each step of 

the proposed scoping process, in order to provide meaningful comment.  
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A five-business day turnaround to provide initial feedback from the release of the presentation’s slide 

pack, does not allow for sufficient time to consider an element of the Regulations that raised 

substantial concern, to be addressed during policy and guideline development. As the Productivity 

Commission’s Final Report into Resources Sector Regulation identified, in order for a scoping 

process to be effective, it must be supported by clear guidance of the regulator’s expectations about 

the content and quality; timelines, statutory or otherwise, to support project planning and be subject to 

public reporting of regulator performance in meeting those timelines.  

A workshop session following initial feedback, and consideration of detailed expectations, with DEM, 

DEW, EPA and industry, is recommended. 

Consultation pack questions 

We acknowledge this is the first round of engagement on the Scoping Framework. However, in its 

current state, Industry does not consider the framework to contain sufficient detail to alleviate concern 

that Scoping will serve a demonstrable benefit to the future of South Australia’s mineral exploration 

and mining industry, without introducing significant additional complexities.  

To provide meaningful answers to each of the questions, and assess alignment with existing 

processes, comparisons with other frameworks, and potential effectiveness in minimising risks 

associated with obtaining project approvals, we need to consider a more fulsome range of documents 

and criteria for consideration.  

We are committed to identifying opportunities to reduce regulatory red tape and operating costs, 

whilst meeting strong regulatory standards.  

The below submission discusses in greater depth, concerns, recommendations, and feedback.  

Three-step approvals process 

Industry is concerned that Scoping will introduce a third step and additional complexity to the South 

Australian approvals pathway, which already requires a Mining Lease and a Programme for 

Environmental Protection and Rehabilitation (PEPR).  

Whilst anecdotal discussions have suggested the Scoping process could potentially be the ‘pre-

lodgement’ process, re-branded, industry seeks clarity if this is the case. We appreciate the ability and 

current (and historical) practice to engage with DEM to discuss project requirements which may 

require specialist input. Introducing co-regulatory agencies to this process is supported, as is 

developing a screening checklist for proponents to use, but the proposed benefit from formalising via 

Scoping, is yet to be demonstrated. There is also opportunity to describe the proposed benefit of 

concurrent Scoping and ML preparation.  

The voluntary aspect of Scoping should be further clarified, to ensure proponents understand the 

criteria their specific project may trigger, and the assessment path to pursue, be it Scoping, or defined 

impact. It is recommended on online impact metric or assessment threshold assessment tool is 

developed. This will allow proponents to pursue a set of criteria, and depending on available criteria, 

gain a high-level understanding of the likely impacts that would be included in a potential Scoping 

pathway. 
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Industry seeks clarity on how the Minister’s powers to call in projects for Scoping is intended to be 

applied. Clarity is sought on what constitutes ‘environmentally sensitive areas’ and the criteria to 

warrant this, should a proponent not voluntarily select to proceed with Scoping. A balanced approach 

must be applied to ensure industry interests are not subject to more stringent regulation, at the 

discretion of external interest groups. 

Additional concerns require addressing that consistent, transparent assessment of Screening Reports 

and Scoping Reports, will occur with co-regulators (DEM, DEW, EPA and others if required) in a 

timely, risk-based manner, where the level of assessment is contextualised and commensurate to the 

actual risk posed.  

In order to apply risk-based regulation effectively, AMEC recommends the thresholds for criteria, and 

triaging of impact criteria should be co-developed by Government and industry, in a robust, 

consultative manner. Thresholds must be underpinned by suitable baseline data, to balance 

prescription and the use of risk-based regulation. This exercise will give due recognition to the 

variances in scale of projects across the sector, acknowledging the triggers, factors and criteria that 

may exist for some, but not all projects. 

Path to development 

At the point in time where a company would undertake screening and scoping, the prefeasibility study 

(PFS) stage, they are yet to have confirmed the mining and processing methods, or production rates. 

These elements will all have partial inputs for their eventual ML application, but are subject to change. 

Companies require the ability to raise capital to fund and progress further optimisation studies. 

The commodity market is cyclical in nature, and prices of certain minerals can be subject to volatility. 

Production and processing decisions are made to ensure the project is commercially viable, in the 

right market settings, so project developers must operate with agility to react to market changes and 

investor and market-driven ‘financing windows’. It is an operating reality that projects will undergo 

numerous changes and realignments based on conditions at the time, to progress to development. 

How will Scoping seek to consider these realities of the exploration to development pathway, without 

adding additional requirements and precautionary assessments for every possible scenario? For 

example, how will Scoping account for plans changing between the developing of a Scoping Report, 

ML and PEPR? There is no certainty that should a proponent elect to undertake the Scoping process 

or be instructed to do so under the auspice of the Mining Regulations, that once the Scoping Report 

has been finalised, a Government agency cannot still require additional assessments to be 

undertaken at significant expense to the proponent. Given the recent trend of increasing lag between 

discovery to development, this must be factored in, and due consideration given to the scale of 

change required to warrant a reasonable request for additional assessments and information. 

Whilst comparisons have been made to the Development Authorisation process and EIS under the 

Planning, Development and Infrastructure Act 2016, once a Development Authorisation is approved, 

the operational approvals are based on the EIS conditions rather than legislation, unlike the PEPR 

and ML. Is there consideration to apply a similar provision to the mining context? 

Commercial considerations should not be overlooked, particularly the ability of junior-mid cap 

explorers, who will expend money on the scoping process, which could be of limited value given the 
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order of magnitude and will likely have to be revised multiple times, depending on the elected mining, 

processing and production decisions of the executive. 

Resourcing  

A significant concern that is yet to be addressed, is how the Scoping process is intended to be 

resourced? AMEC has strongly advocated to Government to increase resourcing, with a targeted 

recommendation in our 2022 South Australia Election Policy Platform and Budget submission, by 15 

approvals officers within DEM’s Mineral Resources Division, and 5 Graduate Officers. With sizable 

projects underway or planned in the near-term, including the MERS Project and reforms, combined 

with the increasing volume and complexity of submissions for approval, sufficient resourcing and 

capabilities for DEM and co-regulatory agencies must be urgently addressed.  

There is a substantial stretch on existing resources in the Minerals Resources Division, and across 

key co-regulatory agencies. AMEC recommends an urgent exercise to bolster existing resources with 

suitably qualified regulatory approvals officers is required, to support the shift to risk-based regulation, 

and business as usual processes, which are struggling to meet target timeframes. 

There is industry concern the current regulatory resourcing models will not meet demand or 

speculative proposed timeframes in a timely, cost-effective manner. Delays come at substantial cost 

to project proponents and investors, and ultimately, delay the receipt of benefits to the State. Until 

such time as internal approvals functions can be sufficiently resourced, alternate approvals 

mechanisms should be considered, including the use of accredited consultants for approvals.  

It is unclear to industry why Scoping is proceeding as a priority project, with ambitious timeframes, in 

the midst of a strong investment window, and heightened demand for approvals. Prioritisation and 

forward planning of works is important across industry and Government, to capitalise on favourable 

market conditions. It is recommended resourcing is focused on timely approvals and development of 

policies and guidance to support a robust regulatory framework. 

Technical aspects of Scoping 

The presentation on scoping, and materials released and presented by DEM in the Regulations 

consultation in 2020 focused on the ‘technical aspects’ of projects that elect to pursue the Scoping 

pathway. Much of the material, however, focuses on social impacts, engagement, and subjective 

assessments, which will put to test risk-based regulation and assessment. 

A clear outline of reform priorities for technical guidelines should be developed in discussion with 

industry, to ensure there is a consistent understanding of Government requirements. Outcomes 

based solutions, which support risk-based regulation, is the industry preferred methodology.  

AMEC recommends for the next round of consultation, escalation pathways for misaligned 

expectations are shared for feedback, to address situations where technical consultants and expert 

opinions provided by industry for consideration by regulators, must be clearly defined. Clarity is 

sought to confirm if proponents can elect to withdraw from the Scoping process, once it has 

commenced. 

A similar concern raised by AMEC in the development of the Mining Register and publication of 

PEPRs, was the full publication of reports, including technical details. At the point in time when 
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Scoping would be undertaken to derive maximum value, final decisions are still subject to change. 

AMEC questions the commercial implications and community considerations should significant 

changes occur between what has initially been proposed, and what proceeds. There is genuine 

concern information without context of the exploration to development cycle, could be misinterpreted 

by community or external interest groups, resulting in unintended consequences for developing 

projects.    

The MG23 Guideline that was referenced in the presentation is not typically utilised by explorers or 

miners, only for quarrying operations. Should this be the standard the regulator expects operations to 

refer to when determining their defined impacts for the scope of their technical impacts, it is important 

the guidelines have been updated to be relevant and applicable.  

EPBC Referral 

As raised during the presentation, industry is perplexed as to how proponents are expected to know if 

EPBC referral will be required at the point of preparing a Scoping document? At the PFS stage, there 

is still plenty of room for changes in planned operations, which will ultimately determine if an EPBC 

referral is required or not. 

We support the SA Government progressing an EPBC bilateral with the Commonwealth, as has been 

advocated for at length, and recognise the potential applicability of scoping reports as referral reports. 

Building in this future alignment is broadly supported, but should not result in inadvertent 

precautionary referrals.  

Definitions seeking clarity 

Further detail is sought to provide meaningful comment to this phase of the consultation, including 

proposed definitions such as ‘significance’, ‘order of magnitude’, ‘insurmountable risk’, and a list of 

‘practical, activity-based assessments’ which may be considered. These definitions will underpin the 

course of the scoping process, and expectations of regulators. The term ‘review for conformance’ of 

the Final Scoping Report for instance, has been included in the presentation from 24 October, and 

could have different interpretations. AMEC recommends a glossary is developed as part of the next 

round of consultation documents.  

AMEC considers there is opportunity to create common risk language and definitions, aligning 

similarities and addressing differences in interpretations, across co-regulatory agencies as well as 

Government and industry, to ameliorate discrepancies which may arise. 

We appreciate the definition of ‘insurmountable risk’ was taken on notice as per our request in the 24 

October briefing, as this term could ultimately, be the criteria a Minister bases their determination of 

whether or not a project’s benefits outweigh its risks. This term must be subject to robust, holistic 

consultation. Precedent, case studies, and legal advice from the State Solicitor is recommended as a 

bare minimum, if a State is to veto mining developments due to a currently, undefined risk.  

 

 

Aligning expectations 
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AMEC notes the comments of the Regulator in developing this framework, that current inefficiencies 

can be addressed by providing clear pathways to reduce the feedback-loop between industry and 

regulators, to reduce unnecessary delays for all parties. We broadly support this recognition, and 

welcome opportunities and ongoing workshops which AMEC continues to express interest in hosting, 

to identify areas to address misalignments in expectations, by facilitating opportunities to engage with 

regulatory agencies. A sufficiently resourced Government will more readily support regulators in 

carrying out best practice roles of education and awareness, advice provision, development of policy, 

incremental reform, and compliance and enforcement functions.  

Whilst the ‘back and forth’ can be addressed in some instances, it is important the process does not 

inadvertently fail to consider that elements of further requests for information, differing opinions, and 

changes in circumstances, to a degree that should be determined to fit within defined limits, can still 

be incorporated and fit within timeframes.  

With this process proposed to be ‘proponent-led’, it needs to be supported by guidance materials, 

checklists and applicable baseline data, accessible by proponents, to understand regulator 

expectations and thresholds.  

We recommend developing an escalation pathway and timeframes to address uncertainties when 

regulator and industry expectations don’t align. For instance, when proponents engage external 

consultants to develop their technical reports and impact assessments, but the regulator considers an 

alternative method or outcome should be sought, what is the proposed process for addressing the 

differing opinions and focussing on outcome-based solutions? What if more than one regulatory 

agency has conflicting views? What if after publishing the Scoping Report, stakeholders are unhappy 

and view the accepted level of studies as insufficient; will Industry be expected to re-engage at the 

discretion of Government? These are realistic challenges common to industry. 

We also recommend an inter-agency hierarchy is developed, to determine who is the ‘lead agency’ for 

specific issues, for instance, groundwater management, which requires collaboration from DEM, DEW 

and the EPA.  

Greater synthesis is needed between expectations and guidance of different agencies, to enable 

industry to meet expectations, and to provide consistent expectations of Government. Addressing 

these variances early in the consultation process will create an easier pathway to development.  

Proposed timeframes 

Transparent timeframes and accountable decision making provide regulatory confidence required by 

project proponents and investors. The publication of, and adherence to these timeframes, is 

particularly important for emerging miners developing their projects, who lack a source of revenue and 

must raise equity to finance their costs. 

The identification of realistic timeframes through each stage of the Scoping process is needed. 

Identification of streamlining opportunities to expedite the ML process through Scoping, is also 

needed. Equally important, is a consistent and transparent approach to screening and assessing 

industry applications, meeting these well-communicated timelines.  
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Industry feedback has been clear, that it is unlikely the proposed 3-month timeline for Scoping will 

ever be met. Below comments are outlined in response to the proposed timelines on page 16 of the 

October 24 presentation. 

▪ Kick-off meeting: No earlier than 15 business days following receipt of Screening Report. 

Minutes from kick-off meeting provided by proponent within 10 days – need to clarify if this is 

business days; Government record-keeping is also recommended to ensure sufficient 

handover and consistency in understanding.  

▪ Draft Scoping Report: Timeline determined by proponent – the timeline for preparing the 

Draft Scoping Report comment response and issue of Final Scoping Report is to be defined 

by the proponent but expected within 20 business days – 3 months. After how long or under 

what circumstances will Government determine the process needs to recommence? Does 

this account for stop the clock, requests for further information, managing conflicting views, 

seeking legal advice?  

▪ Review by DEM: Initial high-level review by DEM across 10 business days – will feedback be 

provided?  

Content / quality review including co-regulator and EPBC referral if applicable, assumes 20 

business days – is this in addition to the 10 business days for high-level review, or concurrent 

to? Is this proposing EPBC referral will occur by Government (third-party), without notice to 

the proponent?  

AMEC recommends the kick-off meeting is attended by co-regulatory agencies as well as DEM and 

proponents in the first instance, to provide upfront transparency and consistency across all involved 

parties from the outset. This will also assist in forward planning, and ensuring timeframes are met. 

AMEC recommends Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) are established as a priority with co-

regulatory agencies DEW and EPA in the first instance, to formalise the need to meet target 

timeframes for assessment. Whilst forward planning and discussions play a role in developing 

relationships and allocating resources, there is need for formal mechanisms to ensure priority for our 

sector is maintained.  

To support the MOUs, AMEC recommends inter-regulatory agency secondment programmes are 

established between DEM, EPA and DEW. The value of regulatory staffers with transferrable skillsets 

gaining experience in other agencies to their professional development, and in supporting a highly 

skilled Government, is enormous. This will support retention and development efforts of Government. 

In the immediate however, secondees should be able to provide advice and undertake work as a 

representative of their ‘home agency’, to fast-track administrative burden from bureaucratic 

processes, to meet target timeframes.   

Clarity is sought on whether the agreement of all co-regulators will be required prior to a Minute and 

Acceptance letter being issued to a proponent? If yes, timeframes for signing and responding to the 

coordinating agency should be built into the MOU. 

AMEC also seeks clarity on how ‘stop the clock’ mechanisms will be accounted for within the Scoping 

framework? Accountability and transparency of target time frames and approvals pathways are 

important at all stages of the process, and can assist in identifying barriers to development. We 

welcome the development of MERS, which will provide this expected transparency and enable key 
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stakeholders to track progress of applications. It is important that ‘stop the clock’ provisions are also 

adequately addressed in developing the Scoping Framework, subject to robust consultation.  

It is recommended DEM publishes the number of Scoping Reports that have adhered to target 

timeframes, once finalised, on a quarterly basis, and in the DEM Annual Report, for transparency. 

Stakeholder engagement 

Industry has been, and continues on a shift to engage in best-practice stakeholder engagement, 

recognising the importance of early identification of key stakeholders, and developing long-term 

relationships. The development of the Mineral Exploration Code of Conduct is one such development 

to document these relationships and engagement plans, which whilst they exist and are used, are 

often not shared beyond those directly impacted.  

Scoping appears to favour a ‘better informed’ public engagement process, with expectations for 

increased proponent-driven engagement, reducing direct landholder engagement by Government. 

Clarity is sought on what is expected to constitute acceptable engagement, and this should be 

measurable.   

For example, if a Notice of Entry requires 42 days, would engagement on the screening and scoping 

phases also require 42 days of notice, to be seen as meeting regulator expectations? What if 

stakeholders do not agree to the proposed terms of the Scoping Report, and reasonable steps have 

been taken by industry to engage in good faith? Reasonable expectations must be carefully worded 

so as not to result in unintended consequences. 

Case study 

AMEC recommends a case study is shared with industry, to demonstrate how regulators anticipate 

the scoping process to work and provide more transparency and certainty to all relevant stakeholders. 

A possible avenue to develop this case study, is for the regulators to retrospectively apply the scoping 

process to a mining project that has recently commenced, to outline the strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities and gaps in the proposed process. This approach will also enable consideration of the 

costs, commercial timeframes and cyclical nature of the commodity market, that the scoping process 

would benefit from building safeguards in, to account for, by way of formal timeframes for approval.  

Pilot testing 

Industry appreciates the approach taken by DEM, to break down aspects of Scoping and pilot test 

them, to ensure they are fit for purpose before a holistic testing phase commences.  

Pilot testing enables consideration of practicalities and presents opportunities to address challenges 

prior to formal commencement. AMEC seeks continued engagement as this progresses. 

Cost recovery 

AMEC questions how the Scoping process is intended to be funded? What are the proposed quantum 

of costs applicable to Scoping, and how have they been reached? We caution against cost recovery 

for core Government services, and recommend resourcing and funding for this project, should come 

from consolidated revenue. 
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Development of standardised checklists, templates and documents 

AMEC welcomes the opportunity to engage in next stages of the consultation process, flagged to 

commence in Q1 2023, to develop the templates, checklists and documents to support the Scoping 

framework.  

There is opportunity to develop standardised checklists, templates and criteria for use across industry, 

to provide increased upfront awareness of the ‘plain-English’ statutory requirements, to support an 

effective Scoping process, for example, the Scoping Checklist. 

AMEC also recommends further engagement to determine thresholds which could be built into 

MERS, where proponents can utilise baseline data relevant to their project, to identify if their project 

thresholds and criteria may benefit from using the Scoping pathway.  

The documents and resources developed would benefit from being simple, scalable, and able to be 

used by junior explorers as well as larger operations. They should contain direct references to 

legislation for context, including links to online webpages the Department has developed, that do not 

change whenever there is an update. This will reduce the time spent updating all resources whenever 

IT works are undertaken.  

We have previously provided feedback on opportunities to streamline operating documents (PEPR), 

which should also be applied to Scoping. For example, as recommended to improve consistency, 

reporting and assessing of PEPRs, rather than the duplicative current requirements where multiple 

sections require the same information, there is opportunity to input information once, and reference 

that particular section throughout the rest of the document. It is recommended this approach is 

introduced into Scoping Reports from the outset.  

Western Australia 

WA’s EPA undertook consultation in 2021 on a suite of reforms to the Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA) (Part IV Divisions 1 and 2) under the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (WA). The 

Environmental Scoping Document (ESD) guidance and template was developed as under the EP Act, 

the EPA can decide a proponent must undertake environmental review under section 40(2)(b). The 

EPA must determine the form, content, timing and procedure of the environmental review and publish 

an indicative outline of the timing of the environmental review. The Chair, under Delegation from the 

EPA, will specify whether the ESD is to be prepared by the EPA or the proponent. Proponents are 

able to contact EPA Services, or the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) if 

they need assistance in preparing an ESD.  

In development of the ESD, industry feedback found the ESD ‘comprehensive’ and concern was 

raised that the preparation of an ESD was a duplicative requirement, with similar levels of detail 

required in the Environmental Review Document (ERD).  

Amendments to projects during ESD and ERD were raised as a point of concern, with ambiguous 

stakeholder consultation requirements creating uncertainty and potential delays, at the discretion of 

the Regulator. 
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Queensland  

Queensland’s Department of Environment and Science (DES) is currently undertaking a review and 

overhaul of their existing pre-lodgement process for resources projects, the Guidance for Resource 

Industry Project (GRIP). This extensive process has traversed the course of the last 18 months, to 

understand internal and external stakeholder concerns, ideas and priorities; develop a revised pre-

lodgement process and associated supporting materials; a case management process to propose the 

interaction between co-regulatory agencies and proponents; training materials for staff and applicants; 

and a review of current and future guidance materials. 

Feedback through this process has identified concerns South Australia can address ahead of time, 

including but not limited to: 

▪ Proponents consider there are unclear expectations of process and the amount of information 

that will be required; 

▪ There are unclear expectations surrounding timeframes; 

▪ There is a lack of supporting materials or rationale to support technical assessment; 

▪ There are opportunities to reduce the duplicative information requirements for submissions; 

▪ Welcome development of targeted, tailored guidance material to appropriately target risk; 

▪ Need for coordination between co-regulatory agencies; 

▪ Resourcing capabilities and capacity to conduct risk-based assessment, and short-and-long 

term planning considerations should be addressed; 

▪ Need for transparent hierarchical structure in assessment pathway; 

▪ Need for tailored, structured; relevant guidance material for junior explorers and operators; 

▪ Need for structure and consistency in kick-off meetings; 

▪ Opportunity for increasing consistency between co-regulators and industry, reflecting 

outcome of kick-off meetings; 

▪ Need for effective record keeping and handover between regulators to account for shifts in 

resourcing; 

▪ Opportunity to increase communication to align with legislative and expectation changes; 

▪ Opportunity for increased educational sessions to provide a consistent understanding across 

Government and Industry, of standard expectations aligning with legislation; 

▪ Opportunity to utilised industry associations to target educational activities; 

▪ Opportunity to structure kick-off meetings to enable awareness of proposed deadlines, 

potential delays, Native Title considerations, and any deviation from standard process. 

 

Review process for Scoping Framework 

A formal review process is required as an element of best practice regulation, to ensure the process is 

working as intended, and identify opportunities for refining. AMEC recommends an initial review, two 

years post-commencement of the entire Scoping process, followed by further reviews at regular, five-

yearly intervals, subject to other circumstances including legislative reform, which may require 

amendment to these review periods. 

Final Comment 

AMEC appreciates the opportunity to provide a submission to the first phase of the Scoping 

Framework consultation. The proposed feedback, considerations and recommendations seek to 
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support an efficient regulatory system that clearly outlines the path to development for emerging 

minerals projects in South Australia, recognising the importance of meeting stringent regulatory 

requirements.  

We look forward to continued engagement as next steps progress.  

 

For further information please contact: 

Sam Panickar 

Manager – SA, AMEC 

0423 914 249 
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Recommendations: 

1) Undertake a Regulatory Impact Assessment to understand the impact of the Scoping process, 

and realistic timeframes 

2) Provide Industry with the detailed list of Regulator expectations against each criteria, as read 

during the presentation  

3) Workshops (ongoing) with AMEC and members to support robust consultation and development 

of supporting documents 

4) Clarify if Scoping is intended to replace the pre-lodgement process 

5) Clarify ‘voluntary’ aspect of Scoping 

6) Develop an online impact metric or assessment threshold tool, to provide high-level insight to 

industry of likely potential impacts for inclusion 

7) Government and Industry co-develop thresholds for impact criteria, underpinned by suitable 

baseline data 

8) Government and Industry co-develop an impact criteria triage process 

9) Develop a clear outline of reform priorities and technical guidance development 

10) Develop escalation pathway where conflicting expectations between industry and co-regulators 

may arise  

11) Develop a glossary of terms for inclusion in the next round of consultation  

12) Develop an interagency hierarchy to determine who the lead agency will be on specific issues  

13) Kick off meeting to be attended by all co-regulator agencies as well as DEM and proponents. 

14) Establish Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) with co-regulatory agencies DEW and EPA to 

formalise target timeframes. 

15) Establish an inter-agency secondment programme between DEM, DEW and EPA to promote 

greater decision-making within agencies, and support development of a highly skilled public 

sector. 

16) Address how ‘stop the clock’ mechanisms will be accounted for 

17) Transparent reporting of target timeframes on a quarterly basis, and in the DEM Annual Report 

18) Initial review of Scoping, two-years post-commencement of entire process; followed by further 

five-yearly reviews subject to change 

19) Increase regulator approval officer resourcing urgently  

20) Resources focus on clearing approvals backlog now, and progress Scoping consultation once 

additional resources are in place 

21) Develop and share a case study of scoping, as proposed by DEM, in practice 

22) Confirm costs for Scoping will be funded from consolidated revenue 
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23) Develop standardised checklists, templates and criteria which can be used by less-experienced 

explorers as well as larger companies 

24) Build threshold assessments into MERS 

25) Keep forms, templates and processes simple, and reference to legislation and URLs that do not 

repeatedly require updates in multiple sections 

 


