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Introduction  

The Association of Mining and Exploration Companies (AMEC) appreciates the opportunity to be 

consulted on the post transition review of the Financial Provisioning Scheme (FPS). AMEC is actively 

engaged on this matter to articulate the real and potential affects that will arise for the exploration and 

mining industry.  

About AMEC 

AMEC is a national peak industry body, representing more than 500 mining and mineral exploration 

companies across Australia, with more than 60 member companies actively exploring, mining and 

developing projects in Queensland. 

The AMEC membership base is dominated by companies looking for New Economy Minerals—critical 

minerals, REE and metals—needed for the future. Our members and associates in Queensland 

explore, develop and produce minerals including Antimony, Bauxite, Coal, Cobalt, Copper, Gold, 

Graphite, Lead, Lithium, Mineral Sands, Molybdenum, Nickel, Rare Earths, Silver, Tungsten, 

Vanadium and Zinc. 

Feedback on the FPS post transition review discussion paper  

AMEC would like to acknowledge the efforts of Mr. Murray Smith, Scheme Manager, Queensland 

Treasury who is genuine and consistent in his efforts to collaborate with industry to improve the FPS 

and its operation. AMEC would like to offer Mr. Smith the opportunity to do a webinar with AMEC 

members and gather feedback from the small and mid-level explorers and miners that AMEC 

represents to help inform ongoing decision making. It is critical for small and mid-level organisations 

to maximise their cash flow in the development phase and implementation of alternative solutions to 

support the FPS as described below, would help support this. Please contact Sarah Gooley, 

Queensland Director, AMEC, to arrange.  

Please note that in some sections AMEC has provided an overarching comment as opposed to 

answering each question. As a member-based, not for profit organisation it was not appropriate for 

AMEC to answer some questions.  

General feedback summary 

The proposal to increase the ERC threshold is not simple and will impact organisations in different 

ways; further consultation on this issue is recommended.  
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AMEC supports: 

 Assessment methodology that recognises when the resources being assessed are critical to 

achieving broader government objectives/targets or supports regional economic stability.   

 Flexibility for an organisation to choose if they are captured by the Fund or access surety. 

 The ability of organisations to pay by instalments and maximise cash flow during the critical 

development phase.  

 More detailed information being provided to facilitate a more accurate risk rating, however only 

if this is married to a longer review timeframe of three years. 

 The review timeframe being increased up to three years. 

 Transition periods being longer, e.g. up to three years, where a review has resulted in a change 

in the risk category.  

 Discounts being provided for demonstrated rehabilitation work and implementation of related 

innovative solutions. 

AMEC does not support: 

 The narrative presented in the energy transition and the treatment of coal being different to 

other commodities.  

 Policy decisions that have serious implications for organisations not being based on evidence 

or connected to a clearly defined problem.  

Prescribed estimated rehabilitation calculator 

AMEC believe the issue of raising the ERC threshold is potentially not consistent with the purpose of 

the FPS and that further consultation on this issue, in particular with AMEC members who will be 

most impacted, is required. If the threshold is increased, many AMEC members will then be required 

to pay surety. This has two implications namely; it reduces the capital available to a member at a 

critical time of development and secondly it diverts contributions away from the fund. AMEC 

understands the intent of the scheme was to maximise fund capability to be able to cover the costs of 

non-compliance. While increasing the threshold might achieve process efficiency for the Scheme, 

AMEC queries the benefit, if any, it will deliver for its members.  

If a decision is made to increase the threshold, AMEC suggests that the proposal could be supported 

by an option for organisations to opt into the scheme fund as an alternative to having to secure surety 

from a third party. This would help provide flexibility for industry to operate in a way that benefits their 

unique situation.  

Scheme administration process 

AMEC strongly supports the option of organisations paying into the scheme in intervals, to help 

improve cash flow at a critical time of the mine development phase. Enabling cash flow through this 

development phase for small and mid-level organisation would be an immense benefit to the industry 

and improvement to the scheme. The current operation of the scheme sees AMEC members often 

having to seek investors to support their fund contribution. This can be an enormous bottle neck to an 
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organisation in managing cash flow and attracting investment; it is also a barrier to the Queensland 

Government delivering broadly on their ambition to support the resources industry, in particular New 

Economy Minerals, as articulated in the Queensland Resources Industry Development Plan.  

AMEC also strongly supports the scheme considering the importance of the resources being 

assessed through the frame of how it will help deliver broader government targets and objectives, 

such as the renewable energy target and the emissions reduction target.  

AMEC is aware that for its members, the scheme does present challenges as far as the extent of 

information required for a review. The review process in the current annual form does not present 

value for an organisation, especially when the level of fees involved are considered. As such, AMEC 

supports the proposal to increase the length of review up to three years. 

Further, under the scenario that an assessment or review delivers a risk category not to the 

satisfaction of the organisation, understanding what they could have done/or need to do differently to 

improve their rating is not easily understood. This relates to an issue that AMEC members have 

raised around the lack of transparency around timing and assessment once an application is made to 

the scheme. Some simple communications or commitments to support predictability would improve 

the scheme’s operation.   

AMEC is supportive of the scheme possibly considering more qualitative information from an 

organisation to inform their decision making. Doing this might help not only build the scheme’s 

understanding of the industry more, but also help reduce the risk category of the project. The scheme 

however would need to be consistent in how they exercise discretion, if more subjective information 

was to be considered.  

AMEC would suggest that there is information that remains static year to year and that the more the 

system is automated, the more efficiency could be gained in this space. Further any efforts to embed 

a ‘single input – multi use’ system across departmental processes, assessment and their 

corresponding systems, would be positive. 

Financial soundness assessment methodology 

AMEC supports the proposal to seek additional information to perform the risk assessment, on the 

basis it is in combination with the longer (three year) review time frame.  

Resource Project Characteristics Assessment Methodology 

AMEC is aware that rehabilitation is not an output of, nor is it being facilitated by the scheme. AMEC 

supports the proposal to reduce the assurance or surety amount in response to an organisations good 

performance as it relates to their rehabilitation performance.  

Further AMEC would support a proposal where the assurance or surety could be reduced under the 

circumstance that an organisation was proposing to do something innovative to achieve a 

rehabilitation or net environmental outcome.  
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Risk category allocation optimisation 

AMEC is not supportive of including more risk categories. Instead, AMEC would support a longer 

transition period under scenarios where an organisation has changed risk category, as well as 

increased transparency to support understanding of the decision.  

Fund threshold level 

AMEC suggests that a scale of fund thresholds would be of benefit to its membership. However more 

information is required.  

Improve energy transformation 

AMEC finds the issues raised in this section to be highly concerning. AMEC recognises the global, 

national and state emission reduction targets, and is encouraged by work that is happening to identify 

renewable energy sources and low emission technologies. The resources industry is a leader in the 

realm of decarbonising as it relates to setting emissions reduction targets, as well as implementing 

zero and low emission technologies, including investment in research, development and design of 

these technologies. Most of AMEC’s Queensland based membership are involved in exploration, 

development and production activities to support the supply of New Economy Minerals essential to 

deliver a local and global low carbon economy.  

Actions that target a specific commodity, such as coal, which may be considered a discrete action 

from the perspective of the Queensland Government, has wide ranging ramifications for the resources 

industry as a whole. As has been recently learnt by the industry in response to the Treasurer and 

Queensland Government’s decision to implement the highest coal royalties globally. This decision not 

only triggered investor nervousness within the coal industry, but broadly for investors that are seeking 

to support all commodity assets and development in Queensland. This act is one of blatant policy and 

tax instability and it has had broad implications.  

As such, AMEC strongly advocates that the scheme manager does not pursue a position whereby 

any commodity is classified at a higher risk. An action of this nature sends two strong messages to 

the resources industry and investors, namely: 

1. The Queensland Government does not support the coal industry, and more broadly is not 

supportive of the resources sector. 

2. Those operating in Queensland should prepare themselves for ongoing instability, as this 

attitude and approach will eventually affect them.  

Overall, it will undermine the investment attractiveness of Queensland.  

In response to your specific questions. 

26. From your perspective, does energy transformation present a risk to the operation of the 

Scheme?  

AMEC does not believe that the energy transformation presents a risk to the scheme, as the pathway 

to energy transformation is still in its infancy. In the absence of granular actions and agreed pathways 

across government to achieve the current commitments and targets as they relate to emissions 
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reductions, renewable energy and hydrogen, it is difficult to assess in an informed way how this 

transition will play out in Queensland and consequently, what this might mean for the scheme. It 

would be premature of the scheme to consider this as a consideration until the above mentioned 

pathway is clearly articulated and the impacts and interventions known.    

27. In terms of the probability of default and the probability of no site sale given default, how 

could the FPS better capture the impact energy transformation might have on the EA Holder’s 

financial strength and the economic life of the resource?  

AMEC suggest the current FPS should be capturing this through the current methodologies, 

considering they are designed to measure risk. Proposals presented in the discussion paper and 

possible solutions, such as the requirements for more detailed information to better assess risk, in 

combination with longer review intervals of up to three years, should assist in understanding whether 

the energy transition is impacting those captured by the scheme. Further the methodology should be 

accompanied by collaborative engagement and conversation between the scheme and the operator 

to ensure any qualitative considerations in this space are also being captured and considered. 

28. What is your view on consideration of energy transformation and other saleability factors 

into the RPCA assessment?  

AMEC is against incorporating energy transition as a considered factor in the RPCA based on the 

reasons provided above. Further consultation on proposed metrics and method to consider options for 

this would need to be completed for AMEC to make a full assessment of the impact.  

29. What do you see as the risks of energy transformation and investor decarbonisation on the 

likely profile of risk into the future – that is, do you see the financial soundness of the State’s 

counterparties, on aggregate, strengthening or weakening in response to these trends? 

It is difficult for AMEC to provide an informed assessment of the risk energy transition presents based 

on the reasons above. In the current local and global energy crisis and unstable geopolitical 

environment, as Europe embarks on what is predicted to be an extreme winter, governments should 

be taking quick and decisive action to support and secure the energy sources critical to protecting life 

and avoiding humanitarian crisis.  

Surety 

The narrative in the discussion paper appears to be based on anecdotal here-say and AMEC would 

prefer that this conversation and consultation was being undertake based on factual evidence from 

banks and adjacent industries involved in providing surety.  

As far as the engagement with Queensland Treasury Corporation is concerned, AMEC welcomes 

their engagement and would be happy to facilitate connection with members to help inform this 

analysis.  

Risk assessment process redesign 

AMEC supports closer engagement of the scheme manager with members that are captured by the 

scheme. Consistent with previous comments, the scheme managers improved understanding of a 

resource operation will improve the capability of not only the scheme to better understand the 
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industry, but also the industry to support the scheme by feeling understood and having a doorway in 

to seek support and ask questions. One of the key reasons AMEC is consistently supportive of the 

Department of Resources is the effort they make to be collaborative and transparent, and this is 

largely based on the development of relationships. If the scheme manager and their team were to 

invest similarly, it would be of significant benefit to both parties.  

For further information contact: 

Sarah Gooley 

Director, Queensland 

Sarah.Gooley@amec.org.au  

Phone No. 0455 743 329 

 

Amy Warden 

Policy Advisor, Queensland 

Amy.Warden@amec.org.au 

Phone No. 0401 018 098  

 

 


