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Description The Global Sustainability Standards Board (GSSB), GRI's independent standard-

setting body, started a project to review the GRI 303: Water 2016 Standard. 

Following the GSSB's Due Process Protocol, an exposure draft of the revised 

Standard, GRI 303: Water and Effluents, was exposed for public comment from 20 

December 2017 to 19 February 2018. 

This document includes the full set of public comments received via email during 

the second public comment period.   

The table on the next page lists all respondents that provided feedback via email, 

and the full submissions are included, in alphabetical order by the respondent’s 

last name, in this file.   

Please note that some respondents listed here also provided feedback on the 

exposure draft via the GRI Standards Consultation Form; these comments are 

included in a separate Excel file, which can be dowloaded on the GRI Standards 

website. 

The GSSB will publish a separate 'Basis for Conclusions' document after the 

approval of GRI 303: Water and Effluents, summarizing the main themes from the 

public comment and how they have been addressed in the final Standard.  
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Overview of respondents that submitted comments by email 

The table below lists all respondents that submitted comments by email directly to the GSSB or GRI Standards Division during the public comment period 

on the exposure draft of GRI 303: Water and Effluents (from 20 December 2017 to 19 February 2018). 

 
Number First name Last name Representation Organization Country Region Constituency Page 

1 Carol Adams Organizational GRI Stakeholder 

Council 

Australia Oceania Civil Society 

Organization 

Page 3 

2 Chris McCombe Organizational ICMM United Kingdom Europe Mediating 

Institution 

Page 5  

3 Dr. Prachi Ugle Pimpalkhute Organizational Eco Endeavourers 

Network 

India Asia Other Page 15 

4 Corinne Unger Personal  Australia Oceania Other Page 18 
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1. Comments from Carol Adams (on behalf of 

GRI Stakeholder Council) 
 

Stakeholder Council Feedback on the 

Revised Draft GRI 303 Water and Effluents 

 
The Stakeholder Council considered the Revised Draft GRI 303 Water and Effluents during its web 

meetings on 23 January 2018 and invited further individual input to be submitted by email. A summary of 

feedback was compiled and circulated for further comment.   

 

Through this process the Stakeholder Council provides the following input for consideration: 
 
Question 1: Is it clear how to report on the revised Management approach disclosures? 

 

The SC agrees that yes, this is clear. 

 

Question 2: Is it clear how to calculate water recycling and reuse? 

 
The SC agrees that yes, this is clear. 

 
Question 3: Is it clear how to report substances of concern? 

 
The SC agrees that yes, this is generally clear. The following suggestions were made to clarify some of 

the language in this section: 

 

Line 396 While we can see that the term “substances of concern” is clarified in line 440, it may also 

be beneficial to explicitly define this term in the glossary. 

Line 416 While we can see that the levels of water treatment are clarified in lines 461-467, it may 

also be beneficial to explicitly define these terms in the glossary. 

Line 442 We understand that not all countries have regulations related to discharge consent. It may 

be beneficial to provide guidance to organizations who operate in countries where there is 

no such regulation.  

 
Question 4: Is it clear how to calculate water consumption according to the revised 

definition and calculation method? 

 
The SC agrees that yes, this is clear. 

 
Question 5: Is Table 1 helpful for understanding how to present information on the 

requirements and recommendations in the Standard? 

 

The SC agrees that yes, Table 1 is very useful and does an excellent job of clarifying what information 

must be reported. We feel that it will be a useful tool for investors to use in water risk assessments. 
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Question 6: Are the definitions clear? 

 
The SC agrees that yes, this is clear. 

 

Question 7: Other comments. 

 
The SC would like to commend the GSSB on a thorough revision process. We feel that the summary of 

changes on pages 2-3 is clear and the changes are well justified. Specifically, we noted that the revisions 

in lines 392-395 will be very useful in guiding organizations in their reporting on sound water 

stewardship. We also feel that the revised standard will help organizations understand the downstream 

impacts of their water consumption. Finally, we believe the standard will help organizations report on 

their progress toward SDG 6 (clean water and sanitation). 

 

 

Compiled by Jennifer Leitsch, Vice-Chair, Stakeholder Council 

Reviewed by Carol Adams, Chair Stakeholder Council 
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2. Comments from Chris McCombe (on behalf of ICMM) 
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3. Comments from Dr. Prachi Ugle Pimpalkhute 

(on behalf of Eco Endeavourers Network) 
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4. Comments from Corinne Unger (personal 

feedback) 
 

dear sir/madam 
 
I cannot find a place on the form to address the following so I will direct them to you for your 
advice. 
 
Q How does the GRI address water impacts and interactions associated with mine closure? 
 
To use a scenario, most coal mines and open cut metalliferous mines in Australia (and perhaps 
also overseas) will leave a water filled (or partially filled) final void (open cut pit). Most of these 
will have adverse water quality - saline for coal mines and Acid and Metalliferous Drainage for 
metalliferous mines (and some coal mines).  
 
So this represents an interaction with groundwater - influencing both groundwater availability 
during rebound and groundwater quality where pit lake water interacts with 
surrounding/connected groundwater system. Depending on the pit limnology and other 
interactions the pit lake water quality may a) be treated as it fills to ameliorate negative 
consequences or b) be left to its own devices over a long period of time for filling which may, 
depending upon local conditions and geology b1) stabilise with limited impacts to ground and 
surface water or b2) stabilise with long term impacts or b3) get worse over time due to 
weathering interactions with pit walls and evapo-concentration (increasing salinity). 
 
Additionally there could be surface water interactions via a) surface drainage inflows and 
possibly also 'river capture' b)surface drainage outflows and of the outflows you could have 
b1)  minor alteration to surface flows (hydrology) due to void interactions and b2) major 
alteration of surface flows due to having to fill the void before overflow and could also have b3) 
benign water quality OR b4) adverse surface water quality discharged (passively or actively - 
depending upon closure and post-closure management. 
 
There is a further question i have on abandoned/legacy mines which probably go under the radar 
as you are hoping that companies want to report on water under the GRI standards. But what 
about governments and other entities which are left with those mining legacies? how do they 
interact with the standard. Mostly in Australia, the governments apply an ad hoc approach to 
managing legacies or none, while other jurisdictions (eg BC Canada) are more strategic and have 
well planned risk based approaches. 
 
I will attach i) & ii) a paper (and book chapter) on the abandoned mines Unger et al iii) a paper 
on water and closure by Byrne (this latter paper will be updated and published in 2018 in an 
AusIMM publication we are producing), iv) & v) a paper by Laurence (from a Mine Closure conf 
and one published journal) which highlights AMD as the primary environmental legacy from 
closed mines in Australia and vi) the legacy mine roundtable forum which identifies the gaps 
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inadequacies of current legacy site mgmt (2008 PMA/ICMM/IUCN) and makes recommendations 
for the future (which have not been implemented) 
 
For mine closure water related regulatory inadequacies you can watch the space of the Senate 
inquiry into water. there are few if any clear standards for WQ associated with closure when the 
department regulating closure is only interested in mine rehabilitation which focusses on 
terrestrial vegetation. By February there may be submissions uploaded to this site. I have made a 
submission which will become accessible once reviewed by the committee; 
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and_Comm
unications/WaterUseGovernance 
 
so in summary I recommend the GRI include a category for mine closure - which defines how 
water interacts with the surrounding surface and ground water systems in terms of both quality 
and quantity. The way the GRI works is only recording activity in the current year (is that right?) 
so if a mine is still operating you wont get this data. If it is undergoing decommissioning 
and closure and you seek these data then you probably wont receive them, because the GRI 
standard (draft currently) is more heavily leaning toward water take and use and 
recycling/operational aspects and the term discharge implies active involvement (whereas some 
discharges are passive and without intervention). Also regulatory requirements are unclear so a 
'compliance' focus will often not pick up on these aspects early in the process, if at all, in 
Australian jurisdictions. Those other water aspects covered by the draft water standard are also 
fundamentally important but do not address the forgotten legacy of water during and after mine 
closure.  
 
This needs to be included when you update the water standard for the GRI. 

https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and_Communications/WaterUseGovernance
https://www.aph.gov.au/Parliamentary_Business/Committees/Senate/Environment_and_Communications/WaterUseGovernance

