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Summary of main points of discussion

1. Auditing outcomes
(@ A question was raised as to whether the audit protocol should focus on outcomes
in addition to the systems that underpin them.
(b) 1t was noted that this was currently the case, and that this feature differentiated
the MCEP from other certification programs.

2. Context of the mine sites
(&) Concern was raised as to how to make the evaluation tool universally applicable,
as outcomes would depend partly on the context of the mine site.
(b) It was noted that it would be important to design an audit protocol that would
function on an international scale and not only in the Australian context.



3. Replicability of audits

(@) The point was made that it would be important to ensure that the audits would be
consistent among auditors.

(b) It was indicated that other certification programs, such as the 1SO series, often
result in reports that vary greatly from auditor to auditor, and that thiswas a
situation to be avoided.

(o) It was noted that a program that produced replicable audits would thereby gain
credibility.

(d) The opinion was expressed that the success of the auditing program would
depend on its having more guidance and rigour than other certification programs.

(e) It was suggested that one way to achieve replicable audits would be through
careful training of the certifiers who would perform the certification audits.

(f) It was aso suggested that this could be achieved through a reformatting of the
audit protocol, as outlined in the Next Steps document.

(g) It was noted that trialing a program to train auditors would not be feasible within
the scope of the MCEP, but that implementing a reformatted protocol would be a
possibility.

(h) 1t was generally agreed that a reformatted protocol would be worth testing at the
next two field trials.

4. Timeframe for the next two field trials
(@) The Working Group was informed that the Newmont field trial at Waihi was
scheduled for the week of 7 March.
(b) The Working Group was aso informed that the Anglo American field trial at
Cataldo was scheduled for the week of 11 April.

5. Reformatting the audit protocol

(@) Concern was expressed that there would be many new variables in the
international field trials, and that trialing a reformatted protocol would add to the
number of variables.

(b) However, it was suggested that this reformatting would in fact make the protocol
easier to use.

(c) Concern was expressed regarding the ability of the Working Group to find the
time to review areformatted protocol before the next field tria in early March.

(d) It was suggested that at |east some sections could be reviewed before the next
field trial.

(e) It was decided that no substantial changes would occur to the protocol between
the two international field trials, as the time frame would not allow this.

(f) It was noted that, in the sample reformatted question, sent to the Working Group
on 23 November, new material had been added.

(g) Some Working Group members expressed a positive evaluation of this new
material, but observed that it would have to be approved by the Working Group
before being implemented in the field.

(h) Additionally, it would be important to identify the sources of this additional
material.



(i) The suggestion was made that a reformatted version of some sections of the audit
protocol, with additional material indicated and referenced, could be circulated
prior to the next field trial.

(1) The Working Group members would then have the power of veto over any new
material.

(K) 1t was agreed that the Project Officer would circulate such a document at |east
three weeks ahead of the next field trial.

() 1t was agreed to change the wording in this new version from “minimum
performance requirements’ to “guidelines for performance assessment”.

6. Employee Relations

(a) It was noted that guidelines would have to be provided to the team member
responsible for Employee Relations, regarding numbers of employeesto
interview.

(b) It wasindicated that the guidelines provided for SA8000 auditors suggested that
4% of the workforce would be an appropriate sample.

(c) However, concern was expressed that at large sites, this would not be feasible.

(d) It was decided that more research would need to be done on this question.

(e) A request was made that future Employee Relations team members have SA8000
accreditation.

(f) 1t was noted that the Project Officer had put in such arequest for the Catal&o
field trial site, and that the site had indicated that an effort would be made
provide an auditor with SA8000 accreditation.

7. 1CMM presentation

(&) The Working Group was informed that Michael Rae had been invited to give a
presentation on the MCEP at the next ICMM meeting.

(b) The question was raised as to whether he would be representing the Working
Group as awhole, or only WWF.

(o) It wasindicated that he would speak as a representative of WWF.

(d) It was agreed that WWF would send an outline of the presentation to the
Working Group ahead of the meeting.

8. Scoring

(a) It was noted that some field trial team members had felt that the boundaries
between scores were unclear, so that they were uncertain as to what score to
assign for some of the questions.

(b) The question was raised as to whether to keep a five-tiered scoring system, or to
reduce it to athree-tiered system in order to simplify the task.

(o) It was agreed to maintain the five-tiered system.

(d) 1t was noted that thisreferred only to the questions, as the site itself would not
receive aranked certification — it would be pass/fail.

(e) The question was raised as to how the questions would be weighted in
determining the final score.

(f) 1t was noted that this would not be addressed as part of the M CEP.



11. Working Paper 2

(&) The Terms of Reference for Working Paper 2 were discussed.

(b) It was agreed that the results of the Australian field trials could be analysed in
advance of the international field trials.

(c) However, it was noted that the final version of Working Paper 2 would likely
discuss al the field trials in a single document, rather than having two separate
documents.

(d) It was suggested that a section could be added including commentaries provided
by the auditors who had led the field trials.

12. Working Paper 3

(a) Hard copies of the Terms of Reference for Working Paper 3 were circulated.

(b) The question was raised as to whether Working Paper 3 would include a
literature review of certification schemes.

(c) It was agreed that it would not include an exhaustive list of such schemes, nor a
detailed history of each.

(d) Instead, it would include a matrix that outlined the key elements of some
certification schemes.

(e) The opinion was expressed that Working Paper 3 should include a discussion of
how the project could proceed after the termination of the research project which
isthe MCEP.

(f) Thiswould not entail a discussion of ownership or resourcing issues but instead
would outline critical success factors for a certification program.

13. Actions
(a) The Project Officer will:
With the assistance of knowledgeable auditors, reformat some sections of the
audit protocol.
- Provide adraft of this reformatted audit protocol, with new material indicated
and referenced, at least five weeks in advance of the next field trial.
- Complete adraft of Working Paper 2 and circulate it.
- Organise and participate in the field trial at Waihi.
- Organise and participate in aworkshop on Free, Prior and Informed Consent.
- Conduct research into possible methodol ogies for interviewing internal
stakehol ders.
(b) The Working Group will:
- Provide feedback on the draft of Working Paper 2.
- Provide comments and suggestions regarding the reformatted audit protocol.

14. Date for next Working Group meeting
(a) Either Wednesday 16 or Thursday 17 March were proposed as possible dates.
(b) Working Group members are requested to express their preference for one of the
two dates.
(c) During this meeting:
- Theresults of thefield trial at Waihi will be presented.
- Thedraft of Working Paper 2 will be discussed.



- Theresults of the workshop on Free, Prior and Informed Consent will be
discussed.
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