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Introduction  

AMEC appreciates the opportunity to provide a submission to the Commonwealth Government’s 

consultation on the establishment of the $1.9B Powering the Regions Fund (PRF). To support the 

Government’s ambitious decarbonisation agenda, it is imperative mechanisms such as the PRF 

undergo robust consultation to ensure maximum benefits can be derived across the nation.  

About AMEC 

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

representing over 540 member companies across 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 $43.2 billion in royalties and taxes.  

Powering the Regions Fund – Consultation Paper 

General Comments 

AMEC welcomes the collaborative approach the Department of Climate Change, Energy, the 

Environment and Water (DCCEEW) has undertaken to consult on the establishment of the PRF. This 

transformational Fund has the potential to assist Australia’s regional industrial sector to transition 

towards emissions reduction targets, to support the Government’s ambition for Australia to become a 

renewable energy superpower. 

The intent of the Fund is supported, to enable Australia, specifically regional Australia, to maintain a 

competitive edge by helping to fund the transition to net zero emissions while unlocking new 

economic opportunities for global trade and investment.  

Aligning the Commonwealth’s objectives with each State and Territory’s individual targets and 

agendas, must continue to be a priority. Equally important, is ensuring the PRF complements existing 

funds, programs and initiatives, to facilitate the transition to net zero. In a rapidly changing regulatory 

and legislative environment, in recognition of the importance of decarbonisation agendas, maintaining 

best practice consultation and engagement will be vital. AMEC welcomes continued engagement on 
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the development of supporting guidelines and policy to distinctly outline the functions of the PRF, and 

more broadly, with the recently formed Net Zero Economy Taskforce. 

In the below submission AMEC has answered the discussion questions.  

1. How should the PRF best be delivered with a regional focus? 

To differentiate the PRF from other decarbonisation and regional support initiatives, a strategic plan, 

outlining initiatives that are already in place, as well as planned regional and national priorities 

recognised by Government, should be a first step to provide an updated holistic overview. This should 

cover electricity, infrastructure, water and power utilities.  

Working in tandem with the Commonwealth, State and Territory Government agencies as well as 

industry can assist in developing a current and 5-, 10- and 20-year project pipeline. The development 

of this pipeline should influence a dedicated stream of support for particular regions, a suggested 

option in this discussion paper.  

It is important the definition of ‘regional’, as per the Department of Home Affairs is clearly articulated, 

to ensure grant funding is awarded as per the classification of regional. 

2. If any regions are to be prioritised, what factors should be considered? 

The priority of the PRF is to decarbonise existing industries. It is sensible that in the first instance 

focus is given to those regions which host emitters subject to the Safeguard Mechanism, that will also 

be subject to the PRF. Whilst SMEs may not trigger the safeguard mechanism, they should be 

supported as we undergo shifts to cumulative impacts in environmental assessments and mitigation 

strategies. As part of the prioritised region, it is important to consider the impacts and supports junior-

to-mid-tier enterprises would benefit from, under the auspice of the PRF, in current and future rounds 

and sub-streams.  

3. What is the best way to design and deliver support within any prioritised regions, or otherwise 
achieve the objective of regional transformation?  

Robust, holistic consultation with impacted stakeholders is vital to planning and delivering support 

within prioritised regions and/or to achieve the objectives of regional transformation. In addition to the 

Commonwealth’s engagement with Industry, Indigenous Groups and State and Territory 

Governments to date, next stages of the PRF could include the establishment of regional roundtables 

and stakeholder reference groups in prioritised regional areas or industries. These groups should 

continue to include a broad range of directly impacted stakeholders to ensure best practice 

consultation principles are maintained and outcomes are trackable, to continue delivering optimal 

results. 

4. Is there an approach to funding that will best allow the PRF to be accessible to the depth and 
breadth of industry across Australia? 

The development and publication of transparent, equitable funding guidelines and criteria should 

provide a clear outline to prospective applicants, timelines, key dates, the assessment process, and 

the weightings for specific selection criteria, to enable planning for applications. It should also outline 

if there will be funding caps for specific programs (or outcomes), governance arrangements, 
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assessment pathways, escalation pathways, interaction with other State / Territory / Commonwealth 

Grant programs, and the ability to apply (or re-apply) for subsequent rounds of the PRF.  

A clear audit process should be in place from the outset to that taxpayers can see the outcomes 

achieved. 

Given the importance of the PRF, in combination with the other programs outlined in the discussion 

paper, Industry welcomes feedback for the reasons for the awards of grants, and the ability for 

unsuccessful grant applicants to receive feedback. This will be important in assisting applicants for 

future rounds of funding. 

5. Do you have any concerns over recipients being required to monitor performance and report 
publicly on project outcomes (including abatement achieved)? 

Transparency is supported, however it must be balanced with not introducing unnecessarily complex 

reporting requirements. It can be challenging to report on project outcomes and performance in a 

short timeframe or reporting window, particularly the achievement of abatements. The regional 

transformation sought under the auspice of the PRF and associated safeguard mechanism reforms 

will impact Industry’s largest emitters. The changes would expectedly take substantial time before 

benefits can be demonstrated, to a demonstrable degree. 

The PRF, subject to the publication of funding guidelines, may for instance be used for research and 

development purposes or to support proof of concept works. If so, it will be challenging for a 

successful recipient to quantify success and attribute environmental improvements to the existence of 

the PRF without potentially misleading the market and ‘greenwashing’. This is an outcome that can be 

avoided, by not setting complex, prescriptive reporting requirements, whilst still maintaining 

accountability and transparency requirements.  

6. Should there be limits to the total funding any project, region or sector can receive?  

Yes, there should be equitable access to regions, projects and sectors applying for funding under the 

PRF. Limits should be well communicated at the beginning of the pool and consider if the projects will 

be multi-user, and how this will be governed. Transparency of decision making and allocation of PRF 

funding is important.  

For instance, it would not be equitable to allocate a large portion of funding to one project (proponent) 

in one region only, at the expense of others, without publishing the rationale. A forward-looking 

approach with a timeline outlining likely release dates for future rounds of the PRF and sub-streams 

would mitigate some concern. 

7. What factors beyond emissions reduction should be considered when assessing projects?  
a) Should the priority be emissions reductions at lowest cost? 

While the lowest cost emissions reductions strategies may provide ‘low hanging fruit’, the 

transformational projects for the regions to meet the intent of the PRF, are unlikely to be the lowest 

cost. The market will naturally gravitate towards financing such projects. More difficult to achieve 

projects where there has been a market failure should be prioritised. For example, the North West 

Interconnected System (NWIS) is a region transforming project, requiring substantial private and 

public investment and planning over a long-term period. Approximately 65% of Australia and nearly 
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400 mines are connected to the NEM or SWIS. Decarbonising the electricity grid presents an 

opportunity. It should not be overlooked because it is not the lowest cost initiative. The transparency 

and clarity of the PRF guidelines and weightings for criteria will be important in establishing this 

understanding. Alternatively, if there is another Commonwealth Government program that would be 

more suitable for an initiative, feedback would be welcome.  

b) Should factors such as demonstration / technology potential, difficulty of abatement, 
electricity network or industry growth and community impacts be considered? 

These factors should be considered as they are pertinent, and proponents that transparently disclose 

them in line with the PRF guidelines, can display their due diligence. It is important consideration be 

given to factors potential PRF recipients will be expected to publicly report progress against, and how 

progress can be quantified and assessed, if disclosing these aspects.  

c) Should a project that demonstrates an experimental technology or supports the 
establishment of a new industry and jobs be preferred? 

Experimental technology should not be given precedence over existing technologies, as this could 

overlook that existing technologies may be used in alternative ways to deliver different outcomes. The 

PRF needs to have a singular focus on decarbonisation. 

Job creation is welcome and should be a priority of Federal, State and Territory Governments to grow 

the economy. A long-term outlook on sustainable job creation, skills development and employment 

opportunities, to support a short-to-medium term overview, will be beneficial for regional Australia. 

D) How should risk of non-delivery or non-performance be assessed when considering 
demonstration projects? 

Applicants for the PRF will expectedly need to demonstrate due diligence in their application, the 

extent of which will be documented in the PRF guidelines. A commensurate level of detail as to the 

due diligence considerations could be staggered, with the required level of detail increasing the 

further into the funding process an applicant proceeds. It is typically a costly undertaking to engage a 

consultant to prepare an application for a grant of this nature. As such, it would be prudent to ensure 

engagement and expected levels of detail, including risk of non-delivery, are detailed at an 

appropriate time in the application process. 

Clarity of application and grant criteria is fundamental. Government must make a risk-based 

assessment on applications. It is important that definitions, timelines and expectations are clearly 

outlined in the PRF guidelines. Due consideration should be given to the remoteness of regional 

Australia, its susceptibility to natural weather events, and the long-term associated access and supply 

chain impacts.  

E) Are there any other factors that should be considered? 

Access to the regions, both physical and virtual can be challenging due to the extreme remoteness 

and important cultural and safety considerations. Natural weather and biosecurity threats can also 

add additional layers of risk. All of these considerations, in addition to scarce supplies and labour 

challenges, increase operating costs, heighten recruitment challenges, and increase competition for 

consideration with a range of initiatives being released within tight timeframes.  
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Whilst all are important, for robust response and tangible outcomes, prioritisation while progressing 

business as usual operations, can add an additional layer of complexity.  

Advance notification of upcoming rounds of funding, and effective communication between State, 

Commonwealth and Territory Governments, will be appreciated. 

Environmental and cultural clearances are expensive and take time to negotiate and undertake. There 

is an opportunity for the Commonwealth to provide more support for industrial land precincts.  

8. Should grants be open to individual facilities only, or should facilities be able to submit a joint 
application? For example, proposals to jointly develop common use infrastructure.  

Given the scale of projects likely to fit the criteria of the PRF, facilities should be able to submit a joint 

application. This could be on behalf of an industry, sector or region. However, it must be clearly 

outlined in the PRF guidelines the weightings for multi-user versus single proponent projects, for 

transparency. 

Multiple facility applications should be given a greater weighting. 

9. Should there be any exceptions to the proposed joint contribution funding model? 
a) Should in-kind funding be counted towards an applicant’s contribution?  

In-kind funding of less than 50% should be counted towards an applicant’s contribution, along with 

funding from other grant initiatives, given the size and scale of the projects required to drive regional 

transformation. These long-term, high-net-worth projects and their associated funding models will 

likely be subject to review by Australian financial regulators, and that function should remain with 

those entities rather than the grant administrator. 

10. Should the IDS support both capital and non-capital investments?  

The IDS should be able to support both capital and non-capital investments, in recognition of the 

importance of decarbonisation efforts and the role of non-capital processes, such as flowsheet 

improvements and research and development to facilitate. The boundaries for acceptable and 

unacceptable funding applications should be clearly outlined in the PRF guidelines, and supported by 

the publication of reasons to award or withhold PRF funding.  

11. Does a matched funding model work for the IDS? Should there be any exceptions?  

A matched funding model doubles the impact of the funding. It can be reviewed for effectiveness after 

a sufficient time period, to consider if there are alternative funding models that would more effectively 

meet the intent of the IDS. A review and lessons learnt after the first round of the IDS is 

recommended at the minimum. A possible exception is hard to abate emissions. 

12. Should the IDS offer grants or another type of financial incentive?  

Grants and accelerated depreciation are important for emerging miners and junior-mid companies, in 

addition to the existence of levies, research and development tax incentives, and attractive royalty 

regimes. These financial incentives are required to attract financing in a globally competitive market, 

and require Government support to continuously drive the innovation and advancements needed to 

reduce emissions. 

13. Would multiple, targeted rounds of funding support project development? 
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Yes, as this fund is new and alongside other initiatives, multiple, targeted rounds of funding can 

enable the benefits of the funding to support a broader range of project development. 

14. Would the development of IDS sub-streams benefit project development? 
a) What categories of sub-streams should be considered?  

Sub-streams of the IDS could include a research and development stream, Scope 2 emissions 

stream, and alternate sources of energy stream.   

A sub-stream model should be carefully implemented to ensure priority regions, industries and 

sectors can be captured within the sub-stream, without compromising the funding available to other 

regions which may not have been deemed a priority, but still warrant funding to support the transition.  

Similarly, provisions should be considered that do not unintentionally crowd out smaller and emerging 

entrants from the market, as their initial reach may not be as wide as a large proponent. 

Consideration should be given to proportionality and long-term impacts, holistically. 

15. What assessment criteria should the IDS use to select projects? 

The assessment criteria should be underpinned by best-practice fundamentals of transparency, 

consistency, and clarity. Joint proposals for common use infrastructure projects should be a priority. 

This needs to be clearly reflected in the weightings of the criteria that are published well in advance of 

the PRF opening.  

It is likely that SMEs and small-scale projects will require additional support to understand the process 

requirements as they progress through the funding stages. It is recommended this support is available 

to them, as the cost of engaging consultants at every stage of the process can lift the barrier for entry 

for junior-mid caps from the market, which should be avoided.  

As per the intent of the PRF and the IDS to support the decarbonisation of existing industry, focusing 

funding on regions where industry exists would be pragmatic. In particular, WA’s Pilbara and 

Goldfields, South Australia, Queensland and New South Wales’ mining centres.  

20. What are the main challenges when it comes to workforce development? 
a) Are you currently experiencing any skills shortages that impact your ability to develop or 

deliver a potential project? 

Australia has near record low unemployment rates of 3.4% in November 2022, as per the ABS. The 

remote nature of work in the minerals sector requires an element of regional travel for those not 

regionally based, and can often include shift work, varying climates an element of fly-in-fly-out (FIFO) 

or drive-in-drive-out (DIDO). These workers are well remunerated and have access to countless 

training and development opportunities to support a lifelong career in the sector.  

However, these conditions can pose a barrier to employment, and whilst the preference is to hire 

locally, the skillsets and availability of a local workforce is limited. We are currently experiencing not 

only a skills shortage, but a labour shortage across Australia, hampered by COVID-19, visa delays, 

and heavily reduced inter-and-intra state work travel, compounded by excessive visa processing 

delays. There is increasing competition for skilled labour workers and engineers and managers to 

work on construction and Government roles, presenting a challenge to our industry to attract, retain, 
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and develop a pipeline of talent. These challenges have a multiplier effect on inflation, adding further 

costs and delays to operations across the country.  

21. How should the PRF support workforce development?  
a) Should additional funding be offered to projects that deliver greater workforce 

development and participation? 
b) Should workforce development be an eligibility requirement? 

An element of the PRF application should outline workforce strategies, targets and plans. The award 

of the PRF should consider workforce development and participation, but should not be a prohibitive 

factor given the extreme remoteness of some of these likely projects. The priority of the PRF has to 

be decarbonisation, but a portion of the fund should be focussed on workforce development. 

The PRF guidelines could outline a requirement for applicants to demonstrate consideration of the 

VET and skills initiatives already in the region, so as not to duplicate, but to complement existing 

initiatives.  

Another pathway to support workforce development could be to link the IDS / PRF with a ‘clean 

energy’ training stream, to the Education System for highschoolers, aligning with the Science, 

Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) development pipeline. 

22. How should workforce development impacts be measured and assessed?  

Industry already undertakes estimates of FTE and contracted workers that will be required during 

construction, operation and shut-down of their facilities. This reporting can be outlined in the PRF 

guidelines to quantify employment opportunities at the point in time of application. If a greater 

explanation of development opportunities is required for existing employees and locals in the region, 

this should be clearly communicated in the selection criteria of the PRF guidelines. 

Other 

In relation to Australian Carbon Credit Unit Scheme (ACCUS) and the Emissions Reduction Fund 

(ERF), AMEC welcomes further guidance and clarity in early 2023, ahead of the anticipated opening 

of the ERF. The governance provisions, improved transparency and facilitation of positive project 

outcomes and co-benefits sought to be delivered through the ERF were all elements of the 

independent review into ACCUS released in January 2023, which will impact many likely proponents 

of the PRF.  

The list of funding initiatives on pages 4-5 of the consultation document demonstrate the scale of 

Commonwealth money in the sector. Ensuring the effectiveness of these programmes while avoiding 

duplication is a concern.  

The ATO’s application of the Research and Development Tax Incentive and the use of the tax system 

to incentivise investment into renewables has not been discussed in the PRF consultation paper. 

Final Comment 

AMEC appreciates the opportunity to provide input to the establishment of the Powering the Regions 

Fund, through various consultations and this discussion paper. We welcome continued engagement 

between the State, Territory and Commonwealth Governments, together with industry, to ensure the 
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PRF can meet its intent and we can work together collaboratively to support an effective 

decarbonisation transition. 

 

For further information please contact: 

Neil van Drunen    Sam Panickar 

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

Industry Policy, AMEC   0423 914 249 

0407 057 443 


