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Executive Summary
Purpose of the SIA

This Social Impact Assessment (SIA) Report has been prepared to meet the requirements of Section 4 of
the DPIE’s Social impact assessment guideline for State Significant mining, petroleum production and
extractive industry development (September 2017) (the SIA Guideline). Building on the Scoping SIA, the
SIA Report focuses on Section 4 of the SIA Guideline (preparing the SIA component of the Environmental
Impact Statement [EIS]).

The Project

MACH?' is seeking approval from the New South Wales Government for the Mount Pleasant Optimisation
Project (the Project). The Project proposes to extend the life of the Mount Pleasant Operation from 2026
to 2048 and increase the amount of run-of-mine (ROM) coal from 10.5 million tonnes per annum to 21
million tonnes per annum. The Project would remain inside the existing mining leases (MLs) associated
with the Mount Pleasant Operation.

Social Baseline Study

Taking a “whole of Project approach” and the current impacts of the Mount Pleasant Operation, the
Project’s social area of influence includes a geographic area from Murrundi to the north, Cassilis to the
west, and follows the New England Highway to Newcastle.

People within the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area (LGA) and more specifically near
neighbours, people living in Kayuga and the western side of Muswellbrook experience the greatest
impacts.

The Social Baseline Study includes a description of these areas and quantitative and qualitative
descriptions for potential social impacts. Potential social impacts of the current Mount Pleasant Operation
and other regional mining operations include:

e Impacts on employment opportunities (positive)
e Impacts on housing (positive and negative)

e Impacts on how people move around particularly on the New England Highway between
Singleton, Muswellbrook and the Mount Pleasant Operation

e Impacts on health and wellbeing, with a focus on stress, uncertainty, solastalgia? and eritalgia®

e Impacts on community services and facilities (positive and negative)

' The unincorporated Mount Pleasant Joint Venture between MACH Energy (95 per cent [%] owner) and
J.C.D. Australia Pty Ltd (5% owner). Throughout this report, MACH Mount Pleasant Operations Pty Ltd and the
unincorporated Mount Pleasant Joint Venture will be referred to as MACH.

2 A form of mental or existential distress caused by environmental change.

3 The loss of an anticipated future.
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e Impacts on the quality of the living environment (focus on amenity (environmental) and visual
impacts)

e A mix of positive and negative socio-economic impacts (depending on the stakeholder)
e A mix of positive and negative cultural impacts (depending on the stakeholder)

e Impacts on families and communities (with a focus on community division based on support or
opposition to coal mining) and

e Distributive equity impacts — with some people experiencing benefits while others are
experiencing the cost of mining.

Social impacts are being experienced differentially, with people within the same geographical area
experiencing both positive and negative impacts at the same time. For example, for near neighbours,
and people living in Kayuga and Muswellbrook:

e People who directly benefit from working at or supplying goods and services to the Mount
Pleasant Operation may also experience negative social impacts such as a decrease in the
quality of their living environment.

e People who do not benefit from working at or supplying goods and services are experiencing a
decrease in the quality of their living environment but may also experience indirect benefits, e.g.
through funding for community organisations (if they are involved in the community organisation
that has received funding).

Social impacts are experienced cumulatively from the Mount Pleasant Operation (e.g. impacts on
employment, quality of the living environment and health and wellbeing), with other mines in the area
(e.g. Bengalla Mine and Mt Arthur Coal Mine), with natural disasters (such as drought, flooding and bush
fire threats) and with COVID-19.

Potential Social Impacts of the Project

Two scenarios have been assessed, the Project proceeding and the Project not proceeding.

Project proceeding

Potential social impacts of the Project proceeding have been identified as a continuation of the
differential social impacts currently being experienced from the Mount Pleasant Operation. The general
trend of negative social impacts being experienced by people in close geographical proximity to the
current operation and positive social impacts over the same and a wider geographical area would
continue.

Building on the current MACH management strategies, there is an opportunity to:
e Increase local benefits through:

o Continuing strategies to encourage workers to live locally (i.e. in the Muswellbrook,
Upper Hunter or Singleton Shire Council LGAS)

o Continuing strategies to employ, train and upskill people from the local area who are
unemployed and

o Continuing to contribute to the Upper Hunter long term transition from coal mining and
power generation.




Decrease local costs or experiences of negative social impacts by:

o Continuing to engage with stakeholders who are directly impacted and interested
organisations to develop, implement and review management strategies that are
reasonable and feasible and

o Supporting the agricultural industry e.g. supporting the continuation of agriculture on land
not required for mining operations or temporary trading of water licenses for periods the
licences are not required by MACH.

Continue to deliver positive social impacts for Aboriginal people with connections to the land

and waters on which the Project is located by supporting on-country land management (such as

cool burns) and involvement in rehabilitation programs.

Engage with stakeholders regarding mine closure planning and how the Project can contribute

to the Upper Hunter long-term transition from coal mining and power generation.

Continue to work with the Upper Hunter Mining Dialogue to understand the impacts the mining

industry is having on the region and participate/advocate for developing and implementing
industry-wide management strategies for impacts, for example on air quality and housing.

Social impacts from the Project will continue to be experienced cumulatively from the Mount Pleasant

Operation (e.g. impacts on employment, quality of the living environment and health and wellbeing), with

other mines in the area (e.g. Bengalla Mine and Mt Arthur Coal Mine), closure of the Liddell and
Bayswater Power Stations, other large infrastructure projects undertaken in the future (e.g. Singleton and
Muswellbrook Bypasses), natural disasters and COVID 19.

Project not proceeding

If the Project does not proceed, the Mount Pleasant Operation will cease to operate in 2026. Similar to if
the Project proceeds, differential impacts will be experienced. The following impacts are likely to be
experienced if the Project does not proceed:

Loss of direct and indirect employment
Impacts on housing (positive and negative)

Impacts on how people move around particularly on the New England Highway between
Singleton, Muswellbrook and the Mount Pleasant Operation

Positive impacts on health and wellbeing for those people who are currently experiencing a
negative impact, however negative impacts for those people who lose their jobs and people
who are experiencing benefits from the Mount Pleasant Operation or loss of livelihoods as a
result of the Project not proceeding

Impact on community services and facilities (positive and negative)
Increase in the quality of the living environment

A mix of positive and negative socio-economic impacts

A mix of positive and negative cultural impacts

Impacts on families and community (with a focus on community division based on support or
opposition to coal mining) and
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e Distributive equity impacts — with some people benefiting and others experiencing the cost of
cessation of mining.

Social impacts from the closure of the Mount Pleasant Operation will be experienced cumulatively with
impacts from other mines in the area, (e.g. Bengalla Mine and Mt Arthur Coal Mine), closure of the Liddell
and Bayswater Power Stations, other large infrastructure projects undertaken in the future (e.g. Singleton
and Muswellbrook Bypasses), natural disasters and COVID 19.

If the Project does not proceed, Mount Pleasant Operation would continue to operate under the
approved Development Consent DA 92/97 until 2026 and continue to apply required management
strategies (including requirements for mine closure and rehabilitation).




1

1.1

TOC

Introduction

The Proposed Project

MACH?* is proposing further development of the existing approved Mount Pleasant Operation to extend
the life of the mine. The proposed Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project (the Project) includes the
following development:

Increased open cut extraction within Mount Pleasant Operation Mining Leases (MLs) by mining
of additional coal reserves, including lower coal seams in North Pit

A staged increase in extraction, handling and processing of run-of-mine (ROM) coal up to
21 million tonnes per annum (Mtpa) (i.e. progressive increase in ROM coal mining rate from
10.5 Mtpa over the Project life)

Staged upgrades to the existing Coal Handling and Preparation Plant (CHPP) and coal handling
infrastructure to facilitate the handling and processing of additional coal

Rail transport of up to approximately 17 Mtpa of product coal to domestic and export customers
Upgrades to workshops, electricity distribution and other ancillary infrastructure

Existing infrastructure relocations to facilitate mining extensions (e.g. local roads, powerlines and
water pipelines)

Construction and operation of new water management and water storage infrastructure in
support of the mine

Additional reject dewatering facilities to allow co-disposal of fine rejects with waste rock as part
of ROM waste rock operations

Development of an integrated waste rock emplacement landform that incorporates geomorphic
drainage design principles for hydrological stability, and varying topographic relief to be more
natural in exterior appearance

Construction and operation of new ancillary infrastructure in support of mining
Extension to the time limit on mining operations to 22 December 2048

An average operational workforce of approximately 600 people, with a peak of approximately
830 people

Ongoing exploration activities and

Other associated infrastructure, plant, equipment and activities.

* The unincorporated Mount Pleasant Joint Venture between MACH Energy (95 per cent [%] owner) and
J.C.D. Australia Pty Ltd (5% owner). Throughout this report, MACH Mount Pleasant Operations Pty Ltd and the
unincorporated Mount Pleasant Joint Venture will be referred to as MACH.
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1.2 Background

This Social Impact Assessment (SIA) report has been undertaken to meet the requirements of the New
South Wales (NSW) Department of Planning, Infrastructure and Environment’s (DPIE) Social impact
assessment guideline for State Significant mining, petroleum production and extractive industry
development (DPE 2017) (the SIA Guideline). The SIA has focused on Section 4 of the SIA Guideline and
specifically the Social Baseline Study (Appendix C1), predicting and analysing social impacts (Appendix
C2), evaluating social impacts (Appendix C3), developing responses to social impacts (Appendix C4) and
developing a monitoring and management framework (Appendix C5).

The Mount Pleasant Operation Development Consent DA 92/97 was granted on 22 December 1999.
The Mount Pleasant Operation was also approved under the Commonwealth Environment Protection
and Biodiversity Conservation Act, 1999 (EPBC Act) in 2012 (EPBC 2011/5795).

MACH acquired the Mount Pleasant Operation from Coal and Allied Operations Pty Ltd (Coal & Allied) on
4 August 2016. MACH commenced construction activities at the Mount Pleasant Operation in November
2016 and commenced mining operations in October 2017, in accordance with Development Consent
DA 92/97 and EPBC 2011/5795.

MACH Mount Pleasant Operations Pty Ltd now manages the Mount Pleasant Operation as agent for and
on behalf of the unincorporated Mount Pleasant Joint Venture between MACH Energy (95 per cent [%]
owner) and J.C.D. Australia Pty Ltd (5% owner).

The approved Mount Pleasant Operation includes the construction and operation of an open cut coal
mine and associated rail spur and product coal loading infrastructure located approximately
three kilometres (km) north-west of Muswellbrook in the Upper Hunter Valley of NSW.

The mine is approved to produce up to 10.5 Mtpa of ROM coal. Up to approximately 9 trains per day with
thermal coal products from the Mount Pleasant Operation transported by rail to the Port of Newcastle for
onwards overseas export, or distribution to domestic customers for use in electricity generation.

A more detailed history of the mine is included in Section 2 of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

1.3 Purpose

The SIA Report has been developed to meet the requirements of Section 4 of the DPIE’s SIA Guideline
and the requirements of the Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs).

Section 4 of the SIA Guideline describes the four core objectives that should be met during the SIA
component of the EIS:

1. The extent and nature of potential social impacts are predicted and analysed using accepted social
science methods against existing social baseline conditions.

2. The SIA component of the EIS effectively draws attention to and focuses on, the potential social
impacts that are assessed as being significant.

3. Potential social impacts, particularly those evaluated as significant, have an appropriate, justified
response, and residual social impacts are identified and explained.

4. Appropriate arrangements are proposed to monitor and manage mitigation and enhancement
measures and residual social impacts over the life of the project, including unforeseen issues.

For the SIA Report, the following definition of SIA, as provided in the SIA Guideline, has been adopted:




Social impact assessment (SIA) is the process of identifying, predicting, evaluating and developing
responses to the social impacts of a proposed State significant resource project, as part of the
overall EIA of that project. (SIA Guideline p. 1)

The SEARSs set out the following requirements:

Including a detailed assessment of the potential social impacts of the development that builds on the
findings of the Social Impact Assessment Scoping Report, in accordance with the Social impact
assessment guideline for State significant mining, petroleum production and extractive industry

development 2017, paying particular consideration to:

- how the development might affect people’s way of life, community, access to and use of
infrastructure, services and facilities, culture, health and wellbeing, surroundings, personal and
property rights, decision-making systems, and fears and aspirations;

- the principles in Section 1.3 of the guideline; and

- the review questions in Appendix D of the guideline.

The SEARSs also requires a detailed assessment of the cumulative impacts of the development, in
combination with other existing and approved mining projects in the locality.

1.4 Structure of the Report

The structure of this SIA Report is outlined below:

1.

2.

Introduction — provides an overview of the Project, the background and purpose of the SIA
Methodology — an overview of the SIA methodology and definition of social impacts

The Project — a description of the Project, including its location and a comparison with the existing
Mount Pleasant Operation

Existing social environment — an overview of the existing social environment

Social Baseline Study — an overview of the social area of influence and a description of impacts
currently experienced from the Mount Pleasant Operation)

Project proceeds — a summary of likely social impacts and provisional Social Impact Management
Plan (SIMP) if the Project proceeds

Project does not proceed - a summary of likely social impacts if the Project does not proceed

Conclusion.

Data supporting the findings of the SIA Report is provided in the referenced Appendices.
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2 Methodology

2.1 SIA Methodology

The SIA methodology continues the research that was undertaken as part of the preparation of the SIA
Scoping Report. The process undertaken to complete the SIA is shown in Figure 1 and further detail is
provided in Appendix C.

Figure 1. Summary of the SIA Methodology

Review findings of Scoping SIA |

‘ SIA stakeholder case studies

‘ One on one meetings with SIA

l Meeting with DPIE SHakaREIHeS

l

| Workforce Survey Report Engagement with SIA stakeholders Community survey |

[
v

Review social impacts in Scoping SIA

|
v

Desk based research inc. review of
available EIS technical studies
]

‘ Community Survey Report

Workforce survey I

Social baseline study

I

Identification and evaluation of
social impacts

l

Provisional Social Impact
Management Plan

Limitations to the SIA can be found in Appendix C. Assumptions are highlighted throughout the relevant
appendices of the SIA.

2.2  Definition of social impacts

This report adopts the definition of a social impact set by the SIA Guideline (p. 5):

A social impact is a consequence experienced by people due to changes associated with a State
Significant Resource Project.

The SIA has retained the categories of social impacts identified in the Scoping SIA:
e Way of life — including:
o How people live, for example, how they get around and access to adequate housing

o How people work, for example, access to adequate employment
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o How people play, for example, access to recreational activities and
o How people interact with one another on a daily basis.

Health and wellbeing — including physical and mental health, including psycho-social impacts
such as solastalgia (a form of mental or existential distress caused by environmental change) and
eritalgia (loss of an anticipated future).

Services and facilities — access to and use of infrastructure, services and facilities, whether
provided by local, state or federal governments, or by for-profit organisations or volunteer
groups.

Quiality of the living environment (surroundings) — including access to and use of ecosystem
services, public safety and security, access to and use of the natural and built environment, and
its aesthetics value and/or amenity.

Socio-economic impacts — including standard of living, level of affluence, economic prosperity
and resilience, property values, employment, replacement costs of environmental functions and
economic dependency.

Cultural impacts — including shared beliefs, customs, values and stories, and connections to land,
places and buildings (including Aboriginal culture and connection to country).

Family and community impacts — including its composition, cohesion, character, how it functions
and sense of place.

Personal and property rights — including whether economic livelihoods are affected, and whether
people experience personal disadvantage or have their civil liberties affected.

Decision making systems — particularly the extent to which people can have a say in decisions
that affect their lives, and have access to a complaint, remedy and grievance mechanism.

Equity impacts — distribution of impacts across the community and between generations
(intergenerational impacts).

Gender impacts — distribution of impacts across men and women.

Fears and aspirations — related to one or a combination of the above, or about the future of
people’s communities.




TOC

3 The Project

3.1 Project description

The Project aims to optimise the existing Mount Pleasant Operation. It is within the Mount Pleasant
Operation boundary that is generally defined by existing MLs (ML 1713, ML 1750, ML 1709, ML 1645, ML
1708 and ML 1808).

The Mount Pleasant Operation is located in a significant mining region of the Sydney Basin that includes
a wide range of existing operational coal mines and a number of proposed coal mining projects. The
Mount Pleasant Operation MLs are wholly within the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area
(LGA).

The Hunter River and associated alluvial farmlands are located east of the mine, while the land to the
west is generally dominated by agricultural grazing land. The Mount Pleasant Operation is surrounded by
small to medium sized farm holdings to the east and larger agricultural properties to the north and west.

The town of Muswellbrook is to the east, the villages of Kayuga® is to the northeast, Aberdeen to the
north and Denman to the south-west (refer to (Figure 2). Surrounding mines are Dartbrook Mine to the
north, Bengalla Mine to the south, Mt Arthur Coal Mine to the south-east and Mangoola Coal to the west.

Regional or local roads surrounding and/or crossing the Mount Pleasant MLs, include Wybong, Kayuga,
Dorset and Castlerock Roads and the New England Highway is located 3 km to the east.

MACH largely owns the freehold land within the MLs and owns a significant portion of the surrounding
freehold land (Figure 2), which is either:

e | eased back to the previous owners or other local farmers
e Rented out through real estate agents in Muswellbrook and
e Used to house MACH staff and/or contractors.

The Project would continue to be an open cut coal mine. Coal would continue to be extracted using the
truck and excavator method, and in the future, a dragline may be considered.

The general arrangement of the approved Mount Pleasant Operation is shown in Figure 3.

5 Kayuga is known locally as a village although it is not defined as a ‘village’ under the Muswellbrook Shire Council
Local Environment Plan.
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The Project would also include continuation of the following elements:

e Aboriginal Community Development Fund (ACDF) or a similar Aboriginal development
organisation that is active in the community

e  Community Consultative Committee (CCC)

e Management of Biodiversity Offsets

e Aboriginal Heritage Conservation and

e Community contributions.

Further information about each of these elements is included in Appendix E.

3.2 Comparison of the Mount Pleasant Operation
and the Project

Table 1 provides a comparison of the existing Mount Pleasant Operation and the proposed Project.

Table 1: Comparison of the existing Mount Pleasant Operation and the Project

Component

Mine Life

Approved Mount Pleasant Operation
DA 92/97

Originally 21 years from the date of grant of
Development Consent DA 92/97
(i.e. 22 December 2020).

Extended to 22 December 2026
(Modification 3).

Project

Until 22 December 2048 (i.e. extension of
22 years, allowing for 31 years of mining
operations overall).

Mining Method

Open cut mining method incorporating truck
and excavator and dragline operations
(dragline not envisaged prior to 2026).

Unchanged.
Use of dragline subject to feasibility studies.

Emplacements

out-of-pit emplacement areas.

ROM Coal ROM coal production at a rate of up to 10.5 ROM coal production at a rate of up to

Production Mtpa. 21 Mtpa.

Waste Rock Waste rock removal at a rate of up to Waste rock removal at a rate of up to

Production approximately 53 million bank cubic metres approximately 89 Mbcm per annum.
(Mbcm) per annum.

Waste Waste rock emplaced both in-pit, and in Unchanged.

Relinquishment of the North West Out-of-Pit
Emplacement area.

Coal Beneficiation

Beneficiation of ROM coal in the on-site
CHPP.

Unchanged.

Staged upgrades to the CHPP to allow the
handling and processing of additional ROM
coal.

Muswellbrook-Ulan Rail Line and then the
Main Northern Railway to the Port of
Newcastle for export, or to domestic
customers.

Coal Loading Reclaim from product coal stockpiles with Unchanged
coal valves and reclaim conveyors, and
loading to trains via a train load-out
conveyor and load-out bin.

Coal Transport Coal transported along the Unchanged.

TOC



Component ‘

Approved Mount Pleasant Operation
DA 92/97

An average of three, and a maximum of
nine, laden trains per day leaving the mine.

Project

An average of 6.5, and a maximum of
10, laden trains at peak coal production.

Coal Rejects

Coarse rejects are placed within mined out
voids and out-of-pit emplacements, and
used to build walls of the Fines
Emplacement Area. Fine rejects are stored
in the Fines Emplacement Area.

As approved, plus fine reject dewatering
infrastructure would also be installed on new
Coal Processing Plant modules so
dewatered fine rejects can be co-disposed
with coarse rejects.

Water Supply and
Disposal

Water requirements are met from pit
groundwater inflows, catchment runoff and
make-up water from the Hunter River and
the Bengalla or Dartbrook Mines.

Surplus water would be discharged into the
Hunter River (or its tributaries) in compliance
with the Hunter River Salinity Trading
Scheme (HRSTS) and Environment
Protection Licence (EPL) 20850.

Unchanged.

Approximate
Disturbance Area

Approximately 2,800 hectares (ha) of
surface development, exclusive of some
incidental components such as water
management infrastructure.

Unchanged.

Final Landform
and Land Use

A final landform that incorporates
macro-relief and micro-relief concepts so it
does not look “engineered” when viewed
from Muswellbrook, and avoids major
engineered drop structures where practical.
One final void would remain if mining was to
cease in 2026. The full 21-year mine life
indicative final landform includes two final
voids associated with the North Pit and
South Pit open cuts and a smaller third final
void located between the two larger final
voids.

Development of an integrated waste rock
emplacement landform that incorporates
geomorphic drainage design principles for
hydrological stability, and varying
topographic relief to be more natural in
exterior appearance.

One final void would remain.

Rehabilitation with a mixture of pasture and Unchanged.
forest, with increased revegetation with
native tree species on the eastern face of
the final landform.
Hours of Operations are approved to be undertaken Unchanged.
Operation 24 hours per day, seven days per week.
Operational Average operational workforce throughout An average workforce of approximately
Workforce the life of the mine of approximately 600 people, with a peak of approximately
330 people, and an estimated peak of 830 full time equivalent operational
approximately 380° people. personnel (including MACH staff and on-site
contractor personnel).
Construction Construction workforce is expected to peak | Construction workforce may have short-term
Workforce at approximately 350 people. peaks of up to 500 people.

6 As at mid-2020, MACH advised the full time equivalent operational workforce of the Mount Pleasant Operation had
grown to approximately 440 people. For the purpose of this SIA, the previously estimated maximum full time
equivalent operational workforce of the Mount Pleasant Operation (380 people) has been used as this was the FTE
employment at the time of undertaking the SIA.
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4 Existing social environment

4.1  History of coal mining in the Upper Hunter

Coal has been mined in the Upper Hunter since the early 1900s. Originally coal was mined using
underground methods and villages were established at the pitheads. As the coal reserves were
depleted in the Newcastle and Lower Hunter regions, the mines and associated workforces moved north
into the Upper Hunter.

In the early 1980s, mines transitioned from State-owned to private owned (usually foreign-owned) and
coal became an international export as well as a source of domestic power. The 1990s saw the transition
from underground to open cut coal mines in the Upper Hunter, as the coal reserves were identified
closer to the surface. It also saw the transition from eight to 12-hour shifts. In 1998, the Bengalla Mine was
the first of the large-scale open cut coal mines to the west of Muswellbrook, followed by the expansion
of the existing Mt Arthur Coal Mine.

The Mount Pleasant Operation was previously owned by Coal & Allied. In the late 1990s and early 2010s,
Coal & Allied gained approval under State and Commonwealth legislation. During this time, they
purchased the majority of properties within the MLs. MACH acquired the Mount Pleasant Operation in
2016 and began construction, with mining operations beginning in 2017.

4.2  Surrounding social environment

The Mount Pleasant Operation is surrounded by a privately and MACH owned properties. People who
live close (even if sold to MACH) have generally resided in the area for a long time and have strong
social connections in the area. Properties purchased by MACH have generally retained their existing
land use.

Rural communities surrounding the Mount Pleasant Operation are the Dorset Road community, Blairmore
Lane and residents living at Kayuga, the Collins Lane community, residents of Muswellbrook who live on
the floodplain of the Hunter River, the Racecourse Road community, Wybong community and the
Castlerock community.

Towns and villages in proximity to the Mount Pleasant Operation are Muswellbrook (approximately 3km),
Aberdeen (approximately 5km), Scone (approximately 17km), Denman (approximately 18km) and
Singleton (approximately 50km). Each town and village has its own unique history and character. Besides
mining, other influences on the residents of these towns are drought, major road developments and
development of retail services in the Lower Hunter. Other influences are shown on a timescale in Figure
4.
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Figure 4. Timescale of significant and local regional events
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Muswellbrook is a town in transition. In the late 1990s to the early 2010s, the coal industry was the
dominant industry which employed a significant number of people. With the coal downturn in 2012/2013,
workers who were laid off and their families left the town leaving a gap in the housing market which was
filled by people on low incomes. Since then, the coal industry has continued to have an impact on
Muswellbrook through employment opportunities, local procurement and community support programs
but has also impacted the town environmentally with residents experiencing dust, noise, lighting and
blasting impacts from open cut mining.

Industries competing with the coal industry for land and/or skilled labour are agriculture, thoroughbred
and viticulture industries. There is a pre-existing social tension between the different industries in the
area which could intensify as the landscape becomes more contested.

Based on feedback from SIA stakeholders, the Muswellbrook Shire Council Community Strategic Plan
and the draft Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Strategic Planning Statement, economic diversification is
the greatest challenge for the future of Muswellbrook Shire Council LGA and the Upper Hunter region.
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5 Social Baseline Study

5.1 Introduction

The Social Baseline Study has two parts:
e A description of the Project’s social area of influence (refer to Appendix M for details) and

e Quantitative and qualitative descriptions of indicators relevant to each potential social impact
(refer to Appendix N for details).

5.2 Social area of influence

The Project’s social area of influence has been identified based on a ‘whole of project’ approach. This
includes the mine site, workforce, transport of coal via rail to Newcastle, the Biodiversity Offset Areas
and the Aboriginal Heritage Conservation Area associated with the approved Mount Pleasant Operation.
5.2.1 Different social groups likely to be affected

Based on an understanding of the Project, SIA engagement (Scoping SIA and SIA Case Studies,
SIA Community Survey and Workforce Survey), an understanding of the social impacts currently being
experienced and desktop research, the social groups most likely to be affected by the Project are:

e Near neighbours.
e Surrounding rural communities:
o Dorset Road community
o Blairmore Lane
o Collins Lane community
o residents of Muswellbrook who live in the flood plain of the Hunter River
o the Racecourse Road community
o Wybong community and
o Castlerock community.

e Aboriginal people who have a connection to the land and waters within and connected to Mount
Pleasant Operation and associated organisations (such as Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal
Corporation and Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council).

e Surrounding villages and towns:
o Kayuga’
o Muswellbrook

o Denman

7 Kayuga is known locally as a village although it is not defined as a ‘village’ under the Muswellbrook Shire Council
Local Environment Plan.




o Aberdeen
o Scone
o Singleton and

o Merriwa.

e | ocal Governments:

o Muswellbrook Shire Council

o Upper Hunter

Shire Council and

o Singleton Council.

e Community services providers:

o Health and wellbeing including medical and mental health

o Schools and childcare

o Emergency services (police, fire and ambulance, Rural Fire Service and State Emergency

Service) and

o voluntary based community groups (e.g. Land Care and sporting groups).

e Agricultural industry.

e MACH workforce (including contractors) and their families.

e MACH suppliers and their associated workforces and families.

e Other business and industries (e.g. hospitality and retail) in the Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and
Singleton Shire Council LGAs.

5.2.2 Places of social value or importance

This section identifies and describes the built and natural features located on or near the Project site or
the surrounding region that have been identified as having social value or importance by SIA

stakeholders either in the Scoping SIA or the SIA, refer to Table 2.

Table 2: Socially significant built and natural features

Feature

The Hunter River and its
tributaries e.g. Sandy
Creek catchment

Significance

Culturally significant for Aboriginal people
who have a connection to the land and
waters of the Hunter River and its
tributaries.

As a water source.

As a place to camp.

For who

People in the Upper, Central and Lower
Hunter Valley.

The Hunter River supplies water (once
treated) to Muswellbrook, Denman and
Sandy Hollow (Muswellbrook Shire
Council 2015b).

For homes/businesses who rely on water
licences to pump from the Hunter River
(e.g. irrigation).

Homeless people who camp along the
river.

Castlerock Road

The unique views of the Upper Hunter
Valley, being able to see Scone to the

People who have a connection to the
landscape impacted by the mine.
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Feature

Significance

north, Aberdeen to north/east and
Muswellbrook to the south east.

For who

Remaining homesteads
on or surrounding the
ML

Historical context for where people grew
up - either themselves, their family or
friends.

People who grew up in the area and
understand the social and historical
context and significance of the
properties.

Main Street of
Muswellbrook
(Bridge Street / New
England Highway)

The main street is the ‘social barometer’
for a rural town. Traditionally it is the
place where people go shopping and
socialise.

For the residents of Muswellbrook and
surrounding areas, this is an indicator of
the town’s economic health.

Childcare centres in
Muswellbrook

Young children are considered
vulnerable and the centres allow parent/s
to be employed outside the home.

Families, particularly when two incomes
are required or a single parent who has
to work.

Primary schools in
Muswellbrook

Children are considered vulnerable.
Educational opportunities.

Families from Muswellbrook.

High schools in
Muswellbrook

Youth are considered vulnerable.
Educational opportunities.

Families from Muswellbrook and
surrounding areas.

TAFE in Muswellbrook

Educational opportunities.

Students who attend the TAFE and their
families.

Aged Care facilities

Older people are considered vulnerable.

Residents and their families.

Areas with a higher
proportion of lower
income households

People with lower incomes are
considered to be more vulnerable.

Residents on Collins Lane, Wollombi
Road and the floodplains in
Muswellbrook.

Muswellbrook
Racecourse and training
area on Racecourse
Road

Location of country races and social
events such as the Melbourne Cup.
Known area for training racehorses in the
area.

People who attend the races or social
events at the racecourse.

Trainers, jockeys and other workers
associated with horse racing.

Muswellbrook
Showground

Place for local and regional events
(e.g. Upper Hunter Regional Show and
Upper Hunter Christmas Spectacular).

Free camping with toilet/shower facilities.

People who organise and attend local
events.

Travellers and homeless people who
camp and wash.

Local, regional and
federal road network

Provides access to other regional and
urban areas for social networks, goods
and services.

People who have access to private
vehicles.

Rail line

Provides access to other regional and
urban areas for social networks, goods
and services.

People who do not have access to
private vehicles or who prefer to travel by
train.

Thoroughbred and
Viticulture Critical
Industry Clusters

Areas of concentrations of highly
productive industries within a region that
are related to each other, contribute to
the identity of that region and provide
significant employment opportunities
(DPIE 2018).

Owners, employees, contractors and
suppliers to the thoroughbred and
viticulture industries.
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5.2.3 Geographical Social Area of Influence

The social area of influence (from a geographical perspective) has been defined as the areas shown in
Figure 5. The social area of influence has been determined by considering:

e Current Mount Pleasant Operation and the proposed Project that includes:
o Mine site and associated workforce
o Rail (transport of coal from site to port)
o Biodiversity Offset Areas and associated lessees and their families and
o Aboriginal Heritage Conservation Area.

e Information contained in Stakeholder Case Studies.

e Properties identified for acquisition on request and mitigation on request for previous
Modifications (see Figure 2).

e Noise and dust predictions for Modification 3 (MACH, 2017).

o Known workforce data (as of March 2020) and findings of the Workforce Survey.

The Project would have a differential distribution of social impacts (positive and/or negative) on a
geographical area from Murrurundi in the north, to Newcastle in the south-east and Merriwa in the west.
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5.3 Indicators for social impacts

The scope and content in this section of the Social Baseline Study are tailored to the social area of
influence for the current Mount Pleasant Operation (as shown in Figure 6), which will inform the social
impacts of the Project.

Figure 6: Context of the assessment of social impacts of the Mount Pleasant Operation

Mount Pleasant Operation Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project
!
f ¥
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The choice of indicators for each social impact was based on stakeholder engagement, known available
data and where possible, the ability for data collection to potentially be repeated in a timely and cost
effective way.

Data for the social baseline was collected from the following sources:
e SIA Scoping Stakeholder Case studies and SIA Case Studies (refer to Appendix H)
e Interviews with SIA Stakeholders (refer to Appendix C)
e Results of the SIA Community Survey (refer to Appendix F)
e Results of the Workforce Survey (refer to Appendix G)
e Complaints data (refer to Appendix E)
e Desk based research (references provided) and
e Professional experience of the SIA practitioner.

This section is a summary of the impacts currently experienced from the Mount Pleasant Operation,
Appendices M and N contain baseline data and a full description.
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5.3.1 Impacts on way of life — employment

In March 2020, there were 3808 people working at the Mount Pleasant Operation plus additional flow-on
employment for suppliers. When comparing average weekly earning between those who work in non-
mining industries, people who work in the mining industry are paid more. This is consistent with
feedback from SIA stakeholders about the two-tiered economy of the Upper Hunter, between those who
work at the mines and those who do not.

MACH has a Local Supplier Strategy. Under this Strategy, it purchases a growing list of goods and
services within the Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs. This local purchasing
supports local businesses to employ more staff, contributing to indirect employment. Indirect
employment includes companies who employ graduates of the ACDF funded Gundi Program.

5.3.2 Impacts on way of life — housing

The housing market in the Upper Hunter region is currently on a slow upward turn after the downturn
associated with the cessation of the previous “coal boom”. This slow upturn means there would be
increasing pressure placed on affordable housing in the private rental market and social housing in
Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs. It is suggested, given the similarities of
data from 2011 to 2020, that the number of rental and purchase households experiencing housing stress
would be similar.

Workforce residential data provided by MACH and results of the Workforce Survey show a proportion of
the workforce and their families living in the Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council
LGAs on a permanent and temporary basis. Members of the workforce who live in these areas either
own home outright, or are paying off a mortgage, or renting. Based on this, the Mount Pleasant
Operation workforce is influencing the housing market. However, the level of influence the Mount
Pleasant Operation workforce is having on the housing market is difficult to determine, and beyond the
scope of this SIA due to the cumulative influences such as other mines and power stations also having
similar policies that encourage workers and their families to live locally.

5.3.3 Impacts on way of life — how people get around

The workforce for the Mount Pleasant Operation is contributing to increased traffic on local and regional
roads, for example on Bengalla and Wybong Roads and proportionally to existing congestion in the New
England Highway between Muswellbrook and Singleton, especially during the start and end of shifts.
Near neighbours reported noise impacts associated with traffic to and from the site.

5.3.4 Impacts on way of life — recreation

Race days at the Muswellbrook Race Club, NAIDOC Week Celebrations and the biannual Cultural
Spectacular are three of the highlights of recreation in Muswellbrook mentioned by SIA stakeholders.
The Mount Pleasant Operation may be adding to the challenges to the Muswellbrook Race Club to
attract patrons to local races. Whereas, funding from the Mount Pleasant Operation currently supports
the NAIDOC Week Celebrations and biannual Cultural Festival.

8 As at mid-2020, MACH advised the full time equivalent operational workforce of the Mount Pleasant Operation had
grown to approximately 440 people. For the purpose of this SIA, the previously estimated maximum full time
equivalent operational workforce of the Mount Pleasant Operation (380 people) has been used as this was the FTE
employment at the time of undertaking the SIA
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5.3.5 Impacts on health and wellbeing

The physical health impacts of coal mining in the Upper Hunter is a contested topic and the Human
Health Assessment for the EIS provides further details on potential health impacts of the Project. Health
and wellbeing were raised during SIA stakeholder engagement and indicators were identified based on
the feedback. The five health and wellbeing impacts raised were:

e Physical health — asthma due to dust impacts

e Mental health — stress, uncertainty, solastalgia and eritalgia

e Health and wellbeing benefits of being employed

e Health and wellbeing impacts of working on rosters and 12 hour shifts and

e Road safety.

At a regional level, there have been changes in the health indicators selected, however it is unknown
how the Mount Pleasant Operation is contributing to this. There is a level of complexity to the
environmental issues contributing to the health of people in the Upper Hunter. The Upper Hunter Mining
Dialogue is currently assessing long-term trends of air quality.

Based on feedback received as part of the SIA, the Mount Pleasant Operation is impacting on people’s
mental health, with some stakeholders self-identifying higher levels of stress. Notes from meetings with
stakeholders who participated in the Scoping SIA and the SIA were reviewed against key components of
solastalgia and a description of eritalgia. Examples of SIA stakeholders potentially experiencing
solastalgia and eritalgia were identified. Workers self-identified positive mental health impacts associated
with being able to support and provide for their families.

Road crash data and data where fatigue was identified as a contributing factor is provided for
Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs, however, it is unknown what proportion
of the road crash data can be attributed to Mount Pleasant related traffic.

5.3.6 Impacts on community services and facilities

The Mount Pleasant Workforce and their families live in the Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton
Shire Council LGAs and beyond. They are part of their communities and access a range of services
including medical, educational, child care, ambulance, and police services. They also support community
based organisations. There is a reported demand for child care and mental health services in the
Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs, however, SIA stakeholders did not
directly link this demand to the Mount Pleasant Operation workforce and their families. How the Mount
Pleasant Workforce and their families have influenced supply and demand, and data trends since 2016
(the start of construction) and since 2017 (starting of mine operations) is unknown due to the complexity
of the social environment and cumulative nature of impacts with other mining companies.

MACH has provided a number of contributions under the Voluntary Planning Agreement negotiated
between Coal & Allied and Muswellbrook Shire Council, part of which have been allocated to
development/improvement of community facilities.
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5.3.7 Impacts on the quality of the living environment

How people experience the environmental impacts of the Mount Pleasant Operation is dependent on:

e Their location — the closer someone lives to the Mount Pleasant Operation, the increased impact
on the quality of their living environment and

e Relationship to the Mount Pleasant Operation — those who benefit from the Mount Pleasant
Operation (employment or as a supplier) are more likely to express less negative or positive
impacts on the quality of their living environment.

5.3.8 Socio-economic impacts

The Mount Pleasant Operation causes differential socio-economic impacts. Those people located
closest to the Mount Pleasant Operation experience time costs associated with extra work such as
increased internal and external cleaning due to dust, which takes away from other things they may wish
to be doing. A cost of employing people from the local labour market is contributing to the competition
for skilled workers. SIA stakeholders described the challenges of other businesses and organisations to
attract and retain skilled workers because the Mount Pleasant Operation and other mines in the area can
offer higher remuneration.

The agricultural industry also experiences costs associated with loss of agricultural land, loss of
employment opportunities, loss of people with agricultural skills and experience and increased
competition for water licences from Mount Pleasant and other mines in the area.

Many people financially benefit from the Mount Pleasant Operation, either through direct employment,
contracts or indirect employment effects. The Mount Pleasant Operation’s financial impact is beyond the
Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs, although there is a concerted effort by
MACH to maximise the proportion of its expenditure in these three LGAs as much as practical.

5.3.9 Cultural impacts

The Mount Pleasant Operation impacts on the culture for those people who have a connection to the
land and waters associated with the mining lease area, both Aboriginal culture and agricultural culture.
Impacts on Aboriginal culture are reliant on the individual’s perspective on mining and what it means for
their relationship to the land and waters. Mount Pleasant Operation’s impact on the agricultural industry
can be seen in the change of land use from agricultural land to mining and the change in industries in
which people work, with a decrease in agriculture and an increase in mining. Mount Pleasant Operation
is part of the cumulative mining industry impact on Aboriginal and agricultural culture, with impacts also
experienced from Dartbook Mine, Mt Arthur Coal Mine, Mangoola Coal and Bengalla Mine, and other
projects in the Upper Hunter.

5.3.10 Impacts on family and community

The Mount Pleasant Operation has contributed to the loss of rural communities due to properties being
acquired and people who lived on them moving out of the area. This impact has largely been
experienced before MACH purchasing the Mount Pleasant Operation, however, there have been
subsequent additional losses due to voluntary noise and air related acquisitions upon request. The
impact is also cumulative with other mines in the area acquiring properties such as Dartbrook Mine,
Bengalla Mine and Mangoola Coal.
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The Mount Pleasant Operation has contributed to or reinforced, the tensions between those people in
the local community who support or oppose mining. This can be seen in who has participated in the SIA
Community Survey and their comments.

Rosters and 12-hour shifts® continue to influence how workers interact with their families and how they
participate in the community in which they live and work (which may be different locations).

5.3.11 Equity impacts

Based on an analysis of information provided by SIA stakeholders in the Scoping SIA and the SIA, the
Community Survey and Workforce Survey data, how people are impacted is based on where they live
and their relationship to the Mount Pleasant Operation (employment or supplier).

People who live closest to the Mount Pleasant Operation are more likely to experience negative social
impacts. People who have a relationship with the Mount Pleasant Operation, either through employment,
as a supplier or service industry tend to receive the benefits.

Based on the Community Survey (analysis in Appendix N), impacts with the largest inequity (or spread of
responses) were in the areas of employment, the economy, community cohesion, the living environment
and visual amenity. For those people who completed the Community Survey, a generational difference
was found, with a trend of younger people identifying positive impacts while older people identified
negative impacts.

5.3.12 Cumulative impacts
Within the Mount Pleasant Operation and the Project

At the moment, people are experiencing multiple impacts from the Mount Pleasant Operation at the
same time. Near neighbours, residents of surrounding rural communities and some residents of
Muswellbrook are experiencing noise, dust, lighting and blasting impacts. These impacts from mining
would be experienced concurrently with the construction of key infrastructure such as the approved
Stage 2 rail spur and loop (which was approved under the Rail Modification [Mod 4]) while the State
Significant Development (SSD) Application is proceeding. Cumulative impacts of the Mount Pleasant
Operation with the Project have been identified and are detailed in Appendices O, P, Q and R.

Other mines, power stations and large projects

Liddell Power Station is planned to close in 2023 and the site would be undergoing rehabilitation. Based
on current approvals and applications, other coal mines in the area would be operating based on
approval status as set out in Figure 7. Cumulative impacts of other mining operations have been
identified. For conservatism, it has been assumed that the Singleton Bypass and the Muswellbrook
Bypass have not been constructed (e.g. congestion effects would continue in Singleton).

Natural disasters — droughts, bush fires and flooding

Cumulative impacts are also experienced with natural disasters, such as droughts, bushfires and
flooding. These natural disasters have occurred in the past and are expected to occur in the future,
however, it is unknown when they will occur.

° Coal mines began operating using 12 hour shifts in the mid 1990s.

22

TOC



TOC

COVID-19

SIA stakeholders described the immediate impacts of COVID 19, including how the mining industry'™ in

the Upper Hunter continued to operate during restrictions. However, the longer-term impacts of COVID
19, any future restrictions and how these accumulate with the impacts of the Mount Pleasant Operation

are unknown.

1 Including the Mount Pleasant Operation.
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Figure 7: Other operating coal mines in proximity to the Mount Pleasant Operation
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5.4 Significant social impacts

Social risk/opportunity ratings were assigned to each of the identified social impacts based on the
assessed significance (gravity, extent, vulnerability and remediability/opportunity) and likelihood", also
taking into account the existing management strategies at the Mount Pleasant Operation. The ratings
were assigned to allow for prioritisation of the identified social impacts for management. It should be
noted that ranking a social impact as high or extreme indicates that due consideration should be given
to opportunities to apply mitigation (for negative impacts) or enhancement measures (for positive
impacts). Further details regarding the methodology undertaken for this SIA is included in Appendix S.

The key social impacts that were assessed as the highest priority (all negative and positive impacts with
a high or extreme risk rating) in the local area are mapped by location in Figure 8. Existing negative
impacts are largely experienced in closer proximity to the Mount Pleasant Operation, whereas positive
impacts occur more broadly across the Upper Hunter region.

" Methodology to prioritise social impacts is provided in Appendix S
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5.5 Management and monitoring plan

Although the Development Consent DA 92/97 does not require MACH to develop or implement a Social
Impact Management Plan (SIMP), MACH implements mitigation strategies to reduce the existing social
impacts.

These include community engagement under MACH’s various community engagement mechanisms and
strategies (CCC, complaints management, quarterly newsletter, website and MACH’s internal Community
Engagement Plan and Environmental Management Framework), ACDF, VPA, and implementation of the
approved Mount Pleasant Operation site-wide environmental management plans.

Some of the management measures suggested in the ‘if the Project proceeds’ scenario (Appendix Q)
may have some application to the existing Mount Pleasant Operation. These include:

. Continue to work with the neighbouring landholders and people from surrounding villages and
communities to develop ways of engagement that suits them and develop management measures
that are reasonable and feasible.

e  Continue to work with the Upper Hunter Mining Dialogue to understand the impacts the mining
industry is having on the region (e.g. air quality and housing), participate/advocate for developing
and implementing management strategies for material impacts from an industry perspective.

e  Continue to work with relevant Aboriginal organisations to develop opportunities for participation in
rehabilitation activities and cultural activities on Aboriginal Heritage Conservation land.

. Review of human resource data to clarify impacts on the housing market.

The monitoring strategies suggested in the ‘if the Project proceeds’ scenario (Appendix Q) could also be
applied to minimise/enhance and monitor the existing social impacts of the Mount Pleasant Operation.
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6 Project proceeds

0.1 Introduction

The context for the identification and evaluation of social impacts in the “Project proceeds” scenario is
shown in Figure 9.

Figure 9: Context of the assessment of social impacts of the “Project proceeds” scenario
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A summary of the potential social impacts (positive and negative) during the operation of the Project is
provided below with a full explanation and assessment of the impacts provided in Appendix Q.
Identification of social impacts during large construction phases of the Project and post closure, including
a summary of the proposed management and monitoring strategies are also provided in Appendix Q.

Potential social impacts of the Mount Pleasant Operation incorporating the Project are based on data
from the following sources:

e SIA Scoping Stakeholder Case studies and SIA Case Studies (refer to Appendix H)
e Interviews with SIA Stakeholders (refer to Appendix C)

e Results of the SIA Community Survey (refer to Appendix F)

e Results of the Workforce Survey (refer to Appendix G)

e Complaints data (refer to Appendix E)

e Desk based research (references provided) and

e Professional experience of the SIA practitioner.

At the time the Project proceeds, the social environment will be expected to be different from when the
Social Baseline Study was undertaken. This difference is likely due to the uncertainty associated with:

e COVID-19
e The impacts of Liddell Power Station closure and

e Unknown future of other mines and major projects in the area.

Permitted Operation ceases Project ceases
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It is also unknown what conditions may be placed on the Project if it is approved. To address this
uncertainty, and enable the prediction of social impacts and their evaluation, some assumptions have
been made and they are outlined in Appendix Q.

It should be noted that if any of these assumptions change or if the social baseline changes, then the
impacts may or may not occur or may occur at a different level of consequence. It is for this reason, it
recommended that if the Project proceeds, a Social Impact Management Plan (SIMP) is developed within
12 to 18 months of Project determination. A Provisional SIMP is summarised in Section 6.15 and provided
in Appendix Q.

6.2 Impacts on way of life — employment

Based on current modelling of employment opportunities, there would be an increase in the number of
direct jobs provided over the life of the Project. The benefits of employment would be experienced
where the workforce live, which based on the current workforce, would be spread across the Hunter
Region (including Muswellbrook, Scone, Aberdeen, Singleton, Merriwa, Cessnock, Newcastle), wider
NSW and other states. Many of the benefits of employment would be subject to the contracting
arrangements between MACH and the companies undertaking mining services (currently Thiess) and
running the CHPP (currently Sedgman).

If the Project proceeds, there would be continued positive impacts associated with the continuation of
MACH'’s Local Supplier Strategy. The Local Supplier Strategy would continue to support local businesses
to employ more staff, contributing to indirect employment.

6.3 Impacts on way of life — housing

Potential impacts on housing would depend on where the workforce and their families decide to live. At
the moment the workforce lives across the Hunter Region (including Muswellbrook, Scone, Aberdeen,
Singleton, Merriwa, Cessnock, Newcastle), wider NSW and other states.

Where there is relative employment security for the MACH employees, employees or contractors
working for Thiess and Sedgman have less security given contracting arrangements. For example,
Thiess is on a five-year contract, their employees may be more or less inclined to move to the local area
(Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter or Singleton) given a perceived lack of job security.

Based on the results of the Workforce Survey, of which about half of the Mount Pleasant Operation
workforce completed (and without asking who their employer was), 74% of the workforce who lived in
their permanent home while at work either owned or were paying off a mortgage, 25% were renting and
1% had another type of tenure. Of those who lived in a different place to their permanent home, 67%
were renting in their temporary home, 13% lived in a house they owned or were paying off a mortgage
on and the remainder were living with friends or family. Some workers made comments in the Workforce
Survey that if the Project proceeded, they had the intention of relocating to Muswellbrook or the
surrounding area.

If the Project proceeds, there would be a change in the demand for housing, however, what this change
would be is dependent on where the workforce and their families choose to live. If there is an increase in
the demand for housing, the impact would be twofold:

e Forlow income households, the impact could be that their ability to access the private rental
market could be made more difficult and

29



TOC

e For homeowners and investors, the impact could be an increase in property value/price.

6.4 Impacts on way of life — access

The impact on road access around the Mount Pleasant Operation has been categorised into three road
corridors:

e Between Muswellbrook and Singleton (i.e. primarily the New England Highway)
e Bengalla and Wybong Roads and
e Mount Pleasant Operation Access Road.

Based on the results of the Road Transport Assessment, the number of vehicles associated with the
Project is expected to increase. This increase in the number of vehicles may continue to cause
frustration and certain people may continue to change their travel times to avoid the peaks in traffic on
shift changes. Near neighbours who share access to the Mount Pleasant Access Road expect to
experience an increase in the number of vehicles and associated road noise (based on their experience
of current noise levels).

6.5 Impacts on way of life — recreational activities

Based on the feedback from SIA stakeholders, the three main recreational activities likely to experience
impacts are:

e Continued impacts on the Muswellbrook Race Club due to visual impacts and division in the
potential membership base

e Continued NAIDOC Week Celebrations or similar celebrations funded by the ACDF or a similar
Aboriginal community development organisation that is active in the community, and MACH and

e Continued biennial Cultural Spectacular or a similar event funded by the ACDF or a similar
Aboriginal community development organisation that is active in the community.

The visual impacts on the Muswellbrook Race Club are expected to progressively decrease as the
overburden on the eastern side of Project is completed (including rehabilitation), however, the division in
the potential membership base would be a more long-term impact.

Both the NAIDOC Week Celebrations and biennial Cultural Spectacular are currently able to continue
due to funding commitments by the ACDF and MACH.

6.6 Impacts on health and wellbeing

This section of the SIA does not replace the work undertaken in the Human Health Assessment for the
EIS.

Health and wellbeing is a contentious issue for people living in the Upper Hunter Valley.

SIA stakeholders raised their personal experiences of health impacts during the SIA engagement
process, experiences of friends and family, and health impacts associated with coal mining in the media.
Some people who participated in the SIA Community Survey raised their concerns about health impacts
when a direct question about health was not asked. As social impacts are considered to be “something
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that is experienced or felt, in a perceptual or corporeal sense at the level of an individual, social unit
(family/household/collectively) or community/society” (Vanclay et al 2015), then perceptions of health
impacts are social impacts.

Impacts relating to health and wellbeing are expected to continue if the Project proceeds. These include
(but are not limited to):

e Physical health
e Mental health including stress, solastalgia and eritalgia
e For people working at the Mount Pleasant Operation this could include:
o Health and wellbeing benefits of employment
o Health and wellbeing impacts of working rosters and 12 hour shifts and

e Potential increase in the risk of vehicle accidents due to fatigue.

6.7 Impacts on community services and facilities

Given a proportion of the existing workforce is living in the Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton
Shire Council LGAs and the likelihood that it will continue and may increase if the Project proceeds,
there are likely to be an increase in the demand placed on the following community services and
facilities if additional workers and their families relocated to the area:

e Medical

e Education and child care

e Ambulance

e Rural Fire Service

e Police and

e Community based organisations.

The level of demand placed on community services and facilities would be dependent on where the
additional workforce and their families live and their own unique situations. This is reflected in feedback
from SIA stakeholders. The impact would also depend on the type and level of service provided at the
time and any existing constraints or scope to absorb the demand.

Based on future workforce assumptions (refer to Appendix Q), the population impacts of the Project are
expected to be low, however, this may change given there is a high level of uncertainty due to the time
lag between the social baseline and expected construction timeframes and increases in the workforce
over the life of the Project.

If there is an unplanned change in demand that is not well managed, community services and facilities
would be negatively impacted. This negative impact would also be experienced by people who use or
rely on the facilities or services. Whereas planned and well managed demand may be an opportunity to
increase the number and type of community services offered to the whole community.

If the Project proceeds, Muswellbrook Shire Council would continue to receive funding from MACH
through a Project Voluntary Planning Agreement.
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6.8 Impacts on the quality of the living
environment

The Mount Pleasant Operation is currently impacting on the quality of the living environment for near
neighbours, people living in rural communities in proximity to the mine site (e.g. Kayuga, communities
along Dorset Road and Blairmore Lane). Although the mine is being staged to manage environmental
impacts such as air quality impacts (dust) and noise, people expect these impacts to continue.

The visual impact of the overburden on the eastern and northern side of the mining leases has and
would continue to impact the quality of people’s living environment, particularly for those people who
experienced the landscape prior to construction. Although the visual impacts are expected to
progressively decrease due to landform works and progressive rehabilitation, the changes to the
landscape will be permanent.

Similar to how people currently experience changes to the quality of their living environment, future
changes would be dependent on:

e location — the closer someone lives to the Mount Pleasant Operation, the increased impact on
the quality of their living environment due to environmental impacts, including visual impacts and

e relationship to the Mount Pleasant Operation — people who benefit from the Mount Pleasant
Operation (employment or as a supplier) are less likely to express negative impacts on the
quality of their living environment and more likely to express positive impacts associated with
employment and economic effects.

6.9 Socio-economic impacts

If the Project was to proceed, it would continue to cause differential socio-economic impacts. Those
people located closest to the Mount Pleasant Operation experience time costs associated with extra
work such as increased internal and external cleaning due to dust, which takes away from other things
they may wish to be doing. A cost of employing people from the local labour market is contributing to the
competition for skilled workers. SIA stakeholders described the challenges of other businesses and
organisation to attract and retain skilled workers because the Mount Pleasant Operation and other mines
in the area can offer higher remuneration.

The agricultural industry would also continue to experience costs associated with loss of agricultural
land, loss of employment opportunities, loss of people with agricultural skills and experience and
increased competition for water licences from Mount Pleasant and other mines in the area (which are
related to the transition from an agricultural area to a mining area).

Many people financially benefit from the Mount Pleasant Operation, either through direct employment,
contracts or indirect employment effects. The Mount Pleasant Operation’s financial impact is beyond the
Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs, although there is a concerted effort by
MACH to maximise the proportion of its expenditure in these three LGAs as much as practical.

6.10 Cultural impacts

The Project is expected to continue to impact on the culture of those people who have a connection to
the land and waters associated with the mining lease area, including both Aboriginal culture and
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agricultural culture. Mount Pleasant Operation would continue to be part of the cumulative mining
industry’s impact on Aboriginal and agricultural cultural, with impacts also experienced from Dartbook
Mine, Mt Arthur Coal Mine, Mangoola Coal and Bengalla Mine, and other projects in the Upper Hunter.

6.10.1 Impacts on Aboriginal culture

Based on engagement with the Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council and Wonnarua Nation
Aboriginal Corporation, there would be both negative and positive impacts on Aboriginal culture.

There would be negative impacts through the permanent change to the land due to mining and
construction of the overburden and “.. the destruction of songlines, loss of lore that is held in the soil,
the trees and the plants of the areaq, loss of identity due to inability to connect to significant tracts of land
and understand and practice culture” (Appendix H).

The positive impacts arise from the continued opportunity to practice Aboriginal culture and land
management activities at the Mount Pleasant Operation, such as undertaking cultural burns on country.
There is also the opportunity to participate in rehabilitation and “healing the land”.

The ACDF funds organisations and projects that promote education, economic development, cultural
development and health for Aboriginal people in the region. The ACDF, or a similar Aboriginal
community development organisation that is active in the community, would continue if the Project
proceeds.

6.10.2Impacts on agricultural culture

Impacts on agricultural culture are expected to continue. Impacts on the agricultural community
surrounding the mine site would continue to be negative with a decrease in the proportion of people
working in the agriculture sector compared to the increase in mining, the loss of rural communities and
the loss of the built environment that is significant to local agricultural people. There would continue to
be opportunities for neighbouring landholders to lease land not required for mining. There are positive
impacts on agricultural culture located on and near the Biodiversity Offsets (to the west of the mine site).

6.1  Impacts on family and community

Families and communities within the local area would continue to experience impacts if the Project
proceeds, these include:

e |Loss of rural communities

e Continuation of tensions between those people who are supportive and those who object to
coal mining and

e Change in family structures for those who take up employment (if not previously worked
roster/12-hour shifts).

Working rosters and 12-hour shifts'? will continue to influence how workers interact with their families and
how they participate in the community in which they live and work (which may be different locations).

12 Coal mines began operating using 12 hour shifts in the mid 1990s.
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6.12 Equity

Based on an analysis of information provided by SIA stakeholders in the Scoping SIA and the SIA, the
SIA Community Survey and the Workforce Survey, how people are impacted is based on where they live
and their relationship to the Mount Pleasant Operation (employment, supplier or service industries).

People who live closest to the mine site are expected to experience a continuation of negative social
impacts or costs. People who have a relationship with the Mount Pleasant Operation, either through
employment or as a supplier are expected to continue to tend to receive the benefits and they are
located in Muswellbrook, Aberdeen, Scone, Denman, McCully’s Gap, Jerry’s Plains, Singleton and
beyond.

Based on the SIA Community Survey, impacts with the largest inequity (or spread of responses), if the
Project were to proceed were employment, the economy, community cohesion and the living
environment.

For those people who completed the SIA Community Survey, there was a trend of younger people
experiencing positive impacts while older people were experiencing negative impacts.

6.13 Cumulative impacts

Cumulative impacts would continue to be experienced within and across the Project (e.g. economic and
environmental impacts), with other mines and large projects in the region, with natural disasters and
COVID-19.

6.14 Significant social impacts

Social risk/opportunity ratings were assigned to each of the identified social impacts based on the
assessed significance (gravity, extent, vulnerability and remediability/opportunity) and likelihood®™, also
taking into account the existing management strategies at the Mount Pleasant Operation. The ratings
were assigned to allow for prioritisation of the identified social impacts for management. It should be
noted that ranking a social impact as high or extreme indicates that due consideration should be given
to opportunities to apply mitigation (for negative impacts) or enhancement measures (for positive
impacts). Further details regarding the methodology undertaken for this SIA is included in Appendix S.

Social impacts that were assessed as the highest priority (all negative and positive impacts with a high or
extreme risk rating) in the local area are mapped by location in Figure 8. If the Project proceeds, it is
expected that negative impacts will continue to be experienced in closer proximity to the Mount Pleasant
Operation, whereas positive impacts will continue to occur more broadly across the Upper Hunter
region.

3 Methodology to prioritise social impacts is provided in Appendix S
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6.15 Provisional Social Impact Management Plan

Consistent with other examples of contemporary approvals of major mining projects in NSW, it is
anticipated that a SIMP would be required within 12 to 18 months following Project determination. The
SIMP would be the mechanism to review the social baseline and document management strategies that
are reasonable and feasible.

6.15.1 Management Plans

Building on the assessment of potential social impacts if the Project proceeds, a provisional SIMP has
been suggested (details in Appendix Q) with the following strategies built on the existing approaches
MACH has already developed to manage impacts:

Community and Stakeholder Engagement Strategy

Workforce Management Strategy

Housing and Accommodation Strategy

Local Business Procurement Strategy and

Community Health and Wellbeing Strategy.

Key opportunities in the above management strategies are:

Increase local benefits (positive impacts) through:

o

Working with the main contractors on site (i.e. main services and coal processing) to identify
ways to prioritise local employment (existing population) and develop strategies for people
to relocate to MSC and UHSC LGAs.

Include local residential workforce as a Key Performance Indicator (KPI) in procurement
processes for main contractors with associated management, monitoring and reporting.

Provide information regarding the Project workforce and the associated predicted housing
demand to the local councils on a regular basis.

Developing strategies to employ, train and upskill people from the local area who are
unemployed.

Continuing to deliver positive social impacts for Aboriginal people with connections to the
land and waters on which the Project is located by supporting on-country land management
(such as cool burns) and involvement in rehabilitation programs.

Contributing to the Upper Hunter long term transition from coal mining and power
generation.

Decrease local costs or experiences of negative social impacts by:

o

Continue to work with the neighbouring landholders and people from surrounding villages
and communities to develop ways of engagement that suits them and develop management
measures that are reasonable and feasible.

Continuing to engage with stakeholders who are directly impacted and interested
organisations to develop, implement and review environmental management strategies that
are reasonable and feasible.
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o Supporting the agricultural industry, for example, supporting the continuation of agriculture
on land not required for mining operations or temporary trading of water licenses for periods
the licences are not required by MACH.

e Continue to work with the Upper Hunter Mining Dialogue to understand the impacts the mining

industry is having on the region and participate/advocate for developing and implementing
industry-wide management strategies for impacts on air quality and housing for example.

If the Project proceeds, it will be critical to build on existing relationships and to form new ones to
develop a SIMP that can address social impacts in a social environment that is experiencing a high level
of uncertainty and has started a major transition process associated with economic diversification and a
move away from power stations and coal mining.

6.15.2Monitoring Framework

Given the lag time between the SIA and the decision on whether the Project will proceed or not, it is
suggested that a detailed monitoring framework is developed as part of the SIMP. The monitoring
framework would be established based on the identified impacts in this SIA and various indicators
identified in the Social Baseline Report (Appendix M and N).

The monitoring framework may include, but is not limited to, the following:

Evaluation of the ACDF, or a similar Aboriginal community development organisation that is active in
the community.

Regular completion of Workforce and Community Surveys.

Implementation of the existing monitoring programs established as part of the various approved
Mount Pleasant Operation management plans under Development Consent DA 92/97 as modified
by the Project Development Consent.

Review of human resource, complaints data and any relevant secondary data.

Review and consideration of feedback received through an established dialogue with relevant
stakeholders including local community groups (including Aboriginal community groups),
neighbouring residents, community service and facility providers, and local suppliers.
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7 Project does not proceed

/.1 Introduction

The context for the identification and evaluation of social impacts in the “Project does not proceed”
scenario is shown in Figure 11.

Figure 11: Context of the assessment of social impacts of the “Project does not proceed” scenario
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A summary of the potential social impacts (positive and negative) if the Project does not proceed is
provided below with a full explanation and assessment of impacts provided in Appendix R.

Potential social impacts of the closure of the Mount Pleasant Operation are based on data from the
following sources:

e SIA Scoping Stakeholder Case studies and SIA Case Studies (refer to Appendix H)
e Interviews with SIA Stakeholders (refer to Appendix C)

o Results of the SIA Community Survey (refer to Appendix F)

e Results of the Workforce Survey (refer to Appendix G)

e Complaints data (refer to Appendix E)

e Desk based research (references provided) and

e Professional experience of the SIA practitioner.

At the time the Project may not proceed, the social environment will be expected to be different from
when the Social Baseline Study was undertaken. This difference likely to increase due to the uncertainty
associated with:

e COVID-19
e The impacts of Liddell Power Station closure and

e Unknown future of other mines and major projects in the area.
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There would have been a lag time between the completion of the Social Baseline Study and the social
environment at the time of “closure”, which is likely to be materially different to that described in
Appendix R.

It should be noted that if any of these assumptions change or the social baseline changes, then the
impacts may or may not occur or may occur at a different level of consequence. It is anticipated this
would be addressed in the mine closure processes under Development Consent DA 92/97.

/.2 Impacts on way of life — employment

If the Project does not proceed, there would be a loss of 380" direct jobs and many more indirect jobs
associated with MACH’s local spend or the workforce buying goods and services locally, predominantly
in the Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs, but also extending to other areas
of NSW. This impact would also be experienced cumulatively with the planned closure of Liddell Power
Station and other mining operations in proximity to the Mount Pleasant Operation. Loss of direct and
indirect jobs may also have a flow on effect on the affected people’s health and wellbeing.

/.3 Impacts on way of life — housing

Impacts on housing would depend on where the workforce lives at the time they are no longer
employed. At the moment the workforce lives across the Hunter Region (including Muswellbrook, Scone,
Aberdeen, Singleton, Merriwa, Cessnock, Newcastle), NSW and other states. It is assumed that:

e Those people who live permanently in the area and who cannot gain alternative employment in
the area, would relocate away from the area having an impact on housing demand and

e Those people who live temporarily in the area would no longer commute and stay in the area,
having an impact on rental housing demand.

It is unknown at this point what the actual impact on housing would be if the Project does not proceed,
however, based on what is known, there would be a reduction on demand for housing. A decrease in
the demand for housing could have twofold impacts:

e Forlow income households, access to the private rental market could be made easier and
e For homeowners and investors, it could impact on them by decreasing property prices.

Decreased property values may also have a flow on socio-economic impact on homeowners and
investors.

/.4 Impacts on way of life — access

The impact on road access around the Mount Pleasant Operation has been categorised into three road
corridors:

Between Muswellbrook and Singleton (i.e. primarily the New England Highway)

" As at mid-2020, MACH advised the full time equivalent operational workforce of the Mount Pleasant Operation had grown to
approximately 440 people. For the purpose of this SIA, the previously estimated maximum full time equivalent operational
workforce of the Mount Pleasant Operation (380 people) has been used as this was the FTE employment at the time of
undertaking the SIA.
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e Bengalla and Wybong Roads and
e Mount Pleasant Access Road.

It is expected that if the Project does not proceed then there would be a decrease and then cessation of
traffic impacts leading to social impacts including decreased congestion and consequently a decrease in
frustration. However, subject to the level of activities at the other mines and projects in the region,
people may still change their travel times to accommodate peaks in mine traffic on shift changes.

/.5 Impacts on way of life — recreation

Based on the feedback from SIA stakeholders, the three main recreational activities likely to experience
impacts are:

e Reduced impacts on the Muswellbrook Race Club due to visual impacts and division in the
potential membership base

e NAIDOC Week Celebrations funded by the ACDF and MACH and
e Biennial Cultural Spectacular funded by the ACDF.

Visual impacts on the Muswellbrook Race Club are expected to progressively decrease and then cease
once the overburden on the eastern side of the Mount Pleasant Operation is completed (including
rehabilitation) and division in the potential membership base is expected to decrease.

Both the NAIDOC Week Celebrations and biennial Cultural Spectacular are expected to cease following
the cessation of Mount Pleasant Operation, given MACH would no longer be funding the ACDF and
would no longer be providing donations.

/.6 Impacts on health and wellbeing

Impacts relating to health and wellbeing are expected to be experienced if the Project does not
proceed. These include (but are not limited to):

e Physical health (particularly for those workers who have lost employment)

e Mental health and stress (particularly for those workers who have lost employment and their
families) and

e Solastalgia (for the permanent changes already made to the landscape) and eritalgia (loss of
anticipated future).

/.7 Impacts on community services and facilities

Given a proportion of the Mount Pleasant Operation workforce is living in the Muswellbrook, Upper
Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs and that people are likely to relocate out of the area if they
cannot seek alternative employment, there are likely to be some impacts on demand for the following
community services and facilities:

e Medical

e Education and child care
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e Ambulance

e Rural Fire Service

e Police and

e Community based organisations.

Similar to the “if the Project proceeds scenario”, the reduction in demands on community services and
facilities would be dependent on where the workforce and their families live and their own situations and
this is reflected in feedback from SIA stakeholders. The impact would also depend on the type and level
of service provided at the time and any scope to adjust to the decreased demand.

Based on assumptions about the workforce (refer to Appendix R), population impacts are expected to be
low, however, this may change given the high level of uncertainty due to the time lag between the social
baseline and the Project closing.

If there is an unplanned change in demand that is not well managed, community services and facilities
would be negatively impacted. This negative impact would also be experienced by people who use or
rely on the facilities or services.

Muswellbrook Shire Council would cease to receive funding through the Project Voluntary Planning
Agreement. The impacts of this would depend on the facilities and services funded at the time.

/.8 Impacts on the quality of the living
environment

If the Project does not proceed then it is expected that the quality of life impacts currently experienced
by near neighbours, people living in rural communities in proximity to the Mount Pleasant Operation
service providers (e.g. Kayuga, communities along Dorset Road and Blairmore Lane) would cease.
However, impacts on quality of life from other mines and projects in the area may remain.

/7.9 Socio-economic impacts

People who previously received a financial benefit from the Mount Pleasant Operation, namely workers,
suppliers (and their employees) and their families would no longer receive this benefit. The Project not
proceeding would have a material flow on effect in the local economy.

For those people and businesses who were experiencing costs associated with the Mount Pleasant
Operation either through the loss of time or competition for skilled workers, it is expected that these
costs would be reduced, but may still be present due to other mining and large infrastructure projects in
the region.
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/.10 Cultural impacts

If the Project does not proceed, impacts on Aboriginal and agricultural culture would continue.

7.10.1 Impacts on Aboriginal culture

Based on engagement with the Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council and Wonnarua Nation
Aboriginal Corporation, there would be both negative and positive impacts on Aboriginal culture.

The negative impacts through the permanent change to the land due to mining and construction of the
overburden would remain. However, there could be opportunities to participate in rehabilitation and
“healing the land”.

The ACDF, or a similar Aboriginal community development organisation that is active in the community,
would no longer be able to fund organisations and projects that promote education, economic
development, cultural development and health for Aboriginal people in the region.

/.10.2 Impacts on agricultural culture

Based on engagement with people from the agricultural industry, it is expected that impacts on
agricultural culture may reduce with the potential opportunity for agriculture to grow if properties owned
by MACH are put up for sale. Current opportunities for neighbouring landholders to lease land not
required for mining will no longer be available.

The positive impacts on agricultural culture located on and near the Biodiversity Offsets (to the west of
the mine site) are expected to continue if the Offset Management Plan and Re-establishment
Management Plan is maintained.

/11 Impacts on family and community

Families of workers would be directly impacted as well as the communities they contribute to. If families
relocate, there would be social instability and a decrease in social networks. There may also be an
alteration of family structure for the families who have a parent/s who lose their jobs and are unable to
gain alternative employment.

Based on the experience of the Drayton mine closure, for those people who remain, there may be a
growing tension between those who support and oppose mining.

/.12  Equity

Based on an analysis of information provided by SIA stakeholders in the Scoping SIA and the SIA, the
SIA Community Survey data and the Workforce Survey, how people are impacted is based on where
they live and their relationship to the Mount Pleasant Operation (employment or supplier).

People who live closest to Mount Pleasant Operation are more likely to experience a decrease in
negative social impacts or costs. People who have a relationship with Mount Pleasant Operation, either
through employment or as a supplier would experience the cost of losing their employment and
business. This would be experienced where the worker or business is located, predominantly in
Muswellbrook, Aberdeen, Scone, Denman, McCully’s Gap, Jerry’s Plains and Singleton.
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Based on the SIA Community Survey, impacts with the largest inequity (or spread of responses), if the
Project did not proceed were employment and community cohesion.

/.13 Cumulative impacts

Cumulative impacts would continue to be experienced within and across the Project (e.g. economic and
environmental impacts), with other mines and large infrastructure projects in the region, with natural
disasters and COVID-19.

Cumulative social impacts would particularly be expected to occur if multiple major mines close over a
short timeframe. It is noted that both the Mount Pleasant Operation and Mt Arthur Coal Mine are currently
permitted until 2026.

/.14 Significant social impacts

Social risk/opportunity ratings were assigned to each of the identified social impacts based on the
assessed significance (gravity, extent, vulnerability and remediability/opportunity) and likelihood™, also
taking into account the existing management strategies at the Mount Pleasant Operation. The ratings
were assigned to allow for prioritisation of the identified social impacts for management. It should be
noted that ranking a social impact as high or extreme indicates that due consideration should be given
to opportunities to apply mitigation (for negative impacts) or enhancement measures (for positive
impacts). Further details regarding the methodology undertaken for this SIA is included in Appendix S.

The key social impacts that were assessed as the highest priority (all negative and positive impacts with
a high or extreme risk rating) in the local area are mapped by location in Figure 12. Existing negative
impacts are largely experienced in closer proximity to the Mount Pleasant Operation, whereas positive
impacts occur more broadly across the Upper Hunter region.

15 Methodology to prioritise social impacts is provided in Appendix S
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/.15 Management and monitoring plans

If the Project does not proceed, Mount Pleasant Operation would continue to operate under the
approved Development Consent DA 92/97 until 2026 and continue to apply required management
strategies (including requirements for mine closure and rehabilitation).

Although the Development Consent DA 92/97 does not require MACH to develop or implement a SIMP,
MACH implements mitigation strategies to reduce the existing social impacts.

These include community engagement under MACH’s various community engagement mechanisms and
strategies (CCC, complaints management, quarterly newsletter, website and MACH’s internal Community
Engagement Plan and Environmental Management Framework), ACDF, VPA, and implementation of the
approved Mount Pleasant Operation site-wide environmental management plans.

Some of the management and monitoring measures suggested in the ‘if the Project proceeds’; scenario
(Appendix Q) may have some application to the ‘Project does not proceed scenario’. These include
(Appendix Q):

e Continue to work with the neighbouring landholders and people from surrounding villages and
communities to develop ways of engagement that suits them and develop management measures
that are reasonable and feasible.

e Continuing to engage with stakeholders who are directly impacted and interested organisations to
develop, implement and review environmental management strategies that are reasonable and
feasible.

e Engage with stakeholders (including Aboriginal community groups/people) regarding mine closure
planning and how the Project can contribute to the Upper Hunter long term transition from coal
mining and power generation (with added considering of the social transition planning and
management framework shown in Figure 3).

Figure 13: Social transition planning and management
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Source: ICMM 2019

The monitoring strategies suggested in the ‘if the Project proceeds’ scenario (Appendix Q) could also be
applied to minimise/enhance and monitor the existing social impacts in the ‘if the Project does not
proceed’ scenario.
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8 Conclusion

Social impacts will be experienced whether the Project proceeds or not. The social impacts experienced
will depend on location, relationship to the Project, e.g. as a near neighbour, employee, supplier and the
management strategy applied (including how the management strategy was developed).

If the Project proceeds, social impacts currently experienced from the Mount Pleasant Operation will
continue. Current social impacts of the Mount Pleasant Operation are experienced differentially, with
people within the same geographical area experiencing both positive and negative impacts at the same
time. For example, for near neighbours, and people living in Kayuga and Muswellbrook:

e People who directly benefit from working at or supplying goods and services to the Mount
Pleasant Operation may also experience negative social impacts such as a decrease in the
quality of their living environment.

e People who do not benefit from working at or supplying goods and services are experiencing a
decrease in the quality of their living environment but may also experience indirect benefits, e.g.
through funding for community organisations (if they are involved in the community organisation
that has received funding).

If the Project proceeds, it will be critical to build on existing relationships and form new ones to develop
a SIMP that addresses social impacts in a social environment that is experiencing a high level of
uncertainty and has started a major transition process associated with economic diversification and a
move away from power stations and coal mining.

For the people who experience social impacts if the Project proceeds, they will also experience social
impacts if the Project does not proceed, however they will be generally opposite. So if someone
experiences a positive if the Project proceeds, it is highly likely that the same impact will be felt
negatively if the Project does not proceed.

Regardless of whether the Project proceeds or not, social impacts will be experienced cumulatively with
impacts from other mines in the area, closure of the Liddell and Bayswater Power Stations, natural
disasters, COVID 19 and other large infrastructure projects undertaken in the future (e.g. Singleton and
Muswellbrook Bypasses).
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1 General

Q1 Has the applicant applied the principles in Section 1.3 of the
Guidelines? How?

How the principles of SIA have been applied in the SIA Scoping Phase are set out in Table 1.

Table 1. Application of SIA Principles

Principle ‘ Description Application
Action- Delivers outcomes that are practical, Suggested management and monitoring
orientated achievable and effective. strategies have been developed.
Adaptive Establishes systems to actively respond to The management strategies have been
new or different circumstances and developed taking into consideration the lag
information and support continuous time between the SIA and Project
improvement. determination.
Management and monitoring strategies have
been developed for the current
Mount Pleasant Operation and provided to
MACH. Ongoing monitoring strategies have
been developed with the plan to update
management plans as likely or unexpected
impacts occur.
Distributive Considers how social impacts are distributed | Social impact categories include equity
equity within the current generation (particularly impacts across various stakeholders
across vulnerable and under- represented (including vulnerable stakeholders), different
groups) and between current and future geographical locations and current and
generations. future generations. Vulnerability is one of the
criteria to determine the significance of an
impact.
Impartial Is undertaken in a fair, unbiased manner and | SIA includes two scenarios:
follows relevant ethical standards. e the Project proceeding and
e the Project not proceeding.
A cross section of SIA stakeholders were
invited to participate in the SIA.
Notes from the meetings with SIA
stakeholder are provided in the SIA Report.
Inclusive Seeks to hear, understand and respect the SIA stakeholders invited to participate in the

perspectives of the full diversity of potentially
affected groups of people. It is also informed
by respectful, meaningful and effective
engagement that is tailored to suit the needs
of those being engaged (e.g. culturally
sensitive, accessible).

SIA were identified on feedback from
stakeholders in the SIA Scoping Phase.

Due to the COVID-19 restrictions on
engagement, we acknowledge that some
people may not have been able to
participate in the community survey. SIA
stakeholders were provided with an option of
participating in a way that they felt most
comfortable with, either using an online
communication platform (Microsoft Teams or
Zoom) or over the telephone.
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Principle

Integrated

‘ Description

Uses and references relevant information
and analysis from other assessments to
avoid duplication and double counting of
impacts in the EIS. It also supports effective
integration of social, economic, and
environmental considerations in
decision-making.

Application

Other technical studies were reviewed
understand the current and potential
environmental impacts that could “cause”
social impacts if the Project proceeded.

Life cycle focus

Seeks to understand potential impacts
(including cumulative impacts) at all Project
stages, from preconstruction to post closure.

In the “Project proceeds” scenario, likely
social impacts were identified for the
planning, construction, operation and closure
stages. Cumulative social impacts have been
identified throughout.

In the “Project does not proceed” scenario,
likely social impacts were also identified.

explained, justified and accessible and
people can see how their input has been
considered.

Material Identifies which potential social impacts Likely social impacts have been described
matter the most, and/or post the greatest risk | using Table 5 in the SIA Guideline, including
to those expected to be affected. their extent, duration, severity and sensitivity.

Likely social impacts have been evaluated
using the method outlined in

Esteves et al (2017) which is built on the
evaluation tool provided in Section C3 the
SIA Guideline.

Precautionary If there is a threat of serious or irreversible A precautionary approach was adopted
damage to the environment', lack of full when identifying and evaluating likely social
scientific certainty should not be used as a impacts.
reason for postponing measures to prevent
environmental (including social) degradation.

Proportionate Scope and scale should correspond to the The SIA methodology and level of detail in
potential social impacts. the SIA Report reflects the scope and scale

of the likely social impacts.

Rigorous Uses appropriate, accepted social science The SIA methodology is based on a mixed
methods and robust evidence from methods social science research
authoritative sources. methodology. It includes a mix of qualitative

and quantitative research methods across
primary and secondary data collections.
Sources of evidence on which likely social
impacts have been identified and evaluated
is included in the relevant Appendices. A
reference list of secondary data is provided
in the report.

Transparent Information, methods and assumptions are The SIA methodology, a copy of primary

research tools and results are provided in the
Appendices of the SIA Report. Data sources
have been identified and a reference list
provided.

! The SIA Guideline refers to section 4(1) of the EP&A Act which defines the ‘environment’ to include ‘all aspects of
the surrounding of humans, whether affecting any human as an individual or in his or her social groupings.’
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Q2 Does the lead author of the Scoping Report meet the qualifications
and skill requirement in Box 27
Not applicable to the SIA component of the EIS. This was addressed in the Scoping SIA.

Q3 Does the lead author of the SIA component of the EIS meet the
qualification and skill requirements in Box 47

Box 4 sets out who should prepare the social impact assessment component of the environmental
impact statement.

The lead author of the SIA component of the EIS should have suitable qualification in a relevant
social science discipline and/or proven experience (over multiple years) and competence in social
science research methods and SIA theory and practices. The lead author’s qualifications and
experience should be outlined in the SIA component of the EIS. It is also preferable that the lead
author be a member of a recognised impact assessment professional organisation®. Members of
professional organisations agree to be bound by a code of ethics and professional conduct, which
ensures they are accountable for the professional standards they demonstrate and the work they
undertake.

The lead author should provide a signed declaration indicating that the SIA component of the EIS
contains all information relevant to the SIA for the project, and that the information is not false or
misleading. The declaration should indicate the data on which the assessment was completed. The
author should also follow relevant ethical considerations that apply to research involving people.
Safeguards should be put in place and documented to ensure the process and the results provide
an impartial assessment of the anticipated social impacts and avoid potential conflicts of interest.

Rachel Maas is the lead author of the SIA, her CV and signed declaration is provided in Appendix B.

Q4 Has the lead author of the SIA component of the EIS provided a
signed declaration certifying that the assessment does not contain
false or misleading information?

A signed declaration is provided in Appendix B.

2 For instance, the International Association of Impact Assessment, Environment Institute of Australia and New Zealand, Planning
Institute of Australia, or Australasian Evaluation Society.
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2 Community engagement for
social impact assessment
(Section 2)

Q5 Does the SIA include adequate explanations of how the
engagement objectives have been applied? How?

How the SIA Scoping process addressed the engagement objectives for SIA as set out in Section 2.1 of
the SIA Guideline is provided in Table 2.

Table 2: Meeting engagement objectives

DPIE SIA Engagement Objective How addressed in the SIA for the EIS

Ensuring potentially affected people, groups, Interviews with SIA Stakeholders
organisations and the community are identified and A list of questions and Information and Consent forms
have a sufficient understanding of: was sent to all SIA stakeholders prior to formally
e the proposed project agreeing to participate in the SIA.
e how it may affect them and The Information and Consent forms outlined:
e the EIA process for State significant projects in e the proposed Project
NSW and how SIA contributes to that process. e the SIA and its context within the SIA Guideline

and EIS process and

e information to be collected in the SIA and how it
will be used.

A copy of the Information and Consent form template is
provided in Appendix D.

A list of questions was sent to the SIA stakeholders
prior to the meeting, so they had the opportunity to
think about questions/topics that would be discussed,
and they could prepare if they chose to.

During the one on one meetings with the SIA
stakeholder:

e arepresentative from MACH explained the
proposed Project and answered any initial
questions and

e Rachel went through the Information and Consent
form and explained:

o how the information collection and verification
process would work and

o how the information provided by the SIA
stakeholders would be used and published in
the SIA Scoping Report.

A copy of the Information and Consent form template is

provided in Appendix D.

Community Survey

For the Community Survey (online and hard copies),

information on the proposed Project was provided as

part of the Project introduction within the survey. A




DPIE SIA Engagement Objective How addressed in the SIA for the EIS

copy of the Community Survey is provided in Appendix
F.

Workforce Survey

For the Workforce Survey (online and hard copies),
information on the proposed Project was provided as
part of the Project introduction within the survey. A
copy of the Workforce Survey in Appendix G.

Collecting qualitative and quantitative data, evidence
and insights for scoping the SIA and preparing the SIA
component of the EIS, in ways that maximise diversity
and representativeness.

Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected in
the Community and Workforce Surveys.

Interviews with SIA stakeholders were undertaken
using qualitative research techniques and in a way that
made the most of the COVID-19 restrictions.

Understanding the interests that potentially affected
and interested people have in the project and how
potential impacts are predicted to be experienced from
their perspective.

Potentially affected and interested people were able to
participate in the SIA as an SIA stakeholder, complete
the community survey or workforce survey.
Submissions to previous modifications were also
reviewed and used to identify potential impacts.
Impacts have been identified based on the affected
stakeholder and references provided to the relevant
stakeholder engagement.

Considering the views of potentially affected and
interested stakeholders in a meaningful way and using
these insights to inform project planning and design,
mitigation and enhancement measures, and monitoring
and management frameworks.

Learnings from the stakeholder engagement process
were used to update the Social Area of Influence,
identify social impacts and develop suggested
management and monitoring plans.

Confirming data, assumptions, findings and
recommendations.

Notes from the SIA stakeholder interviews were
drafted and sent back to the SIA stakeholder for review
and finalisation prior to being used in the impact
assessment process. Once the stakeholder had
finalised the notes, permission was then sought to
publish the notes as part of the SIA. Not all notes have
been published.

Ensuring people know how their input and views have
been taken into account.

The Information and Consent form outlines how the
information provided by the SIA stakeholder will be
used in the SIA Scoping Report.

A copy of the Information and Consent form template is
provided in Appendix D.

Stakeholder perspectives are one of the evidence
sources to identify impacts. Each potential impact has
been cross referenced back to the stakeholder who
raised it.

Stakeholder perspectives have been included in the
process of deciding likelihood of an impact occurring
(refer to Appendix S).

Helping people understand how other specialist
studies prepared for the EIS (for example, air quality,
noise), and any other associated proposed mitigation
measures, address social impacts.

A MACH representative attended most meeting with
SIA stakeholders and they provided a briefing on the
current Mount Pleasant Operation, the Project,

the Project EIS including technical studies and answer
questions.

Respecting people’s privacy, allowing them to
communicate their view anonymously if they desire.

The final section of the Information and Consent form
allows for the SIA stakeholders to choose how they
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DPIE SIA Engagement Objective How addressed in the SIA for the EIS
would like to be identified in the SIA Report, which
includes the ability to remain anonymous.
A copy of the Information and Consent form template is
provided in Appendix D.

Q6 Does the SIA demonstrate that there has been a genuine attempt to
identify and engage with a wide range of people, to inform them
about the project, its implications and to invite their input? How?

SIA stakeholders and methods to engage were identified based on feedback during the SIA Scoping

process. Due to COVID-19 restrictions engagement methods were revised to exclude face to face
meetings. The engagement methods used were:

e SIA stakeholder interviews (notes from meetings are provided in Appendix H)
e Community Survey (survey report is provided in Appendix F) and
e Workforce Survey (survey report is provided in Appendix G)

It is acknowledged that some people may not have been able to participate in the community survey
due to a lack of internet access. Advertising for the community survey provided a phone number for
MACH in case anyone wanted to participate but did not have access to the internet.

MACH also published a Project specific website that provided further information on the Project.

Q7 Does the SIA demonstrate that an appropriate range of engagement
techniques have been used to ensure inclusivity and to ensure the
participation of vulnerable or marginalised groups? How?

Organisations that represent vulnerable people in the social area of influence were invited to participate

in the SIA. Of those organisations who were able to participate, discussions were held on the best way to

facilitate access to the community survey. The social risk/opportunity methodology includes criteria for
significance, and vulnerability is one sub-criteria. The social risk/opportunity methodology is provided in

Appendix S.
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3 Social baseline study (Appendix
C — Section C1)

Q8 Does the Scoping Report identify and describe all the different social
groups that maybe affected by the project?

The SIA Scoping Report identified and described the different social groups that may be affected by the
Project. This has been updated and can be found Appendix M.

Q9 Does the Scoping Report identify and describe all the built or natural
features located on or near the project site or in the surrounding
region that have been identified as having social value or
importance?

The SIA Scoping Report identified and described the built or natural features located on or near the

Project site or in the surround region as having social value or importance. This has been updated and
can be found in Appendix M.

Q10 Does the Scoping Report identify and describe current and
expected social trends or social change processes being
experienced by communities near the project site and within the
surrounding region?

The SIA Scoping Report identified and described the current and expected social trends or social

change processes being experienced by communities near the Project site and within the surrounding
region. This has been updated and can be found in Appendices M and N.

Q11  Does the Scoping Report impartially describe the history of the
proposed project, and how communities near the project site and
within the surrounding region have experienced the project to date
and others like it?

The SIA Scoping Report described the history of the proposed Project, and how communities near the
project site and within the surrounding region have experienced the Project to date and others like it.

The social impacts of the current operation have been identified and evaluated as it is part of the
existing social environment. Management recommendations have been provided to MACH for the
existing Mount Pleasant Operation, however, it is acknowledged that no measures are required to be
undertaken as part of Development Consent DA 92/97.
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4 Scoping — ldentifying social
impacts (Section 3.2, Appendix A
and Appendix B)

Q12 Does the Scoping Report adequately describe and categorise the
social impacts (negative and positive), and explain the supporting
rationale, assumptions and evidence for those categories?

The SIA Scoping Report described and categories the social impacts and explained the supporting

rationale, assumptions and evidence for categories. The social impacts in the SIA Report have been
updated based on the Scoping SIA based on the SIA engagement.

Q13 How has feedback from potentially affected people and other
interested parties been considered in determining those categories?
Does the Scoping Report outline how they will be engaged to inform
the preparation of the SIA component of the EIS?

The SIA Scoping Report included feedback from potentially affected people and other interested parties

when determining the categories of social impacts. These categories have been updated in the SIA
Report based on engagement undertaken for the SIA.

Q14 Does the SIA Scoping Report identify potentially cumulative social
impacts?

The SIA Scoping Report identified potentially cumulative social impacts. Cumulative social impacts have
been identified for the current operation and Project scenarios (if the Project proceeds or not).
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5 Social baseline study (Appendix
C — Section C1)

Q15 Does the SIA component of the EIS discuss the local and regional
context in sufficient details to demonstrate reasonable
understanding of current social trends, concerns and aspirations?

The local and regional context is provided in Appendix M.

Q16 Does the SIA component of the EIS include appropriate justification
for each element in the social baseline study, and provide evidence
that the elements reflect the full diversity of views and potential
experiences of the affected community?

The baseline for each potential social impact is provided in Appendix N and includes the views of
stakeholders.

Q17 Does the social baseline study include appropriate mix of
quantitative and qualitative analysis, and explanation of data base
and limitations?

The social baseline study provides the baseline data on which to assess current and potential future
social impacts. The choice of indicators and data collected has been based on the results of stakeholder
engagement (interviews, community survey or workforce survey) and a range of existing data sources.
Where possible the use of proxy indicators has been limited. There is a mix of quantitative and
qualitative data and analysis. Where possible, impacts have been triangulated between various data
sources. Limitations to data, particularly that of primary research has been outlined in the limitation
section.




TOC

6 Prediction and analysis of
impacts (Appendix C — Section
C2)

Q18 Does the SIA component of the EIS include an appropriate
description of the potential impacts in terms of nature and severity of
the changes and the location, number, sensitivity and vulnerability of
the affected stakeholders?

Each social impact has been described using the following criteria:

e Cause/matter
e Impact description (impact, timing and affected party/ies)
e Current mitigation strategy (if relevant)
e Impact characteristics (before additional mitigation):
o Extent
o Duration
o Severity
o Sensitivity
e Social risk/opportunity:
o Significance
o Likelihood
o Rating and
e Nature of cumulative impacts.

An assessment of management strategies is then undertaken using the following criteria:

e Cause
e Impact
o Affected party/ies
e  Current mitigation (if appropriate)
e Social risk/opportunity:
o Significance
o Likelihood
o Rating
e Nature of cumulative impacts
e Suggested management strategy
e Updated Social risk/opportunity:
o Significance
o Likelihood and
o Rating.




Q19

Does the SIA component of the EIS identify potential impacts across
all stages of the project life cycle?

Social impacts, suggested management strategies and monitoring plans have been identified for:

Current operation (Appendix O)

SSD process (Appendix P)

If the Project proceeds (Appendix Q):
o Operation
o Key phases of construction (during the operation phase)
o Post closure and

If the Project does not proceed (Appendix R).

Q20Does the SIA component of the EIS appropriately identify and justify

any assumptions that have been made in relation to its predictions?

Assumptions for each stage in the Project life (whether proceeding or not) have been identified in the
relevant introduction section.

Q21

Does the SIA component of the EIS include appropriate sensitivity
analysis and multiple scenarios to allow for uncertainty and
unforeseen consequences? If relevant, does it include comparisons
with studies of similar projects elsewhere?

The SIA includes an assessment of the Project proceeding and not proceeding. Where possible social
impacts have been cross referenced to peer reviewed research/literature on other mining projects in the
Hunter River region, NSW, Australia or internationally.
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7 Evaluation of significance
(Appendix C — Section C3)

Q22Does the SIA component of the EIS explain how impacts were
evaluated and prioritised in terms of significance?

Appendix S sets out the methodology for evaluating and prioritising impacts.

Q23Does the evaluation of significance consider cumulative aspects
where relevant?

Cumulative impacts relating to social impacts are identified:
e within the Mount Pleasant Operation
e between the Mount Pleasant Operation and the Project
e with other mines in proximity to the Mount Pleasant Operation
e other potential major projects and
e other industries.

Where the distinction between the cause of the impact cannot be identified, solely as the
Mount Pleasant Operation or the Project, the rating has been put in context of the cumulative impact.

Q24Does the evaluation of significance consider the potentially uneven
experiences of impacts by different people and groups, especially
vulnerable groups?

Each affected party/ies are identified for each existing or potential social impact. The evaluation takes

into consideration who is impacted and their level of vulnerability, refer to Appendix S for the
methodology for evaluating and prioritising impacts.
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8 Responses and monitoring and
management framework
(Appendix C — Section C4 and
C5)

Q25Does the SIA identify appropriate measures to avoid, reduce or
otherwise mitigate any significant negative impacts of the project
and justify these measures?

A management strategy has been developed for each negative social impact with a rating of high or
extreme.

Q26Does the SIA explain and justify measures to secure and/or enhance
positive social impacts?

Management strategies have been developed to enhance positive social impacts.

Q27Does the SIA component of the EIS impartially assess the
acceptability, likelihood and significance of residual social impacts?
For each stage of the Project life (Project proceeds or not) the residual social impact has been assessed

using the same methodology for the pre-mitigated social impact, refer to Appendix S for the
methodology for evaluating and prioritising impacts.

Q27Does the SIA component of the EIS propose an effective monitoring
and management framework.
A management and monitoring framework is suggested for the Project. Suggested management

measures if the Project does not proceed is outside the scope of this SIA, but has been provided to
MACH separately.
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CV and declaration of SIA
Practitioner

Rachel Maas




Developing SIA
methodologies that promote
stakeholder participation in
research and analysis while
meeting company and
legislative requirements

Engaging with urban, regional
and remote communities and
people from different of
cultural backgrounds

Project and policy
development from various
stakeholder perspectives
(community, government and
proponent)

Understanding the implications
of SIA and SIMPs in the context
of organisational and project
decision making

, JUST ADD

J1LIME

Rachel is a Social Impact Assessment (SIA) practitioner with
formal qualifications and 20 years’ experience in infrastructure,
mining and urban projects across Australia and Aotearoa (New
Zealand).

Rachel has completed over 30 SIAs under relevant State legislation across
Australia and Aotearoa (New Zealand). Rachel has completed SlAs for a variety
of projects, including land and marine infrastructure, resource development and
aquaculture. Rachel has worked with urban, regional, rural and remote
communities and people from different cultural backgrounds.

Project Experience

Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project, Scoping Social Impact Assessment —
MACH Energy

Rachel undertook the scoping SIA for the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project
under the NSW SIA Guideline for State significant mining, petroleum production and
extractive industry development September 2017

North Queensland Dry Tropics — Survey Training
Rachel worked with North Queensland Dry Tropics to develop an in-house survey
training package.

Byerwen Coal Works Camp Needs Assessment
Rachel undertook a Needs Assessment for the proposed Works Camp under the
Isaac Regional Council Proposed Isaac Regional Planning Scheme (April 2018).

Downtown Programme, Cumulative Social Impact Assessment — Auckland
Transport

A desk based Cumulative Social Impact Assessment for Auckland Transport’s
Downtown Programme.

City Rail Link (CRL) C7 Social Impact and Business Disruption (SIBD) Delivery
Work Plan (DWP)

Working with the C7 Systems IT&C, Rachel developed the SIBD DWP for Stage 1A
and 1B construction works of Contract 7 for the CRL project in Mount Eden,
Auckland.

SeaPath, Social Impact Assessment — AECOM

Rachel worked with AECOM and the NZ Transport Agency to undertake a
Preliminary Assessment of Social Impacts for the SeaPath project under the Waka
Kotahi New Zealand Transport Agency SIA Guideline. SeaPath is a proposed
walking and cycling path on the North Shore, Auckland.

SH1 Whangarei to Te Hana, Social Impact Assessment — Jacobs

Rachel worked with Jacobs and the NZ Transport Agency to undertake a
Preliminary Assessment of Social Impacts for the upgrade of the SH1 from
Whangarei to Te Hana in Northland under the Waka Kotahi New Zealand Transport
Agency SIA Guideline. The project involves proposed widening the existing state
highway and potential bypasses to increase driver safety and increase the
networks resilience.
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QUALIFIED AND
CONNECTED

Certified Environmental
Practitioner (CEnvP) Impact
Assessment Specialist

Masters of Evaluation
Co-convenor of the EIANZ SIA
Working Group

Bachelor of Science, Australian
Environmental Studies (Major -
Ecology), with Honours (Major -
Social Policy and Development)
Post Graduate Diploma in Social
Impact Assessment

Completed MINE 7056 -
Community Research Methods for
the Resources Sector

Centre for Social Responsibility in
Mining (CSRM), University of
Queensland

Completed University of
Melbourne Research Integrity
Online Training

Member, International Association
for Impact Assessment (IAIA),
Environmental Institute of Australia
and New Zealand (EIANZ) and
Aotearoa New Zealand Evaluation
Association (ANZEA)

. CURRICULUM VITAE

SH1 Papakura to Bombay project, Social Impact Assessment — AECOM
Rachel worked with AECOM and the NZ Transport Agency to undertake a
Preliminary Assessment of Social Impacts for the SH1 South of Papakura, South
Auckland under the Waka Kotahi New Zealand Transport Agency SIA Guideline.
The project involves a number of proposed highway and intersection upgrades
and a shared path for walking and cycling.

Participatory Social Impact Assessment and Stakeholder Engagement
Framework— Pacific Reef Fisheries

Rachel worked with Pacific Reef Fisheries to undertake a participatory social
impact assessment (p-SIA) for their prawn farm located near Ayr, North
Queensland. The p-SIA was undertaken to gain certification under Aquaculture
Stewardship’s Councils Shrimp Standard. Following on from the p-SIA, Rachel
worked with Pacific Reef Fisheries to develop their Stakeholder Engagement
Framework.

Lincoln Road Improvements Project, Social Impact Assessment - MWH
Rachel undertook the Social Impact Assessment to support the NoR for Auckland
Transport’s Lincoln Road Improvements project. Rachel also wrote evidence to
the Hearing before the Independent Commissioners.

Social Impact Assessment Guideline - NZTA

Rachel wrote a submission on NZ Transport Agency’s Draft Guide to assessing
social impacts for state highway projects. Based on this submission, Rachel was
asked to work with NZ Transport Agency to finalise the draft.

Hillalong Coal Project, Social Impact Assessment — CDM Smith
Rachel undertook the Social Impact Assessment for the Shandong proposed
Hillalong Coal Project in the northern Bowen Basin, Queensland.

Previous work

Rachel’s previous work has provided her with a unique understanding project
development issues from a variety of stakeholder perspectives, across the life of
a project.

Bandanna Energy, Manager Community and Environment

At Bandanna Energy, Rachel lead the environmental approval process,
community engagement, native title and cultural heritage negotiations for the
Springsure Creek Coal Project. This included addressing highly sensitive
environmental legacy issues with landholders and establishing relationships with
key stakeholders while progressing through the environmental approval process
(including the submission of the project’s Environmental Impact Assessment).
Rachel’s responsibilities also included meeting requirements under the existing
Cultural Heritage Management Plan (CHMP for the mine site) and negotiating
agreements and CHMPs for the proposed transport corridor and train load out
facility). Rachel also managed the establishment and on-going governance of the
Springsure Creek Agricultural Coexistence Research Committee.

Macarthur Coal and Peabody Energy, Community Relations Senior Advisor

As the first dedicated community relations specialist at Macarthur Coal, Rachel
was responsible for designing and implementing a company-wide Community
Relations Strategy for exploration, projects and operating assets; and developed
a Northern Region Community Relations Plan to cover projects and operating
assets in the Isaac Regional Council area. Rachel was able to continue her
community relations after the Peabody Energy acquired Macarthur Coal.

GHD Pty Ltd, Social Impact Assessment (SIA) Practitioner
As GHD’s first dedicated SIA Practitioner, Rachel lead and peer reviewed SIAs
across Australia. This included:
e mining projects such as the Aurukun Bauxite Project, and Drake Coal Mine;
e resource developments such as the Kogan B Power Station, Dyno Nobel
Ammonium Nitrate facility and Yabulu nickel refinery;
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linear infrastructure projects such as, CopperString Project, Hancock Coal rail
development and the Western Corridor Recycled Water Project;

marine development projects such as the Port of Gladstone Western Basin
Dredging and Disposal, Fisherman’s Landing Port Expansion and the Notional
Seaway Project; and

urban developments such as the Suntown Landfill, Hale Street Link and Gold
Coast Rapid Transit Project.

Rachel developed an inhouse SIA training course to ensure a consistency of
quality across SIAs undertaken by GHD.

Rachel also lead the stakeholder engagement for the Gold Coast Waterways
Access Needs Study, Ben Hammond Stage 2 Upgrade, the Pacific Paradise
Bypass and the Bruce Highway Upgrade.

Central Land Council, Project Officer — Prescribed Bodies Corporate

At the Central Land Council Rachel was responsible for supporting Indigenous
Land Use Agreement (ILUA) negotiations between Lhere Artepe Aboriginal
Corporation and the Northern Territory Government. This included the
development of culturally appropriate and legally defendable decision-making
frameworks, meeting facilitation and coordination with a range of stakeholders,
coordination of site visits for Native Title Holders. Rachel also provided
governance, management and administration assistance to Lhere Artepe
Aboriginal Corporation to ensure compliance with the Aboriginal Councils and
Associations Act 1976 and the Native Title Act 1993.

MLCS Consulting, Consultant

While at MLCS Consulting Rachel assisted in the development of Homeland and
Outstation Policies with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission (ATSIC)
Regional Councils in Port Augusta (South Australia), Broome and Derby (Western
Australia), Tennant Creek (Northern Territory). Rachel also assisted in the Review
of Essential and Municipal Services to Indigenous Communities in South
Australia.

ImpaxSIA, Consultant

While at ImpaxSIA Rachel assisted with the SIAs for Lang Park Redevelopment,
and the Stuart Oil Shale Project (Stage 2), Gladstone. Rachel also assisted with
the social audit of BHP Cannington and ATSIC Grantee Organisational Reviews in
Western Australia and New South Wales.
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Physical Address Postal Address Phone & Email Website I

39 Dockside Lane PO Box 105-756 +64 9 212 8783 www justaddlime.co.nz
Quay Park Auckland 1143 sayhello@justaddlime.co.nz JUST ADD

Auckland 1010 LI ME

New Zealand

9 September 2020

Social Impact Statement Declaration

I, Rachel Maas, declare that the Social Impact Assessment (SIA) component of the MACH Mount Pleasant
Optimisation Project Environmental Impact Statement contains all the information relevant to the SIA for the
Project and the information is not false or misleading.

The SIA has been undertaken to align with the NSW Department of Planning, Infrastructure and Environment
Social Impact Assessment Guideline for State significant mining, petroleum and extractive industry
development, September 2017.

The SIA was undertaken from April to September 2020.

| have followed the ethical considerations required as a member of the Environmental Institute of Australia and
New Zealand (EIANZ) and as a Certified Environmental Practitioner (CEnvP), Impact Assessment Specialist.

'\C;\?\(\Mw//

Rachel Maas
Principal - Social Scientist
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1 Limitations and assumptions

1.1

Limitations

There are a number of limitations to this SIA Report as follows:

1.

2.

Findings of this report are based on the information available at the time of writing the Report.

The Social Baseline Study does not include an assessment of the social environment prior to the
Mount Pleasant Operation beginning construction. A SIA was undertaken in the original EIS (1997)
which included a description of the operational workforce, sources of labour, housing and
accommodation and community services and facilities at the time.

Given the SIA is based on information available for the Scoping SIA through to early

September 2020 and the anticipated timeframe for the SSD application process to be completed (up
to two or three years), that is the time it will take for a decision to made on whether the Project
proceeds or not, the social environment may change, therefore the social area of influence and
potential social impacts would also be expected to change.

The following EIS technical studies were received in August 2020 and have been considered when
assessing social impacts:

e Draft Economic Assessment (July 2020) prepared by AnalytEcon.

e Draft Road Transport Assessment (July 2020) prepared by The Transport Planning Partnership.
e Draft Air Quality Impact Assessment (20 May 2020) prepared by Todoroski Air Sciences Pty Ltd.
e A Draft map of “Noise Summary — EIS Adverse Meteorological Conditions”.

e A Draft map of “Mount Pleasant Operation Final Landform_12a (27-05-2020)".

These technical studies only assessed the Project proceeds scenario.

Other technical studies for the Project had not been received e.g. Human Health Assessment so
have not been considered.

The Stakeholder Case Studies (Appendix H, | and J) are based on the available Project information
at the time of the stakeholders’ participation.

Not all stakeholders invited to participate in the Stakeholder Case Study accepted the invitation to
participate or were able to participate due to existing commitments during the engagement
timeframe (e.g. managing the impact of COVID 19 on their business and/or organisation). For those
stakeholders who were able to participate, some just wanted to meet and discuss the project rather
than undertake the case study process. Not all case studies were able to be finalised by the
participants in time to be included in this report.

The limitations of the Community and Workforce Surveys the respective reports (Appendix F and G).

1.2 Assumptions

All assumptions made to assess social impacts are identified in the relevant part of the scenario being
assessed.




2 SIA Engagement

2.1 SIA Engagement and COVID-19

Engagement for the SIA was originally planned to be undertaken in a face to face context. Due to
COVID-19 restrictions coming into place prior to the engagement being undertaken, all engagement
methods were moved to online communication platforms or via the telephone.

2.2 Engagement objectives

How the SIA met the engagement objectives set out in the DPIE SIA Guideline is provided in Question 5

in Appendix A.

2.3 Engagement activities

2.3.1

Interviews with SIA Stakeholders

Interviews were undertaken with a cross section of people/organisations likely to be impacted by the

current Mount Pleasant Operation and if the Project proceeds or not. Not all stakeholders were able to
participate in the SIA or were able to complete the SIA process. Table 1sets out the interviews held with
stakeholders. A MACH representative attended the start of each meeting to explain the Project and

answer any questions of the stakeholder regarding the Project. It was at the discretion of the stakeholder

whether the MACH representative/s then remained in the meeting or not.

Table 1: Interviews with SIA stakeholders

SIA Stakeholder SIA Stakeholder Date of Meeting MACH 1
Group Representatlve

Mount Pleasant Community Consultative Committee 30 June 2020
statutory groups Aboriginal Community Development Fund 8 July 2020 v
Near neighbours Johnathan and Elizabeth Moore, Gilgai 9 July 2020 4
Jim Lonergan, Kayuga 18 August 2020 -
Glen Eden Holsteins 24 August 2020 -
Native title holders | Wonnarua Nation Aboriginal Corporation 9 July 2020 4
Aboriginal Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council 9 July 2020 4
stakeholders
Local Councils Muswellbrook Shire Council 9 July 2020 4
(staff only) Upper Hunter Shire Council 4 August 2020 4
Singleton Council 2 July 2020 v
Environmental/ Denman, Aberdeen, Muswellbrook, Scone 21 July 2020 4
community groups | Healthy Environment Group (at the start only)
26 August 2020
Friends of the Upper Hunter 6 August 2020 4
Industry groups Muswellbrook Chamber of Commerce 9 July 2020 v




SIA S(t;a:l;ir;older SIA Stakeholder Date of Meeting Reprl\ellﬁeigtivé
Scone Chamber of Commerce 23 July 2020 -
Local Business EHP First National 23 July 2020 -
Local Suppliers Blackrock Industries 6 July 2020 4
Supply Solutions Group 6 July 2020 4
SGS Hunter Valley 6 July 2020 v
Stakeholders who | Stakeholder A 9 July 2020 v
wish not o be Stakeholder B 2 July 2020 v
identified
14 July 2020 -
Stakeholder C 22 July 2020 -
Stakeholder D 7 July 2020 v
Stakeholder E 28 July 2020 -
State Government | Department of Planning, Infrastructure and 3 June 2020 v
Departments/ Environment
Agencies NSW Ambulance (Muswellbrook) 22 July 2020 -
NSW Police (Muswellbrook) 28 July 2020 -
NSW Rural Fire Service (RFS) 22 July 2020 -

Indicates whether or not the MACH representative/s remained in the meeting.
The following stakeholders were contacted but were unable to participate in the SIA:
e Compass Housing
e Hunter New England Local Health District/Hunter New England Population Health
e Upper Hunter Community Services
e Ungaroo Aboriginal Corporation
e Singleton Business Chamber
e Muswellbrook High School
e NSW Fire and Rescue and
e Muswellbrook Race Club.
The majority of service provider stakeholders were focused on maintaining a level of service throughout

the COVID-19 restrictions and in ‘normal circumstances’ they would have participated in the SIA.

2.3.2 Community Survey

The purpose of the Community Survey was to create an opportunity for those people who are currently
impacted by the Mount Pleasant Operation or likely to be impacted by the Project in a positive, negative
and cumulative way to participate in the SIA.

The purpose of the Community Survey was to establish and report on a social baseline and better
understand the social impacts of both the Project proceeding or not proceeding. A voluntary survey
methodology was selected as a way of engaging with a broad range of stakeholders beyond the SIA
stakeholders and to navigate restrictions on engagement due to COVID-19.
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The SIA Community Survey was open from Friday 19 June 2020 through to Friday 31 August 2020. This
includes the survey period being extended for one week based on community feedback. As well as
collecting demographic information, the survey asked respondents to consider impacts of the current

Mount Pleasant Operation, the proposed Project proceeding, and the proposed Project not proceeding.

The impacts considered as part of the survey included potential impacts on water, quality of the living
environment, visual amenity, access, housing, community services, culture, the local economy,
employment and community cohesion. Respondents were asked to provide supporting comments to
support their chosen Likert scale rating.

2.3.3 Workforce Survey
The purpose of including the workforce in the SIA is two-fold:

e to further understand and report on the social baseline/existing social environment as the
existing Mount Pleasant Operation workforce forms part of the existing social environment and

e to clarify the potential positive and negative social impacts of the Project if it proceeds or not
based on the experiences of the existing Mount Pleasant Operation workforce.

The SIA Workforce survey was open from 8 July 2020 through to 31 July 2020.

2.3.4 Letters from interested stakeholders

Letters were received from the People For Heritage, Upper Hunter Inc. and Carol Ray (from Scone). The
letters are provided in Appendix L.

2.4 Results of the SIA Engagement

Results of the SIA Engagement are provided in the following Appendices:
e verified notes from meetings with SIA stakeholders are provided in Appendix H
e community Survey Report is provided in Appendix F and
o workforce Survey Report is provided in Appendix G.
The results of the engagement for the SIA and the Scoping SIA have been used to:
e review and update social impact categories
e review and update the social area of influence
e identify social impacts and provide data sources for the social baseline

e identify and evaluate social impacts of the Mount Pleasant Operation (social baseline), including
cumulative impacts

e identify and evaluate social impacts of the SSD process, including cumulative impacts and
suggest management and monitoring strategies

e predict and evaluate social impacts if the Project proceeds (operation, key phases of
construction and post closure), including cumulative impacts and suggest management and
monitoring strategies and

e predict and evaluate social impacts if the Project does not proceed.
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3 Conceptual model of impact
identification

Social impacts in the scoping phase were identified using two conceptual models. The first or foundation
conceptual model is from Slootweg et al 2013. The Slootweg et al (2013) model (see Figure 1) identifies

the pathways by which environmental and social impacts may result from proposed projects.

Figure 1: Slootweg et al (2013) impact identification model
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Figure 2: The Project social identification model
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Social Impact Assessment (SIA)

Information and Consent Form J
MACH Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project i.UIIT\;IDED

Social Impact Assessment (SIA)
Information and Consent Form

Introduction

MACH Mount Pleasant Operations Pty Ltd is the manager of the Mount Pleasant Operation as agent
for and on behalf of the unincorporated Mount Pleasant Joint Venture between MACH Energy
Australia Pty Ltd (MACH Energy) (95 per cent [%] owner) and J.C.D. Australia Pty Ltd (5% owner)'.

Just Add Lime has been contracted by MACH to undertake the Social Impact Assessment (SIA)
component of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project
(the Project). My name is Rachel Maas. I am the Principal Social Scientist at Just Add Lime and I will
be leading the SIA. I can be contacted on either 0418 728 895 or rachel.maas@justaddlime.com.au

The Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project
The Project would include the following development: (a map is provided on the next page):

e increased open cut extraction within Mount Pleasant Operation Mining Leases (MLs) by mining of
additional coal reserves, including lower coal seams in North Pit;

e astaged increase in extraction, handling and processing of run-of-mine (ROM) coal up to
21 million tonnes per annum (Mtpa) (i.e. progressive increase in ROM coal mining rate from
10.5 Mtpa over the Project life);

e staged upgrades to the existing Coal Handling and Preparation Plant (CHPP) and coal handling
infrastructure to facilitate the handling and processing of additional coal;

e rail transport of up to approximately 17 Mtpa of product coal to domestic and export customers;

e upgrades to workshops, electricity distribution and other ancillary infrastructure;

e existing infrastructure relocations to facilitate mining extensions (e.g. local roads, powerlines and
water pipelines);

e construction and operation of new water management and water storage infrastructure in
support of the mine;

e additional reject dewatering facilities to allow co disposal of fine rejects with waste rock as part of
ROM waste rock operations;

¢ development of an integrated waste rock emplacement landform that incorporates geomorphic
drainage design principles for hydrological stability, and varying topographic relief to be more
natural in exterior appearance;

e construction and operation of new ancillary infrastructure in support of mining;

e extension to the time limit on mining operations to 22 December 2048;

e an average operational workforce of approximately 600 people, with a peak of approximately
830 people;

e ongoing exploration activities; and

e other associated infrastructure, plant, equipment and activities.

! Throughout this form, MACH Mount Pleasant Operations Pty Ltd and the unincorporated Mount Pleasant Joint
Venture will be referred to as MACH.
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LIME
A comparison of the Project and the existing Mount Pleasant Operation is provided below.

Component ‘ Approved Mount Pleasant Operation DA 92/97 Project

Mine Life Originally 21 years from the date of grant of Until 22 December 2048
Development Consent DA 92/97 (i.e. 22 December (i.e. extension of 22 years, allowing
2020). for 31 years of mining operations
Extended to 22 December 2026 (Modification 3). overall).

Mining Method | Open cut mining method incorporating truck and Unchanged.

excavator and dragline operations (dragline not

envisaged prior to 2026). Use of dragline subject to feasibility

studies.
ROM Coal ROM coal production at a rate of up to 10.5 Mtpa. ROM coal production at a rate of up
Production to 21 Mtpa.
Waste Rock Waste rock removal at a rate of up to approximately Waste rock removal at a rate of up
Production 53 million bank cubic metres (Mbcm) per annum. to approximately 89 Mbcm per
annum.
Waste Waste rock emplaced both in-pit, and in out-of-pit Unchanged.

Emplacements | emplacement areas. Relinquishment of the North West

Out-of-Pit Emplacement area.

Coal Beneficiation of ROM coal in the on-site CHPP. Unchanged.

Beneficiation Staged upgrades to the CHPP to
allow the handling and processing
of additional ROM coal.

Coal Loading Reclaim from product coal stockpiles with coal valves | Unchanged.
and reclaim conveyors, and loading to trains via a
train load-out conveyor and load-out bin.

Coal Transport | Coal transported along the Muswellbrook-Ulan Rail Unchanged.
Line and then the Main Northern Railway to the Port
of Newcastle for export, or to domestic customers.

An average of three, and a maximum of nine, laden An average of 6.5, and a maximum
trains per day leaving the mine. of 10, laden trains at peak coal
production.

Coal Rejects Coarse rejects are placed within mined out voids and | As approved, plus fine reject
out-of-pit emplacements, and used to build walls of dewatering infrastructure would also
the Fines Emplacement Area. Fine rejects are stored | be installed on new Coal Processing
in the Fines Emplacement Area. Plant modules so dewatered fine
rejects can be co-disposed with
coarse rejects.

Water Supply | Water requirements are met from pit groundwater Unchanged.
and Disposal inflows, catchment runoff and make-up water from

the Hunter River and the Bengalla or Dartbrook

Mines.

Surplus water will be discharged into the Hunter River
(or its tributaries) in compliance with the Hunter River
Salinity Trading Scheme (HRSTS) and Environment
Protection Licence (EPL) 20850.

Page 3 of 6
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Component ‘ Approved Mount Pleasant Operation DA 92/97 Project
Approximate Approximately 2,800 hectares (ha) of surface Unchanged.
Disturbance development, exclusive of some incidental components
Area such as water management infrastructure.

Final Landform
and Land Use

A final landform that incorporates macro-relief and
micro-relief concepts so it does not look “engineered”
when viewed from Muswellbrook, and avoids major
engineered drop structures where practical.

One final void would remain if mining was to cease
in 2026. The full 21-year mine life indicative final
landform includes two final voids associated with the
North Pit and South Pit open cuts and a smaller third
final void located between the two larger final voids.

Development of an integrated waste
rock emplacement landform that
incorporates geomorphic drainage
design principles for hydrological
stability, and varying topographic
relief to be more natural in exterior
appearance.

One final void would remain.

Rehabilitation with a mixture of pasture and forest, Unchanged.
with increased revegetation with native tree species
on the eastern face of the final landform.
Hours of Operations are approved to be undertaken 24 hours Unchanged.
Operation per day, seven days per week.
Operational Average operational workforce throughout the life of | An average workforce of
Workforce the mine of approximately 330 people, and an approximately 600 people, with a
estimated peak of approximately 380 people. peak of approximately 830 full time
equivalent operational personnel
(including MACH staff and on-site
contractor personnel).
Construction Construction workforce is expected to peak at Construction workforce may have
Workforce approximately 350 people. short-term peaks of up to

500 people.

If the Project does not proceed, the Mount Pleasant Operation would continue to operate at a
maximum rate of 10.5 Mtpa ROM coal until 2026. In 2026, mining operations and associated
operational employment would cease and the site would be subject to final rehabilitation and closure
in accordance with its current environmental approvals.
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Social Impact Assessment (SIA)
Information and Consent Form
MACH Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

The Social Impact Assessment (SIA)

The SIA needs to be undertaken in accordance with the New South Wales (NSW) Department of
Planning, Infrastructure and Environment (DPIE) Social Impact Assessment Guideline (SIA Guideline).

The SIA Guideline sets out the key phases of an SIA across the environmental impact assessment
process. The NSW SIA Guideline outlines the four core objectives the SIA should meet:

1. The extent and nature of potential social impacts? are predicted and analysed using accepted
social science methods against existing baseline conditions.

2. The SIA component of the EIS effectively draws attention to, and focuses effort on, the
potential social impacts that are assessed as being significant.

3. Potential social impacts, particularly those evaluated as significant, have an appropriate,
justified response, and residual social impacts are identified and explained.

4. Appropriate arrangements are proposed to monitor and manage mitigation and enhancement
measures and residual social impacts over the life of the project, including unforeseen issues.

Just Add Lime will prepare the SIA Report. The SIA Report will be provided to DPIE as part of the
EIS. Once the EIS and related documents (including the SIA) have been reviewed by DPIE, DPIE will
make them available for public exhibition and comment for a minimum of 30 days. The SIA Report
will be made public on DPIE’s project webpage.

Your role in the Social Impact Assessment (SIA)

Your role in the SIA will involve participating in an informal interview/meeting and verifying the data
or information collected.

During the informal interview/meeting we will discuss:

e The current social environment (or social baseline):

o Social trends or social change processes being experienced in the area surrounding the
current Mount Pleasant Operation, such as Muswellbrook, Aberdeen or the broader Upper
Hunter region, e.g. changing demographics or housing availability.

o Any built or natural features located on or near the Project site or in the surrounding
region that are socially valuable or important, including social infrastructure, facilities and
amenities.

o The existing Mount Pleasant Operation impacts people have been experiencing (positive
and negative).

o Cumulative impacts with other mining operations in the region.

e Two scenarios — the Project proceeds and the Project does not proceed. For both scenarios topics
for discission will include:

o Who may be affected;

o How they, their values and aspirations may be impacted in a positive or negative way;
and

o Potential management and monitoring strategies to enhance positive social impacts and
reduce negative social impacts.

e Any other topics you feel is relevant to the SIA.

2 The NSW SIA Guideline (p. 6) states that social impacts can be positive or negative; tangible or intangible;
direct, indirect or cumulative; directly quantifiable, indirectly or partly quantifiable or qualitative; and experienced
differently.
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During our discussion, I will be taking hand written notes. I will ask you to review and verify a
typed-up summary of our discussion to ensure it is an accurate representation of our discussion. I
can provide a scanned copy of my handwritten notes if requested. You are more than welcome to
add more detail to the summary I provide.

Once you have verified the information/data as being accurate, you will be granting Just Add Lime
permission to publish the summary (and any other additional information you provide) as an
appendix to and to use the information throughout the SIA report, which may include direct quotes.

A copy of all verified information/data collected during the SIA will be provided to MACH for its use.
Please let me know if there is any data/information you would not like to be provided to MACH.

Data/information provided by you will be used to:

e Update the Project’s area of social influence as identified in the SIA Scoping Report
¢ Develop the social baseline
e Update likely social impacts (positive, negative and cumulative) in two scenarios:
o if the Project proceeds; and
o if the Project does not proceed.
o Develop management and monitoring strategies in both scenarios.

Voluntary participation

Your participation in the SIA is voluntary and you can choose to stop participating at any time without
having to give a reason.

Your participation in the SIA is encouraged to ensure the information presented in the SIA Report is
as accurate as possible.

If you have any concerns

If you have any concerns about how I am conducting the SIA, you can contact either Ngaire Baker
(External Relations Manager) at MACH on 0400 214 885 or my manager Julie Boucher, Principal
Social Sustainability on +64 27 404 5292 or julie.boucher@justaddlime.co.nz.

Agreement to participate in the Social Impact
Assessment (SIA)

If you are happy to participate in the SIA after reading this Information and Consent Form, please
provide your consent via e-mail to Rachel Maas at Just Add Lime at rachel.maas@justaddlime.com.au
stating:

“1, [insert name] agree to participate in the Social Impact Assessment (SIA) for the MACH Mount
Pleasant Optimisation Project as outlined in the Information and Consent Form.

I wish to be acknowledged/quoted/cited in the SIA Report as [please choose which is relevant]

e Acknowledgement by name, position and company/organisation
e Acknowledgement by company/organisation only or
o Confidential participation (information is de-identified).
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1 Introduction

This Appendix provides an overview of the current Mount Pleasant Operation. This information has been
used to assess the social impacts (positive and negative) of the current operation, which forms part of the
baseline for the Project.

The Appendix contains information on:
e the history of the Mount Pleasant Operation
e |ocation and land ownership
e works on site
e workforce
e | ocal Supplier Strategy
e Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA) with Muswellbrook Shire Council (MSC)
e community contributions and support
e Aboriginal Community Development Fund (ACDF)
e environmental initiatives (Biodiversity Offsets and Aboriginal Heritage Conservation) and

e community engagement (CCC and complaints).
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2 History of the
Mount Pleasant Operation

The Mount Pleasant Operation was originally approved under the NSW Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act in December 1999 and included:

e operation to December 2020

e production of 10.5 Mtpa ROM coal

e infrastructure area located in the south-west

e operations undertaken 24 hours per day, 7 days a week and

e average operational workforce of 330 employees (peak at approximately 380).

The Mount Pleasant Operation as proposed by Coal & Allied was approved (as the
Mount Pleasant Project) under the Commonwealth Environmental Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act in February 2012 until 2035.

When the Mount Pleasant Operation was purchased by MACH from Coal & Allied in August 2016, only
limited engineering and construction works had been undertaken (e.g. surveying, geotechnical
investigation, construction of a dam, etc) and no mining operations had been conducted at the site.
Figure 1 outlines the recent history of the Mount Pleasant Operation.

Figure 1: History of the Mount Pleasant Operation
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To date there have been four approved Modifications of the Mount Pleasant Operation. A summary of
the Modifications and issues raised by special interest groups and the general public is provided in
Table 1.




Table 1: Summary of Modifications

MOD # Applicant Summary of Modification

MOD 1

Coal &
Allied
(Rio Tinto)

addition of a service and
conveyor corridor, allowing
coal to be transported to the
Bengalla Mine for rail loading
and transport as an alternative
to the approved rail loop' and
relocation of mine
infrastructure.

Approval
Authority

Department

Approval Date

19 September
20M

Issues raised by special interest
groups and the general public

Of the 6 submissions from special
interest groups, 4 objected, 1 did
not object but raised concerns,
and 1 (the CFMEU) supported the
Modification.

Concerns raised included the level
of consultation conducted by

Coal & Allied regarding the
Modification, noise and dust
impacts and the broader
cumulative impacts of coal mining
in the region including potential:

e noise, dust and visual impacts

e impacts on water resources

e impacts on local infrastructure
and

e land use conflicts, including
potential impacts on the wine
and thoroughbred industries.

Response

None included in Section 4 of the
DPI Assessment Report.

All 13 of the submissions from the
general public objected to the
proposed Modification.

Concerns raised included potential
noise and dust impacts, visual and
light spill, potential impacts to
water resources and road and rail

Coal & Allied provided responses

to the issues raised in submissions.

The Department considered the
issues raised, and Coal & Allied’s
response to these issues, in its
assessment of the proposed
Modification.

' The MOD 4 DPE Assessment Report notes that the conveyor service corridor option was not pursued. On 20 January 2017, MACH advised the Department of its intention to
proceed with the rail loop as originally approved.
Source: Department of Planning and Environment Mount Pleasant Coal Mine section 75W Modification Assessment (DA92/97 MOD 4)
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Approval
Authority

Issues raised by special interest
groups and the general public

MOD # Applicant Summary of Modification

Approval Date Response

infrastructure, greenhouse gas
emissions, and cumulative impacts
of coal mining in the region (noise,
dust and visual).

Many of these concerns were
directed towards the potential
impacts of the approved mine,
rather than the proposed

Modification.
MOD 2 MACH e  Relocation of the South Pit Department 29 March 2017 The Department of Planning and -
Energy Haul Road. Environment Assessment Report

for Mount Pleasant Coal Mine
section 75W Modification
(Development Consent DA 92/97
MOD 2) states that following the
exhibition of the

Environmental Assessment for the
Modification, the Department
received 4 submissions on the
Modification from government
agencies. MSC expressed support
for the proposal and none of the
remaining three authorities raised
any concerns with the Modification.
The Department did not receive
any public submissions.




MOD #

MOD 3

Applicant

MACH
Energy

Summary of Modification

Extension of approved mine
life until 22 December 2026.
Minor changes to mining
methods.

Sourcing water from the
Bengalla Mine and Dartbrook
Mine to reduce reliance on the
Hunter River.

Extension of the Eastern
Overburden Emplacement
Area (OEA).

Relinquishing the northern

portion of the South West OEA.

Approval

Authority

Independent
Planning
Commission

Approval Date

24 August 2018

Issues raised by special interest
groups and the general public

DPE noted that they had received

250 submissions in the nature of

objections from the general public

and special interest groups during

the Environmental Assessment

exhibition period (p. 11). They

identified that the key issues

raised by objectors included the

following (and that a number of

objectors raised more than one

issue):

e interaction with Bengalla
(n=185)

e incompatibility with other
industries (N=68)

e outdated impact studies

(n=42)

air quality (n=34)

cumulative impacts (n=28)

health (n=23)

noise (n=21) and

rehabilitation (n=12).

Response

MACH provided a detailed
Response to Submissions which
addressed submissions from
public authorities, the community
and SIGs. The Response to
Submissions and MACH’s
response to the late submission
from a resident in Aberdeen were
placed on the Department’s
website. The Response to
Submissions summarised the
submissions into four groups,
being Government agencies,
non-government organisations,
BMC and the public, and provided
responses to the specific issues
raised in submissions by each
group. The Response to

Submissions also included analysis

of the submissions, discussion of
the engagement activities
undertaken by MACH and a
concluding statement that,
following review of the issues
raised by submissions, MACH did
not propose any change to the
requested Modification.
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MOD #

Applicant

Summary of Modification

Approval

Authority

Approval Date

Issues raised by special interest
groups and the general public

DPE noted they had received

85 submissions from the general
public and special interest groups
during the Environmental
Assessment exhibition period

(p. 12). They identified the following
matters raised in support:

e employment opportunities
(n=55)

e |ocal economy (n=35)

e local and regional community
support (n=26)

e economic benefits (n=14)

e general support (n=12) and

e  positive rehabilitation
outcomes (n=12).

Response

As per row above.

MOD 4

MACH
Energy

Constructing new product coal
transport infrastructure,
including a rail spur, rail loop,
coal conveyor and rail loading
facility.

Constructing new water supply
infrastructure, including a water
pipeline, pump station and
associated electricity supply.
Demolishing and removing
redundant rail and water
supply infrastructure within the
Bengalla Mine development
consent boundary.

Department

16 November
2018

Three submissions in the form of
objection:

e one submission from the
general public and

e two from special interest
groups representing the
Hunter thoroughbred
breeding industry.

None included in Section 4 of the
DPE Modification Assessment
Report.

44 submissions in support of the
proposal. Many of these
submissions were provided by
mine employees, contractors and
associated local businesses.

None included in Section 4 of the
DPE Modification Assessment
Report.
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3 Location and land ownership

MACH largely owns the freehold land within the MLs and owns a significant portion of the surrounding
freehold land (Table 2), which is either:

e |eased back to the previous owners or local farmers
e rented out through real estate agents in Muswellbrook or

e used to house MACH staff and/or contractors.

3.1 Property purchases within Mount Pleasant
Operation and surrounding area

Property purchases within the Mount Pleasant Operation were undertaken by Coal & Allied in
conjunction with the original approval and Modification 1in the late 1990s and early 2000s. These
property purchases had largely already occurred by the time MACH acquired the

Mount Pleasant Operation from Coal & Allied. Acquisitions of properties surrounding the

Mount Pleasant Operation have also been undertaken by MACH “upon request” based on the
Environmental Performance Conditions in Development Consent DA 92/97.

3.2 Near neighbours — privately owned residences

There are a number of privately owned residences outside the Mount Pleasant Operation MLs for which
owners can seek acquisition or mitigation on request (Table 2) under Development Consent DA 92/97.

Table 2: Privately-owned residences surrounding the Mount Pleasant Operation with existing acquisition
or mitigation upon request rights

Property Number

Privately owned residence with Mount Pleasant Operation acquisition upon request 252

Privately owned residence with Mount Pleasant Operation mitigation on request 20°

Source: Development Consent DA 92/97.

Notes:

E This total number includes two properties that have been purchased by MACH and two properties at which
MACH is only required to acquire and/or install mitigation measures at this property if acquisition and/or
mitigation is not reasonably achievable under a separate approval for Bengalla Mine.

2 This total number does not include vacant land where the owner of the land has acquisition upon request

rights (seven properties).

This total number includes properties that have been purchased by MACH (three properties).

MACH has indicated any future agricultural land purchases associated with the Mount Pleasant
Operation (acquisition on request) will generally continue to be managed as agricultural land, with the
exception of residences located in close proximity to the operations in Collins Lane.
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3.3 Land use of near neighbours

There are a number of people living and working on properties surrounding the current Mount Pleasant
Operation (see Figure 2). There are a number of small rural communities surrounding the Mount Pleasant
Operation. Although the term community is used, it does not necessarily reflect a consistency of views,
values or experiences of the people living in the geographic area. These communities include:

to the north, Dorset Road community
to the north-east, Blairmore Lane and residents living at Kayuga

to the east, Collins Lane community and residents of Muswellbrook who live on the floodplain of
the Hunter River

to the south-east, the Racecourse Road community
to the south-west and west, Wybong community and

to the north-west, the Castlerock community.
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4 Works on site

At the time of writing this SIA (August 2020), the current status of the Mount Pleasant Operation was:

e Permitted to carry out development:

o generally in accordance with the EIS, EA (Mod 1), EA (Mod 2), EA (Mod 3), EA (Mod 4) and
project layout plans and

o inaccordance with Development Consent DA 92/97. This includes the surface
disturbance plan shown in Figure 3, which includes the mining of the area across
Castlerock Road.

e Producing, washing and transporting coal as per the conceptual 2025 mine layout plan provided
in Figure 4.

e Mine Optimisation Modification (Mod 3) landform design with micro-relief (waste rock
emplacement or bund) was in progress with ongoing rehabilitation (see Figure 5 and Figure 6).

e Rail Modification (Mod 4) rail engineering studies were completed, the Construction
Environmental Management Plan completed and the material construction of Stage 2 rail
infrastructure anticipated in the fourth quarter of 2020.

e Some proximal private owners had initiated land acquisition or noise mitigation rights upon
request in accordance with Development Consent DA 92/97.
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Figure 4. Mount Pleasant Operation, conceptual layout plan 2025

=4430000

LEGEND
1 Mining Lease Boundary —
Bengalla Mine Approved Disturbance Boundary = = =

(SSD-5170) —
3 Infiastucture Area Envelope esessce
I Adive Mining Area (s
I Adive Overburden Emplacement Area “
[ Topsail Stockpile

Initial Rehabilitation
[ Established Rehabilitation

Infrastructure and Borrow/Stockpile Area
———  Access Road
===-Northern Link Rood

1

Indicative Water Pipeline Alignment
MPO Hunter River Supply Pipeline
MPO DW1 Pipeline (Bi-directional)
Bengalla Mine CW1 Pipeline
Approximate Extent of Scour Protection
Water Dam

Fines Emplacement Area

6435000—

6430000~

| Kiometres, o
O GA199 NG Tone 56 =
2 8

Source: NSW Land & Property Information (2017); NSW Division of
Resources & Energy (2017); MACH Energy (2018)

MACHEnergy
MOUNT PLEASANT OPERATION

Source: Development Consent DA92/97 available from https://machenergyaustralia.com.au/wp-

content/uploads/2018-MOD4-Consolidated-Consent.pdf

TOC



Figure 5: Landform progress, May 2020, looking north

Source: MACH

Figure 6: Landform progress, May 2020, looking north-west

DATE: May 2020

Source: MACH
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5 Current workforce

5.1 Local employment

On its website, MACH makes the following commitment regarding local employment:

‘At MACH Energy we believe in hiring locally. To do this, we have aligned ourselves with contractors
who share this objective. We know how important it is that mining communities, like Muswellbrook,
share in the success of long-term mining operations. That's why we make it a part of our recruitment
strategy to source talent locally where possible, engage local recruiters to assist us with the search,
and when the right person for the job can’t be found locally, relocate the chosen candidate to the
area. Local businesses are then able to enjoy the benefits of increased expenditure, thanks to a
growth in population, and capital is invested back into local amenities.”

5.2 Snapshot from March 2020

In March 2020, the workforce at the Mount Pleasant Operation had an estimated workforce of 3802 who
were employed or contracted:

e MACH
e Thiess — responsible for operating the mine for five years, from 2017 — 2022 and
e Sedgman — construction and operation of the CHPP.

The place of usual residence of the workforce is shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Workforce residential location

Place of residence Percentage

Muswellbrook Shire Council LGA 33%
Upper Hunter Shire Council LGA 16%
Singleton Shire Council LGA 21%
Cessnock Shire Council LGA 7%
Maitland Shire Council LGA 5%
Other NSW 13%
Other Australia 4%

Source: AnalytEcon 2020

2 As at mid-2020, MACH advised the full time equivalent operational workforce of the Mount Pleasant Operation had grown to
approximately 440 people. For the purpose of this SIA, the previously estimated maximum full time equivalent operational
workforce of the Mount Pleasant Operation (380 people) has been used as this was the FTE employment at the time of
undertaking the SIA.

TOC



TOC

6 Local Supplier Strategy

On its website, MACH makes the following commitment regarding purchasing locally:

Strong relationships with our local business partners are essential as we establish ourselves as
committed, long term members of the Muswellbrook business community. We will work
collaboratively with new and existing suppliers to drive innovation and build capability to achieve our
local supplier strategy objectives.

To this end, it is the objective of procurement to achieve value for money and maximise supplier
performance in procurement activities to assist MACH Energy in achieving its corporate objectives.

MACH’s Community Engagement Plan sets out the priority categories for opportunities to engage with
local businesses and economic stakeholders, refer to Table 4.

Table 4: Local Procurement

Category Sub-Category

Equipment and supply Office Supplies
Catering

Visitor accommodation
Property management
Conference facilities
Transport and freight

Maintenance and services e  Rubbish removal
Labour Supply

Construction and trades Painting

Electrical contractors
Maintenance contractors
Sewerage and plumbing
Welding and fabrication
Air conditioning servicing
Vehicle services

Building

Health and safety e  Fire extinguisher testing
e  Security

Source: MACH




7 Voluntary Planning Agreement
with Muswellbrook Shire Council

MACH currently meets the commitments in the VPA negotiated between Coal & Allied with MSC. The
VPA agreement was novated to MACH. These commitments are outlined in Table 5 below.

Table 5: MACH Contribution Plan under VPA

ltem Development contribution

Mount Pleasant Community $500,000 per annum (indexed annually according to CPI). A community
Contribution representative committee will be established, including Coal & Allied (MACH)
representatives, to make recommendations to Council regarding these
community contributions.

Council road maintenance costs Costs associated with the maintenance of roads, as reasonably apportioned
to the use of the road by Mount Pleasant, up to a maximum annual payment
of $220,000 per annum (indexed annually according to CPI). This
contribution will be made for recurrent road maintenance to be used at
Council's discretion for that purpose.

Environmental Officers Coal & Allied (MACH) to make contributions to an Environmental Officer, up
to a maximum of $20,000 per annum (indexed annually according to CPI).

Apprenticeships Coal & Allied (MACH) to use its best endeavours to engage 4 apprentices
per year for the life of the mine sourced from residents within the
Muswellbrook Shire Council LGA and Aberdeen.

Source: MSC and Coal & Allied (2011) Voluntary Planning Agreement

The community representative committee consists of the Mayor, General Manager, relevant staff of the
MSC, a community member of the Mount Pleasant CCC and the MACH External Relations Manager.

The allocation of Mount Pleasant Community Contribution is at the discretion of MSC. Allocations for the
past three years are set out in Table 6.

Table 6: Allocation of the Mount Pleasant Community Contribution

Year Allocation

2020/2021 e $345,000 covering works to the new Muswellbrook outdoor swimming pool and the
Muswellbrook Tertiary Education Centre.
e $250,000 for the establishment of the Hunter 2050 Foundation.

2019/2020 | e  $605,000 was allocated to the Denman Business Precinct Masterplan.

2018/2019 $1,455,000 was allocated to:

Muswellbrook Entertainment Centre
Denman Business Precinct Masterplan
Muswellbrook Animal Shelter and
Aquatic Centre.

Source: MACH
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8 Community contributions

MACH provides community contributions to a range of community organisations in the Muswellbrook,
Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs, as well as contributing to organisations who provide
services across New South Wales and nationally. From 2017 to 2020, MACH has contributed nearly

$290,000. The types of organisations and locations are set out in Figure 7.

Figure 7. MACH community contribution across community groups and area
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9 Aboriginal Community
Development Fund

9.1 History of the ACDF

MACH oversees commitments relating to the Aboriginal Community Development Fund (ACDF). The
Fund was amongst community benefits identified in 2005 as part of a Native Title Agreement with the
Wonnarua People, represented by Victor Perry. MACH, through the ACDF, welcomes the opportunity to
make meaningful contributions to the sustainability and well-being of Aboriginal communities in the
Upper Hunter Valley.

Established in 2006, the ACDF had a starting fund of $500k, which is indexed against CPI each year.
Since then, the Fund has invested more than $4M into projects that benefit Upper Hunter Valley
Aboriginal communities. Funds not allocated at the end of each calendar year are transferred to a Future
Fund. The existing Fund expires in 2026. The ACDF committee continues to meet regularly to review
submissions made for funding support, and to monitor the progress and benefits of existing partnerships.
MACH representatives form part of the committee to administer funds and manage partnerships.

The Fund seeks to support partnerships that target issues, needs and opportunities which are priorities
for local Aboriginal communities in areas such as health, economic development, cultural and community
development and education.

Fund is led by and decisions on funding are made by members of the ACDF. MACH supports the ACDF
by providing an executive officer. The executive officer does not have a decision making role.

9.2 The objective and vision of the ACDF

The objective of the ACDF is to provide funds to community-identified and driven projects that will assist
in developing the vision of the Upper Hunter Valley Aboriginal Community (UHVAC). The ACDF’s vision
is to achieve equivalent access and outcomes in education, training, employment and economic
participation as enjoyed by the community as a whole as well as retaining the unique heritage and
traditions of the UHVAC.

The Vision for the ACDF is to also include a biennial Cultural Spectacular, an event open to all to come
together and celebrate Aboriginal culture in the community. The first Cultural Spectacular was held in
2017 in Singleton and the second in Muswellbrook in 2018. The Committee then made the decision to
hold the event on a biennial basis with the next event scheduled to be held in Singleton in 2020.
However, due to COVID-19, the event has been postponed until May 2021.

The ACDF Committee attends an annual Strategic Planning Day to ensure the goals and objectives of
the ACDF are being followed and also to discuss the funds allocated to the Future Fund and how they
would best serve the Upper Hunter Aboriginal Community.
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9.3 ACDF funded projects

The ACDF funds projects under the categories of:
e economic development
e education
e cultural development and
e health.

Appendix J contains a summary of the 2019 ACDF funded projects.
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10 Environmental Initiatives

10.1 Biodiversity Offsets

To offset the impacts of the approved Mount Pleasant Operation, 12,875 ha of land comprising of similar
ecological communities and habitat quality are to be managed for biodiversity offsets. The lands to be
offset (the Offset Areas) occur within the Biodiversity Management Areas (BMAs) which total 15,590 ha of
land. The BMAs include areas managed as agricultural enterprises as well as the 12,875 ha of offset
areas. Condition 2 of approval 2011/5795 requires a legally binding conservation covenant to be
registered over the BMAs to provide enduring protection for the offsets.

Appendix K provides further details regarding the Offset Areas and identifies potential social impacts
associated with the implementation of the Offset Management Plan and Re-Establishment Plan.

10.2 Aboriginal Heritage Conservation

An Aboriginal Heritage Management Plan (AHMP) has been prepared by MACH to satisfy the
requirements under Development Consent DA 92/97 and specifically Condition 36, Schedule 3.

Under the AHMP, MACH is implementing staged implementation of an Aboriginal Heritage Conservation
Strategy. The three stages are (MACH, 2019):

e Stage 1 Conservation Area A (approved) — approximately 329 ha as guaranteed for the 2016-2020
development of the Mount Pleasant Operation

e Stage 2 Conservation Area C (potential) — approximately 235 ha to be considered for the post 2020
development at the Mount Pleasant Operation and

e Stage 3 Conservation Area B (potential) — approximately 150 ha as potential, subject to further
consideration.

As part of establishing the Aboriginal Heritage Conservation Areas, preparation of the Aboriginal
Heritage Conservation Strategy is required by Condition 33, Schedule 3 of Development Consent
DA 92/97.
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11 Community Engagement

11.1 Community Engagement Plan

MACH’s internal Community Engagement Plan sets out the following community engagement objectives:

e retain favourable community relationships by building positive and enduring relationships
through open and transparent communication

e manage impacts, responsibly, consistently and in an effective manner through effective risk
identification and mitigation and

e achieve social performance goals and commitments.

MACH would achieve these objectives by assessing, reporting and demonstrating their social
contribution to the community and having a clear and consistent understanding of deliverable areas of:

e operational and environmental impact mitigation
e employment of local residents

e engagement of local suppliers and subcontractors to ensure full, fair and reasonable opportunity
to participate and

e community investment through direct financial and or contribution which targets community
health and wellbeing in the areas of Aboriginal affairs and education.

Key community engagement activities include the following:
e ongoing meetings with key stakeholders
e MACH website
e quarterly newsletter
e  Community Consultative Committee (CCC) and

e complaints process

11.2 Community Consultative Committee (CCC)

A CCC was established as per Development Consent DA 92/97. It is comprised of seven residents who
have an interest in the operations at Mount Pleasant Operation, and meet regularly with MACH
representatives to discuss the management of the mine and also its future. Along with representatives
from MACH and principal contractors, the meetings provide a platform for community members to raise
issues, voice concerns and provide feedback, of a positive or constructive nature. Although this group is
not a decision making Committee, where possible, advice from the Committee members does influence
site matters. Meeting minutes are uploaded to MACH’s Mount Pleasant website.
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11.3 Complaints data

MACH publishes its complaints data on its website, with data starting in 2017. Complaints data is
important because it represents a tangible expression of community concern about mining activity and
because it is routinely and continuously recorded (Moran and Brereton 2013). The number of complaints
does not reflect the number of complainants.

Figure 8 shows the number of complaints from April 2017 through to September 2020. There was a
general increase in complaints in 2019 and a decrease in 2020. The decrease in 2020, in particular
complaints about dust was attributed to a period of rainfall over late 2019 and early 2020.
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Figure 8: Mount Pleasant Operation complaints over time
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Executive Summary

The purpose of the Community Survey was to create an opportunity for those people who are currently
impacted by the Mount Pleasant Operation or likely to be impacted by the Mount Pleasant Optimisation
Project in a positive, negative and cumulative way to participate in the SIA.

The community survey was undertaken to engage with a broad range of stakeholders outside of the
immediate Project area. The survey methodology was also developed in light of restrictions on
engagement due to COVID-19.

In addition, the survey purpose was to establish and report on a social baseline and better understand
the social impacts of the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeding or not proceeding.

The SIA Community Survey was open from Friday 19 June 2020 through to Friday 31 August 2020. This
includes the survey being extended for one week based on community feedback.

As well as collecting demographic information, the survey asked respondents to consider impacts of the
current Mount Pleasant Operation, the proposed Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeding, and
the proposed Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project not proceeding. The impacts considered are on
water, quality of the living environment, visual amenity, access, housing, community services, culture, the
local economy, employment and community cohesion. Respondents were asked to provide supporting
comments to support their chosen Likert scale rating.

The survey results indicate survey participants are divided on the positive and negative impacts of both
the current Mount Pleasant Operation and the proposed Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project
proceeding or not proceeding. Impacts of noise and dust and changes to the landscape are a key
concern, while jobs and economic growth and their potential loss are also strongly represented in the
survey responses.

The survey results, findings and conclusions from this report will be used in the Social Impact
Assessment to provide understanding and a baseline for social impacts on the community for Mount
Pleasant Optimisation Project. This report will be included as an appendix to the SIA report.
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1 Introduction

11 Context

The main aim of the Community Survey was to create the opportunity for those people who are currently
impacted by the Mount Pleasant Operation or likely to be impacted by the Mount Pleasant Optimisation
Project in a positive, negative and cumulative way to participate in the Social Impact Assessment (SIA).

One of the findings of the Scoping SIA was that the SIA component of the EIS needed to engage with
people broader than those stakeholders who participated in the Scoping SIA. Given the restrictions on
face to face engagement due to COVID-19, an online survey was selected as the preferred method of
engagement.

Just Add Lime undertook a Community Survey as one of the data collections for the Mount Pleasant
Optimisation Project SIA.

1.2 Purpose of this report

The purpose of this report is to provide the background, data and findings of the MACH Mount Pleasant
SIA Community Survey.

This Report will become an appendix and document this engagement for the SIA Report for the Mount
Pleasant Optimisation Project.

1.3 Structure of the Report

The structure of this report reflects the Community Survey structure. The survey background describes
the context and purpose of the survey, explaining how the survey was implemented and the limitations
and assumptions that apply to survey results.

The survey results section provides the survey responses. Questions are presented in this report in the
order they appeared in the survey. Respondents assess the current and future Mount Pleasant
Operation across a range of factors, such as water and access. Responses are compared across
demographic groupings, such as gender and age.

Finally, conclusions are presented.




2 Background

2.1 Purpose of the survey

The Community Survey was undertaken as part of the SIA for the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project.
The purpose of undertaking the community survey was to:
e further understand and report on the social baseline/existing social environment

e clarify the potential positive and negative social impacts of the Mount Pleasant Optimisation
Project if it proceeds or not, and

e provide the opportunity for more people from the Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton
Shire Council Local Government Areas to participate in the SIA.

2.2 Survey audience

The general audience of the community survey are the people who live in the Muswellbrook, Upper
Hunter and Singleton Council Local Government Areas.

2.3 Survey design

The main aim of the Community Survey was to create the opportunity for those people who are currently
impacted by the Mount Pleasant Operation or likely to be impacted by the Mount Pleasant Optimisation
Project in a positive, negative and cumulative way, to participate in the SIA.

Based on this we used a volunteer sampling (@ non-probability sampling method). This creates
restrictions on how the data is interpreted and utilised (see section 2.6 on limitations). However,
providing the opportunity for those people who would like to participate to do so, was considered more
important.

Another finding of the Scoping SIA was the level of community division on coal mining. Because of this
existing division, respondents completed the survey anonymously. By participating anonymously, we
were also able to respect individual respondent’s privacy.

After an introduction with a link to the MACH Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project website, the survey
was split into a number of sections:

e Consent — to ensure people understand what they are completing and what the information will
be used for.

e Demographic questions - identify differential impacts, positive and negative across different
geographical locations, gender, age, ethnicity, if working at or suppling goods and services to
the Mount Pleasant Operation.

e Impacts of the current Mount Pleasant Operation and impacts on water, quality of the living
environment, visual amenity, access, housing, community services, culture, the local economy,
employment and community cohesion. These topics were selected based on the findings of the
Scoping SIA and New South Wales SIA Guideline (2017).

TOC



If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, impacts on water, quality of the living
environment, visual amenity, access, housing, community services, culture, the local economy,
employment and community cohesion. These topics were selected based on the findings of the
Scoping SIA and New South Wales SIA Guideline (2017).

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, impacts on water, quality of the
living environment, visual amenity, access, housing, community services, culture, the local
economy, employment and community cohesion. These topics were selected based on the
findings of the Scoping SIA and New South Wales SIA Guideline (2017).

Identification of cumulative social impacts.

Any else that should be taken into account in the SIA.

2.4 Dates

The SIA Community Survey was open from Friday 19 June 2020 through to Friday 31 August 2020. This
includes the survey being extended for one week based on community feedback.

2.5 Advertising

SIA Community Survey was advertised on the MACH home page (see Attachment B) from Friday 19 June
2020 with a link on the MACH Project webpage. The SIA Community Survey was also advertised
through the following:

Advertisement in Hunter River Times on Friday 19 June 2020 (see Attachment B).

Advertisement in Muswellbrook Chronicle, which appeared online from 22 June 2020 to 24 July
2020 (see Attachment B).

Letterbox drop of DL flyer to Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area (including
Denman) and Aberdeen on Monday 6 July 2020 (see Attachment B).

SMS and emails sent to people on the MACH consultation database on 30 June 2020 (see
Attachment B).

An email with a to the survey and the invitation to share with people who may be interested was sent to:

Muswellbrook Chamber of Commerce and Industry

Scone Chamber of Commerce and Industry

Wanaruah Local Aboriginal Land Council

Denman Aberdeen Muswellbrook Scone Healthy Environment Group
Friends of the Upper Hunter and

Individual SIA stakeholders.
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2.6 Limitations

This survey acknowledges voluntary response bias. It only includes responses from people who
voluntarily choose to participate as opposed to targeting specific target audiences and taking a random
survey of those people. Given the different perspectives on the mining industry in the area, this was
expected. To counter voluntary response bias, we avoided using leading questions, broke down the
different concepts (baseline, current operation, if the Project proceeded and did not proceed), and
offered a range of responses using Likert scales, to capture both positive and negative responses.

Because we used volunteer sampling, the results can only be interpreted for those people who
participated and not generalised to the broader community. We cannot say based on the results of
people from Muswellbrook, that the results represent everyone in Muswellbrook.

Limitations of not having a statistically representative survey (i.e. voluntary responses) include the
inability to undertake detailed statistical analysis of the data.

We also need to acknowledge digital inequity, and that not everyone who wanted to participate, was
able too because they did not have access to a computer or tablet connected to the internet, or a smart
phone.

By allowing the survey to be completed anonymously, respondents may not feel encouraged to provide
accurate, honest answers.

Because the survey was relatively long, some responses may be affected by lack of memory on the
subject, or even boredom.

Using the Likert scale could lead to unclear data because certain answer options may be interpreted
differently by respondents. For example, the answer option “significant and slightly significant” may
represent different things to different subjects and have its own meaning to each individual respondent.

We need to include a note that based on community feedback to them, on the last day of the survey (31
August 2020), Upper Hunter Shire Council asked if the survey could be open for longer so they could
advertise it on their Facebook page. As the survey had already been extended by approximately four
weeks, and had been open for 72 days, MACH concluded that the survey would not be extended
further.

2.7 Assumptions

We have assumed that everyone who participated in the survey has done so honestly.




3 Survey results - demographics

3.1 Age groups

Respondents were asked to indicate their age range with the results shown in Table 1. The highest
number, 31 respondents, within the 40-49 years age range. A significantly lower number, 13 respondents,
were in the 20-29 years age range, and only one under 20 years. The results for the question by

percentage are shown in Figure 1.

Table 1: Respondent age ranges

Age range Count of respondents

Under 20 years 1
20 — 29 years 13
30 — 39 years 29
40 — 49 years 31
50 — 59 years 24
60 years and over 28
Total 126
Figure 1: Respondent age range as a percentage
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3.2 Gender

Respondents were asked to indicate their gender with the results shown in Table 2.
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Table 2: Respondent gender

Gender Count of respondents

Female 47
Male 76
| don't wish to identify as male or 3

female

Total 126

As shown in Figure 2, significantly more men than women completed the survey, 60% to 37%, with 2%
indicating they did not wish to identify as either male or female.

Figure 2: Respondent gender as a percentage
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3.3 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
participation

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they identified as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander. Of
126 responses, 10 (8%) indicated they identify as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander.

3.4 Where respondents live

Respondents were asked to indicate which local government area they lived in, responses are shown in
Table 3.




Table 3: Respondent Local Government Area

Local Government Area Count of respondents

Greater Sydney Region 2

Lake Macquarie City Council Local 3
Government Area

Maitland City Council Local Government 3
Area
Muswellbrook Shire Council Local 68

Government Area

Newcastle City Council Local Government 1
Area

Singleton Council Local Government Area 18
Upper Hunter Shire Council Local 29
Government Area

Other 2
Total 126

Significantly more people from the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area responded to
the survey, followed by the Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Area and Singleton Shire
Council Local Government Area Figure 3).

Figure 3: Respondent Local Government Area as a percentage
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3.41 Within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area

If respondents indicated they lived in the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area, they were
asked to indicate which town, village or community they lived in. Results are shown in Table 4.

Table 4: Respondents from within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area

Area within Muswellbrook Shire Council Count of respondents

Local Government Area

Castlerock 3




Area within Muswellbrook Shire Council Count of respondents
Local Government Area

Denman 4
Kayuga 3
McCully's Gap 1
Muscle Creek 1
Muswellbrook town 50
Wybong 5
Total 67

The highest percentage of people who completed the survey who lived in the Muswellbrook Shire
Council Local Government Area were from the town of Muswellbrook (Figure 4).

Figure 4: Respondents from within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area as a percentage
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3.4.2 Within Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Area

If respondents indicated they lived in the Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Area, they were
asked to indicate which town, village or community they lived in. Results are shown in Table 5.

Table 5: Respondents from within Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Area

Area within Upper Hunter Shire Count of respondents

Council Local Government Area

Aberdeen 3
Kars Springs 1
Merriwa 3
Moonan Flat 1
Parkville 2
Scone 18
Total 28
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The highest percentage of people who completed the survey who lived in the Upper Hunter Shire
Council Local Government Area were from the town of Scone (Figure 5).

Figure 5: Respondents from within Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Area as a percentage
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3.5 Description of where respondents live

Survey respondents were asked to briefly describe the area in which they live, responses are presented

for the Muswellbrook Shire Council and Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Areas and
outside these areas.

3.5.1 Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area

The responses from within the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area were categorised as

positive, neutral and negative. The general sentiment of responses from respondents within the

Muswellbrook Shire Council is shown in Table 6 and Figure 6.

Table 6: Respondent sentiment describing where they live, within the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local
Government Area

Description of area sentiment Count of respondents

Positive 35
Neutral 7
Negative 12
Total 54
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Figure 6: Respondent sentiment describing where they live as a percentage from the Muswellbrook
Shire Council Local Government Area
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Positive sentiment

Of 35 positive sentiments expressed by survey respondents about Muswellbrook Shire Council Local
Government Area, most centred around references to its community and rural context. Four people
mentioned mining as a positive aspect.

“Muswellbrook is a lovely town, with a strong community spirit.”

Neutral sentiment

Of seven neutral sentiments expressed by survey respondents about Muswellbrook Shire Council Local
Government Area, five mentioned mines or dust as a negative feature, along with other positive
sentiments.

“A beautiful area. The community has been dislocated by mines.”

Negative sentiment

Of 12 negative sentiments expressed by survey respondents about Muswellbrook Shire Council Local
Government Area, seven mentioned mines or dust as a negative feature and three mentioned the
transient nature of the workforce.

“The area has changed greatly. It used to be rural but is now increasingly a mining town. The
community spirit and cohesiveness is gone.”

3.5.2 Within Upper Hunter Local Government Area

A survey error meant only one respondent from Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Area was
asked to describe the area in which they live. Their response was categorised as positive.
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“Great place to live. Friendly people.”

3.5.3 Outside of Muswellbrook and Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government

Areas

The responses from outside of the Muswellbrook and Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government
Areas were categorised as positive, neutral and negative. The general sentiment of responses from
respondents within the Muswellbrook Shire Council is shown in Table 7 and Figure 7.

Table 7: Respondent sentiment describing where they live outside the Muswellbrook and Upper Hunter

Shire Council Local Government Areas.

Description of area sentiment Count of respondents

Positive 17
Neutral 1
Negative 0]
Total 18

Figure 7: Respondent sentiment describing where they live outside the Muswellbrook and Upper Hunter

Shire Council Local Government Areas.
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Positive sentiment

Of 17 positive sentiments expressed by survey respondents about Local Government Areas outside of
the Muswellbrook and Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Areas, seven referenced
community, people, or family.

‘I have recently moved and | like the family feel of my area and the friendly community.”
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Neutral sentiment

The one neutral sentiment expressed by a survey respondent about a Local Government Areas outside
of the Muswellbrook and Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Areas focussed on the need for
economic stability.

“The area has huge potential but needs strong economic stability to enable it.”

Negative sentiment

There were no negative sentiments expressed by survey respondents about Local Government Areas
outside of the Muswellbrook and Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Areas.

3.6 Number of respondents who work at the Mount
Pleasant Operation

The number of people who completed the community survey and who work at the Mount Pleasant
Operation are shown in Table 8 and Figure 8.

Table 8: Respondents who work at Mount Pleasant

Yes/No Count of respondents

Yes 38
No 56
Total 94

Figure 8: Respondents who work at Mount Pleasant as a percentage
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A survey error meant only one respondent from Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Area
was asked whether they worked at Mount Pleasant. Their absence is accounted for in the analysis
below.




Across all Local Government Areas, 40% of survey respondents question indicated they work at Mount
Pleasant, versus 60% who indicated they do not. If excluding responses from the Muswellbrook Shire
Council Local Government Area survey, the proportions change to 59% of survey respondents working
at Mount Pleasant, versus 41% who do not. This reflects the survey’s wider community distribution within
Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area.

3.7 Number of respondents who supply goods and
services to Mount Pleasant

A survey error meant no respondents from the Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Area
were asked whether they supply goods and services to Mount Pleasant.

Survey respondents who indicated they worked at Mount Pleasant were not asked this question but are
accounted for in the analysis below. Across all Local Government Areas, 10 or 11% of survey respondents
indicated they supply goods and services to Mount Pleasant (Table 9 and Figure 9) and 80% of survey
respondents who indicated they supply goods and services to Mount Pleasant, live within Muswellbrook
Shire Council Local Government Area.

Table 9: Respondents who supply goods and services to Mount Pleasant

Yes/No Count of respondents

Yes 10
No 84
Total 94

Figure 9: Respondents who supply goods and services to Mount Pleasant as a percentage
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3.8 Number of respondents who work at or supply
goods and services to the Mount Pleasant
Operation

Combined, 48 or 52% of survey respondents who answered these questions either work at, or supply
goods and services to Mount Pleasant (Table 10 and Figure 10). The high number of survey respondents
having an employment or commercial relationship with Mount Pleasant reflects the distribution of the
survey and the interest for this group in participating.

Table 10: Workers and suppliers to Mount Pleasant

Workers and suppliers Count of respondents

Workers and suppliers 48
Other Respondents 45
Total 93

Figure 10: Workers and suppliers to Mount Pleasant as a percentage
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3.9 Industry of employment

Respondents were asked to nominate their industry of employment, results are shown in Table 11.

Table 11: Respondent industry of employment

Industry Count of respondents

Mining and associated industries 16
Not currently working 7
Health care and social assistance e.g. hospital, medical services 4
and residential care services

Agriculture 4
Local, State or Federal Government including fire, ambulance, 4

police, and public servants.

Electricity, gas, water and waste services 3
Professional, scientific, and technical services 3
Retail trade, including car sales, petrol stations, supermarkets, 3
furniture and electrical goods, sporting equipment, clothing, and

hardware.

Other industry not listed, please describe 2
Education and training, e.g. childcare centre, early education, 2
primary, secondary and TAFE.

Manufacturing 2
Financial and insurance services 2
Other services e.g. automotive repair and maintenance, 1

hairdressing and beauty services, funeral services.

Administrative and support services (e.g. employment services, 1
travel agents, cleaning, pest control, and gardening)

Not for Profit organisation 1

Grand Total 55

A survey error meant no respondents from the Upper Hunter Shire Council Local Government Area
were asked in what industry they work.

Survey respondents who indicated they do not work at Mount Pleasant and do not supply goods and
services to Mount Pleasant were asked in what industry they work. Of these, 29% indicated they work
within mining and associated industries (Figure 11). The next highest percentage was of those not
currently working at 13%, with the remainder split between a variety of industries.
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Figure 11: Respondent industry of employment as a percentage
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4 Survey Results - impacts of the
current Mount Pleasant operation

Using a Likert scale, survey respondents were asked to indicate, within the area in which they currently
live, the degree of overall positive, neutral, or negative impact from the current Mount Pleasant
Operation on a variety of social, economic, and environmental outcomes.

For the purposes of analysis, ‘slight” and ‘significant’ Likert scale responses have been placed together
in positive and negative groupings. Throughout the analysis ‘Neutral or no impact’ has been treated as a
separate grouping, noting that in some contexts, ‘neutral or no impact’ could be considered as a positive.

41 Water

Survey question: What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on water resources
within the area in which you live?

411  All responses

Figure 12 shows the percentages of responses to the question on the overall impact the current Mount
Pleasant Operation has had on water resources within the area in which they live.

Figure 12: Impact on water — all responses
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28% of survey respondents indicated ‘I don’t know’ in response to the question. This figure is relatively
high compared to the ‘I don’t know’ response for other questions.

As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 41% of negative ratings, compared with 18% of positive ratings and 5% of neutral ratings.
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Two comments were provided in support of positive Likert scale ratings. One comment states that
people close to the mine are aware of a reduced water table. Considering the mismatch between this
comment and the positive Likert scale rating, and on review of the respondent’s answers to other survey
questions, it is likely the positive rating was given in error.

Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focussed on Mount Pleasant taking water at the
expense of agriculture. There was also concern on the effect of the mine on water in general, e.g.
through dust.

Positive comment

“They dam their own water which reduces the usage from the town”

Negative comment

“Buying all available water allocations - leaving nothing available for farmers who have been farming
for years.”

412 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 13 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 13: Impact on water — comparison by age
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Gender

12% of male survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 7% of female survey respondents (Figure 14).

Figure 14: Impact on water — comparison by gender
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Geography

Responses to the question across those within and out of the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local
Government Area show a similar trend (Figure 15).

Figure 15: Impact on water — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers

35% of non-workers and non-suppliers responded to this question with negative Likert scale ratings,

and suppliers

compared with 5% of workers and suppliers (Figure 16).
Figure 16: Impact on water by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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4.2

Quality of the living environment

Survey question: What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on the quality of the
living environment of the area in which you live?

421 Allresponses

Figure 17 shows the percentages of responses to the question on the overall impact the current Mount
Pleasant Operation has had of the living environment of the area in which they live.

Figure 17: Impact on the living environment — all responses
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47% of respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question; relatively high
when compared to negative Likert scale ratings for other questions.

44 supporting comments were provided in response to this question, the highest for any question. As a
proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 71% of negative ratings, compared with 20% of positive ratings and 8% of neutral ratings.
Three of four comments relating to positive Likert scale ratings focussed on job opportunities and
community support, rather than comments about the living environment. The survey question supporting
text indicated quality of the living environment to include impacts on the liveability of an area, such as
noise, odour, vibration, artificial light, and air quality. 78% of comments supporting negative Likert scale
ratings mentioned dust or air quality.

Positive comment

“Compared to Mount Arthur’s dust, and Bengallas dragline. Mount Pleasant is great!”

Negative comment

“The area of Muswellbrook is known for decreased liveability with reduced air quality, vibrations and
noise.”

4.2.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 18 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 18: Impact on the living environment — comparison by age
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Gender

25% of male survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,

compared with 9% of female survey respondents (Figure 19).

Figure 19: Impact on the living environment — comparison by gender
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Geography

55% of survey respondents living within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area provided
negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question, compared with 36% of respondents living

outside Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area (Figure 20).

Figure 20: Impact on the living environment — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

74% of non-workers and non-suppliers responded to this question with negative Likert scale ratings,

compared with 16% of workers and suppliers (Figure 21).
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Figure 21: Impact on the living environment by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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4.3 Visual amenity

Survey question: What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on the visual
amenity of the area in which you live?

431 Allresponses

51% of respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question (Figure 22). This
is relatively high when compared to negative Likert scale ratings for other questions. As a proportion,
supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments supported 57%
of negative ratings, compared with 36% of positive ratings and 8% of neutral ratings. All four comments
relating to positive Likert scale ratings referred to rehabilitation of the landscape. Comments supporting
negative Likert scale ratings focussed on the negative visual impact of the mines, with 22% of comments
framed in terms of a negative change to the landscape over time. 9% of comments supporting negative
Likert scale ratings mentioned light pollution. Three comments noted that visual impacts are expected to
reduce as the mine develops.

Figure 22: Impact on visual amenity — all responses
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Positive comment

“The Mount Pleasant Operation has demonstrated its commitment to progressive, innovative
rehabilitation and the view from the center of town shows this. | look forward to see the continued
progress. The natural landscape shape that Mount Pleasant has chosen looks great.”

Negative comment

“l used to look out across sloping green hills and pasture, now it’s a dirty brown and dusty
landscape.”

4.3.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 23 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 23: Impact on visual amenity — comparison by age
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Gender

18% of male survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 7% of female survey respondents, however 50% of both male and female survey
respondents provided negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question (Figure 24). The
difference is accounted for by an increased proportion of female survey respondents who indicated a
neutral Likert scale rating — 40% compared with 33% for male respondents.
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Figure 24: Impact on visual amenity — comparison by gender
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Geography

61% of survey respondents living within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area provided
negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question, compared with 38% of respondents living

outside Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area (Figure 25).

Figure 25: Impact on visual amenity — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

77% of non-workers and non-suppliers responded to this question with negative Likert scale ratings,
compared with 21% of workers and suppliers (Figure 26).

Figure 26: Impact on visual amenity by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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44 Access

Survey question: What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on access within the
area in which you currently live?

441 Allresponses

59% of respondents provided a neutral Likert scale rating in response to this question; relatively high
when compared to neutral Likert scale ratings for other questions (Figure 27).

As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 64% of negative ratings, compared with 31% of positive ratings and 9% of neutral ratings.

Four comments supported positive Likert scale ratings, of which three referred to the Mount Pleasant
Operation having funded improvements to local roads. The fourth comment related to the local economy
rather than access.
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Figure 27: Impact on access — all responses
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78% of comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question, focussed on
traffic impacts and road works.

Comments supporting neutral Likert scale ratings indicated no change due to the mine.

Positive comment

“The mine was required to build a new Wybong Road to its entrance. The realignment of the new
road has completely removed sharp bends which were a traffic hazard. This new road easily handles
the increased flow of traffic. Mount Pleasant mine traffic has also been denied access on some local
roads which has improved traffic for local residents.”

Negative comment

“To travel to Muswellbrook we used to use Wybong Road, and now mainly use Dartbrook Road
through Kayuga. Both these roads will be intermittently closed due to mine activity and heavy vehicle
traffic will increase. To travel by an alternative route adds about 15 minutes travel time and also
involves travelling on the busy New England highway instead of a quiet scenic country road... We
local residents feel we are simply being overlooked and overwhelmed by the mining sector.”
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4.4.2 Key differences across demographics

Age

Figure 28 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 28: Impact on access — comparison by age
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Gender

33% of female survey respondents provided negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question,

compared with 20% of male survey respondents (Figure 29).

Figure 29: Impact on access — comparison by gender

70%
60%
50%
§ 40%
8
g 30% m Female
a m Male
20%
10%
0%
Significant ~ Slight positive Neutral orno Slight negative  Significant | don’t know
positive impact impact impact negative
impact impact
n=106
Geography

Survey respondents living within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area were more likely

to provide a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared with those living outside

Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area (Figure 30). This is largely due to a greater
proportion of respondents outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area providing a
neutral Likert scale rating, rather than a higher proportion of negative Likert scale ratings.
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Figure 30: Impact on access — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

42% of non-workers and non-suppliers responded to this question with negative Likert scale ratings,

compared with 10% of workers and suppliers (Figure 31)

Figure 31: Impact on access by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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4.5 Housing

Survey question: What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on housing within
the area in which you currently live?

451 Allresponses

Figure 32 shows the percentages of responses to the question on the overall impact the current Mount
Pleasant Operation has had housing in the area in which they live. Responses to this question were
relatively evenly distributed compared to the responses to other questions. 29% of survey respondents
provided a positive Likert scale rating, compared with 24% of respondents who provided a negative
Likert scale rating.

Figure 32: Impact on housing — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 58% of negative ratings, compared with 25% of positive ratings and 3% of neutral ratings.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings link a healthy housing market to a healthy economy.
Two refer to good return on investment from rental properties.

Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings detail a complex picture whereby rental prices have
risen, but house values are depressed or difficult to sell, due to the mine. 27% of comments discuss the
transient nature of the local population.

Positive comment

“l have two properties within the Muswellbrook LGA. One is a investment rental property, which has
been providing a good returns and growth.”
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Negative comment

“Nobody wants to actually live in Muswellbrook. Witness the traffic through Singleton of an afternoon,
with people working in the mines and residing outside the mining area.”

4.5.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 33 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 33: Impact on housing — comparison by age
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Gender

Male survey respondents gave proportionally more positive and negative Likert scale ratings, compared
with female survey respondents, a larger proportion of whom provided a neutral Likert scale rating, or
indicated ‘I don’t know’ (Figure 34).

Figure 34: Impact on housing — comparison by gender
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Geography

Survey respondents living within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area were more likely
to provide a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared with those living outside
Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area (Figure 35). This is largely due to a greater
proportion of respondents outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area providing a
neutral Likert scale rating, rather than a higher proportion of positive Likert scale ratings.

Figure 35: Impact on housing — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

50% of workers and suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings, compared

with 14% of non-workers and non-suppliers (Figure 36).

Figure 36: Impact on housing by — comparison by employment and suppliers

40%

36%

30%

Percentage
N
o
X

10%

0% -

Significant Slight Neutral orno Slight Significant | don’t know
positive positive impact negative negative
impact impact impact impact

m Workers
and
suppliers

m Non-
workers
and non-
suppliers

n=87

33

TOC



TOC

4.6 Community services

Survey question: What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on community
services within the area in which you currently live?

46.1 Allresponses

36% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 17% of survey respondents who provided a negative rating (Figure 37).

Figure 37: Impact on community services — all responses
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63% of comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings are framed in terms of pressure on services
such as health. One comment links fluctuating air quality with the ability of sports teams to hold training
days.

Positive comment

“The Mach Energy team are very supportive of all community projects. The Muswellbrook community
has benefited greatly from this.”

Negative comment

“Additional staff and contractors from outside of Muswellbrook are now utilising services in the town
that were already limited for local people.”
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4.6.2 Key differences across demographics

Age

Figure 38 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 38: Impact on community services — comparison by age
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Gender

45% of female survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,

compared with 30% of male survey respondents (Figure 39).

Figure 39: Impact on community services — comparison by gender
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Geography

There was no significant difference between the responses of those within and outside Muswellbrook

Shire Council Local Government Area (Figure 40).

Figure 40: Impact on community services — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

52% of workers and suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings, compared

with 25% of non-workers and non-suppliers (Figure 41).

Figure 41: Impact on community services by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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4.7 Culture

Survey question: What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on the culture of
people living within your area?
471 All responses

36% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 18% of survey respondents who provided a negative rating. At 19%, a relatively high
number of survey respondents have indicated ‘| don’t know’ (Figure 42).

Figure 42: Impact on culture — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 58% of negative ratings, compared with 18% of positive ratings and 3% of neutral ratings.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings overwhelmingly focus on the mine’s support for
Aboriginal communities, noting their participation in the Aboriginal Community Development Fund.

Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focus on a range of issues, primarily around the
destruction of the natural environment and its effects on the community.

Positive comment

“Mach Energy have actively engaged with local indigenous communities and contributed positively
with these communities via employment, sponsorship, promotion and celebration of culture.”

Negative comment

“Culture as defined here is blown out of the water. Forget it. The place is now repellent, and the
history gone.”
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4.7.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 43 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 43: Impact on culture — comparison by age
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Gender

Positive and negative Likert scale ratings from male and female survey respondents were very similar,
however 29% of female respondents indicated ‘| don’t know’, compared with 14% of male respondents

(Figure 44).

Figure 44: Impact on culture — comparison by gender
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Geography

Survey respondents outside Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area were more likely to
provide a negative Likert scale rating, compared with those within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local
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Government Area, however the proportion of positive Likert scale ratings were identical between the
two groups (Figure 45). The difference is accounted for by a higher proportion of survey respondents
inside Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area selecting ‘I don’t know’.

Figure 45: Impact on culture — comparison by Local Government Area

40%

30%

24% m Outside

Muswellbrook
Local
Government
Area

13% | Within
Muswellbrook
Local
Government
Area

Percentage
N
o
X
,

10% -

0% -
Significant Slight Neutral orno Slight Significant | don’t know
positive positive impact negative negative
impact impact impact impact

n=109
Workers and suppliers

64% of workers and suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings, compared
with 14% of non-workers and non-suppliers (Figure 46). The proportion of non-workers and non-suppliers
indicating ‘I don’t know’ was also high, relative to other questions.

Figure 46: Impact on culture by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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4.8 The local economy

Survey question: What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on the economy
within the area in which you currently live?

481 Allresponses

63% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 12% of survey respondents who provided a negative rating (Figure 47).

Figure 47: Impact on the local economy — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 67% of negative ratings, compared with 21% of positive ratings. Comments for neutral ratings
were relatively high, at 36%.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings overwhelmingly focus on the mine’s benefit to the
local economy, through employment and creating a market for services. Three of the comments
supporting positive ratings note that economic benefits do not accrue to the local community, but are
taken out of town. Another notes that economic benefits are short term when compared to the long-term
health of the environment.

63% of comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focus on the lack of economic benefit to the
local area, due to the mine employing few local people.

Comments supporting neutral Likert scale ratings were similar to those supporting negative ratings,
focussing on the lack of benefit to the local economy.

Positive comment

“The Mount Pleasant has had a significant positive level of impact on the economy providing stimulus
through providing jobs and using local suppliers. Providing jobs has a huge flow on effect with
people then spending income in the local area, thereby supporting local businesses.”
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Negative comment

“We already see that a significant number of workers living locally only for their rotation then leave
back to their families. They don’t settle their families here [and] as a result the money they make is
not spent in the local economy.”

4.8.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 48 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 48: Impact on the local economy — comparison by age
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Gender

57% of female survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 67% of male survey respondents. 21% of female respondents indicated ‘| don’t know’,
compared with 8% of male respondents (Figure 49).

Figure 49: Impact on the local economy — comparison by gender
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Geography

Survey respondents within of Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area were somewhat more

likely to provide a negative Likert scale rating, compared with those within Muswellbrook Shire Council

Local Government Area (Figure 50).

Figure 50: Impact on the local economy — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

93% of workers and suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings, compared

with 37% of non-workers and non-suppliers (Figure 51).

Figure 51: Impact on the local economy by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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4.9 Employment

Survey question: What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on the employment
within the area in which you currently live?

491 Allresponses

67% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared
with 8% of survey respondents who provided a negative rating (Figure 52).

Figure 52: Impact on employment — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings, however
there were a relatively small number of negative ratings in response to this question. Comments
supported 33% of negative ratings, compared with 16% of positive ratings. Comments for neutral ratings
were relatively high, at 40%.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings overwhelmingly focus on the mine’s benefit to the
local economy, similar to comments for the question about Mount Pleasant Operation’s impact on the
economy. Similar also, are comments that economic benefits do not accrue to the local community and
that ‘FIFO’ (fly in, fly out) should be relinquished.

Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings describe a variety of concerns, including non-
resident workers and the disruptive effect of the mine on the local economy.

Comments supporting neutral Likert scale ratings focussed on a lack of local employment by the mine.

Negative comment

“Locals find it hard to provide wages equal to mines so it is hard to get mechanics etc.”

Positive comment

“As a significant employer, an operating mine means local jobs. Mount Pleasant Operation has a
reputation of focusing on hiring local.”
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Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 53 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 53: Impact on employment — comparison by age

100% -
90% -
80% -
70% -
o 60% - m Under 20 years
=]
2 20-29
£ 50% | ] years
g m 30 -39 years
& 40% 4 40 — 49 years
30% - 50 — 59 years
B 60 years and over
20% -
10% -
0% -
Significant ~ Slight positive Neutral orno Slight negative  Significant | don’t know
positive impact  impact impact impact negative
impact
n=109
Gender

72% of male survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 62% of female survey respondents (Figure 54). Positive and negative Likert scale ratings
from male and female survey respondents were similar, however 26% of female respondents indicated ‘I

don’t know’, compared with 8% of male respondents.

Figure 54: Impact on employment — comparison by gender
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Geography

When comparing between those within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area and those

outside there were no significant differences (Figure 55)

Figure 55: Impact on employment — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

96% of workers and suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings, compared

with 42% of non-workers and non-suppliers.

Figure 56: Impact on employment by — comparison by employment and suppliers

90%

82%
80%

70%

60%

al
o
R

40%

Percentage

30%
30%

20%

9%

5%
0% - 0% . 0%

Significant ~ Slight positive Neutral orno Slight negative  Significant | don’t know
positive impact impact impact impact negative
impact

10%

0%

m Workers
and
suppliers

m Non-
workers
and non-
suppliers

n=87

45

TOC



TOC

410 Community cohesion

Survey question: What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on community
cohesion within the area in which you currently live?

410.1 All responses

Responses to the overall impact the current Mount Pleasant Operation has on community cohesion in
the area where people live is shown in Figure 57.

Figure 57: Impact on community cohesion — all responses
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42% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared
with 24% of survey respondents who provided a negative rating.

As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 52% of negative ratings, compared with 9% of positive ratings. No comments were provided
for neutral ratings.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings focus on the mine’s engagement with the local
community and community groups.

36% of comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focus on community divisions caused by
mining; between those working in the mines and those not. 21% mention mining impacts on climate
change as a reason for community tension.

Positive comment

“The mines are keen to support local activities. | was involved in the town athletics club and the
Eisteddfod, both supported by mine workers and mine funding.”

Negative comment

“More than money is required to help communities. Granted the mine helps out financially in a
number of ways but it can't buy community spirit.”
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4.10.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 58 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 58: Impact on community cohesion — comparison by age
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Gender

Positive and negative Likert scale ratings from male and female survey respondents were similar, but 21%
of female respondents indicated ‘I don’t know’, compared with 5% of male respondents (Figure 59). 31%

of male respondents indicated a neutral Likert scale rating, compared with 7% of women.

Figure 59: Impact on community cohesion — comparison by gender
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Geography

Survey respondents within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area were more likely to
provide either a positive or a negative Likert scale rating, compared with those outside of Muswellbrook
Shire Council Local Government Area (Figure 60). This difference is accounted for by the 28% of

respondents outside Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area who provided a neutral rating,
compared with 16% within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area.

Figure 60: Impact on community cohesion — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

77% of workers and suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings, compared

with 14% of non-workers and non-suppliers (Figure 61).

Figure 61: Impact on community cohesion by — comparison by workers and suppliers
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5 Survey results - impacts of the
Mount Pleasant Optimisation
Project proceeding

Using a Likert scale, survey respondents were asked to indicate, within the area in which they currently
live, the degree of overall positive, neutral, or negative impact from the Mount Pleasant Optimisation
Project proceeding, on a variety of social, economic, and environmental outcomes.

Note that not everyone completed all survey questions. The single person under the age of 20 who
completed the demographics questions did not complete the questions in this or the subsequent section
of the survey, therefore there is no under 20 representation in any of the graphs

5.1 Water

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have
on water resources within the area in which you currently live?

511 All responses

Figure 62 shows all responses to the impact on water resources if the project proceeds, with 40% of
responses selecting there will be neutral or no impact, following by 28% selecting a significant negative
impact.

Figure 62: Impact on water — all responses
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40% of survey respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 5% of survey respondents who provided a positive rating. 40% of respondents provided
a neutral Likert scale rating in response to this question; relatively high when compared to neutral Likert
scale ratings for other questions.
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Comments supported 38% of negative ratings and 8% of neutral ratings. There were no comments
provided for positive ratings, however there were relatively few positive ratings in response to this
question.

60% of comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focussed on Mount Pleasant’s impact on
groundwater. There was also concern on the effect of the mine on water quality.

Neutral comment

“The mine will need to draw water (for CHPP, dust suppression), however still has to use the same
water licensing requirements as any other mine, commercial farm or thoroughbred industry.”

Negative comment

“Mining in the upper hunter area causes reduced water in our area able to be used on agricultural
concerns and also pollutes the usable water, making it undesirable to use on crops. It also caused
the groundwater levels to drop which is very detrimental in these times of increased drought.”

5.1.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 63 show the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 63: Impact on water — comparison by age
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Gender

No female survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale response to this question, compared with
8% of male respondents (Figure 64). 23% of female respondents indicated ‘I don’t know’ in response to
this question, compared with 7% of male respondents.
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Figure 64: Impact on water — comparison by gender
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Geography

Survey responses are shown in Figure 65. The majority of responses were neutral or negative response
for those from within the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area and outside the area.

Figure 65: Impact on water — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

Survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to Mount Pleasant, responded to this
question with Likert scale ratings that were more positive than the responses of non-workers and non-
suppliers (Figure 66. Additionally, 66% of survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to
Mount Pleasant provided neutral ratings, compared with 21% from non-workers and non-suppliers.

Figure 66: Impact on water by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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5.2 Quality of the living environment

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have

on the quality of the living environment of the area in which you live?

521

All responses

51% of survey respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question; relatively
high when compared to negative Likert scale ratings for other questions (Figure 67).

Figure 67: Impact on the living environment — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 58% of negative ratings, compared with 6% of positive ratings and 3% of neutral ratings.

One comment was provided in support of a positive Likert scale rating, however it was in regard to
investment in the community, rather than the living environment.

69% of comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings mentioned dust or air quality.

Neutral comment

“Mount Pleasant has had minimal impact and that has been managed through the installation of the
bund (outer dump) and their demonstrated commitment to progressive rehabilitation. Mount Pleasant
is also the only mine in the valley that has to shut down its operation if the Muswellbrook NW Upper
Hunter Air Quality Monitor goes over a set limit regardless of where the dust or smoke is coming
from.”

Negative comment

“Noise & Dust are already having an impact on our lifestyle without the optimisation project, | feel
that any if the project extension proceeds it will only further effect our quality of living.”

5.2.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 68 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 68: Impact on the living environment — comparison by age
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Gender

No female survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,

compared with 31% of male respondents.

Figure 69: Impact on the living environment — comparison by gender
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Geography

The majority of survey responses for people living within the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local
Government Area were negative and the majority for those living outside the Area was neutral or no

impact (Figure 70).

Figure 70: Impact on the living environment — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

Survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to Mount Pleasant, responded to this
question with Likert scale ratings that were more positive than the responses of non-workers and non-
suppliers (Figure 71).

Figure 71: Impact on the living environment by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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5.3 Visual amenity

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have
on the visual amenity of the area in which you live?

531 Allresponses

45% of survey respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 18% of respondents who provided a positive rating.

Figure 72: Impact on visual amenity — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings, but not by
a significant amount. Comments supported 32% of negative ratings, compared with 28% of positive
ratings and 9% of neutral ratings.

All five comments relating to positive Likert scale ratings referred to rehabilitation of the landscape.
Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focussed on the negative visual impact of the mines.

Positive comment

“Continued remediation north will provide an attractive western back-drop to Muswellbrook.”

Negative comment

“The Hunter Valley looks like a moonscape because of mines. Mount Pleasant increasing its footprint
will just exacerbate this.”

5.3.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 73 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 73: Impact on visual amenity — comparison by age
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Gender

27% of male survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,

compared with 6% of female survey respondents (Figure 74).

Figure 74: Impact on visual amenity — comparison by gender
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Geography

The majority of survey responses for people living within the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local
Government Area were negative and the majority for those living outside the Area was neutral or no

impact (Figure 75).

Figure 75: Impact on visual amenity — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

Survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to Mount Pleasant, responded to this
question with Likert scale ratings that were more positive than the responses of non-workers and non-
suppliers (Figure 76).

Figure 76: Impact on visual amenity by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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5.4 Access

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have
on access within the area in which you currently live?

541 Allresponses

40% of survey respondents provided a neutral Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared
with 36% of respondents who provided a negative rating.

Figure 77: Impact on access — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 54% of negative ratings, compared with 6% of positive ratings and 5% of neutral ratings.

One comment supported a positive Likert scale rating, regarding investment in the local road network.
The comment suggests funding could be increased but is unclear. An example neutral comment with
greater clarity has been used below.

Around half of comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question, focus on
traffic impacts and road works.

Neutral comment

“The Mount Pleasant Operation to my knowledge has had no impact on access to road, rail - public
transport, public transport and parking and | do not believe that the Mount Pleasant Optimisation
Project would have any impact on transport systems.”

Negative comment

“More cars on New England Highway at peak times causing more problems than there already are.”

5.4.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 78 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 78: Impact on access — comparison by age

80%
70%
60%
50%
]
g’ m 20 — 29 years
§ 40% m 30 - 39 years
9 140 — 49 years
30% 50 — 59 years
m 60 years and over
20%
10%
0% - l I I
Significant Slight Neutral or Slight Significant | don’t know
positive positive noimpact  negative negative
impact impact impact impact
n=97

59

TOC



Gender

40% of female survey respondents provided negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question,

compared with 33% of male survey respondents (Figure 79).

Figure 79: Impact on access — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 80.

Figure 80: Impact on access — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

Survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to Mount Pleasant, responded to this
question with Likert scale ratings that were more positive than the responses of non-workers and non-
suppliers (Figure 81).

Figure 81: Impact on access by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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5.5 Housing

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have
on housing within the area in which you currently live?

55.1 Allresponses

41% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared
with 23% of respondents who provided a negative Likert scale rating (Figure 82).

Figure 82: Impact on housing — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 55% of negative ratings, compared with 13% of positive ratings and 14% of neutral ratings.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings link a healthy housing market to a healthy economy.

67% of comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focus on high rental prices and short supply of
housing. Other comments indicate the sale value of properties is negatively affected by the mine.

Some of the negative comments detail a complex picture whereby rental prices have risen, but house
values are depressed or difficult to sell, due to the mines. 27% of comments discuss the transient nature
of the local population.

Positive comment

“Further construction and operational jobs will create increased demand for accommodation. This is
great for the economy.”

Negative comment

“Rental prices up, house prices down, eyesore coal mine facing town.”

5.5.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 83 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 83: Impact on housing — comparison by age
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Gender

In response to this question, male survey respondents gave somewhat more positive Likert scale ratings
than female survey respondents, a larger proportion of whom indicated ‘I don’t know’ than male
respondents (Figure 84).
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Figure 84: Impact on housing — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 85.

Figure 85: Impact on housing — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

Survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to Mount Pleasant, responded to this
question with Likert scale ratings that were more positive than the responses of non-workers and non-

suppliers (Figure 86).
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Figure 86: Impact on housing by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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5.6 Community Services

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have
on community services within the area in which you currently live?

5.6.1 All responses

39% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 20% of survey respondents who provided a negative rating (Figure 87).

Figure 87: Impact on community services — all responses

30%

28%

26%
20%
13% 13%
12%
10% -
7%
0% T T T . T T

Significant ~ Slight positive Neutral orno Slight negative  Significant | don’t know
positive impact impact impact impact negative
impact

Percentage

n=97

As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 47% of negative ratings, compared with 8% of positive ratings and 11% of neutral ratings.
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Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings link a healthy economy with community services.

Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focus on the additional pressure to community
services and the increased costs.

Positive comment

“More jobs means a better local economy and increase in community services.”

Negative comment

“More stress on local services.”

5.6.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 88 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 88: Impact on community services — comparison by age
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Gender

36% of male survey respondents provided a neutral Likert scale rating to this question, compared with

17% of female survey respondents. 23% of female survey respondents indicated ‘| don’t know’ to this
question, compared with 7% of male survey respondents (Figure 89).
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Figure 89: Impact on community services — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 90.

Figure 90: Impact on community services — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

Survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to Mount Pleasant, responded to this
question with Likert scale ratings that were more positive than the responses of non-workers and non-

suppliers (Figure 91).
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Figure 91: Impact on community services by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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5.7 Culture

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have
on the culture of people living within your area?

571 Allresponses

38% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared

with 21% of respondents who provided a negative rating. At 20%, a relatively high number of survey

respondents have indicated ‘| don’t know’ (Figure 92).

Figure 92: Impact on culture — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 45% of negative ratings, compared with 11% of positive ratings and 21% where ‘I don’t know’
was indicated. No supporting comments were provided for neutral ratings.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings focus on the mine’s support for Aboriginal
communities. One comment notes their participation in the Aboriginal Community Development Fund.

Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focus on a range of issues, primarily around the
destruction of the natural environment.

Comments where ‘| don’t know’ was indicated are mixed, with three indicating the mine could have a
negative effect and one indicating the mine could have a positive effect.

Positive comment

“The Mount Pleasant Operation has provided a significant level of support promote culture within the
local community. The Mount Pleasant Operation has actively participated in the ACDF and provided
both monetary and support to a range of projects, local artists as well as supporting local Aboriginal
businesses through its supply chain. With the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project this would mean a
continuation of this support and promotion of culture within the local community.”

Negative comment

“This needs much more investigation by anthropologists and archaeologists and local aboriginal
communities.”

5.7.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 93 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 93: Impact on culture — comparison by age
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Gender

Positive and negative Likert scale ratings from male and female survey respondents were broadly similar,

however 31% of female respondents indicated ‘I don’t know’, compared with 12% of male respondents

(Figure 94).

Figure 94: Impact on culture — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 95.

Figure 95: Impact on culture — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

Survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to Mount Pleasant, responded to this
question with Likert scale ratings that were significantly more positive than the responses of non-workers
and non-suppliers (Figure 96).

Figure 96: Impact on culture by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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5.8 The local economy

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have
on the economy within the area in which you currently live?

5.8.1 All responses

68% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 7% of survey respondents who provided a negative rating.

Figure 97: Impact on the local economy — all responses

60%

52%
50%

40%

Percentage
w
o
X

20%

16% 15%
10% 9%
5%
-
0% ‘ ‘ o ‘

Significant  Slight positive Neutral orno Slight negative  Significant | don’t know
positive impact impact impact impact negative
impact

n=97

70



As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 43% of negative ratings, compared with 15% of positive ratings. Comments for neutral ratings
were relatively high, at 40%.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings focus on the mine’s benefit to the local economy,
through employment and use of local services.

Three comments supported negative Likert scale ratings, focussing on the lack of economic benefit to
the local area and the negative effects on other economic activities such as agriculture.

Comments supporting neutral Likert scale ratings were mixed, but overall negative in content, focussing
on the lack of benefit to the local economy.

Positive comment

“if the expansion goes ahead and more local people are employed it would have a positive impact
of more locals spending within the town.”

Negative comment

“Employees and contractors don’t generally reside locally so don’t spend their money locally.”

5.8.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 98 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 98: Impact on the local economy — comparison by age
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Gender

76% of male survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 58% of female respondents. A higher proportion of female respondents also provided
negative ratings, compared to male respondents (Figure 99).
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Figure 99: Impact on the local economy — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 100.

Figure 100: Impact on the local economy — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

Survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to Mount Pleasant, responded to this

question with Likert scale ratings that were significantly more positive than the responses of non-workers
and non-suppliers (Figure 101).
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Figure 101: Impact on the local economy by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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5.9 Employment

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have

on the employment within the area in which you currently live?

5.9.1 Allresponses

67% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared

with 7% of survey respondents who provided a negative rating (Figure 102).

Figure 102: Impact on employment — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings, however
there were a relatively small number of negative ratings in response to this question. Comments
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supported 43% of negative ratings, compared with 15% of positive ratings. There were a relatively high
proportion of comments supporting neutral ratings or where ‘I don’t know’ was indicated, at 44% and
56%.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings overwhelmingly focus on the mine’s benefit to the
local economy, similar to comments for the question about Mount Pleasant’s impact on the economy.
Comments focus on the need for jobs to go to local people.

Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings describe a variety of concerns, including non-
resident workers and the disruptive effect of the mine on the local economy.

Comments supporting neutral Likert scale ratings and where ‘I don’t know’ was indicated focus on the
need for local jobs over out of town workers.

Positive comment

“More local jobs is a big plus.”

Negative comment

“Locals find it hard to provide wages equal to mines so it is hard to get mechanics etc.”

5.9.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 103 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 103: Impact on employment — comparison by age
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Gender

73% of male survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 60% of female respondents. A higher proportion of female respondents also provided
negative ratings, compared with male respondents (Figure 104).
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Figure 104: Impact on employment — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 105.

Figure 105: Impact on employment — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

Survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to Mount Pleasant, responded to this

question with Likert scale ratings that were significantly more positive than the responses of non-workers

and non-suppliers (Figure 106).
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Figure 106: Impact on employment by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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5.10 Community cohesion

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have
on the community cohesion within the area in which you currently live?

5.10.1 All responses

49% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared
with 28% of respondents who provided a negative rating (Figure 107).

Figure 107: Impact on community cohesion — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 44% of negative ratings, compared with 6% of positive ratings and 5% of neutral ratings.
Three comments support positive Likert scale ratings, with one key comment focusing on the mine’s
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engagement with the local community and community groups. Comments supporting negative Likert
scale ratings are mixed in focus. Key themes are community division and a depopulated area.

Positive comment

“I believe the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project will have a significant positive impact on social
cohesion in the community, for example through an indirect capacity by providing support to the local
community through community organisations such as the PCYC or supporting local sporting teams. In

turn these organisation/s] strengthen the social cohesion of the community.”

Negative comment

“Mining fractures a community between the monetary beneficiaries and the dust/noise/air/cost
impacted. It creates income and social disparity and violence.”

5.10.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 108 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 108: Impact on community cohesion — comparison by age
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Gender

Figure 109 shoes the survey respondents Likert scale ratings across the different genders.

Figure 109: Impact on community cohesion — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 110.

Figure 110: Impact on community cohesion — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

Survey respondents who are either workers at, or suppliers to Mount Pleasant, responded to this
question with Likert scale ratings that were significantly more positive than the responses of non-workers

and non-suppliers.

Figure 111: Impact on community cohesion by — comparison by workers and suppliers
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6 Survey results - impacts of the
Mount Pleasant Optimisation
Project not proceeding

Using a Likert scale, survey respondents were asked to indicate, within the area in which they currently
live, the degree of overall positive, neutral, or negative impact from the Mount Pleasant Optimisation
Project not proceeding, on a variety of social, economic, and environmental outcomes.

Note that not everyone completed all survey questions. The single person under the age of 20 who
completed the demographics questions did not complete the questions in this or the subsequent section
of the survey, therefore there is no under 20 representation in any of the graphs

6.1 Water

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will
this have on water resources within the area in which you currently live?

6.1.1  Allresponses

37% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared
with 7% of respondents who provided a negative Likert scale rating (Figure 112).

Figure 112: Impact on water — all responses
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A somewhat higher proportion of comments were provided for positive Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 19% of positive ratings, compared with 14% of positive ratings and 2% of neutral ratings.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings focus on more water being available for the
community and environment.
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One comment was provided in support of a negative Likert scale rating: “Could be significant. Unknown.’
On review of this and other Likert ratings and comments from the survey respondent, they may have
misunderstood this group of questions’ premise, being consideration of impacts relating to the project
not proceeding. An example of a comment supporting a neutral rating is provided below in its place.

Positive comment

“Resources for local people will not be taken by mining.”

Neutral comment

“If the project did not proceed, there would still be a need for water for rehabilitation and mine
closure.”

6.1.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 113 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 113: Impact on water — comparison by age
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Gender

There is little difference between the responses to this question from male and female survey
respondents. Female respondents are somewhat more likely to provide a positive Likert scale rating,
compared to male respondents who are somewhat more likely to provide a negative rating (Figure 114).
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Figure 114: Impact on water — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 115.

Figure 115: Impact on water — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

59% of non-workers and non-suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings,
compared with 14% of workers and suppliers. 63% of workers and suppliers responded to this question
with a neutral Likert scale rating, compared with 26% of non-workers and non-suppliers (Figure 116).

Figure 116: Impact on water by — comparison by workers and suppliers
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6.2 Quality of the living environment

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will
this have on the quality of the living environment of the area in which you live?

6.2.1 Allresponses

43% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared
with 12% of respondents who provided a negative response (Figure 117).

Figure 117: Impact on the living environment — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for positive Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 21% of positive ratings, compared with 8% of negative ratings and 5% of neutral ratings.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings focus on the opportunity for environmental recovery
and rehabilitation.

One comment supports a negative Likert scale rating, but focuses on economic impacts rather than the
living environment.

Positive comment

“Less mining means a better quality of the living environment in the local area.”

Negative comment

“Will limit dust but won't stop it.”

6.2.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 118 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 118: Impact on the living environment — comparison by age
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Gender

19% of male survey respondents provided negative Likert scale ratings in response this question,

compared with 3% of female respondents (Figure 119).

Figure 119: Impact on the living environment — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 120.

Figure 120: Impact on the living environment — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

64% of non-workers and non-suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings,

compared with 26% of workers and suppliers (Figure 121).

Figure 121: Impact on the living environment by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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6.3 Visual amenity

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will

this have on the visual amenity of the area in which you live?

6.3.1 Allresponses

43% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question, compared
with 14% of respondents who provided a positive rating (Figure 122).

Figure 122: Impact on visual amenity — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings, but not by
a significant amount. Comments supported 29% of negative ratings, compared with 21% of positive
ratings and 3% of neutral ratings.

56% of comments relating to positive Likert scale ratings referred to rehabilitation or restoration of the
landscape. Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focussed on the negative visual impact of
the mines.

Positive comment

“No coal stacks or overburdens, no ugly mine, no gaping poisonous holes.”

Negative comment

“If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, while the operation as it is would be
rehabilitated there would be a negative impact as there would not be the opportunity to further
improve the landscape and increase the quality of native habitat and vegetation at the site.”

6.3.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 123 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 123: Impact on visual amenity — comparison by age
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Gender

20% of male survey respondents provided negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 6% of female respondents (Figure 124).
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Figure 124: Impact on visual amenity — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 125.

Figure 125: Impact on visual amenity — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

67% of non-workers and non-suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings,

compared with 21% of workers and suppliers (Figure 126).

88

TOC



Figure 126: Impact on visual amenity by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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6.4 Access

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will

this have on access within the area in which you currently live?

6.4.1 Allresponses

26% of survey respondents provided a positive Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 20% of respondents who provided a positive rating. Neutral ratings were relatively high,

at 47% (Figure 127).

Figure 127: Impact on access — all responses
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There was no significant difference between the proportion of comments supporting negative Likert
scale ratings and the proportion of comments supporting negative ratings. Comments supported 25% of
negative ratings, compared with 23% of positive ratings. No comments were provided for neutral ratings.

Comments relating to positive Likert scale ratings focus on an expected reduction in traffic. Of three
comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings, one key comment focuses on an expected reduction
in maintenance.

Positive comment

“Less mine traffic in the local area.”

Negative comment

“Less maintenance of local roads.”

6.4.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 128 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 128: Impact on access — comparison by age
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Gender

29% of male survey respondents provided negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 9% of female respondents (Figure 129).
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Figure 129: Impact on access — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local
Government Area are shown in Figure 130.

Figure 130: Impact on access — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

41% of non-workers and non-suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings,
compared with 10% of workers and suppliers (Figure 131).
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Figure 131: Impact on access by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will

this have on housing within the area in which you currently live?

6.5.1

46% of survey respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 21% of respondents who provided a positive rating (Figure 132).

All responses

Figure 132: Impact on housing — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 25% of negative ratings, compared with 19% of positive ratings. No comments were provided

in support of neutral ratings. Comments relating to positive Likert scale ratings focus on benefits to the
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housing market; a reduction in rents and an increase in house value. 55% of comments supporting
negative Likert scale ratings focus on people leaving the area and the effect this would have on housing.

Positive comment

“No dirty big mine on the edge of the town will have a positive effect visually and be more desirable
for people looking to purchase in the area.”

Negative comment

“The townships will lose alot of people and therefore the price of housing will decrease and rentals
will be in abundance. This is poor for homeowners.”

6.5.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 133 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 133: Impact on housing — comparison by age
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Gender

51% of male survey respondents provided negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 40% of female respondents (Figure 134).
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Figure 134: Impact on housing — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 135.

Figure 135: Impact on housing — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

33% of non-workers and non-suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings,

compared with 14% of workers and suppliers (Figure 136).
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Figure 136: Impact on housing by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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6.6 Community Services

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will

this have on community services within the area in which you currently live?

6.6.1 Allresponses

35% of survey respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 17% of respondents who provided a positive rating (Figure 137).

Figure 137: Impact on community services — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for positive Likert scale ratings, but not by a

significant amount. Comments supported 18% of positive ratings, compared with 12% of positive ratings
and 3% of neutral ratings. Comments relating to positive Likert scale ratings focus on a freeing up of
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services for local people. Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focus on the support to the
community that the mine would no longer provide.

Positive comment

“Limited resources will be available to local people rather than additional fifo workers.”

Negative comment

“MACH are very visible in the community, without their support, many groups, clubs and associations
will be negatively affected.”

6.6.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 138 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 138: Impact on community services — comparison by age
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Gender

40% of male survey respondents provided negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 28% of female respondents (Figure 139).
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Figure 139: Impact on community services — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 140.

Figure 140: Impact on community services — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

20% of non-workers and non-suppliers responded to this question with positive Likert scale ratings,

compared with 13% of workers and suppliers (Figure 141).
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Figure 141: Impact on community services by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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6./ Culture

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will
this have on the culture of people living within your area?

6.7.1 Allresponses

28% of survey respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 18% of respondents who provided a positive rating (Figure 142).

Figure 142: Impact on culture — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for negative Likert scale ratings. Comments
supported 21% of negative ratings, compared with 11% of positive ratings and 3% of neutral ratings.
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Comments relating to positive Likert scale ratings focus on the recovery of the area, though do not
explicitly frame this as a cultural concern. Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focus on
the support to the community that the mine would no longer provide.

Positive comment

“Recovery and hope can take the place of despair and disgust.”

Negative comment

“Mach Energy are active contributors to the community. If the continuation project doesn't go ahead,
there is less of an opportunity for Mach to build on current support levels.”

6.7.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 143 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 143: Impact on culture — comparison by age
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Gender

23% of female survey respondents provided positive Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 15% of male respondents (Figure 144).
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Figure 144: Impact on culture — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local
Government Area are shown in Figure 145.

Figure 145: Impact on culture — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

56% of workers and suppliers responded to this question with negative Likert scale ratings, compared
with 8% of non-workers and non-suppliers. 38% of non-workers and non-suppliers indicated ‘l don’t
know’, compared with 5% of workers and suppliers (Figure 146).
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Figure 146: Impact on culture by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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6.8 The local economy

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will

this have on the economy within the area in which you currently live?

6.8.1 Allresponses

63% of survey respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question,

compared with 13% of respondents who provided a positive rating (Figure 147).

Figure 147: Impact on the local economy — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were evenly split between positive and negative Likert scale
ratings. Comments supported 15% of positive ratings, 15% of negative ratings and 6% of neutral ratings.
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Two comments relate to positive Likert scale ratings and focus on the rebalancing of the local economy.

Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focus on the support to the community that the mine
would no longer provide.

Positive comment

“Communities are beginning to plan for life after coal. Diversification can only be a positive thing for
business.”

Negative comment

“If the mine doesn't get an extension it would have a negative impact due to job losses in the area
and less money circulating within our community.”

6.8.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 148 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 148: Impact on the local economy — comparison by age
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Gender

69% of male survey respondents provided negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 54% of female respondents (Figure 149).
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Figure 149: Impact on the local economy — comparison by gender
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Geography

The differences in responses between those within and outside the Muswellbrook Shire Council Local

Government Area are shown in Figure 150.

Figure 150: Impact on the local economy — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

82% of workers and suppliers responded to this question with negative Likert scale ratings, compared

with 54% of non-workers and non-suppliers (Figure 157).
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Figure 151: Impact on the local economy by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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6.9 Employment

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will

this have on the employment within the area in which you currently live?

6.9.1

62% of survey respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 14% of respondents who provided a positive rating (Figure 152).

All responses

Figure 152: Impact on employment — all responses
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As a proportion, supporting comments were mainly provided for neutral Likert scale ratings. Comments

supported 18% of neutral ratings, compared with 14% of positive ratings and 8% of negative ratings.
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Two comments relate to positive Likert scale ratings with the key comment focussing on the mine
workers returning to the local economy. Five comments support negative Likert scale ratings and focus
on reduced local employment.

Positive comment

“We get back the people whose training and previous work has been wasted and lost driving mine
trucks.”

Negative comment

“Less employment and no mining jobs in Muswellbrook.”

6.9.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 153 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 153: Impact on employment — comparison by age
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Gender

70% of male survey respondents provided negative Likert scale ratings in response to this question,
compared with 54% of female respondents (Figure 154).
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Figure 154: Impact on employment — comparison by gender
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Geography

67% of survey respondents living outside Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area provided

negative Likert scale ratings, compared with 60% provided by those living inside Muswellbrook Shire

Council Local Government Area (Figure 155).

Figure 155: Impact on employment — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

84% of workers and suppliers responded to this question with negative Likert scale ratings, compared

with 49% of non-workers and non-suppliers (Figure 156).
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Figure 156: Impact on employment by — comparison by employment and suppliers
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6.10 Community cohesion

Survey question: If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will
this have on the community cohesion within the area in which you currently live?

6.10.1 All responses

42% of survey respondents provided a negative Likert scale rating in response to this question,
compared with 28% of respondents who provided a positive rating (Figure 157).

Figure 157: Impact on community cohesion — all responses
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Seven supporting comments were provided in response to this question, the lowest for any question.
Due to a low number of comments, proportions per rating category are of no value.

Comments supporting positive Likert scale ratings focus on the positives of a community transition away
from mining. Comments supporting negative Likert scale ratings focus on the community effects of fewer
jobs.

Positive comment

“Local mine workers who work disgustingly long shifts causes lack of social cohesion and reduced
quality time with family. Ex-miners will hopetully [find] employment with hours more conducive to
family time together.”

Negative comment

“If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project did not proceed there would be impacts for lack of
employment opportunities which would It would cause families to relocate and leave the area. It
would mean a decrease in support for community groups to provide services that promote social

cohesion.”

6.10.2 Key differences across demographics
Age

Figure 158 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different age groups.

Figure 158: Impact on community cohesion — comparison by age
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Gender

Figure 159 shows the survey respondents’ Likert scale ratings across the different genders.
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Figure 159: Impact on community cohesion — comparison by gender
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Geography

35% of survey respondents living within Muswellbrook Shire Council Local Government Area provided
positive Likert scale ratings, compared with 19% provided by those living outside Muswellbrook Shire

Council Local Government Area (Figure 160.

Figure 160: Impact on community cohesion — comparison by Local Government Area
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Workers and suppliers

66% of workers and suppliers responded to this question with negative Likert scale ratings, compared

with 23% of non-workers and non-suppliers (Figure 161).
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Figure 161: Impact on community cohesion by — comparison by workers and suppliers
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7 Survey results - cumulative social
impacts

Survey respondents were asked to provide any comments on cumulative social impacts of the Mount
Pleasant Operation and the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project. Supporting text explained that
cumulative social impacts are positive or negative compounding impacts on communities, the economy,
and the environment. The impacts of the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project can be considered in
combination with the impacts from other mining operations, industries and activities, resulting in
cumulative impacts. Comments were analysed and assigned a positive, neutral, or negative sentiment
and the results are shown in Figure 162.

Figure 162: Respondent sentiment - cumulative social impacts
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This analysis showed a split between people who welcome the jobs and opportunities the mine is
anticipated to deliver and those who see it as a destructive force in the community. Only 13% of
comments were deemed neutral, which may reflect the self-selecting bias of the survey. Responses to
this question were general in content, rather than addressing cumulative social impacts. Where they did,
comments noted the existing effects would be compounded through mine expansion, e.g. noise and
dust.

Positive comment

“The extra employment keeps people in Muswellbrook and fosters associated industries.”

Neutral comment

“MTP does not add exceptionally to the current level of cumulative impact.”

Negative comment

“More dust equals worse air quality more respiratory complaints impacting on our already
overloaded health care system.”
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8 Survey results - other things to
consider in the SIA

Survey respondents were asked to note anything else that should be considered as part of the Social
Impact Assessment. Comments were analysed and assigned a positive, neutral, or negative sentiment
and results are shown in Figure 163.

Figure 163: Respondent sentiment - general feedback
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The responses to this question, reflected the split in sentiment in the responses to the previous question
on cumulative social impacts. Of the respondents provided, 37% provided a positive comment and 45%
provided a negative comments. Comments broadly reflected the themes of comments from the previous
question on cumulative social impacts and comments made elsewhere in the survey. Dust, noise,
impacts on the local environment, and wider environmental and climate change concerns make up the
comments for which a negative sentiment was assigned. Positive sentiment is reflected in respondents’
comments around jobs and growth.

Positive comment

“Mining is good for the local economy and employment.”

Neutral comment

“Ensuring that employees are local to the region instead of the BHPOS model of employing people
through a head office and having then dido or fifo.... Make a commitment to employ people who will
live in the local area..”

Negative comment

“People will not support this project unless they can see a significant change in dust suppression and
mining practices.”
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O Conclusion

Survey responses indicate strong division between the views of some respondents, with 39% of Likert
scale ratings assigned to either significant positive impact or significant negative impact (Figure 164). At
29%, neutral ratings were higher than for slight negative impact or slight positive impact at 21%. Only 10%
of responses indicated “I don’t know”.

Figure 164: Respondent sentiment across all responses
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Where comments have been provided for neutral ratings, for some questions it indicates crossover with
positive sentiment towards Mount Pleasant Operation’s existing operations and proposed expansion,
whereas for others it indicates negative sentiment. For example, a neutral rating in regard to impact on
water resources will primarily be viewed as positive, compared with a neutral impact on local
employment which will primarily be viewed as negative.

The survey question on the impact of the current Mount Pleasant Operation on the living environment
received 44 comments, the highest number for any question and is reflective of other questions in this
survey section, assessing the impact of the current operation, in that negative ratings were more likely to
be supported by comment.

Sentiments expressed throughout the survey broadly fit into key social and environmental themes:
Noise, dust, and light impacts

Respondents providing negative feedback indicate these key environmental impacts have a negative
impact on their lives.

Wider environmental impacts

The survey questions focus on local impacts, however some respondents raised climate change or
carbon emissions as a concern within comments across a range of questions.
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Changes to the landscape

Many respondents’ viewed the change over time from a rural landscape to an industrial landscape and a
negative impact.

Housing and accommodation

Respondents have mixed views shaped by personal experience. Because of mining’s perceived effects
on the environment and employment, some respondents indicate housing prices are depressed, while
rental prices are elevated. This has positive impacts for some and negative for others.

Employment and the economy

Comments favourable to the current and proposed Mount Pleasant Operation focus on the employment
and economic growth it brings the area. Some negative comments indicate concern about the transient
nature of the workforce; the lack of local benefit both in terms of jobs and where wages are spent, and
the effects a transient workforce has on housing and community cohesion.

Community

Respondents’ sentiment towards their local area is mainly positive and focusses on the community.
Mining is seen to strengthen the community through employment or weaken it by causing division.
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Community survey - Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

Questions about you
This section of the survey asks some questions about you. We will use the information to compare
responses across different age groups, genders, ethnicities and geographical areas.

* 2. Please select your age group
Under 20 years

20 — 29 years

30 — 39 years

40 — 49 years

50 — 59 years

60 years and over

* 3. Do you identify as:

Male
Female

| don't wish to identify as male or female

* 4. Do you identify as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander?

Yes
No

| would prefer not to say

* 5. In what area do you live?

Muswellbrook Local Government Area | Lake Macquarie City Local Government Area
| Upper Hunter Local Government Area . / Maitland City Local Government Area
t\ Singleton Local Government Area t Mid-Coast Local Government Area
Central Coast Local Government Area B Newcastle City Local Government Area
Cessnock City Local Government Area ( Port Stephens Local Government Area
Dungog Shire Local Government Area Greater Sydney Region

Other (please state)
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LIME

Community survey - Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

Questions about you (continued)

* 6. In what area do you live within Muswellbrook Local Government Area?

" Bengalla ) Kayuga
" Castlerock /) Muswellbrook town
") Denman . Wybong

N

\

) Other (please state)
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+ JUST ADD
LIME

Community survey - Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

Questions about you (continued)

* 7. In what area do you live within Upper Hunter Local Government Area?

/) Aberdeen

() Scone
~ ) Merriwa

' Murrurundi
)

Other (please state)
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Community survey - Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

Questions about you (continued)

8. On what road, street, close, way or avenue do you live? This question is optional but will help identify
more specific geographical perspectives.

9. Briefly describe how you feel about the area and community in which you live. This question is optional.

*10. Do you work at the Mount Pleasant Operation?

"\ Yes

“) No
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Community survey - Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

Questions about you (continued)

*11. Do you own or work for a business that is a supplier to the Mount Pleasant Operation?

Yes

No

*12. In what industry do you work? (this list is based on the Australian and New Zealand Standard Industrial
Classification)

| am not currently working )
Agriculture

Horse breeding or racing

Viticulture

Mining and associated industries

Accommodation and food services
(e.g. cafes, restaurants, takeaways,
and pubs)

Administrative and support services

(e.g. employment services, travel
agents, cleaning, pest control, and
gardening) -

Arts and recreational services

Other industry not listed, please describe

~) Construction

Education and training, e.g. childcare
centre, early education, primary,
secondary and TAFE.

Electricity, gas, water and waste
services

Financial and insurance services

hospital, medical services and
residential care services

Information media and
telecommunications

Local, State or Federal Government

including fire, ambulance, police, and

public servants.

Manufacturing

Health care and social assistance e.g.

Professional, scientific, and technical
services

Rental, hiring and real estate services
(e.g. car or machinery hire and real
estates)

Retail trade, including car sales, petrol
stations, supermarkets, furniture and
electrical goods, sporting equipment,
clothing, and hardware.

Transport, postal and warehousing

Wholesale trade e.g. material
wholesaling, machinery and
equipment wholesaling, grocery, and
liquor wholesaling

Not for Profit organisation

Other services e.g. automotive repair
and maintenance, hairdressing and
beauty services, funeral services.
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Community survey - Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

The Mount Pleasant Operation
This section of the survey asks you to indicate, within the area in which you currently live, your

thoughts on the degree of overall positive, neutral, or negative impact from the current Mount
Pleasant Operation.

The Mount Pleasant Operation is an open cut coal mine located west of Muswellbrook and north of
Wybong Road. Mining operations are largely undertaken by the contractors Thiess and Sedgman.
Approximately 400 people work at the mine, with the majority living in the Upper Hunter region.

The questions cover ten subjects and each question includes the opportunity to provide further
supporting information.

* 13. Water: This includes impacts on surface water (including the Hunter River) or groundwater.
What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on water resources within the area in
which you live?
Significant positive impact ( Slight positive impact ( Neutral or no impact | Slight negative impact
Significant negative impact | | don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 14. Quality of the living environment: This includes impacts on the liveability of an area, such as noise,
odour, vibration, artificial light, and air quality.

What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on the quality of the living environment
of the area in which you live?

Significant positive impact (  Slight positive impact () Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)
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* 15. Visual amenity: This includes impacts on the visual outlook or landscape.

What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on the visual amenity of the area in
which you live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 16. Access: This includes impacts on transport systems such as road, rail, public transport, and parking.

What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on access within the area in which you
currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 17. Housing: This includes impacts on purchase and rental costs and the availability of housing.

What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on housing within the area in which
you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 18. Community services: This includes impacts on the availability, accessibility, and cost of services, e.g.
healthcare, education, childcare, and other support services.

What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on community services within the area
in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)
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* 19. Culture: This includes shared beliefs, customs, values and stories, connection to land, water, and
place for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people.

What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on the culture of people living within
your area?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 20. The local economy: This includes impacts on local businesses.

What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on the economy within the area in
which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don't know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 21. Employment: This includes impacts on the local employment.

What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on the employment within the area in
which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)
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* 22. Community cohesion: This includes impacts on social networks and people’s relationships with
others in the community.

What overall impact has the current Mount Pleasant Operation had on community cohesion within the area

in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

10
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Community survey - Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

The Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

This section of the survey asks you to indicate, within the area in which you currently live, your
thoughts on the degree of overall positive, neutral, or negative impact from the Mount Pleasant
Optimisation Project, if it proceeds.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project is approved, the life of mine will be extended from 2026
to 2048 and the amount of coal to be mined will progressively increase from 10.5 million tonnes per
annum to 21 million tonnes per annum. The mine will remain open cut, with mining moving to the
west. Activity will remain within the current Mining Lease Area.

There will be an increase in the number of people working at the site. At the moment there is
approximately 400 people working at the Mount Pleasant Operation. It has been estimated that
there will be a peak monthly construction workforce of 410 people, which would coincide with the
operational workforce of 560 people.

The average operational workforce throughout the life of the Project (i.e. from 2023 to 2048) has
been estimated to be approximately 600. The operational workforce is estimated to peak at 830 in
2041. It is expected that the majority of workers will already live in the Upper Hunter region or will
relocate to the region.

The questions cover ten subjects and each question includes the opportunity to provide further
supporting information.
* 23. Water: This includes impacts on surface water (including the Hunter River) or groundwater.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have on water resources
within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact | Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact © ) 1 don't know

Supporting comment (optional)
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* 24. Quality of the living environment: This includes impacts on the liveability of an area, such as noise,
odour, vibration, artificial light, and air quality.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have on the quality of the
living environment of the area in which you live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 25. Visual amenity: This includes impacts on the visual outlook or landscape.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have on the visual
amenity of the area in which you live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don't know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 26. Access: This includes impacts on transport systems such as road, rail, public transport, and parking.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have on access within
the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 27. Housing: This includes impacts on purchase and rental costs and the availability of housing.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have on housing within
the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)
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* 28. Community services: This includes impacts on the availability, accessibility, and cost of services, e.g.
healthcare, education, childcare, and other support services.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have on community
services within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 29. Culture: This includes shared beliefs, customs, values and stories, connection to land, water, and
place for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have on the culture of
people living within your area?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don't know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 30. The local economy: This includes impacts on local businesses.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have on the economy
within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)
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* 31. Employment: This includes impacts on the local employment.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have on the employment
within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact
Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 32. Community cohesion: This includes impacts on social networks and people’s relationships with
others in the community.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proceeds, what overall impact will this have on the community
cohesion within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don't know

Supporting comment (optional)
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Community survey - Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

The Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project (continued)

This section of the survey asks you to indicate, within the area in which you currently live, your
thought on the degree of overall positive, neutral, or negative impact if the Mount Pleasant
Optimisation Project does not proceed.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, the mine will cease operations in
2026 and the site will be rehabilitated to meet conditions in the environmental approval.
Employment at the site will decrease as the amount of work to be undertaken decreases.

The questions cover ten subjects and each question includes the opportunity to provide further
supporting information.

* 33. Water: This includes impacts on surface water (including the Hunter River) or groundwater.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will this have on water
resources within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact ( Slight positive impact ( Neutral or no impact | Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact ;| don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 34. Quality of the living environment: This includes impacts on the liveability of an area, such as noise,
odour, vibration, artificial light, and air quality.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will this have on the
quality of the living environment of the area in which you live?

Significant positive impact ( } Slight positive impact () Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

15

129

TOC



* 35. Visual amenity: This includes impacts on the visual outlook or landscape.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will this have on the
visual amenity of the area in which you live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 36. Access: This includes impacts on transport systems such as road, rail, public transport, and parking.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will this have on access
within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don't know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 37. Housing: This includes impacts on purchase and rental costs and the availability of housing.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will this have on housing
within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 38. Community services: This includes impacts on the availability, accessibility, and cost of services, e.g.
healthcare, education, childcare, and other support services.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will this have on
community services within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)
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* 39. Culture: This includes shared beliefs, customs, values and stories, connection to land, water, and
place for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will this have on the
culture of people living within your area?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 40. The local economy: This includes impacts on local businesses.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will this have on the
economy within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don't know

Supporting comment (optional)

* 41. Employment: This includes impacts on the local employment.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will this have on the
employment within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact | don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)
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* 42. Community cohesion: This includes impacts on social networks and people’s relationships with
others in the community.

If the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project does not proceed, what overall impact will this have on the
community cohesion within the area in which you currently live?

Significant positive impact Slight positive impact Neutral or no impact Slight negative impact

Significant negative impact I don’t know

Supporting comment (optional)

18

132



+ JUST ADD
U LIME

Community survey - Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

Cumulative social impacts

This section of the survey focuses on cumulative social impacts. These are positive or negative
compounding impacts on communities, the economy, and the environment. The impacts of the
Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project can be considered in combination with the impacts from
other mining operations, industries and activities, resulting in cumulative impacts.

43. Please provide any comments on cumulative social impacts of the Mount Pleasant Operation and the
Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project.
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Community survey - Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

Additional comments

44. |s there anything else that we should consider as part of the Social Impact Assessment?

20
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MACH Energy website home page

ene < m machenergyaustralia.com.au G h O

A quick guide to survey research MACH Energy - Developing & operating economical & efficient energy sources +

Community Hotline 1800 886 889
MAC H E n e rgy ’ Search our site Q Blasting Hotline: 1800 931 872

General Enquiries: 1800 931 873

About Mount Pleasant Community Media Contact

 Mount ; tOpt;mlsatlon PI‘OJSCT )

NITY SURVEY

1 ”
Learn More —

136



TOC

Hunter River Times Advertisement

Note the same advert was also sent as SMS/email to people on MACH’s consultation database.

Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project MACHEnergy
COMMUNITY SURVEY Mount Pleasant Operation

MACH Energy completed the acquisition of its first asset, the
Mount Pleasant Operation in August 2016. First coal was railed
in December 2018.

To enable the continuation of the Mount Pleasant Operation past 2026
we are required to submit a State Significant Development proposal.

As part of the social study for this proposal, we invite you to participate
in the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project community survey.

The Optimisation Project would provide the community certainty for
continuation of mining in the region and includes:

+ Staged increase in production within the Mount Pleasant Mining Leases;
« Increase in average operational workforce to approximately 600 people;
« Increase in peak operational workforce to approximately 830 people;

+ Continued rehabilitation and management of environmental impacts;

+ Continuation of the Mount Pleasant Operation through to 2048; and

+ Continued support for local community groups and suppliers.

To complete the community survey, please scan the QR code
or visit the MACH Energy website for more information on the
Optimisation Project and a link to the survey:
https:/machenergyaustralia.com.au/.

If you have any questions about the Optimisation Project or the community survey,
please contact the MACH Energy Community Hotline on 1800 886 889 and ask to speak to Ngaire.
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DL Flyer that was letterbox dropped

MACHEnergy

Mount Pleasant Operation

Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project

COMMUNITY SURVEY

MACH Energy completed the acquisition of its first asset,
the Mount Pleasant Operation in August 2016. First coal
was railed in December 2018.

The Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project proposes
extraction of additional coal reserves within Mount
Pleasant Operation Mining Leases and an increase in the
rate of coal extraction without significantly increasing the
total disturbance footprint. The extraction of additional
Project coal reserves would be supported by the use and
augmentation of existing approved infrastructure.

If you have any questions about the Optimisation
Project or the community survey, please contact

the MACH Energy Community Hotline on
1800 886 889 and ask to speak to Ngaire.
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MACHEnergy

Mount Pleasant Operation

What does the Optimisation Project include?

e Mining of additional coal reserves, including lower coal
seams in North Pit;

e Staged increase in extraction, handling and processing of
run-of-mine (ROM) coal up to 21 million tonnes per annum
as mining moves west, away from Muswellbrook;

e Increase in average operational workforce to approximately
600 people, with a peak of approximately 830 people;

e Giving up part of the approved disturbance area to
compensate for new disturbance areas;

e Rail transport of up to approximately 17 million tonnes per
annum of product coal to domestic and export customers;

e Use of innovative mine landform design to provide
topographic relief and more natural exterior appearance of
waste rock emplacement landforms;

e Development of new water management and coal reject
dewatering infrastructure;

e Construction and operation of new ancillary infrastructure;
and

e Continuation of the Mount Pleasant Operation through to
22 December 2048.

We welcome you to participate
in our Community Survey

To complete the community survey, please scan the
QR code or visit the MACH Energy website for more
information on the Optimisation Project and a link to
the survey: machenergyaustralia.com.au
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Muswellbrook Chronicle advert

MACHEnergy

Mount Pleasant Operation

Mount Pleasant
Optimisation Project

COMMUNITY

SURVEY

MACH Energy completed
the acquisition of its first
assel, the Mount Pleasant
Operation in August 2016.
First coal was railed

In December 2018.

MACHEnergy

Mount Pleasant Operation

Visit the MACH Energy website for more
information on the Optimisation Project

and a link to the survey:
https://machenergyaustralia.com.au/.

If you have any questions about the Optimisation
Project or the community survey, please contact
the MACH Energy Community Hotline on

1800 886 889 and ask to speak to Ngaire. u
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The Optimisation Project would provide the
community certainty for continuation of mining
in the region and includes:

* Staged increase in production within
the Mount Pleasant Mining Leases;

* [ncrease in average operational workforce to
approximately 600 people;

* Increase in peak operational workforce to
approximately 830 people;

+ Continued rehabilitation and management of
environmental impacts;

« Continuation of the Mount Pleasant Operation
through to 2048; and

* Continued support for local community
groups and suppliers.
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Executive Summary

The purpose of the Mount Pleasant Operation Workforce Survey was to gain baseline information about
the workforce and their participation in and impacts on the community in three local government areas
(LGAs) Muswellbrook Shire Council, Singleton Shire Council and Upper Hunter Shire Council. The survey
also aimed to identify impacts on the workforce if the Project proceeds and if it does not. This
information is to be used for the social impact assessment of the Mount Pleasant Optimisation Project.

The online survey was open for three weeks from 8 July 2020 to 31 July 2020. Current employees of
MACH, Thiess and Sedgman at the Mount Pleasant Operation were encouraged to participate in the
survey. 153 members of the workforce completed the survey. Itis important to note that as a volunteer
sample, this survey is not statistically representative of the current Mount Pleasant Operation workforce.

The survey results provide demographic information to help understand characteristics of the Mount
Pleasant Operation workforce for the social impact assessment. This information also enables the SIA to
create a baseline description of the ways the workforce interacts with, participates in and contributes to
the Muswellbrook Shire Council LGA and surrounding LGAs of Singleton and Upper Hunter. The
Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Council LGAs are collectively termed “local” in this report.
The report also includes findings relating to other LGAs where impacts are suggested.

The survey focused on economic contribution through levels of spending in the local economy, levels of
use of local education and health services, and contribution to the community through participation in
and support of community and activities and groups. The survey also sought to identify the proportion of
workforce who live locally and those who maintain two residences, driving in and out for their scheduled
workdays, and how drive-in drive-out (DIDO) respondents may participate in the community differently to
local residents.

To assess likely impacts to the workforce if the Project goes ahead or not, respondents were asked to
describe the positive and negative impacts to themselves, their families and friends under both
scenarios.

This report provides the collated survey results and interprets these to provide findings about the
demographics of the respondents and explore links between living and working arrangements and local
spending patterns. The findings provide levels of use of local education and health services to inform the
SIA how the workforce might support the need for and provision of these services in the community or
create pressure on providers. The survey provides information about respondents’ contribution to the
community through participating in community groups and activities that may inform the SIA about the
level of social capital the workforce brings to the local community.

The key conclusions of the workforce survey are:
e | ocals appear to be more financially invested in the local economy through home ownership.

e Some drive in drive out (DIDO) respondents say they would look to relocate closer to the mine if
the Project proceeds.

e |ocal residents spend fairly consistently across the Muswellbrook, Singleton and Upper Hunter
Shire Council LGAs even though they mostly live in Muswellbrook. This suggests that
businesses and services in all three LGAs benefit from their patronage. Spending by DIDO
respondents is also spread across the three LGAs but is lower.
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e Education and health services are accessed mostly by local residents in the Muswellbrook,
Singleton and Upper Hunter Shire Council LGAs, and DIDO respondents use health services
more than education.

e The majority of participation in local community groups and activities is through sports clubs and
hobby or interest groups, and mostly in the Muswellbrook Shire Council LGA. Few respondents
participate in churches, environmental groups, community service organisations and volunteer
emergency response in the three LGAs.

e The most prominent concern raised in the survey about the Project proceeding or not
proceeding is the loss of employment, of income and resulting inability to support the
employee’s family and household.

e Locals tend to be concerned about having to move their family or work away from family (i.e.
becoming DIDO workers for a different employer) and about people leaving town and living
standards declining in the community. Locals value being able to stay in town and spend money
locally to support the local businesses and have their children attend the local schools. More
locals are concerned about the impact of the Mount Pleasant Operation on the local
environment than DIDO respondents.

e DIDO people’s concerns centre around impacts on family life and of living away from their
families. A couple of participants would consider moving their families closer to the mine if the
Project proceeds, or looking for a job closer to home if it does not. This, and responses from
locals indicate that the Project not proceeding may not reduce the number of people driving in
and out for work, but possibly change who is doing it and where they are travelling from and to.

e Most respondents in both groups did not see any positive impacts if the Project does not
proceed.

The survey results, findings and conclusions from this report will be used in the Social Impact
Assessment to provide understanding and a baseline for social impacts on the workforce at the Mount
Pleasant Operation and the Project.
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1 Introduction

11 Context

The main aim of the Workforce Survey was to understand the demographics of the current Mount
Pleasant Operation workforce and provide baseline information about the workforce for the Social
Impact Assessment (SIA).

1.2 Purpose of this report

The purpose of this report is to provide the background, data and findings and conclusions of the Mount
Pleasant Workforce Survey.

1.3 Structure of the Report

This report is structured in four sections.

The survey background describes the context and purpose of the survey, explaining how the survey was
implemented and the limitations and assumptions that apply to survey results.

The survey results section provides the survey responses. Questions are presented in this report in the
order they appeared in the survey. Results include demographics, working and employment information,
living and family arrangements, local spending, use of education and health services and community
group participation. A summary is provided of feedback themes for the respondents’ perceived positive
and negative impacts if the Project goes ahead or if it does not.

The survey findings section compares responses from different questions to provide a deeper
understanding of the survey results. In particular the findings seek to understand how community
impacts and participation may be different for respondents who live locally, and those who DIDO.

Finally, conclusions are presented.
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2 Background

2.1 Purpose of the survey

The workforce survey was undertaken as part of the SIA for the Project.
The purpose of including the workforce in the SIA is two-fold:

e To further understand and report on the social baseline/existing social environment as the
existing workforce forms part of the existing social environment, and

e To clarify the potential positive and negative social impacts of the Project and if it proceeds or
not based on the experiences of the existing workforce.

2.2 Survey audience

The audience for the Workforce Survey is the workforce at the Mount Pleasant Operation. This includes
full time, part time and casual employees of MACH, Thiess and Sedgman working at the Mount Pleasant
Operation.

2.3 Survey design

2.3.1 Sampling strategy and testing

A volunteer sampling (a non-probability sampling) method was used to undertake the survey as it gave
workers the choice to participate. This needs to be considered when the data is interpreted and utilised
(see section 2.5 on limitations).

Respondents participated anonymously allowing their privacy to be respected and in recognition of their
potential reluctance to participate given they may not be living locally in accordance with MACH’s policy
preference for workers to live locally.

The survey was piloted by representatives for each employer at the Mount Pleasant Operation: MACH,
Sedgman and Thiess, and the survey was updated based on their feedback.

2.3.2 Survey content

The survey introduction provided information about the Project with a link to the MACH Mount Pleasant
Optimisation Project website and information about the SIA and how the workforce survey would
contribute to it. The survey questions were presented in sections:

e Consent — to ensure people understand what they are completing and what the information will
be used for.

e Demographic questions — to identify gender, age, ethnicity, duration of employment and work
schedule for the Mount Pleasant Operation workforce who participate in the survey.

e Living situation and locations of residence — at this point the survey diverted into two paths —
one set of questions for those who maintain one local residence and one set for those who




maintain two residences — living away from their normal family home while scheduled on for
work (DIDO).

e Questions about spending, use of local services and community participation to baseline current
Mount Pleasant Operation workforce expenditure, use of education and health services, and
participation in the community in the Muswellbrook, Singleton and Upper Hunter Shire Council
LGAs.

e Perceived positive and negative impacts if the Project proceeds, for the workforce, their family
and friends.

e Perceived positive and negative impacts if the Project does not proceed for the workforce, their
family and friends.

e Respondents were then thanked for their participation.

2.4 Survey dates
The SIA Workforce survey was open from 8 July 2020 through to 31 July 2020.

The workforce was initially notified of the survey and invited to participate through existing MACH and
contractor internal communication channels, with follow up reminders.

2.5 Limitations

Volunteer sampling creates a voluntary response bias, this is when responses are only from people who
voluntarily choose to participate, as opposed to targeting specific target audiences and taking a random
survey of those people which can then be used to generalise across the population the same was taken
from. To try and counter for voluntary response bias, the survey avoided leading questions, broke down
the different concepts (baseline, current operation, if the Project proceeded and did not proceed), and
offered a range of responses using Likert scales, so both positive and negative responses could be
captured.

The volunteer sampling method means results can only be interpreted for those people who participated
and should not be generalised to represent the complete workforce. The results of this survey
represent the Mount Pleasant Operation workforce members who responded.

Digital inequity may have influenced survey results as the survey was made available online only, it is
acknowledged that not everyone who wanted to participate in the survey may have been able to
because they did not have access to a computer or tablet connected to the internet or a smart phone.

By allowing the survey to be completed anonymously, some respondents may also not feel obliged to
provide accurate, honest answers.

2.6 Assumptions

We have assumed that all respondents provided honest answers in the survey.

TOC
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3 Survey results

3.1 Completed surveys

157 members of the MACH workforce undertook the survey. This is just under half of the existing
workforce of 380 people. Question 1 asked the participants’ consent and one respondent opted out
through this question. Three others answered yes to the consent question but did not answer any further
questions. The remaining 153 respondents completed the demographics and living arrangement
sections of the survey. Ten respondents did not complete the expenditure section. Of those ten, four
skipped the expenditure section and resumed answering the following sections about community
participation and positive and negative impacts if the Project proceeds or does not proceed.

3.2 Demographics

3.2.1 Age

Questions 2 — 4 asked people’s age, gender and whether they identified as Aboriginal or Torres Strait
Islander. The majority of the workforce who completed the survey were male and between 30-39 years
of age (Figure 1 and Figure 2). 5% of the workforce who completed the survey identified as being
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander (Figure 3).

Figure 1: Age distribution (n =153)
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Figure 2: Gender (n =153)

4%

s Male = Female =ldonotwishtoidentifyas either male or female




Figure 3: Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (n =153)
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3.3 Employment and work schedule

Questions 5 — 7 asked people about their employment at the Mount Pleasant operation. Overall, of the
workforce who completed the survey, almost 50% worked at the site for 1 year or less (Figure 4). Most of
the workforce is on a roster arrangement (62%), however there is a reasonable proportion (33%) who
work a Monday — Friday work week (Figure 5). Very few are on a variable or casual contract or work part
time. Of those who answered “other” in the survey, two advised in the comments that they were part
time, two were on roster and two worked Monday to Friday.

Figure 4: Length of employment (n = 153)
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Figure 5: Work Schedule (n =153)
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As shown in Figure 6, most respondents (80%) live in their normal family home during their work period.

Figure 6: Living situation while working (n = 153)

Live away from normal family home
when working
20%

Live in normal family home when
working
80%

3.4 Residential arrangements

Based on the response to their living situation while working (Figure 6), respondents were presented
with different questions to answer. The 20% of respondents who indicated they live away from their
normal family home while working have been classified as DIDO, with the 80% classified as permanent
local residents. Results from each of these groups are presented below.

3.4.1 Drive in Drive Out

Of the 20% (31) respondents who live away from their normal family home during their work period (i.e.
DIDO), 87% lived in the Muswellbrook Shire Council LGA with 23 in Muswellbrook and one each in
Denman, Mangoola and Sandy Hollow. Of the remaining four respondents, they lived in Aberdeen,
Scone, Singleton, and Newcastle. One person did not respond to this question.

As shown in Figure 7, a considerable proportion of the DIDO workforce rents during their work period
(67%), with 13% noting they stay in a house they own indicating they may operate two dwellings. The

remainder indicated other arrangements including staying with other family or friends. For the majority of

DIDO workers their usual permanent residence is their own home. One respondent (3%) indicated they
live with extended family.

Figure 7: Tenure of residence for DIDO workers (n = 30)
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The majority of the DIDO workforce share accommodation during their work period (Figure 8) with some
staying by themselves and others staying with family. When not at work they tend to live with their
partner and children.

Figure 8: Living arrangements for DIDO workers (n = 30)
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Figure 9 shows that most DIDO workers live in New South Wales, and a few travel in from other states
including from Western Australia (Perth), Queensland (Brisbane and Gold Coast) and Victoria
(Melbourne). Two respondents indicated they lived in Muswellbrook and Scone which indicates possible
misunderstanding of the question. Those responses have been removed from the data in Figure 9.

Of those who reside permanently in NSW, most come from the area between the Central Coast and
Newcastle as shown in Figure 10.

Figure 9: Location of normal permanent residence (n = 28)
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Figure 10: Location of permanent residence for NSW DIDO workforce (n = 23)
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3.4.2 Permanent local residents

Of the 153 respondents that provided living arrangements data, 122 of those noted they lived locally on a

permanent basis.

Figure 11 maps where people reside in the local area. Of these, 88% reside within the Muswellbrook,
Upper Hunter and Singleton Council LGAs with roughly half each in Muswellbrook and Upper Hunter
and Singleton. One respondent maintains a single residence in Newcastle and reported that they work
from a Newcastle based office. One respondent lives permanently in Brisbane and works part time from
there — this person’s location has not been included in the map or table below. There may be other
respondents who work for the Mount Pleasant Operation but from a remote office. Table 1 provides

numerical data from the survey.

Figure 11: Location of residence
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Table 1: Location of residence

Place of residence Number of responses

Muswellbrook 46
Singleton 34
Scone 15
Denman 7
Aberdeen 3
Merriwa 3
Newcastle 3
Branxton 2
Greta 2
Bureen 1
Cessnock 1
Jerry Plains 1
Lambton 1
Maitland 1
Raworth 1

The majority of local resident workers own their own homes as shown in Figure 12.

Figure 12: Tenure of residence (n =122)
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As shown in Figure 13, over half of the local resident workers live with a partner and child/children, a
quarter live with a partner and roughly one in ten live alone. The balance live with a child/children as a
solo parent or with friends or extended family.




Figure 13: Living arrangements (n =122)
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3.5 Local spend

Survey participants were invited to answer questions relating to local spend with 140 participants
answering these questions.

To assess the Mount Pleasant Operation workforce’s spending in each LGA economy questions 17 — 22
of the survey asked participants roughly what percentage of their after-tax income is spent in each LGA.
Participants were offered four possible responses for their spending in each LGA and then asked to
specify what type of businesses they usually purchased from:

e 0 —25%: No to little spending

e 25-50%: Some spending

e 50 -75%: Most spending and

e 75-100%: Almost all to all spending.

As shown in Figure 14, the Muswellbrook Shire Council LGA has the highest proportion of spend with 31%
spending 50% or more in the area.

Of the 140 who responded they identified 656 spending places across all three LGAs with 45% of the
spend in Muswellbrook, 34% in Singleton and 21% in Upper Hunter. Figure 15 shows that most of the
spend in the Muswellbrook area is at supermarkets / grocery stores and hardware. The spend in all three
areas generally reflects the availability of the type of stores available. The proportion of spend in each
area is also directly related to where people usually live.

Figure 14: Spending in Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs (n = 140)
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Figure 15: Spending in Muswellbrook, Upper Hunter and Singleton Shire Council LGAs (n = 656)
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3.6 Use of local services

3.6.1 Education

Of the 140 respondents, 66 (47%) do not have school aged children. Of the 77 who do, most of their
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children attended school, early childhood education or TAFE in mostly in Muswellbrook Shire Council

LGA (Muswellbrook or Denman) or Singleton (Figure 16). There are 15 children attending education
facilities in the Upper Hunter Shire Council LGA (Scone, Aberdeen and Denman). There were three

respondents who selected other (not shown in Figure 16), one is home schooled, one is in Perth, WA and

one in Abermain, NSW.

Figure 16: Location of education facilities (n = 77)
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3.6.2 Health services

The survey asked respondents where they and their family regularly access medical and health services,
with an invitation to select as many locations as relevant. As shown in Figure 17, 189 responses were
made by 140 people. Figure 17 shows most use health services in Muswellbrook followed by Singleton.
Smaller numbers (under 7%) use health services in Maitland, Newcastle, Cessnock, Lake Macquarie and
Central Coast LGAs and in Queensland. There was one response each for Dungog LGA, Greater Sydney
Region, Gloucester and Perth which are not shown in Figure 17.

Figure 17: Location of medical and health services accessed (n = 189)
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3.7 Community Participation

591 individual responses were made by 139 participants to question 25 which asked, “Which community
groups do you or your family members participate in and where?” Five types of community groups were
provided for participants to select from (sports, church, environmental, community service and voluntary
emergency response) and four location options (Muswellbrook, Singleton, and Upper Hunter Shire
Council LGAs and other).

As shown in Figure 18, of those that do participate in a sports club, hobby or interest group, most do so
within the Muswellbrook Shire Council LGA.
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Figure 18: Location of those who participate in sports, hobbies or interest groups (n = 106)
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The types of community groups the workforce and their families participate in across the Muswellbrook
Shire Council, Upper Hunter, Singleton and other Local Government Areas are shown in Figure 19. The
majority of community groups across the four geographical areas are sporting, hobby or interest groups.

Figure 19: Types of community participation in different areas (n = 591)
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3.8 Social impacts of the Project

The final section of the survey asked participants to provide their perceived impacts to themselves, their
families and their friends under two scenarios — if the Project proceeds or not. The survey asked
participants to consider both positive and negative impacts for both scenarios.

3.8.1 Social impacts if the Project proceeds

Respondents were asked what they thought the positive and negative impacts would be if the Project
goes ahead. The responses were given in an open text field and have been collated into themes.

The most frequently raised positive impact was staying employed. From this, sub-themes emerged
around being able to continue to care for and provide for one’s family or household. Another strong
theme was being able to stay and support the local community and have their children attend local
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schools. Longer term negative impacts also featured strongly in responses, with concern about long term
employment prospects, health and prosperity for their towns. Table 2 shows the number of responses
for each of the impact themes.

Table 2: Positive impacts if the Project proceeds (n =138)

Positive impact Number of responses

Stay employed, keep job, job security 81
Continue to care for or plan for family/household 31
Stay here, support local community, schools 31
Future employment, health and wealth for family and friends and town 29
Continue to support local economy 21
Income, financial 18

Maintain friends, hobbies, lifestyle

Maintain career path/development

Non-specific positive impact

House prices

Travel — work is close to home

| can relocate/settle permanently close to mine

NN W oo N O

Cheaper electricity/energy security

Table 3 shows the number of responses for negative impacts. Of the 136 people who replied to this
question 46% (62) said they anticipated no negative impacts if the Project proceeds, and 27% (37) said
they weren’t sure. 15% (20) respondents had concerns about having no money or job as an impact,
which suggests they may have mis-interpreted the question. A few identified negative environmental
impacts or a negative effect on house prices.

Table 3: Negative impacts if the Project proceeds (n = 136)

Negative impact Number of responses

No negative impacts 62
Not sure 37
Loss of job or income 20
Environmental concerns 7
Have to move 4
House prices 3
Keep working night shift/living away from family 2
Non-specific negative impact 1
Reduced state revenue 1
Higher electricity prices 1




3.8.2 Social impacts if the Project does not proceed

Respondents were then asked what they thought the positive and negative impacts would be if the
Project does not go ahead.

Table 4 shows positive impacts nominated by the respondents if the Project does not proceed. Over half
(53%, 71 respondents) said there would be no positive impact for them and a further 30% (40
respondents) were unsure. Several appear to have mis-interpreted the question, with 11 stating job losses
(not a positive impact from their perspective) and 5 stating more jobs as positive impacts. Some saw an
opportunity to spend more time with family and be closer to home, the reduction of environmental
impacts from the mine, and the opportunity to seek new challenges or a job elsewhere.

Table 4: Positive impacts if the Project does not 