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Foreword: Adam Matthews

The overarching mission of the Global Investor Commission on 
Mining 2030 is to develop a consensus about the role of 
finance in realising a vision of a socially and environmentally 
responsible mining sector by 2030. Phase one of the 
Commission’s work focused on developing a common 
understanding of the mining landscape, including 
global supply and demand for minerals, the impacts 
and contributions of the mining industry and the 
relationship between investors and the mining 
industry.

From this work, we identified six priority themes 
(see Figure) plus a seventh, cross-cutting, theme 
on the relationship between investors and the 
mining industry. For each of these themes, we 
are now developing workplans that will define the 
actions investors and the industry, working with 
its stakeholders, might take to strengthen its social 
licence to operate.  This will result in a detailed action 
plan for investors to support these efforts.

In February 2025, we led three workshops at the Investing in 
African Mining Indaba conference, and convened a workshop 
at the Alternative Mining Indaba. These events provided us with an 
opportunity to engage and consult on three areas of focus: benefit-sharing 
and the inclusion of local voices, conflict, and legacy. Through this process we 
heard that: 

   �A multi-stakeholder collaborative approach is essential to the credibility 
and legitimacy of the Mining 2030 Commission. Specifically, we need to 
work collectively - with communities, governments, companies, investors 
and other stakeholders - to identify potential solutions and opportunities 
and to anticipate and avoid unintended consequences. 

   �There are existing mining-related tools, standards and guidance 
documents. However, these are often not well aligned, and it is difficult for 
investors to differentiate between those that are rigorous and robust and 
those that are not. Ensuring that the right level of information and data is 
shared with investors while also allowing them to understand the nuances 
of the industry is a key goal for the Commission.

   �There is a power imbalance in decision-making between companies, 
governments, communities and rightsholders. This imbalance is reflected 
across the entire process in terms of who makes decisions, who is involved 
in decision-making, who holds the power, what information is provided and 
when decisions are made. The Commission needs to be aware of these 
imbalances and how the process of decision-making impacts different 
stakeholder needs. 

Since its inception in 
1994, the Investing in 
African Mining Indaba 
conference has become 
a key conference for 
mining professionals, 
investors, and industry 
leaders looking to 
capitalise on the vast 
opportunities in Africa’s 
mining sector. 

The Alternative Mining 
Indaba is a global safe 
space for stakeholders 
to discuss, debate, 
highlight and provide 
solidarity for those 
impacted and affected 
by extractives, especially 
mining. 

1.  �Long-term 
investor 
expectations

6.  �Historic legacies 
addressed and 
positive legacies  
for current 
operations  
created

2.  �Circularity, 
traceability 
and aligned 
expectations 
across the 
value chain

3.  �Regulations, incentives, 
and institutional 
frameworks  
reinforcing  
investor  
expectations

4.  �Sustained 
benefits locally 
and nationally

5.  �Reduced 
mining-
related 
conflict and 
its drivers

6
strategic objectives 
to realise the vision 

of the Global Investor 
Commission on 

Mining 2030

https://miningindaba.com/

https://miningindaba.com/

https://altminingindaba.ejn.org.za/
https://altminingindaba.ejn.org.za/
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Adam C.T. Matthews
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Investment Officer 
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England Pensions Board

Member of UN Secretary 
General’s Advisory 
Panel on Critical Energy 
Transition Minerals

These and the other insights presented in this short report are hugely valuable. 
They remind us of the sensitivities around the complex and dynamic issues the 
Commission is seeking to address, and the importance of ensuring we listen 
to the voices of all stakeholders. As we take our work forward, we welcome and 
invite all stakeholders to support our efforts to define the role of finance and 
in particular investors, in realising a vision of a socially and environmentally 
responsible mining sector overall by 2030.
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Introduction

The Global Investor Commission on Mining 2030 participated in the Investing 
in African Mining Indaba and the Alternative Indaba to engage and consult on 
three priority topics:

1.   �Delivering fair, equitable and sustained benefits locally and nationally.

2.   ��Identifying and reducing mining-related conflict and its drivers.

3.   ��Addressing historic legacies and creating positive legacies for current 
operations.

The aim was to obtain multistakeholder views on these issues to help the 
Commission define, frame and identify key considerations for its work program 
moving forward. The Commission will be providing updates and announcing 
the formal consultation phase for its work at the OECD Forum on Responsible 
Mineral Supply Chains in May 2025. The aim is to launch the final Commission 
output - detailed workplans - at PRI in Person, Brazil in November 2025.

To find out more about 
The Global Investor 
Commission on Mining 
2030 and to keep up 
with our work, please  
go to: mining2030.org 

To contact the Mining 
2030 Secretariat, please 
email us.

 https://mining2030.org/ 
mailto:mining2030secretariat%40chronossustainability.com%20?subject=
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Mining Indaba Workshop 1 
Addressing Historic Legacies  
and  Creating Positive Legacies

Context
Although exact figures and locations are not known, there are many historic 
legacy mining sites around the world, with many having ongoing negative 
impacts on people and the environment. Moreover, thousands of currently 
operational mines are expected to close in the next 10 to 25 years. It is 
therefore necessary to both address existing historic legacy issues, as well 
as to avoid and reduce negative impacts in the future by ensuring good 
planning and process for mine closure and post-closure transitions. 

The aim of the Commission is to drive safe and responsible mine closure. This 
includes the creation of positive legacies for existing mining operations and 
addressing the historic legacies of mining.

Workshop Overview
This session was co-chaired by Jill Cooper, Orion Resources 
and Zak Wood, Church of England Pensions Board and Thoreau 
Consulting. The discussion was shaped by a presentation from 
Professor Paul Ekins from the International Resource Panel who 
focused on the supply and demand balance for minerals today 
and in the future, and on how the mining industry is financed.  

The audience discussion focused on three questions: 

   �What do we mean by legacy?

   �Why is legacy important to address? 

   �How legacy can be addressed?

Participant Insights
   �Legacy is an extremely broad concept and means different things to 

different stakeholders at different times. Addressing historical legacy 
requires that we look at the negative impacts which have been left and 
that we learn from what has not been done well at site level and industry 
wide. The goal of creating positive legacies needs to be integrated into 
every stage in the mining lifecycle, from the exploration stage onwards, 
and cannot just be an afterthought at the operational or mine closure 
stage.  How investors and finance enable companies to consider this at  
an early stage can have a critical influence on the decisions that may  
be taken. 

   �The responsibility to address historic legacy and to create positive 
legacies is a collective responsibility and should involve companies, 
governments, the finance sector, local communities and other 
stakeholders. Abandoned mines with ‘no owner’ and mines that ‘never 
close’ present particular difficulties in terms of defining who is responsible 
for taking action. 

What’s it going to take 
to build the system in 
the room and create 
necessary change?”

Participant at workshop
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   �Legacy is not just about the physical infrastructure left but 
also about the social and economic resilience of an area 
surrounding the mine. Economic (regional) development, 
and resilience of surrounding communities is key to building 
legacy. This means developing economic opportunities 
independent from the mine and local content post mining. 
This needs to be created in an inclusive manner so that those 
impacted by the mine have a stake in the process. 

   �Building a positive legacy is essential to the industry’s 
current and future social license to operate. 

   �Positive legacy can be achieved through a variety of 
actions. These include, but are not limited to: (a) repurposing 
closed mines, (b) finding innovative ways to leave a mine site 
at end of life, (c) establishing platforms for exchange and 
dialogue to encourage multistakeholder, collaborative and 
collective action to take shared responsibility, (d) integrating 
mine closure into a company’s overall strategy rather than as 
a stand-alone issue in a separate department, (e) investors 
being less cautious about innovation and technological 
advances. 

If you expand the 
timeframe of interest,  
then mining allows 
communities to 
create the capabilities 
that allows them to 
thrive and survive 
post the mining 
operations.  
That is, mining 
creates the 
resources that allows 
development”

Participant at workshop

Professor Paul Ekins Zak Wood and Jill Cooper, co-chairs of the Workshop
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Mining Indaba Workshop 2 
Ensuring Inclusion of Local Voices  
and Equitable Distribution of Benefits

Context
Ensuring good process regarding consultation is a foundation of addressing 
harms and co-creating adequate compensation and benefit sharing that 
generates long-term, sustainable benefits. This includes effective participation, 
Free, Prior and Informed Consent (with Indigenous Peoples), grievance 
mechanisms and remedy.  

While there are examples of good practices in the sector, there can still often 
be a lack of inclusion of, and respect for, the voices, rights and interests of 
affected stakeholders and rightsholders across the mining lifecycle. Mining 
can generate multiple benefits both nationally and locally, but how these 
benefits are distributed can be opaque and inequitable. Moreover, those most 
adversely affected by mining may not have access to these benefits, or may 
not receive an equitable share. This can generate or exacerbate mining-
related disputes and conflict.

Workshop Overview
The session was co-chaired by Commission members Estelle Levin-Nally, 
CEO and Founder of Levin Sources, and Alexander Elving, Engagement 
Director at the Council on Ethics of the Swedish National Pension Funds.

This session aimed to get input from a range of stakeholders on how investors 
can promote more meaningful stakeholder participation and more equitable 
and sustainable benefits across the mining lifecycle. The audience discussion 
focused on the following questions: 

1.   �What can investors do to ensure that companies: (a) effectively and 
meaningfully include Indigenous Peoples, other rightsholders and affected 
stakeholders in decision-making, (b) uphold human rights and Indigenous 
Peoples’ rights, (c) deliver long-term sustainable benefits, and ensure the 
fair and equitable distribution of these benefits?

2.   �What good practice guidance, processes and standards (e.g. OECD 
guidelines, UN GPs, UNDRIP, etc) already exist and/or are commonly 
applied? Are there any gaps in these frameworks or in their 
implementation?

3.   �What are the barriers to the application of good practice, and what are  
the potential solutions to enable wider/more successful application?

4.   �How feasible is it to engage meaningfully with affected stakeholders 
and rightsholders at an earlier stage in mine development (e.g. at the 
exploration stage)? How could this be achieved and who would need to  
be involved?
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Participant Insights
   �Companies need to respect local voices in 

decision-making and shift towards models 
that enable more active and equitable benefit 
sharing. Consultation processes need to ensure 
that (a) Indigenous Peoples and local voices 
are heard, (b) acknowledge power imbalances, 
(c) be built on an understanding of the local 
context, traditional and customary rights,  and 
(d) recognise the significant role of Indigenous 
Peoples in nature stewardship and climate 
resilience. This should also progress from ‘being 
heard’ to models of ‘equity participation’, for 
example whereby stakeholders hold shares in  
a project. 

   �Investors need to partner with, rather than police, companies. Investors 
should encourage companies to establish robust consultation and 
benefit-sharing processes, and if problems arise should we willing to work 
with companies and other stakeholders to find just and equitable solutions. 

   �Gaps in policy and implementation hinder effective implementation. 
Participants highlighted the gaps between national laws and international 
frameworks/commitments (e.g. where countries do not formally recognise 
Indigenous Peoples), the misalignment between what is documented 
versus what is implemented on the ground, and the gaps in company 
capacity and expertise.

   �There is need for improved communications and bottom-up processes. 
At a local-level, there are challenges around the accessibility of technical 
information, around the legal and technical support necessary for 
rightsholders and affected stakeholders to negotiate effectively, around 
enabling local ownership and management of information, and around 
the short timeframes given for consultation (and/or consultations starting 
after key decisions have already been made. Participants also highlighted 
that impacts may be downplayed or not disclosed, and that companies 
can fail to manage expectations and feel under pressure to over-
emphasise the benefits and the likelihood of them materialising. 

   �Include women. There is often inadequate inclusion of women in decision-
making processes. Yet women are disproportionately impacted by adverse 
impacts and mining benefits have the potential to promote gender equity. 

   �There are examples of good practice. For example, participants 
highlighted a Ghanaian policy promoting benefits to local companies, and 
the law in Brazil that formally recognises the rights of mining-impacted 
communities. 

An issue with engaging early  
is that the project may not then  
go ahead or take many decades 
to go ahead”

Participant at workshop
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   �It is not clear what equitable benefit sharing 
looks like.  There is a need for a conversation 
around what equitable benefit sharing means. 
Communities would benefit from guidance on fair 
and feasible benefit sharing models grounded 
in a broader picture of benefits that are not 
only financial.  Benefits should be defined by 
stakeholders. 

   �Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) should 
be the basis for meaningful engagement, 
reflected in mining company exploration policies 
and procedures. FPIC should happen before 
‘entering the homes’ of rightsholders, i.e. prior to 
exploration. 

   �Investors have an important role in addressing 
many of these challenges: For example, investors 
can engage a company to encourage it to 
improve its approach to community relations. 
This can include clarifying the roles of different 
stakeholders; interrogating challenges and 
supporting companies to address them; 
reconciling data with what is happening on 
the ground; offering ideas for how companies 
can improve; addressing power imbalances by 
speaking with communities directly; providing 
communities with access to guidance / examples 
of equitable benefits sharing;  facilitating value-
added development that benefits communities; 
understanding the gap between national laws 
and international frameworks, and advocating for 
states to address them. 

How is information from 
communities viewed and 
used by companies and by 
governments? The evidence 
suggests that there is little 
recognition of the importance  
of this information and there  
is relatively little feedback on 
how this information has shaped 
or altered the decisions that  
are taken”

Participant at workshop

Public Participation Estelle Levin-Nally and Alexander Elving, co-chairs of the Workshop



10

Mining Indaba Workshop 3 
Reducing Mining-related Conflict  
and its Drivers

Context
A number of minerals are sourced from conflict areas and reserves for 
several transition minerals are located in fragile states, while conflict is also 
increasing globally.  As such, the Commission recognises the need for an 
additional strategic focus on ensuring responsible mining in conflict -affected 
areas.  Its vision is for mining companies to reduce risks, ensure business 
continuity through identifying where they are operating in areas of conflict, 
where conflict is created, act accordingly to reduce drivers of conflict and be 
enablers of peace and reconciliation, and are supported by investors through 
these processes.

Workshop Overview
The session was co-chaired by James Megoran, 
Director of Peacebuilding at the Global Centre for 
Peacebuilding and Business at Bishop’s Court South 
Africa and Lambeth Palace and Gemma James, 
Mining 2030 Secretariat and Chronos Sustainability. 
Oscar Loreti, Gemfields, provided an overview of how 
the company operates in conflict areas and how 
they assess the risk. Fabiana Di Lorenzo, Responsible 
Minerals Initiative (RMI), presented on the process of 
supply chain companies related to RMI membership 
and how to implement OECD guidance for conflict 
affected areas.

The aim of this workshop was to consult and 
engage with a broader set of mining stakeholders 
on the intersection between mining and conflict, 
understand the role of companies in these areas 
and how investors currently manage conflict in their 
investment processes. The questions posed to the 
audience were: 

   �What can cause or trigger conflict? 

   �What are common characteristics and themes in mining-conflict cases?

   �How can stakeholder engagement by mining companies de-escalate 
conflicts and what are good examples of this?  

   �How do companies assess conflict?

   �What are the preventative measures that companies can implement 
before entering a Conflict Affected and High-Risk Areas (CAHRA) or  
fragile state?

   �What nuances do investors need to consider when assessing conflict? 

   �What thresholds do investors currently use in their screening?

The decisions that companies 
make on who to speak to and 
who not to speak to can be a 
source of tension and even of 
conflict. For example, elders  
and traditional leaders may  
not properly represent the  
needs and interests of women  
or of the youth.”

Participant at workshop 
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Participant Insights
   �Companies have to operate within difficult 

contexts, and this requires different strategies 
to address conflict and for varying forms 
of conflict. Often, these can be in “differently 
governed spaces”, which reflect a host of 
political, social and economic issues playing 
out, contributing to conflict and a breakdown in 
society. In these areas, the state doesn’t have 
traditional control and there are different tribal 
entities, criminal gangs, or neighbouring states 
that can exert influence and be exploited. This 
means that the strategies which companies 
use will be differentiated by the context.

   �Climate change is not necessarily a primary 
driver of conflict but is a contributor to 
conflict. Extreme weather and heat stress 
undermines the ability of companies and 
governments to deliver services, often with 
non-state actors stepping into the role of 
governance – leading to growing expectations 
of companies fulfilling this role. 

   �Access to land for minerals, and in particular 
resettlement, can exacerbate conflict and 
intersects with other grievances in relation to 
mining. The resettlement of communities can 
create difficult and unintended consequences 
and should be avoided where possible. 

   �Relations between artisanal and small-scale 
miners (ASM) and large-scale miners (LSM) 
can deteriorate when the dynamics of ASM 
and other influences on local communities 
are not properly understood. A security-led 
approach, such as using private security forces, 
rather than resolving disputes can escalate 
conflicts between LSM and ASM. 

   �Diligence and understanding the triggers 
of conflict is key, as well as the skill to 
collaborate, coordinate and align with internal 
and external stakeholders. However, the 
complexity of the dynamics and unintended 
consequences should not be underestimated. 

We need to recognise that 
mining companies are 99% 
engineers. We are asking a  
lot of them if we expect them  
to be able to assess and prepare 
for conflict.”

Participant at workshop  
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In conflict areas, mining – 
formal and ASM – can be a 
major source of employment  
for ex-combatants.”

Participant at workshop 

Discussions at the conflict reduction workshop. Pictures courtesy of Estelle 
Levin-Nally, Levin Sources

   �Investors need to take a more nuanced 
approach to conflict by recognising the local 
context of conflict, rather than a top down or 
national approach. Lack of investor appetite for 
risk means that investors often do not search for a 
more nuanced on the ground perspective when 
assessing conflict and conducting due diligence 
and exit when the risk is high. A longer term and 
granular approach is needed by investors for 
understanding and addressing conflict.

   �There is the potential for investors to work 
collaboratively with companies and value 
chain companies and other conflict actors to 
envisage alternative paths to the trajectory 
of a conflict, and to identify the constructive 
role that could be played in realising this. For 
example, minerals as a driver of economic and 
social flourishing verses driving or sustaining  
a conflict.
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Alternative Mining Indaba 

Context
Whilst there are examples of good corporate practices, there can still be a 
lack of inclusion, and respect for, the voices, rights and interests of affected 
stakeholders and rightsholders in decision-making across the mining lifecycle. 
Concerns have been expressed about power imbalances, about efforts to 
ensure that rightsholders and affected stakeholder have the capacity to 
participate fully in consultation processes, about information asymmetries 
and about the equity of benefit sharing. A failure to properly and effectively 
include affected stakeholders and rightsholders effectively in decision-making 
processes can generate or exacerbate disputes and conflict.

Overview of objective
The session was led by Rebecca Drury from the Mining 2030 
Secretariat and Chronos Sustainability. It posed the same 
questions as Workshop 2, aiming to get input from community 
stakeholders on how to ensure meaningful stakeholder 
participation and how more equitable and sustainable 
benefits can be realised across the mining lifecycle. Participant 
discussion focused on the following questions: 

1.   �What can be done to (a) effectively and meaningfully 
include Indigenous Peoples, other rightsholders and affected 
stakeholders in decision-making, (b) uphold human rights 
and Indigenous Peoples’ rights, (c) deliver long-term 
sustainable benefits, and ensure the fair and equitable 
distribution of these benefits?

2.   �What are the barriers to the application of good practice, 
and what are the potential solutions to enable wider/more 
successful application?

3.   �How feasible is it to engage meaningfully with affected 
stakeholders and rightsholders at an earlier stage in mine 
development (e.g. at the exploration stage)? How could this 
be achieved and who would need to be involved?

Participant Insights
   �Being included is important. Communities are 

disproportionately affected and yet are often not included 
in decision-making. There is often limited effort to identify 
and to engage with rights holders and affected communities.

   �Power imbalances hinder engagement. This includes a 
lack of access to information and of meaningful ability 
to influence decision-making. Communities are often 
engaged late in the process, often when the major decisions 
have already been taken. They often do not have access to 
the necessary technical support and information. 

The lack of community 
inclusion is not 
an accident. It is 
often an active and 
deliberate decision 
by companies.”

Participant at workshop 

Do companies know 
who the traditional 
owners or the 
rightsholders are?” 

Participant at workshop
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   �Companies may deliberately divide communities and 
influence engagement processes. For example, they may 
only consult with particular groups, they may make different 
offers to different groups, they may trade off benefits for 
consent or they may make benefits dependent on consent. 

   �Company attitudes to engagement can hinder genuine 
engagement. For example, consultation can often be seen 
as a compliance tick box, and it may not be clear how 
consultation findings shape decision making. Companies 
need to have a genuine commitment to engage with 
stakeholders.

   �Robust and effective communication processes are 
key. Communities need clearly identified and stable 
contact points and pathways for engagement directly 
with companies (not only via government), timely and 
comprehensive access to information, in formats that can 
be used/understood, robust and transparent grievance 
mechanisms.

   �Consultation is an ongoing process throughout the mining 
lifecycle. For example, consent could be contingent on the 
company delivering on commitments. 

   �Investors can positively engage companies on 
commitments and accountability.

Discussions at the Alternative Indaba Workshop Rebecca Drury from the Mining 2030 Secretariat 

Companies need 
to provide local 
communities with 
the information that 
they really need. For 
example, they should 
provide information on 
the scale, accessibility 
and the value of the 
resources under the 
ground. They should 
also provide details 
of the contracts 
and agreements 
between companies 
and government 
agencies.” 

Participant at workshop



15

This report has been prepared by Gemma James, Rory Sullivan and Rebecca 
Drury (Mining 2030 Secretariat and Chronos Sustainability).
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