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Outline:
1. Determine what the most important mine closure planning 

(MCP) challenges are, with a focus on the interactions 
between mine operators and mine regulators

2. The project involved a comprehensive review of literature, 
practice and consultation (interviews) of industry MCP 
expertsfrom partner companies and regulatory agencies 

3. We used a hybrid complex adaptive system (HCAS) views 
to identify the fundamental issues at the heart of the 
closure planning process (plan vs actual realisation). 

4. Developed a new Integrated Mine Transition Framework 
(IMTF)for MCP was developed based on CAS  - 3-stage 
approach for addressing MCP challenges

5. This work identified 25 key issues which were grouped 
into the six key elements of the HCAS framework 
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1. Problem

2. Methodology

3. Key Findings

4. Impact & Implication

5. Q & A

Summary



While Mine Closure Planning (MCP) is compulsory 
for securing a licence to operate any mine, be it 
surface or underground, the real task of planning 
for post-mining alternatives with accurate cost 
estimates is a challenging problem owing to the 
changing nature of :

üclosure processes in mining operation

üdeposit knowledge and uncertainties

ümine ownership and costs over life of mine

üregulatory requirements across states

ürequirements from external stakeholders

üEvidence supporting MCP outcomes 
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The Problem:
ɢDisconnect between mine closure planning and outcomesɣ



Methodology
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Industry Practice 
& Literature 

Review

Industry 
Consultations & 

Surveys

Detailed 
Desktop Analysis

Due to the complexity of challenges and scenarios frequently associated with the end of mine life, 
supply chain linkages, and the engagement of various stakeholders across a constantly expanding 
mine life, the ultimate work of mine closure is considered as "complex" and "unwieldy." 

-> Vivoda, Kemp, and Owen, 2019; Watson and Olalde, 2019



Stakeholders
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ü Six colleges of stakeholders are 
clearly defined in literature and 
practice, however the 
interactions. The interaction 
between the highlighted sub-
group is often the decider

ü highlighting a knowledge gap in 
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effectively assess, analyse and 
sign-off on novel alternative 
land-uses.

ü the participation is insufficient, 
as closure planning occurs at 
the conclusion of the mining life 
cycle, rather than planning for 
closure at an earlier stage.

Disconnect #1

Internal Stakeholders

External Stakeholders

As long as a majority of key 
stakeholder are accepting of the 
venture, the views of stakeholders 
who are opposed to the mine 
operation (typically in the 
minority) are simply disregarded 
or may not count.

Level of knowledge around mining
�‡ socio-demographic variables
�‡ prior mining experience 
�‡ sources of mining information   


