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In March 2018, a representatiefizen€surveyon mining and mineral exploratiavas carried out in
each of the coumies Finland, Germany and Spdihe aim of the survey was to collect and analyse the
public attitude towards mining activitiesd mineral exploration.
It was structurd in the following four sections:

1. Introduction

2. General attitudes towards mining

3. General attitude towards minerakploration and their activities (helicopter, drones)

4. Attitude towardsminingindustry and public authorities
The raw data was collected by an onf¥a@el exposing theespondents to a set of 21 questions, closed
standardized and opeended.App. 1000 respondents in each of the three countries Finland, Germany
and Spain (total 3.00@f all ages and régns areinvolved, bringingnsights about the public attitude
towards mining, mineral exploration and the mining industry.
INFAC-Partners PALOGIKATCLAVE, University of Eastern Finland and SYKE carried out trengurvey
analysed the datdNorstat in Germany, i branches in Spain and Finlasdnultaneouslcollected
the data with an online panel and th&ldS a LJ2 ydRt&based Q
The results show thatitizens in Finland, Germany and Spainea positive attitude towards mining
concerning the importance oféwsector for the whole economy, tikbances for employmeiindbeing
independent by mining resourcasthe own country. Peopleee a benefit for théocal infrastructure
and facilities when it comes to mining
In general termslndifferentamong theO A (i Aopiioyiid e trust and acceptance towards mining
industry and how public authorities handle mining issues. Impact on environment caused by mining is
seen as a huge issukhe citizens are unsure and indifferemtethermining is usually acceptdoythe
local communityor not
Relating to exploration with neinvasive methods, like helicopters and drones, participants are
generally not botheed. Some show an interest to learn more about the technology oimasive
methods Public might be caerned about the noise caused by the field researuth about a drone
which could observe the ground, violating privagystable 10 to 15% of all participants show a very
critical (very negative) attitude in general towards miningraimralexploration.
The resultgiveanoverview of the general attitude towasthining and mineral exploration in the three
countries and wilkupport designing the stakeholdemgagemenprocess in each of the reference sites

in Finland, Germany and Spain for 2018 2(tD.
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The level of knowledge about the attitude of the public towards mining in a broader sense differs
significantly from country to country. As part of the INFR@ject, an irdepth literature search
examined the public opinion towardsnitig and exploration and factors that drive opinion forming
(INFAC™R018). Here, all available studies and scientific articles on reputation of mining, with a focus on
Europe and the reference site countries Finland, Germany and Spain, as well as,Auagtnadienerican
countries and global perspectives from decision makers are taken into consideration.

While the knowledge base for Finland, due to intensive research activities in recent years, is very high,
it looks limited for Spain and Germanys&a onthe literature analysi§NFACTR018), reputation is

slightly positive in the reference site countries Finland, Germany and Spain. Driving factors that shape
the reputation of mining are economic dependence on raw material, environment and health impacts,
level public participation, and avoiding new mining into other areas.

The mining background plays a critical role for local reputatnohis needed to understand thecal
perceptiors and attitudes With a good local identity towards mining, it could form a positive attitude,
whileg A i K 61 R SELSNASYyOSa IyR a0l yRIft&é 6AGK | f2
whole nation.The work being done concluded that mining exploration repards not to be separated

from mining sector. Not much is known about how and what people think afiairtg in general and
mineral explorationhow they perceive mining industry and the relation to public authorgied how

it is linked to mining actives.

Atthispoint,l YR (G KS ARSYUGAFASR I O] 2the siruepand tidRéh@h | 6 2 dzi
questions are designedK S 02y OSLIiI 2 F ¢ completelyy failo®d/té e ndatiNGD e
INFAC-roject ¢ tries to examine and to get deeper understanding of what people in selected
countries really think and wish to get when it comes to mining and to the previous stage of mineral
exploration.The results give an overview of the general attitude toward mining and mineral exploration

in the three countries and will support designing the stakeholder engagement process in each of the

reference sites in Finland, Germany and Spain for 2018 and 2019.

The team at INFACT sets up the following research question, each for countries Fimaady @ad
Spain:

1. What do people think about mining in general?

2. What do they think and believe about mineral exploration?

3.2KIG Aa LIS2LIXSaQ FiGAGdzZRS G261 NRa GKS YAyAy3
For this,full representative sampéeof adults from Finland, Germany and Spain are involved in this

study.
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The main objective of this report, as outlined in the proposal for INFACT, consists of a broad and yet in
depth analysis of thperception and opiniofiorming processes relateto exploration in general and
exploration platforms To conduct this, the project partners, ¢lose cooperation with an external
contractor, examined attitudessia an onlinesurvey reachingn Finland,Germany andSpain 1,000
people h each countrywere asked to complete an onlirguestionnaire coveringhe topics of
exploration In the case of the northern test site preparatory engagemeagcompleted prior to the
online survey, to mitigate the risk that even its very topasto provoke a negative reactipwia
meetings with the local community

ly 208SNBASs 2F GKS OAGAT SyaQ &adaNWSe Aa 3IAQSyYy
Tablel: Overview of theOA G AT SyaQ adz2NBSe

St

(@]

Description

Titleofstudy / AGAT SyaQ &adz2NIISe asgdexpNdbtibddiniAiniadd 206rmany a

Spain
Research Whatdo people think about mining in general?
guestions What do they think and believe about the mineral exploration?

2 KIFG Aa LIS2LX SaQ |GdAGdzRS (261 NRa

Target group  Qtizensolder 18 years in Finland, Germany and Spain, each country >100C

3000
Method, Online panel in cooperation with NORSTAT
approach guestionnaires via internet, nationwide in Finland, Germany and Spain

Representative quantitative study, duration ead®: to 20 minutes, app. 2

standardized questions, few open answer questions

Structure of - Intro and cemographic background

guestionnaire General attitude towards mining
- Attitude towards exploration: helicopter and drone

- Mining industry and publi&uthorities
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Product Presentation with an overview of results in each of the countries (slide show
Report and deliverable for WP2
In-depth analysis of opeanded questions

Part of the contexanalysefor designing the engagement process

Management Coordination conceptand lead: DIA
of study Case study Germany: DIA
Case study FinlandEFand SYKE
Case study Spain: ATave
Advice from EFG, HZDR, SRK and advisory board

Introduction
This survey aimed at answering various gqaegtida. NBXf I § SR G2 GKS Lzt A 0Qa

towards mining activities andineralexploration in Finland, Germany and Spain.

Overview ¢
dtizensYsurvey in three countries

Sweden

B

Norway Finland
Number of participants
in each country e
Estonia
Latvia{
|:| Finland (N=1.025) RS PO
United Denmark Lithuaniay
En Kingdom )i s A
Ireland Rethocidde ~ Poland Belarus
() Germany(N=L015) ool L e !
Belgium o e P
| e O (el e
S)ajn (N:1023) France ‘ “,"' —~ A-.mria 7"""9'7 Moldnf
N oy o . Romania
; Croatia T "
A Italy %
; Baré'g'lona ©Rome 1} ‘ " Bulgaria
Total: 3.063 people interviewed i : ¥ ol
¢ pain Greece
A ; Source: Googlemaps

Figurel: Overview- Citizens” survey in three countries

The target group of thikesearch were citizens older 18 years, located in Finland, Germany and Spain,

around 1.000 participants per country, equalling a total of 3.000 participants.
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This online panel was conducted in cooperation with NORSTAT. It comid@dsuccessfully
completed questionnaires via Internet, nationwide in Finland, Germany and Spain.

Norstat handles huge datasets of persons who have registered for taking part of regular surveys. These
datasets vary from country tocountry butcan get upto 80.000 to 130.000 citizens of all ages and
background, from all regions. As a standard process, the company Norstafasiémd that directs
participants to thesurvey page, inviting them to take part in the surdée participants complete the
guestbnnaire.This allowed participants to answer the questions online, in a convenient manner that
saved them the effort and costs of physical travelling.

Participants are being reimbursed for ithéime and effort. Personal data are kept completely
anonymousand meet all national @hinternationalstandards of data protectiofhis representative

study took participants on averagg tb 20 minutes to complete, containing &andardised questions

as well appenendedquestions.

The survey was conducted baith a quantitative and qualitative manner, using different types of
guestions i.e. closed and open guestions, questions featuring statements allowing the participants to
select the extent to which they agreed with a given statement in order to be ablpreseat the
complexity of the issues in question in the best way posdHole organizational reasons, partners
worked with a masteversion of the questionnaire English andranslated this respectively into the

language of the target country (Finni&erman and Spanish).

The questionnaire was structured irftaur sections.
1. Introduction
2. General attitudes towards mining
3. General attitude towards mining exploration and their activities (helicopter, drones)
4

Attitude towards indstry and public authorities

1. Introduction
Section one was thatroduction that set the tone for the interview amgéveparticipantssomebasic
information about the project IRACT anddata protectionand asked abouttheir demographic

backgroundsuch asge genderand place of living
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2. General attitudes towards mining

Thesecondd SOG A2y SyljdzA NSR | 0 2dzi § WwaBds mihingidha€keddboyiti 4 Q 3 S
1 Mining activities at the place of residence
I FRamingof the term mining
1 Importance ofmining industry in the countrfemployment, own resources)
9 Benefitand criticakffects forinfrastructure, facilitiesenvironmenin community
1

Social acceptance in a community.

3. General attitude towards mining exploration and their activ{tredicopter, drones)
Thethird section was designed to find out about the participants attitudes towanasralexploration,

i.e. exploration activities with helicopter or drones.

4. Attitude towards industry and public authorities
Thelastpart focused orattitude towards miningndustry, their responsibilitiend public authorities

and the handling of mining

1. Introduction (project information, data
protection, demographic information)

ﬁ 2. Mining

Mining & economy
Mining & own resources
Mining & employment

in a community
Infrastructure & facilities
in a community
Environment
Acceptance of mining

in a community

4. Mining industry

A Mining company Attitude Z>
& responsibility towards

A Public authorities &

handling of mining
3. Exploration

A Bxploration of raw material
A Bxploration with helicopter
A Exploration with drones

To o Do o o I

Figure2: Four main topics of the citizeffsurvey conducted in Finland, Germany and Spain

This figurggives a detailed overview of the four differeséction of the questionnaire as well
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Theconcept of the survey was worked dayt DIALOGIK in close cooperation ifita Finish partners

UEF and SYKE and the Spanish partn@laveéwith helpful advice from EFG, HZDR, SRK and advisory
board. The wholeoordinationwith Norstatandthe partners was realisduy DIALOGIK.

DIALOGIK was responsibletfar case studyn Germanythe case studyn Finland was conducted by
SYKE and UEF d@hd Spanish equivalent wasmrked outby ATClave.

This graphFigure 3)llustratesan examplef one question ofhe online paneto illustrate theoverall

setup and layout of the survey design.

Mining in Finland/Germany/Spain
Please indicate which statement you agree most

2 1 0 1 2 | don't know

Mining in
Finland/Germany/Spain
f t for

Mining should not happen in
Finland/Germany/Spain, and
raw materials should be

from ot

Figure3: Example of question page at online panel (Screenshot Survey)

The sample of all the interviewed participants was comparatively large, ensuring scientific research
conditions with a total of 3.063 people who were intervievieall three countriewith the same
guestions The sample sizes were nearly identical, so that the regaltsomparableFinland (N=025),
Germany (N=015)and Spain (N=D23).

The samples in all three countries were rather large which clearly dovasscientifically adequate
results that represent the overall tendencies of a country very Mslh,a good dispersion of different

ages, genders and locations considering the participants was endiuredable belowlisted the
representative distribtion of gender and age of Finland, Spain and Gern@mmpared to national
distributionthere isnearly a similaone in the different onlinesurvey which allowso applicate the

result asfor population representative surveysitill it has to be said that people without the skillset to

use this form of participation might be underrepresented (e.g. elderly techral@yge cohorts).
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The high similarities between all countries imply that the survey has successfully been ecbimdacte

coherent manner throughout all three countries.

Table 2: Population representative of age and gender in Finland, Germany and Spain
compared with survey distribution in each countifanalysis of raw data provide by Norstat)

Final distribution Fnland Final distribution Spain Final distribution Germany
total: n n total: n n total: n n
1025|male female 1022[male femae 1015[male female
18-29 98 94 18-29 87 88 18-29 81 86
30-39 79 76 30-39 112 104 30-39 74 71
40-49 88 85 40-49 103 101 40-49 102 100
50-59 91 92 50-59 81 82 50-59 87 90
60-69 80 85 60-69 74 83 60-69 72 69
70-85 72 85 70-85 64 44 70-85 91 92
in% male female in% male female in% male female
18-29 10% 9% 18-29 9% 9% 18-29 8% 8%
30-39 8% 79 30-39 11%) 109 30-39 7% 7%
40-49 9% 8% 40-49 10%) 10% 40-49 10%) 1094
50-59 9% 9% 50-59 8% 8% 50-59 9% 9%
60-69 8% 894 60-69 7% 8% 60-69 7% 7%
70-85 7%) 8% 70-85 6% 49 70-85 9% 9%
population representative population representative population representative
% men women % men women % men women
18-29 10%) 9% 18-29 9% 9% 18-29 9% 9%
30-39 8% 8% 30-39 11%) 10% 30-39 7% 7%
40-49 9% 9% 40-49 10% 1094 40-49 10% 1094
50-59 9% 9% 50-59 8% 8% 50-59 9% 9%
60-69 8% 8% 60-69 6% 694 60-69 7% 7%
70-85 6% 8% 70-85 6% 8% 70-85 7% 9%

It can besaid that the sample sets atizens were very well set upthe distribution of age and gender
compared to the national orfer analysis of the perception and attitude of mining and exploration and
allowsa substantiatomparisoramongst the three couries.

They were similarly constituted considering sample size, gender diversity, diversity of community size
and agewhich allows a good comparison of the resdite perceptions considering the different topics

did not vary greayl.

This very balanced precondition already set the tone for the overall results of the research.
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2 wSadz Ga 2F tdzofAO adaNBSeé Ay CAYfil YR

21 5SY23aNI LIKAO AUGNHzZOGdzZNE 2F NBaLRYyRSYy(3:

Gender
The Finnish sample consisted of 50% female (n= 517) and 50% male (nar&€ipppts.The total

number of participantsvas 1025.

Question 1: Gender of the participants (N= 1025)

= male (n=508)
m female (n=517)

Figure4: Finland question  Gender of the participants (N= 1025).

Age

In terms of the age of the participants the Finnish survey included 19% young ad@ksr(z892),
15% of middleaged adults (3@9, n=155), 17% of older adults {49, n=173), 18% of old adults {50
59, n=183), 16% of senior adults-@® n=165), and 15% of the oldest age group8&h=157). This
means that the ages of the participants weesywbalanced, with a slight surplus in the youngest age

group.
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Question 2: Age of the participants (N=1025)

Age
18-29 (n=192) 19%
30-39 (n=155) 15%
40-49 (n=173) 17%
TOTAL
50-59 (n=183) 18%
60-69 (n=165) 16%
70-85 (n=157) 15%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

Figure5: Finland question 2 Age of the participants (N=1025).

Urbanity

Concerning the population sizes of the communities of the Finnish participantigtest group of
participants (23%) came from cities with 10.4®0999 inhabitants. The second largest group (20%)
came from the largest city, Helsinki, which is the only city in Finland with more than 500.000 inhabitants.
Typically, the Finnish municijids are rather small: the mean size was 17.695 inhabitants and the
median was 6.137 inhabitants in 2016. There were no participants from towns or communities with less
than 500 inhabitants and only 1% of the participants were from a community with980Ahabitants.

5% of the participants were from communities as big as 140889 inhabitants and 8% from towns

with a population between 5.008.999 inhabitants, which is the size of most municipalities that have
metal mining industry in the country. 13#the participants were from cities ranging between 50-000
99.999 inhabitants and 15% came from cities as big as 160980999 inhabitants. 17% of the survey
participants live in cities with a population ranging from 200.000 to 499.999 inhabitants afaeine

cities in this size category, mostly in southern and western parts of the country. Thus, it can be said that
Finnish respondents were still rather diverse, when considering that the largest group (23%) came from

suburban sized communities, whicalanced the second largest group (20%).
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Question 4: “| live in a town or city with a population of around...”

up to 500 <1% (n=3) TOTAL
500-999 | 1% (n=6)
1.000-4.999 | 5% (n=46)
5.000-9.999 | 8% (n=79)
10.000-49.999 23% (n=231)
50.000-99.999 13% (n=137)
100.000-199.999 15% (n=151)
200.000-499.999 17% (n=170)
> 500.000 20% (n=202)
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%
Figure6: Finland question4a L f A @S Ay | G2y 2N OAGe SAGK | LkRL

Place of Residence influenced by Mining Activities

A large proportion of the participan{68%) claimed that their place of residence is not affected by
mining activities, 20% were not sure whether that is the case or not, and 12% claimed that their place
of residence is indeed affected by mining activities. This result is very much inhirtleewprevious
guestion, since in Finland, 7 out of 9 municipalities with metal ore mining have32b@0inhabitants

and two mining related cities have about 10.500 inhabitants.

Question 5: “My place of residence is influenced
by mining activities” (N=1025)

yes (n=120)
no (n=699)

20% 12% I don’t know (n=206)

68%

Figure7: Finland question 54 a @ LINBSSA RSy OS A a Ay Ff dzSYyOSR oé@
(N=1025).
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General attitude towards mining

The patrticipants were asked to respond with as many words or sentences as they wish to the open
jdzSadAz2y a2z KI G QRYIKSHWANRIOz KSINI dINISYAI 2 NR GYAYAY:
All respondents answered to this questipone with a question mark and little bit more that 20 by
FyagSNAY3 aL R2 y20 (y26¢é 2Nl ab20iKAy3a (2 aleeod
Ge¢l t QA D | pNdaredin tdekans®dts 225 times. The mine is now owned by thecstaked

O2YLI} ye& a & SmdNlappearéd¥0 times in the responses. While this was to be expected
O2yaARSNAY3I ¢l f A NIQa YSRAI LINBaSy@encdiy GKS |
nearly 23% of the responses still came as a small surprise. By comparison, the second most commonly
mentioned mine was Outokumpu, which came up 39 times in the responses. Outokumpu mine was a
state owned mine in Eastern Finland and operatethfi910 to 1989, and it had a very important role

Ay (KS SO2y2YAO ANRGGK 2F CAYElIYR Ay (GKS mMpnnQaa
A second clear and popular theme (about 13%) in the answers was the environment (102) and nature

(91), which weralmost without an exception linked to the negative environmental impacts, like dust,

noise, spoiled landscape, or to the perceived high risk of negative impacts of mining. It is safe to assume
GKSasS (g2 GKSYSa | NB 02yyS Oniedtd impatts Havetb€eh Widely NI Q a
discussed in media locally as well as nationally (e.g. Tiainen et al. 2014). This was shown also in many of
the answers where Talvivaara and the negative environmental impacts were mentioned together.

A common and quite néxal theme was related to the common extractives and mining related
FOGADGAGASEADP GhNBE OomMoHUOX d3I2fRE oOoymuXI aYSGlrté 6
CAYYyAaKIE mnt0 FYyR GRAIIAYIE boy0d KIFIR NBflGADSTE @
Work or emplgment (92) brought by the mines was often mentioned in the responses as a positive

issue. However, several responses included both the positive impacts of employment and the impacts

on environment, which was also brought up in the other open questiohssafurvey. Money (32) was

mentioned in both positive (mining as a source of incomes) and negative (greed or waste of money)
contexts. Foreign mining companies were mentioned 33 times and almost completely in negative

context (e.g. exploiting the nature éiaking the benefits out of the country).

Perceived positive aspects from mining

¢KS LI NIAOALI yGa 6SNB Fa]1SR G2 42NAGS R24Yy | NAHd
open guestion with three open columns for positive arguments.

The clearly highest recognized benefit from mining was work, employment or increasing employment,

which were directly mentioned 686 times. Some respondent emphasized that it is important to create
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jobs for local people and contractors as well. Furthernibnggs noted that there may be some increase

on the demand of (local) services. In addition to employment, mining industry was seen to benefit
economically Finland as well as the mining companies. Mining industry will in some cases promote local

and regimal development and bring tax revenues.

MHH NBALRYRSyla FIyasgSNBR gA0GK OFNAIFIYyOS 2F aL Rz2y

mark. There was also a group of respondents answering there are no benefits or it is difficult to find any.

Perceved negative aspects from mining

l'a Ay GKS LINBOA2dza ljdzSadAz2ys GKS LI NIGAOALIyYyidGa ¢S
F3FAyad YAYAyIéd {AYATIFINI&zZ dKAa ¢gla +y 2Ly |
arguments.

Nearly all reggondents answered to this question in the first open column (about 40 empty answers, or

do not know / undecided). Not surprisingly, negative environmental impacts and risks were the clearest
group of arguments. With these, the respondents referred for @kaito the negative impacts on water

systems, harmful wastewaters, increase in heavy traffic in the area, dust, noise and depletion or overuse

of natural resources. Safety and heathy risks were also mentioned.

The other big group of answers was connedtegiconomic issues. The respondents noted for example

that the income from the mining industry is not for the local people but will mainly go abroad to global
mining companies. In this sense, it was believed, that mining industry does not benefit thar local

regional economy.

Mining and economy
Participants were asked onascalefrom1 K2 ¢ YdzOK 2NJ ft AGdifS GKSe& | aNB
Ad Ly AYLRNIFYd AYRAAGNE Ay 2dzNJ O2dzy ( NB ¢

N>

In Finland 18% fully agreed with this statement, 39% partly agrebdhgitstatement, 18% said that

they neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement as such, while 13 % partly disagreed and 7% fully
disagreed. 6% stated to not have an opinion concerning this statement.

The results indicate that the perception of pulidicthis statement is largely on the positive side since

almost two thirds agreed fully or partly with the importance of mining and only one fifth disagreed with

GKS adGFrdaSySyiao ¢KS NBadzZ Ga I NS Ay f Agysenerdlyi K WI N
considered as central to Finland. The importance of mining was higher in mining and other regions
compared to metropolitan region with higher disagreement. Interestingly, and compared to the amount

and visibility of mining in media, Jaetial. (2017) found, that mining was the least important sector to

the future of Finnish economy according to the participants, when they were asked to compare it with
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the other sectors (forestry, mechanical engineering industry, electro technical in@unstryood

industry were rated as the most important). In the metropolitan region of Uusimaa it was considered as

least important.

Mining has been in the public discussions in Finland since the mining boom started in the beginning of

21th century. Mining idustry has enjoyed strong support from the government and has been included

Ay J20SNYYSydrf &aGNFGS3IASA 6t NRPANFYYS 2F GKS LN
G0N GS38 HAMOI tNAYS YAYAAGSNI { ALAET NQRa I2OSNYyYSy
The latest topics of discussions have been related to the importance of mining when considering the

aims of low carbon and circular economy. For example, the need for metals and minerals for solar
panels and batteries of electric cars have been in thdigpdiscussions. The image of mining industry

has been seen from a different anglaew lowcarbon energy sources are possible because of mining.

Question 9: To what degree would you agree with this sentence:
“Mining is an important industry in our country.” (N=1025)

Fully agree 0 TOTAL
(n=180) 18%

Partly agree

[V
(n=403) ek

Neither (n=180) 18%

Partly disagree
(n=131)

Fully disagree
(n=70)

13%

7%

No opinion (n=61) | 6%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Figure8: Finland question 9 To what degree would you agree with thissentenadea A YAy 3 Aa |y
AYLEZNIFYG AYyRdzZAGNE Ay 2dzNJ O2dzyiNBE4& OblmManupOL®

Mining and domestic resources

The participants were asked whether they tended to think mining in Finland is important for providing
its own industry with resources on the one end of the scas thre other end, whether they believed
mining should not happen in Finland and raw materials should be imported from somewhere else.
30% were fully in favour of the statement that Mining in Finland is important for providing its own

industry with resoures. 38% agreed with this less strongly, while 15% neither agreed with the one nor
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GKS 20KSNJ adliSYSyiod p> NIYGKSNI 0K2dzaAKG GKS adl
YIEGSNRFf & aK2dzZ R 0S AYLR2NISR T NEBsYow2adi2gould agpeedzy G NRK

N (N

with this statement. 11% stated that they did not know how to answer this question.

Question 10: Mining in Finland - Please indicate which statement
you agree most. (N=1025)

2 Mining... 30% ...in Finland is important for providing our
(n=308) ° own industry with our own resources.
1(n=389) 38%

0 (n=150) 15%
1(n=46) | 5%
...should not happen in Finland &
2 Mining (n=23) | 2% raw materials be imported from other
countries.
I don’t know 7

(n=109) ; %

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% TOTAL

Figure9: Finland question 16 Mining in Finland- Please indicate which statement you agree most
(N=1025).

Thequestion of importance for providing material for our own industry is confusing because there is no
way to control the free markets of the extracted ore or the metal products produced. However, this
statement has been mentioned many times in the natiotrategies and is therefore often heard
explanation why mining is needed in Finland. Quite many (11 %) felt that they do not understand or

know how mining really relates to the national economy.

Mining and Employment in the Community

A mining project ofterleads to high economic expectations. Considering the perception of the
correlation between mining and employment in a community, the Finnish participants were given two
statements. One in favour of the idea that mining creates many jobs locally, leadimg whole
O2YYdzyAile o0SYySTFAOGOGAYT FNBY Al FyR Yy2GKSNJ 2y S &i
O2YYdzyAilez IyR (GKS o0SYySTAG F2NJ I O2YYdzyAade €201 0
on a scale with those two statements on fhe ends, how much they agree with them.

oM: 2F GKS CAYYAaK LI NIGAOALI yila o06StASOSR GaAyAy:
0SYSTAGA FTNRBY (KAAED odi? RAR y20G TFdzZte& | INBS gAl
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with the postive effect on employment through mining activities. This is an expected result since there

have been several studies about mining industry and the increase in employment in municipalities that
suffer from relatively high unemployment. At the time of tpening of Talvivaara mine, the mining

industry was touted as a saviour of the people in Kainuu, an area which has experienced high
unemployment (e.g. Mononen 2015; Sairinen et al. 2017). However, several studies (Térméa & Reini
2009, Laukkonen & Térméa 2Qliddicated more job creation than later occurred in practice. However,

the mining industry has held the impression of an industry that creates jobs. The local multiplier effect

of those who work for the mining companies creates jobs in the service atther community and

add tax revenues for the local administration. Therefore, it may be seen that it is not only a question of

jobs in the mines, but also about the community benefits. However, in some cases commuting may
hinder this effect, since the aNability of housing near the mining site is not always sufficient or the
mine-workers do not want to move near to mining site permanently. Commuters may pay taxes to
another municipality and the community where the mining is taking place does not hemafthem.

(e.g. Mononen 2012; Mononen & Suopajarvi 2016; Mononen 2018.) This may be reflected in the
FyasgSNB a lFoz2dzi 2yS FAFGK 2F GKS NBaLRYyRSyida KI
employment effects.

11% did not lean towards one &S 2 G KSNJ adl 6SYSyGd 2 NI GKSNI (K
employs only a few people of the community, and the benefit for a community located near a mine is
avylttoég (2 0S O2NNBOG FyR 2yfeée pm: TdzZ f @l yYyANSSR ¢

as their answer to the question.

Question 11: Mining and employment in a community — Please
indicate which statement you agree most (N=1025)

Mining creates 319% ... locally and the whole
many jobs... ° community located near a mine benefits from this.

1(n=397) 39%

0 (n=109) 11%

1(n=66) | 6%
Mining employs 5% ... people of a community, and the benefit for
only a few... the community located near a mine is small.
I don’t know
0,
(n=80) 5

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% TOTAL

Figurel0: Finland question 11 Mining and employment in a community, Please indicate which
statement you agree most (N=1025).
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Infrastructure and Facilities in the Community

In order to ind out what the perceptions of the Finnish people are regarding the effects of mining on

the infrastructure and facilities in the community, the participants were given two statements: one
positive towards the effects of mining on the local infrastructug R~ FI OAf AGASA O6daiyAh
AYFNI adNUz2OGdzNBE FyR FIFHOAEAGASE G2 GKS O2YYdzyAaileéo
GKS 20t AYTNFadNUHzOGdzNE |yR FFOAfAGASaAe 0D ¢KS
participantscould select whether they fully agreed, partly agreed, neither agreed nor disagreed with
SAGKSNI 2F GKS aidlG4SYSydao CAylffesr (kshichO%®dzZ R | f
did.

In Finland 21% fully agreed with the positive statemkat mining indeed creates new infrastructure

and facilities locally and 37% thought this statement was partly correct. 15% did not lean towards either

the positive or the negative statement. 10% of the participants thought that the negative statement

was fartly correct and only 7% fully agreed that mining does not contribute much to the local facilities

and infrastructure of a community.

The life cycle of a mine can impact infrastructure creation. In some municipalities new mining projects

can cause growth infrastructure. Municipalities may construct new services, such as housing, health

care centres, day care and schools for children. This can happen before the municipality gets any
benefits by taxes from the mining. For this reason, small municipalsiessometimes find it a
challenging task. However, this kind of visible growth is more typical for small municipalities with new
mining projects. Minavorkers and contractors can of course invigorate the local economy whether

they live permanently near ¢hmining site or not. In Finland the municipality of Kittila is often shown as

an example where the municipality, other livelihoods and mining have supported each other and
created growth to the local businesses and people.

A new mine may also cause pressure for construction of new housing for the new labour, which may
cause disturbances on local housing markets. In some cases, when the mines close after functioning for

30 years, the infrastructure and housing built for theemtional phase of the mine may be left
underutilized.

In contrast to above, in some recent Finnish studies (e. g. Mononen 2012; 2018) it has become clear
that new houses or apartments are not being built, but old ones are used and repaired if netessary.

most cases, the workers do not move permanently to the local communities affected by the mining
projects, and instead renovate and rent existing apartments. In addition, the mining companies have
implicated that it is not on their responsibility to lauor refurbish the infra. They build the roads for

their operations and not for the locals. Of course, local people can benefit from this as well. Mining
O2YLI yASaQ (lral Aa y2404x 4G GKS FTANRG KFyRX G2 | C
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As noted in the gestion regarding the benefits of mining, unlike earlier practice, miners now travel
longer distances to find employment and change employers according to the opening and closing of
mines. This phenomenon is known in international discussion as dgwkive out or fly irg fly out.

These terms refer to the workers commuting between their places of residence and workplaces in
situations where the distance between two is so long that daily commuting is not possible or practical.
The workers live part ofie workweek or even several weeks near the workplace. This is well illustrated

for example in case of Pampalo gold mine. (Mononen 2012.)

Question 12: Mining and mining regions - Please indicate which
statement you agree most. (N=1025)

... creates new infrastructure and facilities

Mining ... (n=215 9
g ) 21% to the community.
1 (n=380) 37%
0 (n=151) 15%
1 (n=99) 10%

... does not contribute much to the

. - )
Mining ... (n=70) v local facilities and infrastructure.

| don’t know

(n=110) 1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% TOTAL

Figurell: Finland question 12 Mining and mining regions Please indicate which statementou

agree most (N=1025).

Besides possible local infrastructure investments, mining is in some cases important factor in regional
or national level infrastructure investments. New road connections have been built and railways
planned to enable the transp@ation of ore to the markets. For example, the Finnish government
funded 5,6 million euros construction of two bridges and a road to Kevitsa mine. Such infrastructure
projects bring employment and tax revenues to the region. There are two big infrastrpotjects

that have been discussed regionally and even nationally in the recent years. First, the Sokli railroad,
which would connect the northeastern mine to Rovaniemi and second, the arctic railroad, which would
be constructed to connect the mining irgtry to theharboursof the Arctic Ocean. The difference of

what infrastructure is created by local funding (such as schools, kindergartens and health care centres)
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and which is regionally or governmentally funded (such as railroads, highways) is netcéaajor

the public.

Finally, it should be considered that the research sample is emphasizing big cities. The people living in
small mining municipalities may have different perception. This should be examined later in more detail,

while taking into cosideration the background of the respondents.

Environment

Environment is an important issue when discussing the possible challenges of mining with stakeholder
engagement. Thus, it is important to understand the public perception of environmental igastsl

by the mining activities.

LY CAYyftlYyR 2yteée a t2¢ & o2 2F GKS LI NLAOALI yiG3
YAYAY3 Ad YAY2NIIYyR OFly 6S KIyRftSR gStfadé dz LI N
GKS adl (0 Spaol 6 miaitgkos the environment is huge and its consequences are not
acceptable, while a total of 26% of the participants fully agreed with this statement. Only 9% decided

G2 YIFEN] daL R2y Qi 1y26é a GKSAN I yasgSND®

The responses are clearly on the negastiide. As discussed already in the context of the open question

G2 KFG O2YSa FANRG G2 @e2dz2NJ YAYR ¢KSy @2dz KSIFNJ GKS
influenced by the few mining projects where environmental problems have been prominethidy in

media, documentaries and even in a fictional movie. The court cases have been going on for years where
companies and their management have been accused of neglecting the environmental issues.

While Talvivaara is not the only mine with environmemadl ather problems, it is often referenced in

the context of new mines. Fearingthewe®t 4 S A0Syl NA2 2NJ aFSIENI 2F | y2i
that was brought up in the open answers of this survey as well. It could be argued that the few bad
cases tak all the space from the media and thus may influence the perceptions in unbalanced manner.

The mining projects which are run without environmental or other problems seldom appear in media

and public discussions compared to the troubled ones.

The resultssuggest that in Finland, it will be of special importance to inform the public of any
environmental issues and if possible, alleviate theepisting fears, to conduct mining activities
successfully. For example, public events connected to the enviroahi@piact assessment process of

certain mining projects are a good opportunity for the residents to get more information.
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Question 13: Mining and environment - Please indicate which
statement you agree most. (N=1025)

The impact ... 39 --On the environment caused by mining is minor TOTAL
(n=30) and can be handled well.
1 (n=96) 9%
0 (n=195) 19%
1 (n=346) 34%
The impact ... ... of mining on the environment is huge
_ 26% .
(n=271) and its consequences are not acceptable.
I don’t know 9%
(n=87) ° %
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figurel2: Finland question 13Mining and environment Please indicate which statement you agree
most (N=1024)

Acceptance of mining in a community

To determine the existing notion of the Finnish public regarding how socially accepted mining activities

are in general, the participants were given two statements: one stating that mining is indeed well
acceptedby the local communities and another one stating that mining causes a lot of controversies in

the mining community. The respondents also had the option to say that they did not know the answer,
which 19% of them did. Furthermore, this question was accaoiagaby an open column where the
participants were asked to comment on their answer.

¢CKS ydzYoSNJ 2F LIS2LX S AYyRAOIFGAY3I aL R2y QO 1y26é A
Ay | O2YYdzyAdGe FFFSOGSR 0@ Mnngiswelabceptetl bymdNbcalK S LJ2
communitiesg only 6% agreed fully and 20% agreed partly. This may be because the respondents have

not experienced the situation first hand in their communities.

19% of the respondents were indecisive by choosingné¢futral option between the two statements.

HE? 2F LI NIOAOALI yda LI NIGte FINBSR gAGK GKS yS3l i
0KS O02YYdzyAleé Ay KAOK YAYAy3a Aa O2yRdzOGSRé¢ | yR
could be eglained once again by the previous results which have shown that people previously
unaffected by mining tend to judge mining more negatively than people who come from areas affected

by mining.
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Question 14: Mining and social acceptance - Please indicate
which statement you agree most (N=1025).

Mining is well 0 -, TOTAL
accepted... (n=59) 6% ...by most local communities.
1(n=204) 20%
0(n=197) 19%
1 (n=207) 20%

Mining causes a ... of controversies in a community in

16%

lot... (n=167) which mining is undertaken.
| don’t know
0,
(n=191) e
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Figurel3 Finland question 14Mining and social acceptancBlease indicate which statement you agree
most (N=1025).

People may have different reasons for their negative attitudes towards mining. Some may have negative
perception because of negative environmental impacts or becaustherf disturbances. It is also a
recognized phenomenon that local community residents may sometimes feel that newcomers are
dispersing the community socially and culturally. On the other hand, newcomers can be welcomed as
they bring new life and activitp the area (Kuisma & Suopajarvi 2017). In her recent study, Suopajarvi
(2017) found that many of the mingorkers (exploration and actual mining) were not keen on staying
AY {2RIFIYyl1@fN® a¢KS NBIf LISNE2YIl f f raddhémesvie@Y SR (2
still in the former place of residence. Furthermore, their families often did not want to move to a small
place like Sodankyla.

In several places tourism entrepreneurs oppose mining as the key attraction for tourism in Lapland is

the untouded wilderness and there is a fear that establishing a mine would break that image.

Answers to the open question concerning the acceptance of mining in a community
While the respondents were asked to comment freely on their answer, there were onlyspdagses
altogether and again, most of the answers were connected to the negative impacts of the mining

industry. If mining industry is handled well as a whole, it is acceptable, as products of mining industry
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are needed in society. It seems that the respemts are trying to balance themselves between the
negative environmental impacts and the positive economic impacts. There are always some actors
getting the benefits while others suffer from the negative impacts. In the comments, it was noted that

the mining industry is needed but monitoring and controlling of mining must be strict.

General attitude towards mineral exploration

Within this section the goal was to find out whether the exploration of resources in geveal

regarded as an important need in the eyes of the public.

Ly GKS FTANRBRG ljdzSadAzy 2F (GKAa aSOGA2ys GKS LI NIA
O2YSa G2 @&2dzNJ YAYR 6KSy @&2dz KSI NJ GKS igt@délvcta S E LI 2
groups here. One group was connected to the technique and the technical performance of exploration.
Respondents for example mentioned holes, stones, drills and drilling, finding new ore and deposits,
using Geiger counter, and mapping. Sontieelo minor groups of responses were connected to
LINEFTSaarzyas tA1S 3I3S2t23A4a0 YR YAYSNE odzi | faz
There were also some (mental) images connected to mining and especidfighatothed techniques

and tools were mentioned. The covered answers like hammer and hoe and a man with a hoe.
Furthermore, gold and gold panning were mentioned in some answers. Rest of the answers covered
wide variation of images of exploration, themes and comments, such as big machines, mysterious,
secetive, uncontrollable and slow. Exploring was, however, considered in many answers to be
interesting. Some of the respondents did not know or were undecided. This may reflect the fact that
exploration is invisible to the majority of the public and thusyrdmown part of the mining life cycle.

l 62dzi mnn NBALRYRSyida FyasSNBR 52 y2i0 |(y26¢ 2N

Exploration of raw material
Within this section the goal was to find out whether the exploration of resources in general was

regarded as an important agily in the eyes of the public.
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Question 16: Exploration in Finland - Please indicate which
statement you agree most (N=1025).

Exploration ... 29% ... of raw material is important and we
(n=297) ° need to search for new mining sites.

1 (n=334) 33%
0 (n=141) 14%

1 (n=64) 6%

... for raw material is not important,

Exploration ... (n=59) 6% !
and we do not need new mines.

I don’t know (n=130) 13%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% TOTAL

Figurel4: Finland question 16 Exploration in Finland Please indicate which statement you agree
most (N=1025).

The participants were again given two statements LJ2 & A (A @S 2 yi&v matrialsds 2 NI (0 A 3
AYLRNIFYGE YR ¢S YySSR (2 &SIENODK F2N ySg YAYAY:
YIFGSNAFEa Aa y20 AYLRNIFIyGsE FyR ¢S R2 y2id ySSR
mark whether they fully agree with either stment, partly agree, agree with neither or that they did

not know the answer.

In Finland 29% fully agreed with the positive statement and 33% partly agreed with the positive
statement considering the need for more mining activity.

14% were neither for @nor against the two statements. As for the negative responses, a total of 6%
agreed partly with the critical statement and 6% fully agreed with the negative statement. 13% stated

that they did not know the answer to the question.

Exploration seems to l#eceptable, but it must be noted, that it is often invisible. Furthermore, it is not

well known or understood in public what exploration means in practise. This was also suggested by the

widely varying answers in the previous question.

Exploration with dbnes
One important aspect in this research concerns the public acceptance of the different flying devices that
will be used to assist in assessing the ground conditions for mining activities. Thus, the respondents

were asked to imagine seeing a drone §yabout 100 metres distance from them when they are having
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a walkg what do you think? Before the question, there was an explanation for the usage of drones and
some information about the speed.

The participants had the options of agreeing fully or paitly the positive statement that they would

not be bothered bylrones oragreeing fully or partly with the negative statement that this indeed would
bother them. They could also state that neither would be the case or that they did not know how to
answer.Furthermore, the question was accompanied by an open column where the participants were
asked to explain their answer.

In Finland 34% responded that they would remain entirely unaffected in the occurrence of such an
event, fully agreeing with the positigatement that they would not be bothered by it. 25% partly
agreed with this statement.

12% agreed with neither of the statements and 5% claimed to not know the answer.

As for the negative statement, a total of 9% said that this indeed would be a pfoblixem and they

would feel bothered by a drone flying in their visual periphery, while 15% said this could potentially be
a problem for them and that they might be bothered by a drone in their proximity.

Even though this suggest a slightly more posititieide towards the technology, it would make sense

to try providing the affected groups with more information so that their potential worries could be

decreased and even eliminated.

Question 17: Drones in action (N=1025) prone HEPRipg

“Here, you see a drone, diameter around 1,2m. With its specific sensor technology
these drones can examine the earth and help finding raw materials. They usually fly at
heights of 15 to 20m with low speed. Imagine, you are on a walk, and you see this

drone flying in a 100m distance from you. What would you think? Please indicate which
statement you agree most.”

X no problem with it, and

I'have ... (n=344) 34% it does not bother me.
1 (n=256) 25%
0 (n=123) 12%
1 (n=155) 15%

Thisis... (N=96) 9% X aproblem for me, and 1@ bothered.

| don@know
=51 e
(n=51) %

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% TOTAL

Figurel5: Finland question 17 Drones in action (N=1025).

INF_DIA D 2.4 Survéublicdocx Page32/ 117



INFACDELIVERABLE 2.4

The positive results may suggest that people trust that the drones are used in a proper way for useful
purposes. Media has been reporting many uses for them, such as the police searching for lost people in
the wilderness, theauthorities using drones in flood protection, discovering oil spills from vessels,
detecting power lines, assessing wind turbines and roofs, border guards monitoring the borders, post
delivering mail to remote areas (islands) and even farmers mappindamragmes. After some incidents

of smuggling at the east border of Finland, the legislation is under change and the police will be granted
a permission to shoot down drones which are used for illegal purposes. The positive news generates

trust that drones ee used for good purposes and not only for war and spying.

Answers to the open question concerning exploration with drones

In the open comments, the lack of information about using drones was clear. Drones seem to be
something new to respondents as only less than 500 respondents commented their answer. Many
wrote that they have no experiences with them, but in &inswers, droeswere also described to be

scary, funny, and some mentioned UFOs and antennas. Many answered that they may find it scary at
first. Some answered that there may be the feeling that someone is watching them or keeping an eye
on them. It was very clear thdhe respondents wanted more information before any possible
exploration in a specific area to prevent fears and suspicions.

Finally, the respondents also wrote that drones are part of the future and the contemporary technology,

and perhaps even more dogical compared to the other methods of exploration.

Exploration with helicopters

The question about exploration with helicopters had identical format with the previous one, including
the possibility to explain the answer in an open column. When adlad helicopters with the sensor
equipment conducting test flights, 35% of the Finnish participants were fully accepting this technology
and 25% were positive towards it. 14% were neither for nor against either of the statements, while 4%
OK2asS gRroR2YQAG Y | yasSND

Only 9% were opposed of the idea of helicopters flying in their proximity and 13% were critical towards
it but did not entirely dismiss the idea of having helicopters flying in their proximity and conducting
research.

The helicopters arperceived in mainly positive manner as they are used for several good purposes.
They are used in emergencies by rescue teams and Mediheli and Aslak (privately sponsored rescue
helicopter) bring doctors to sparsely populated areas or evacuate patientad@dent sites in urgent

need. Furthermore, the border guard uses them, rescue teams use them in marine accidents, and power

companies use them to clear the power lines. Finally, the defence forces use them for national security.

INF_DIA D 2.4 Survéublicdocx Page33/ 117



INFACDELIVERABLE 2.4

Private helicopters areohthat common and leisure use is rare. In Lapland some companies fly tourists
to the wilderness, but as it is part of important business for the local people, the attitude may be
tolerant. Finally, reindeer herders use helicopters in their work whenateegathering the reindeer

together.

Answers to the open question concerning exploration with helicopters

In the open comments, just as with the drones, helicopter exploration seems to be a new issue to the
respondents: there were lots of empty answei@n8 respondents supposed using helicopters to be
noisy and thus, tranquillity would be lost. Some wrote this kind of activity does not belong to the Finnish
nature. On the other hand, some answered that this would not disturb them. Others said that this
method is interesting, and unlike drones, identifiable. Information was said to be important, as it will
diminish the fears and suspicions. Without good communications the activity could cause some

confusion and suspicion.

=211
Question 18: Helicopter with sensors — (N=1025)
@Here, you can see a helicopter. Attached beneath is an appliance that helpsto detect resourcesin
the ground. This can be used to assess the magnetic field, searching for indicators of raw material

deep in the earth. The helicoptersfly at heights of 100 to 200 m, with a speed of 120 to 150
km/h. Imagine, you are on a walk, and you see this helicopter flying 200m from you.

What would you think? Please indicate which statement you agree with most £

_ X have no problem with it,
lwould ... (7=363) 35% and it would not bother me.
1 (n=255) 25%
0 (n=138) 14%
1(n=135) 13%
Thiswould ... 9% X would be a problem for me, and
(n=89) In likely to be bothered.
| don@know
0,
(n=45) | 4
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% TOTAL

Figurel6: Finland question 18 Helicopter with sensors (N=1025).
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Mining companies and responsibility

To ensure that people accept mining activities in their communities it is important for them tin&tust

the involved operators manage their activities in a responsible manner. This question asked the
participants whether they trusted that the mining industry in their country was handling matters either

in a fair and responsible manner or whether thed/rtt trust the mining industry to do so. They could

fully agree with either of the statements, partly agree or not to agree with either of the statements.
¢tKSe O2dzZ R Ffaz2 LAO] (GKS aL R2yQi (1y2é¢ 2LINA2Yy3
13% of the Finnish participants wdtaly positive and 28% were partly positive towards the way the
mining industry acts. 19% neither trusted nor distrusted the way the mining industry acts in Finland.
Complete distrust was indicated by 16% of the participants and lower amount of distsuistiicated

by as much as 18% of participants.

Question 19: Please indicate which statement you agree most

(N=1025)
ltrust .. (n=136) 13% ... that the m|n|ng industry in Finland acts in a fair
and responsible manner.
1(n=291) 28%
0 (n=192) 19%
1(n=192) 19%
| don’ 165 0 ... that mining industry in Finland
ontrust .. (n=165) L acts in a fair and responsible manner..
1 don’t know (n=49) 5%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% TOTAL

Figurel7: Finland question 19 Please indicate which statement you agree most (N=1025).

Trust in mining companies is surprisingly high, taking into consideration the wide discussiedia

about environmental negligence of mining companies and international companies extracting Finnish

VI GdzNF £ NBaz2dNODSa T2N aFTNBSéd LYRSSRE Ay 02y NI
Mononen (2012) found that the residents ne@ampalo gold mine had high trust in the mining
company. The interviewees knew that the requisites for the environmental permits are strict.

Furthermore, many of the interviewees also trusted the authorities. Since the environmental impact
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assessment had e already made and the mine had an environmental permit, the interviewees
thought they could trust the operators. If they suspected that the mining operation would cause
environmental problems, they would at the same time suspect the experts, meanimgtiagement

of the mining company and the environmental authorities.

Public authorities and their handling of mining

In this question the participants were asked if they trusted the public authorities by giving them the
a0 aGSYSyd at dzoAlQ | lydRi KK NORIEASS al tAy GKS AaadsSa 2y
indicate their approval of this statement by marking whether they fully agree, partly agree, neither,
partly disagree or fully disagree. They could also state that they did not have am,opinich 8% of

the participants did. Only 4% of the Finnish participants stated that they fully agreed with the statement
and 24% partly agreed.

Question 20: How far would you agree with this sentence: ,Public
authorities in Finland handle all the issues on mining well.”
(N=1025)

Fully agree (n=38) | 4%

Partly agree 0
(n=241) A

Neither (n=172) 17%

Partly disagree

0,
(n=301) A

Fully disagree

0,
(n=196) L

No opinion (n=77) 8%

TOTAL
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figurel8: Finland question 20 Please indicate which statement you agree most (N=1025).

17% of the participants did not agree with either statement. 29% stated that they partly disagreed with
the given statement and 19% answered that they fully disagreed with the statement in questio

Generally Finnish people have a high trust in authorities. However, the mining authorities are an
exception as has been illustrated in several studies (e.g. Tiainen et al 2014; Sairinen et al. 2017). One of
the recent environmental negligence casedyiVaara, highlighted that the authorities were lacking

resources for monitoring the mining activity. This was brought up strongly by the media and even
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though the responsible authorities have been provided with additional resources since, it is wifficult
restore the trust that has been lost. One reason for this specific image of mining authorities is the long

lasting juridical processes of Talvivaara mine.

Last question and additional comments from the Finnish respondents

In the final question, the pacipants were asked if they have anything to add or comment regarding
mining and exploration in Finland. 518 answers were given, and they indicate that respondents do not
have much knowledge about exploring as they mainly concentrated on commentingnaicingl It

should be also noted that out of these answers about 170 respondents stated that they have nothing
to add or they know nothing about the mining industry. It was also written that it is difficult to answer
as the respondents felt they do not le@nough information and they are not familiar with the industry.
This is not surprising since only 120 of respondents live near mining activities.

As a comment, it can be said that information about mining industry and exploration is important for
the loal people but for the wider public as well. Its importance should be considered in the future.
Furthermore, as the results illustrate, the nature and the environment are valued highly by the Finnish
society and those must be taken care to achieve anyokiadceptability for mining activities. However,

the mining industry is good and worth supporting if it is responsible and well controlled by the
authorities. In these answers there were also many comments, again, about Talvivaara. Interestingly, it

was mationed that in the media, there could also be some good examples instead of always Talvivaara.

Regarding the research sample of Finland, a rather big number of the respondents live in the southern
Finland in big cities arttius, are not affected by the mining industry. Indeed, only a minority of the
respondents are affected by the various activities of the mining industry. This was also seen in the open
answers where people often linked mining with romantic or outdated {@)emages of mining, which

is quite contrast from the modern technologically driven operations that are practiced today. On the
other hand, images that came up in the other countries answers, such as dirty faces or child labour, had
barely any mentionsithe Finnish context.

Another big factor that may have affected the answers regarding acceptability is the heavy publicity of
Talvivaara and its negative environmental impacts in the media. The vast number of references to
Talvivaara and its impacts iretbpen questions of the survey support this assumption. While the case
revealed some wider issues regarding the whole mining sector, it also led to overgeneralizations and in
the end, it casted a shadow over the whole industry for many years to comdionhellyi Finns have

had relatively high trust in authorities but as the results from this study and Jartti et al. (2017) indicate,
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mining authorities are an exception in this sense. The authorities received their share of blame from the
public in the Talvaara case as it was felt they were slow in their actions and unable to control the
company (Kotilainen 2015).

There are several mining projects in Finland with no negative impacts, but these cases have not been in
the public. Critical voices could based on some practices of certain mining companies which have
shown disparaging attitude towards the worries of local people. As the research by Mononen (2015)
indicates, although the local people are critical to the environmental impacts of mininglcthet

oppose mining at the general level. However, it is clear that the mining operations should not pollute
the environment. A common theme in the responses of this survey was that the environmental impacts
and the mining companies should be controllettdr. Furthermore, when the people were asked what

Ad KS FTANRG GKAy3 GKIFG O2YSa (2 GKSANI YAYR gKSy
came up clearly more than for example the benefits, such as employment. It remains an impogant issu
in Finland, which is a country that often prides itself on being environmentally progressive.

One of the more practical findings that this survey has highlighted for the INFACT project, are the
attitudes towards drones and helicopters as tools for eggilom. In Finland, the respondents showed
great interest in the new technologies and approval as long as they are informed about them
beforehand. Indeed, there were numerous responses which pointed out that if the person would not
know why the drone or higopter is circling somewhere close by, they would find it disturbing or
perhaps even scary. Thus, good communications regarding the use of new technologies should be
emphasized. Finally, the high number of empty answers in these contexts may indicphiatdo

not have much knowledge about them. This was also seen in the last question, where the responses
were mainly connected to mining and not exploration.

It is clear that generally the communities near mining projects want to have new residentgssend

for example tax revenues. In many locations mining workers and the mine have brightened up the
atmosphere. However, in many cases the mine workers are commuting from elsewhere as they are not
willing to move to the location permanently. This me#rat the municipality where the mine exists do

not necessarily benefit from increased tax income as much as it would prefer and instead it has the
burden of offering services such as health care. The municipality may also have to deal with the possible
environmental impacts of mining. Finally, it is not the aim of the mining companies to be regional or
local developers or to promote local economy. The perceived unbalanced sharing of the benefits and
negatives also came up in the survey responses. E$pdhbmlimage of foreign mining companies
coming to Finland, taking all the benefits abroad and leaving the negative impacts for locals to bear was

a present in the answers as it has been in the national discussions.
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Finally, while people tended to haveastger opinions and perceptions about mining, it seems that
exploration did not receive as many responses or cause as big reactions in Finland. Alternatively, it was
not seen as something separate from the mining itself. This was seen in the responsah&people

arguing against mining tended to also be against mining exploration, often using the same arguments.

Thus, the reputation of exploration is most likely strongly linked to the reputation of mining in general.

Gender
The German sample consisted of 50% female (n= 508) and 50% male (n= 507) participants. The base
were 1015 participantsThus,the sample can be considered evenly balanced in terms of gender

dispersion.

Question 1: Gender of the participants (N= 1015)

50% 50% male (n=507)
female (n=508)

Figurel9: Germany @estion 1- Gender of the participants (N= 1015)

Age

In terms of the age of the participants the German survey was conducted with around 17% young adults
(1829, n=167), 14% of middbged adults (339, n=145), 20% of older adults (49, n=202), 17% of

old adults (5659, n=177), 14% of senior adults @8 n=141), 18% of the oldest age group-§30
n=183). This means that the ages of the participants were very balanced, with a sliglst isuttipdu

older adult age grou40-49).
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Dividing the participants into different age groups is necessary in order to identify age effects and/or
cohort effects in the way participants chose to answer to the survey questions. Younger cohorts/groups
are more likely tdocus on longerm effects of certain activities on the environment and/or economy,
because they see their lostgrm future affected by them. Very old cohorts tend to not care as much
about negative implications @aisK S48 S STFSOG a LIS NKihgtieir lisegnye HowekeF ¥ S O
eventhe older cohorts tend tancludemoral considerations into their reasonirfg.g. preserving the

world for future generationswhich will still lead to responsible answers.

Question 2: Age of the participants (N=1015)

Age
18-29 (n=167) 17%
30-39 (n=145) 14%
40-49 (n=202) 20%
50-59 (n=177) 17%
60-69 (n=141) 14%
70-85 (n=183) 18% % TOTAL
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Figure20: GermanyQuestion 2 Age of the participants (N=1015)

/| 2K2NIia GKIFIG KIFEI@S 0SSy OGA@Ste 62Nl Ay3a RdzZNAy3
more positive towards mining than cohorts growing up in the 70s, 80s or 90s. These effects need to be
taken intoconsideration for an effective way of dealing with the different attitudes and perceptions

towards mining.

Urbanity
Concerning the population sizes of the communities of the German participants, with 25% most
participants came from cities with 10.080.999 inhabitants, the second largest group (18%) came

from the biggest cities with 500.000 or more inhabitants.
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Question 4: “I live in a town or city with a population of around...”

Number of inhabitants

up to 500..; 4%
500-999...3%
1.000-4.999.. 12%
5.000-9.999.. g%
10.000-49.999.. 25% TOTAL
50.000-99.999.. 12%
100.000-199.999.. 7%
200.000-499.999.. 10%
over 500.000.. 18% %
0% 5%  10%  15%  20%  25%  30%
Figure2l: Germanyv dzSa A2y nY aL tABS Ay | (2¢6y 2NJ OAGe ¢

There were only 4¢articipants from towns or communities with less than 500 inhabitants and only 3%

of the participants were from a community with 5999 inhabitants. 12% of the participants were from
communities as big as 1.6dM99 inhabitants and 8% from towns with @pplation reaching from
5.0009.999 inhabitants. 12% of the people interviewed were from cities ranging between 50.000
99.999 inhabitants. 7% came from cities as big as 100.@8@99 inhabitants. 10% of the survey
participants live in cities with a poptibn ranging from 200.000 to 499.999 inhabitants. Also, for
Germany it can be said that the population groups of people interviewed were still rather varied,
considering that the largest group (25%) was from suburban sized communities, which also balanced
GKS aSO2yR fINBSad 3INRBdzZL) omy:20 O2YAy3d FTNRBY DSN
inhabitants. Though the participants from the smaller scaled communities were scarce (4% and 3 %),
these statistics represent the German demographics rather aatynatth people generally living in

larger cities or larger suburban communities.
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Place of Residence influenced by Mining Activities

Question 5: “My place of residence is influenced
by mining activities” (N=1015)

5% 16%

yes (n=161)
no (n=805)

| don’t know (n=49)
79%

Figure22: Germanyv dzSa G A2y pY aaé LI I OS 2F NBaARSWIBS Aa
In Germany the largest proportion of the interviewed participants (79%) state that their place of
residence is not affected by mining activities, only 5% are not sure whether that is the case or not and
16% know their place of residence to be etiéel by mining activities. This is important in order to
determine whether negative attitudes towards mining come from a real experience with mining
activities, e.g. through experiences with a mining site nearby or whether they are actually part of a
negatve attitude that is not based on factual experiences, rather than media information and personal
opinion with no further backing. If the negative attitudes of people living in mining areas are high, the
chances are very high that people in the futureapipiose to mining activities. If however, the attitudes
outside mining regions are more negative than within them, one can draw the conclusion that the
reality of living nearby mining is not as bad, as people may think. Partly, a more positive attitude fr
people actually confronted by mining activities in their own proximity could also be attributed to a social
phenomenon, where people that can currently not change their situation (or do not want to), will
overlook negative aspects of their life circuamstes in order to justify, why they are still in this specific

region.

General attitude towards mining

In order to allow a deeper understanding of what people really think, the folloperdj dzS a ka2 y &

Ay

comesfirsti 2 22dzNJ YAYR @gKSy @& 2dextréc lofitloris farfsl atit@ieéRithoua A y A y 3
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guiding with predefined answerBheparticipants were asked to answer as many word or sentences as

they like. AlLO15 respondentanswered the question, most of thelmetween 1 to3 single word, but

some respondents explained it in longer statements of more than 20 words.

L4 A& AYYSRAFGSt@ 200A2dza GKIG LIS2LIX S +aaz20Aalds
WdzKNLJI2 GGé o6cnoX GKS bdiBeokinhg ricéntlries iK Sernfady Withyforéd A y 3 |
than 3000 mines (GinteR000, Tenfelde et al. 2015, fifelde and Pierrenkemper 2016). This
industrialised area was to be known for the coal mines and its industries in German population. Some

still speciy more and mention coal or lignite. These are the most common keywords mentioned by the
NEALR2YRSyidad ¢KS awdzKNJ I NBIF¢ Aa ydzYSNAOIFffe& LINE
popular area in Germany of coal mining (Weber 20@)me of the respatents also have a direct

NEBfI GA2Y&AKALI 2 GKAA& | NBF 2N YAYAY Imygrgnifathery & 6 S NB F
my old homeowné ® LF AYRAGARdAzZEE NI ¢ YIFOGSNAFIfAa I NB YSyda
ore and salt is often meiained, more seldom copper, gold and silver.

However, when it comes to production, ore also plays a role in the answers of the particpants
peoplementionedd 9 NJ 3 §%I-AyNEH S C KBFoscas®mamjié appeas that this mining region is
stilinsomalJS2 LX $4Q YAYRSE FfdK2daAK GKS YAyAiy3a Of2aSR R
and coal areas in Germany.

It is striking that positive comments are rarely mentioned. If the comments contain a jutgéhiseis

usually of a negative quality. As one main topic the miners themselves play a role in the thoughts of the
respondents. Their work is generally very much appreciated and respected. But respondents assume

the working conditions to be poor and themphasized often the physically demanding labour in

I 2a20AF GA2yas adzOK a aRdzadz RINjJySaaz y2rasSsz of
Tenfelde 1981).

The second main topic in the answers playegiéenvironmené. Some see thédestuction of entire

landscapes as a possible negative outcome. Others thinkgoblluted aié or cdamagesat

Ay T NI a i INHADilodzZNdé negative remaskare made considering mining as -dated.
Howeverthere aresomevoicesegretting the decline of mining in previous decablesause itreated

jobs in the region

In summary, it can be said thahegativetendency dominatedconcerninghe environment and the

working conditions which were mostly mentioned. This is diffdcetine quantitative or statisticatiata

that was analysed in this survey towhere this tendency isn’t obviousThe positive statement

emphaskedare §obst the mining industry created.
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Perceived positive aspects from mining

With the simpleopen questionsa A Y A y 33 (i Kdedple were ask@d2tdrputbdown as many
positiveargumentsof miningwhich arecoming totheir mind

¢KS YIFAY I NBdzYSyida ¢KAOK (KS joiBeatofy RISEWILE 28 BYAZy
64502y 2YAO poStycadpkcilieselresultd are in line with Nippa (2014), who's data showed

that mining has been considered on the positive aspects of job creation and the literature review
(Tenfelde, K., Pierenkemper, T. 2016, Schanetzky, T. and D. Ziegler 20d8)wetbbenefits for the

community with high employment rate, high development infrastructure and industrializhatitims

context, the stimulation of the economy and increasing employment which promote local and regional
development are sometimes emplieed as already mentioned with development of the industrialised
Ruhrarea(Kéhlmann 1990, Hermann and Hermann 2008, Harenberg 19®y)few remark that jobs

I NBzy B S NLJ- thuR they seg'thRe employment in miningritical contrary tosomewhich see

potential in mining for welbaid employment.

The people also like to mention the extraction of raw materials as a waygportthe local/national

economg FyR GKS aSySNH@ &ddzlll) @é¢ad ! y2GKSNI | NHdzYSyid
importingNJ ¢ Y I GSNRAFf ¢ FyR GoSAy3a AYRSLISYRSYyd FTNBY AY
However they do not necessarily mention which commodities they mean when they think of the term
aNBa2dz2NDSadad ¢ekdddtd dtickdd th©dendralytaim "rav tndterials' raw materials

are mentioned by name, it is primarily coal.

Interestindy, despite the question of specific positive aspects, peeplaetimesoften respond

negativelf T2 NJ daddzdaARSYOS RI YMahbraspondentsd hadknb iNSd Wiiaf is S Y A & .
positive in miningand Yy a 4 SNBR gAGK @F NALFyOS 2F aL R2y Qi Y+
GY20KAY3E @

In summary, it can be said that people recognize certain positive aspects of mining. First and foremost,
increasing employment and econontienefitis seen as positivén line with study of Nippa (2014).

However, many people cannot mention anything positive at all concerning mining.

Perceived negative aspects from mining

As the previous questipnespondents answered the open questiordMining,il K A & Aaddwibte R X ®

down argumentshat they believe arenegative or criticahspects

Astheo A 33Sa0 O2yOSNY RS:GSOGFIO6fS Ay GKS LI NIOAOALI yiG:
or other damagesroundmining sitel & T2 NJ SHNRWWISY (d $y @Rt t dziA2y£€3s a
Gt FyRaOl LIS RI YIAT&ple of fedsaing eveyi RRar the\cBIISpse of infrastructure such as

houses through drilling activities. These arguments are dominating the whole spectrum of answers in
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the publicand are dominating the negative effects of mining in literature too (Young 1992, 1993, Hiller
1997, Hildemann 1996, Grin et al. 1993, Céster and Frihauf 1998, Schmidt 1997, Schmidt 2000).
Many respondents alspoint 2 dzii & KI NR ¢ 2 NJdf theyldourQseifWRH assb@aioast as
GKSI @& 62NJ] €3 adzy KSIdsa Kegative aspedtavife donsjtlaringRhe NiflegfsSof & £
miningand referto possible health consequencas "black lung"

The word "overexploitation" is also often mentioned. In this case, it means the excavating of raw
materials with no regard for sustainable aspects or negative effects on nature.

Another issue is the econonjaestion It has been criticized that mining waupported by taxpayers'
money and additionally the folleup costs caused by mining were paid by them 8@mmaespondents

regard the work as underpaid, which is important when trying to create a positive image for mining and
employment in a region. ffeople feel that their region will prosper and benefit frorming,it will be

easier to conduct mining activities.

In generalthe potential damages to the environment and concerns for the environment around a

mining site remains the key issue. In tl@sse, followup costs may play an important role

Mining and economy
The German participants were asked on a scale fréanhé@w much or little they agree with the
aGFraiSYSyld dqaAyAy3a Aa Fy AYLRNIFIYd AyRdzZAGNE Ay 2d

Question 9: To what degree would you agree with this sentence:
“Mining is an important industry in our country.” (N=1015)
Fully agree
(n=154)

Partly agree
(n=428)

15%

42%

Neither (n=183) 18%
Partly disagree
(n=115)

Fully disagree
(n=92)

11%

9%

No opinion (n=43) | 4%

%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

TOTAL

Figure23: Germanyv dzSa G A2y ¢Y ¢2 gKIFIG RSANBS g2dZ R &2dz | I
AYLEZNIFYG AYyRdZAGNE Ay 2dzNJ O2dzy i NBEdd 6bTrmampo
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15% fully agreed with this statement, 42% partly agreed with this statement, 18% said that they neither
agreed nodisagreed with the statement as such, while 11% partly disagreed and 9% fully disagreed.

4% stated to not have an opinion concerning this statement.

Mining and own resources

LY DSNXIye GKS LI NLAOALI yG&a ¢SNBE I rindngiRimpoiasti K S NJ
F2NJ LINPPGARAY I 2dzNJ 26y AYRAZAGNE GAGK NBaz2dz2NOSaé
GaAyAy3d akKzdzZ RyQi KIFLILISY Ay DSN¥Xryeée FyR NIXég YIGS
Here 23% were fully in favour ofthe §a¥ Sy & (G KIF G daAyAy3d Ay DSNXIye@ Az
26y AYRAZAGNE 6AGK NBEaA2dzNDOS&a¢I gKAES oo FAINBSR ¢
GKS 2yS y2NJ 6KS 20KSNJ adlrd8YSydao c2 NI GKSNI GK2d
DSNX¥YIFyeZ YR NI}Yg YIFIOGSNRAItA &dK2dAZ R 6S AYLRNISR ¥
agreed with this statement. 10% stated that they did not know what to answer considering the
statements.

With a combined 56% of the participants agreeing (B8B4 33% less strongly) with the statement

there isa definite trend towards people believing mining in Germany is important for providing
DSNXI y&Qa AY R dzaThaidN&in liaewnitikresis fiolipzil (2034) @o. &ta showed that

75% of people see a necessity of mining in Germfs23% were neither for or against either of the
statements and 5% claimed to have no answer to the question, only 11% were on the negative scale,
thinkingd a A Y Ay 3 & K2 dzf RghQand riw natel@alg shauyd beDeSpNdéd from somewhere
StasSéd ¢KAA Of SINIe& akKz2ga GKIFIG oAF AG A& NBlLazyt

a majority sees it as relevant for the national economy in providsaurces

INF_DIA D 2.4 Survéublicdocx Page46/ 117



INFACDELIVERABLE 2.4

Question 10: Mining in Germany - Please indicate which statement
you agree most. (N=1015)

...in Germany is important for providing our own

Mining ..(n=231
ining ..(n=231) =% industry with our own resources.
1(n=337) 33%
0 (n=233) 23%
1 (n=65) 6%

...should not happen in Germany & raw materials should

Mining ... {(n=52) % pe imported from other countries.

I don’t know o
(n=97) % TOTAL

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figure24: GermanyQuestion 10: Mining in GermanyPlease indicate which statement you agree
most. (N=1015)

Mining and Employment in a Community

Considering the perception of the correlation between mining and employment in a community the
German participants were given two statements, one in favour of the idea that mining creates many

jobs locally, leading to the whole community benefitting frdmis,tone stating tha@t a A yeinplays

only a few people of the community, and the benefit for a commdnig&y O 6§ SR Yy SI NJ | YAy
People then could indicate on a scale with those two poles on the far ends, how much they agree with

each of the statemants.

In Germany 32% (2) of the particiyy 1§ & 6 SNB 2 F MiniKdgcreatesinghy jpbs lodally,latid &

0KS ¢K2tS O2YYdzyAdGe o0SySTFALA TNRY (satedeéndbut! f 32 o
indicated that they rather agreed with the pagit effect on employment through mining activities. 16%

6n0d YySAGKSNI 6SYRSR G2¢FNRa 2yS 2NJ 0KS 2GKSNJ adl
2yfteée | FSp LIS2LAS 2F GKS O2YYdzyAaidesr FyR G(KS oSy
And7% (2) fully agreed with the negative statemefit A Y RAOF GSR aL R2y Qi 1y26¢
guestion.

With as much as a combined 64% the participants believed that mining was able to create employment,
which is the majority of the people asked.lYDh6% disagreed with the idea that mining creates
employment. The public perception thus is that mining is very likely to create employment. This could

eventually be one of the benefits that should be communicated when planning mining activities.
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Question 11: Mining and employment in a community — Please
indicate which statement you agree most (N=1015)

Mining creates 32% ... locally and the whole community

many jobs... ° located near a mine benefits from this.

1 (n=320) 32%

0 (n=158) 16%

TOTAL
1(n=89) 9%
Mining employs o ... people of a community, and the benefit for
only a few... 7% the community located near a mine is small.
I don’t know
0,
(n=s9) | % %
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figue 25: GermanyQuestion 11: Mining and employment in a communigyPlease indicate which
statement you agree most (N=1015)

Infrastructure and Facilities in a Community

In order to find out what the perception of the German peapleerms of the effects of mining on the
infrastructure and facilities in a community were, participants had been given two statements, one
LR2aAdAgdS G266 NRa (GKS STFSOGa 2F YAyYyAy3a 2y GKS ¢
infrastructuS I YR Fl OAf AGASAa (2 GKS O2YYdzyAdeéov yR 2yS
0KS t20Ff AYFNI aGNH2OGdzZNE | yR Tl OAfAGASAaLORD . 20K
and the participants could select whether they fully agréddgartly agreed (1), neither agreed nor
RA&F3INBSR gA0K SAGKSNI 2F GKS adlrasSySyda o6n0 | yR

which 9% of the participants marked as their answer.
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Question 12: Mining and mining regions - Please indicate which
statement you agree most. (N=1015)

Mining ... (n=180) 1 ... Creates new |r1frastructure and facilities
to the community.
1 (n=297) 29%
0 (n=215) 21%
L

1(n=125) 12% TOTA

Mining... (n=107) 0 ... does not contr|§ute much to the
local facilities and infrastructure.
| don’t know o
(n=91) %
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figure26: GermanyQuestion12: Mining and mining regionsPlease indicate which statement you
agree most. (N=1015)

In Germany 18% fully agreed with the positive statement that mining indeed creates new infrastructure
and facilities locally, 29% thought this statement was partlsecb 21% did not tend to either the
positive or the negative statement. 12% of the German participants thought the negative statement
was partly correct and only 11% fully agreed that mining does not contribute much to the local facilities
and infrastruture of a community.

Overall, the research can draw from this, that also here the positive attitudes of the German participants
towards the possible benefits considering infrastructure and facilities dominate. Later the researchers
will be able to use thiaspect in the dissemination as one of the key benefits attached to mining

activities.

Environment

Environment is an important issue when discussing the possible difficulties of mining with stakeholder
engagement.Thus,it is important to understand thgeneral public perception of environmental

dangers caused by mining activities.

LYy DSNXIye c¢» 2F GKS LIS2LXS FaiSR adlradSR GKFG a«
YAY2NJ I yR Oly o©6S KIYyRtSR ¢Stf d¢ dazdfulywihthe | INSS
a0F0SYSYyG da¢KS AYLIOG 2F YAYyAy3d 2y GKS Sy&@ANRYYS
while a total of 28% of the participarpgartly agreed with this statement. Only 8% decided to niaik

R2y QU (y26é a GKSANI I yasSND
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Question 13: Mining and environment - Please indicate which
statement you agree most. (N=1015)

The impact ... o ...on the environment caused by mining is minor
(n=57) and can be handled well.
1 (n=86) 9%
0 (n=206) 20%
TOTAL
1 (n=299) 30%
The impact ... - ... of mining on the environment is huge
(n=283) and its consequences are not acceptable.
| don’t know o
(n=84) %
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figure27: Germany Question 13: Mining and environmenPlease indicate which statement you
agree most. (N=1015)

Environment is actually one of the factors that received the lowest rate of positive attitude amongst the
participans. Here is where the most work will have to be done. 58% of the participants agreed (fully or

LI NIfeo gAGK GKS adlradSYSyid a¢KS AYLIOG 2F YAyAy3
y2d | O0SLIiloftSeésr 6KAOK A alow iegal feshahse® Bwaidd RIEMNA y 3
topics. Further research could include looking deeper into the environmental threat frame, in order to

KSt LI O2YF2NIAy3 GKS LlzofA0Qa FSINE 0STF2NB FyR Rd

Acceptance of mining in a community

In orderto determine the preexisting notion of the German public considering how socially accepted
mining activities in general are said to be, the participants were given two statements, one stating that
mining is indeed well accepted by local communities arodh@r one stating that mining causes a lot

of controversies in mining community. They also had the option to say that they did not know the
answer, which 27% did.

This figure is possibly as high considering that the majority of people stated that timey lring in a
community affected by mining. & F2 NJ (0 KS LI2Minkng is el acéefitéd (bysnvoStyodal o
communities; only 10% agreed fully, a total of 18% partly agreed.

Indecisiveess was indicatetly deciding for the middle between the 2 statemeh{s21%of the

participants
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CKSNE 6SNBE GKSYy wmp2 2F LINLAOALIyda LI NIEe& | INBS
2F O2YyGNRPOSNRBASE Ay | O2YYdzyA (& adreéd vitiKthedégativer y A y 3
statement.

As the positive and the negative here is equally balanced with a large portion of participants indicating
GKIG GKS@& 6SNB YySAGKSNI F2NJ y2N F3FAyald oum:0x 21
see aclear trend.However,there are altogether 25% of participants who agreed with the negative
statement. These 25% could become a problem when they feel they are not taken into account during

the planning stage. As a result, it should be incorporated ipl#mning stage to find out whether some

members of the public fear tensions in their community, created by mining and this concern should be

treated carefully as it has potential for friction between the industry and the members of a community.

Question 14: Mining and social acceptance - Please indicate
which statement you agree most (N=1015).

Mining s ... (n=96) 10% ... well accepted by N
most local communities.
1(n=183) 18%
0 (n=214) 21%
TOTAL
1 (n=147) 15%
. ... causes a lot of controversies in a community
Mining ... (n=99 9
g ) 10% in which mining is undertaken.
I don’t know 27%
(n=276) ; %
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure28: Germany Question 14: Mining and social acceptan&dease indicate which statement
you agree most (N=1015).

Answers to the open question concerning the acceptance of mining in a community

Above, respondents answered the question if they think mining is accepted in a communisest

too many controversies, they could comment their answer if the wanted with the following request
Gt £t SFasS SELXXKEMY &2dzNJ | y&as SN

The respondentmentionednegative impactsuch asi | A NJ LJ#rbisetizpossiblg subsidence of

the ground >dantagesor cracks in buildingand infrastructuré. Furthermore,érelocaioné is an

important issuavhich is recogniseethenin the past entire communities haad give way to mining
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The creation of jobs seems to be a significant issue that craeteptance for the mining indug. For

some, entire regions, such as the German Ruhr area, used to depend on mining. They occasionally think
that working in mining is thenty possible employment strategy there. The interviewees also like to
stressthat mining brings prosperity to the municipalities, for instance, through tax revenues.

In summary, it can be stated that there is one negative and one positive area in ifieafist. The

negative area includes the environmempactswith a possible @mage through mining activities in
communities. The beefits of mining arethe economicimpacts with higher economigrosperity,

increasingor maintaining job# the community otax revenues

General attitude towards mineral exploration

Within this section the goal was to find out whether the exploration of resources in general was
regarded as an important need in the pahliew.

Theopenquestion 2 Kl & O02YS& FANRG G2 @2dzNJ YAY Rassgci8y @ 2 dz
feelings and attitude®f people when theythink of @ & S NOK ¥ 2 NypdnhlaneoustyThie S NA | f €
answers can be split in different groups, dealinghwi LIN2 RdzO(G &4 2 % (i SDOKIN 2 NHz8 A 2)
SELJX 2 NJ d&dantagesdf ehvifoRmeaand some additional comments of various topics

Ly GKS 3INERdzZL) & LINGR FesaéhdeatpiriarilySambelisavidatarinlgcgad €t A Iy A 1 S¢ =
GIL@lEET aal tGéx a2NBéE 2N aYSGFf ag agol;silveruMmiuimz 1) dzS a
mica, quartor copper Additionally, they courivood, éstoneé = & & dzyof viaterassalraSdrECe,
whichimplicitarenewable energgspect to the question.

Besides the keywords for raw materi@lsk &illiiglii S O K yplaljsdz®dajor roléThe answers covered
GRNREEAYIES ¢ ERNNGEANY RNNB 4 & Iy MIRA LIBOA T € 1 8T (1 KLIA ([{i£SN
shows thatmanpeoLJt S 32 06S&2y RrediakdS 4 4 DA A RRRABKERHR YA (A 2
Similar to question 6, the respondsranswered many times impacts 8y A NRYy YSy i dal & @R
GKFNNYTdzf ySAa3EZ G RRSNANNLzZOD 2 ¢ § E Y A vegaid exdlgrdtidn ag RS &
destrudion of the environment or of the natuandtheircovered solutioh & a &adza G Ayl oAt A (@
GAGK yIF0dzNBEé 2N GKS aNBySélofS SYySNEHE NBaz2daNOSaé
However, people seem generally well aware of the importance of the exploratim materials. They

realize that they depend on raw materials, and without them, no@axy would be able to function.

Frequently, the exploitation of other, possibly poorer countries plays a role. The words "unsafe
countries of origin" should also be ntmned in this context. Some people seem to be very worried

about this topic, and then like to give longer answers.
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What is striking about this question is that some participants cannot think of anything when asked about
it. Perhaps some of the participa have problems to understatite term "expbration” correctly and

thus can’t think of anything, perhaps the process of exploration is not in their knowledge.

To summarize, coal is often associated with the word "exploration". Wells are also mentiegesi/eN

points areall mentioned the groupgdamage of the environme#ithat people fear. However, probably

most of the participants are aware th@aermany and its economy net#tte mining industry producing

raw materialsThefindings are again aligned with results of the German study from Nippa (2014).

Exploration of raw material

Within this section the goal was to find out whether the exploration of resources in general was
regarded as an important need in the eyes of teaeagal publicThe study from Nippa (2014) also

covered this research question for the German population.

The participants were again given two statemeygsy' S L2 aA GA GBS 2y S 649 ELI 2 NI
important, and we need to search for new miniggh 4 Sa¢ 0 FyR | yS3AFGAGBS 2y S
materials is noimportant,} YR ¢S R2 y20 ySSR yS¢é YAYyAy3ad &ariasSad:
mark whether they fully agree with each statement (2), partly (1), agree with neither (0) or whether
theydid not know the answer.

In Germany 15% fully agreed with the positive statement, 29% partly agreed with the positive statement
considering the need for more mining activity. 25% were neither for one nor agaittstaoithe two

statements.

As for thenegative responses, a total of 12% agreed partly with the critical statement and 9% fully
agreed with the negative stateme®% stated not to know the answer to the question asked.

The results to this question are similar to the ones from Q10 (Mining in Germany). It suggests that
LIS2LX S adAatf NP 2LAYAAGAO (G261 NR&a (KS YAyAy3
there may be regions of potential in Germany that hasyet been explored. This is very positive for

the mining industry, howevdie 21% of critical attitudes towards that idea have to be taken into careful
consideration when proceeding to establish new mining sites in a community. Negative emotions can

have a tendency to mobilize more people and thus form a stronger opposition which can easily become

very determined and hard to convince of the positive effects of mining activities.
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Question 16: Exploration in Germany - Please indicate which
statement you agree most (N=1015).

Exploration ... 15% ... of raw material is important and we
(n=150) : need to search for new mining sites.

1 (n=296) 29%

0 (n=257) 25%

TOTAL
1 (n=126) 12%

Exploration ... 9% ... for raw material is not important,
(n=93) ° and we do not need new mines.

I don’t know 9%
(n=93) . %

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figure29: Germany Question 16: Exploration (Bermany- Please indicate which statement you
agree most (N=1015).

Exploration with drones

Ly 2NRSNJ G2 FAYR 2dzi Y2NB Fo62dzi GKS Llzof A0Qa
asked whether encountering a drone flywith measuring equipent on awalkoutside thér house or

in the countrysidevould bother or worry them in any way.

The German patrticipants had the options of agreeing fully (2) or partly (1) with the positive statement
that they would not be bothered by drones, of agrediily (2) or partly (1) with the negative statement

that this indeed would concern them. They could also state that neither would be the case or that they
did not know the answer.

24% of the German participants thus said that they would remain entireffeateal (fully agreeing

with the positive statement that they would not be bothered by it), 20% partly agreed with this
statement.

18% agreed with neither of the statements and 8% claimed to not know the answer.

As for the negative statement a total o4Said that this indeed would be a problem for them and they
would feel bothered by a drone flying in their visual periphery, while 16% said this could potentially be

a problem for them and that theare verylikelyto be bothered by a drone in their praxity.
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Question 17: Drones in action (N=1015) ﬁ

”Here, you see a drone, diameter around 1,2m. With its specific sensor technology
these drones can examine the earth and help finding raw materials. They usually fly at
heights of 15 to 20m with low speed. Imagine, you are on a walk, and you see this
drone flying in a 100m distance from you. What would you think? Please indicate which
statement you agree most.”

_ X no problem with it, and
thave... (n=248) Y it does not bother me.
1 (n=198) 20%
0 (n=179) 18%
1 (n=163) 16% TotAL
L _ X aproblem for me,
Thisis.... (1=150) 50 and 1@ bothered.
I don®@knowX 8% o
0

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure30: Germany Question L7Drones in action (N=1015)

Here again one can see a slightly more technedaggpting attitude, however 24% are not high enough

a percentage to think that there is no need for further stepdé¢ taken in order to convince the
communities. The numbers clearly show that over 30% of the participants are still critical towards this
technology and any form of trying to increase the acceptance of such technologies within a community

should be unddaken in order to ensure support locally.

Answers to the open question concerning exploration with drones

At the end of this question abovearticipantscould give drief explanationln contrast to the results

of the closedquestion abovepeopleraisea lot of concerns and do feaffected by drones while they

are on a walkThis is in line with studies from Christen et al. (2018) and Thompson and-Baadten

(2015). Public sees drones very critical. Reason are that the drones were more oftenrosi¢aryn

action compare for humanitarian use.

Many respondents answered that drones would vidlagér privacy, when a drone crosghsir private

ground, takingphotos or videos. They do not want to have pictures taken of them, especially not when
theyh Sy Qi 0SSy AYyF2NNSR | 02dzi + RNRYyS FteAay3a Ay
the negative responseadditionallyji KS | NBdzySy G a & & ®BNBNE &Sduentyl Y EA S
mentioned, which shows that drones can cause vewyative feelingand they find a flying drone

threatening Drone flights over private property will likely not be tolerated and the public have no

INF_DIA D 2.4 Survéublicdocx Pages5/ 117



INFACDELIVERABLE 2.4

acceptance when drones intrude into the privacy of others without being asketh aresser extent

- astroublemakers in recreational aream(mpareChristen et al. 2017).

On the positive sidgeople see thdenefits that such a way afineralexploration bringsThe other

group of respondente/ould probably only wonder if they see thene flying aroundput would not

assoaate it with a possible threat. Some recognize the benefit of not having to drill andsbutmrage

to the environment. They believe that the search for raw malteis important for an indtrgal nation

like Germany. It is also imésting how technophdh is visible in some of thedd J2 Yy RSy i Qa I yags
In general, people want to be informed when a drone is being operatedanittolerate it when it is

flying over their private ground without permissiorhere is also a group of gae who are very

interested in thigechnology and believe i A & I f NBIZRSe an®aRfitkEof ecdlogical

technology They want to know more about it and also see how pioneering such reflefdrtshare

Exploration with helicopters

Whenasked about helicopters with equipment conducting test flights, the participants were with 28%

fully accepting this technology, 24% were still positive towards this, however slightly [&#8%(hjere

neither for nor against either of the statementsK A f S ¢ OK2 A4S aL R2y QiU 1Y26:
Only 11% were opposed to the idea of helicopters flying in their proximity, while 12% were critical
towards it, but did not entirely dismiss the idea of having helicopters flying in their proximity conducting

research by using equipment

(SR~ 1

Question 18: Helicopter with sensors — (N=1025)

(Here, you can see a helicopter. Attached beneath is an appliance that helps to detect resourcesin

the ground. This can be used to assess the magnetic field, searching for indicators of raw material

deep in the earth. The helicoptersfly at heights of 100 to 200 m, with a speed of 120 to 150

km/h. Imagine, you are on a walk, and you see this helicopter flying 100m from you.

What would you think? Please indicate which statement you agree with most £

X have no problem withiit,

| wouldX (n=287) 28% and it would not bother me.

1(n=242) 24%
0(n=182) 18%
1(n=125) 12% TOTAL

. _ 3 X would be a problem for me, and

This.... (n=116) 11% 16n likely to be bothered.

| don@know

(n=63) 6% %

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure31l: Germany Question 18: Helicopter with sensargN=1015)
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With a total of 23% of the participants being critical towards this technology the recommendations for
helicopters are very similar tbe ones for drones. It is interesting that helicopters, which are known to

be noisy are regarded less problematic than drones. This may be the case, as people either think
helicopters a more tested and trustworthy technology as opposed to the relatieglydnone
technology, it may also be the case because drones are relatively small and could be seen as a threat to
domestic privacy more than helicopters.

Maybe people also assume that helicopters are flown by professionally trained pilots whereasthey tru
the skills and training of a drone operator less strongly. In either case aaskd®ll with members of

local communities could help to minimize fear of such technologies. Workshops where the public would
be allowed to haptically experience the diffiet technologies could help decreasing the opposition in

a community where mining activitiesand exploration as a preparatory step are planned.

Answers to the open question concerning exploration with helicopters

Again, people were asked to give an arption concerning helicopters flying by with a senatich

was linked with the previous questiddoncerning the open question at the end of this, people think

very differently about the helicopter with sensors than about equipped drones.

Generally, people see a helicoptfight with sensors beneath fiositive Helicopters are part of
everyday life for many peopind used the rescueams, the police or leisurgctivitiesin Germany
Compared to the approval for drones, the helicopt@eixeived as much more familiar by humans and

thus less problematic

The topic of "information of the population" plays a crucial role. People expect of being informed about

the researctandit necessity, then they are able &ceptor tolerateprobablythe flightsmore likely.

| 26 SOSNE &a2YS LI NGAOALIyida asSS I LINRofSY Ay GKS
Some of the respondentseatalking about a fear of the helicopter crashing or losing equipment while
flying. It is notable that in contrast tbhe answers with the drone topic, nebmanyput uparguments

fA1S Ga20aSNIF GA2Y ¢ A (éKAs Bith YhE dkbneé, sanblbrelidtéestad inatiael NS a
technology. They believe it is a good idea to use sensors in order to detect raw materials.

The argument "noise" @ominatingon the negative sidand isfrequently mentioned & aG&2 f 2 R
People see it as a maince. Furthermore, CO2 emissions also play a role in this ¢car@esed by the
helicopter flights Otherwise, however, there are no conspicuously mentioned negative points.

In summary, the helicopter is rated positivelyaluated tha the drones A clear advantage of the
helicopter is that it is a wedlstablished flying device and people are useskting such a flight vessel.

It is a technology that has been known to the public for ages as opposed to drones, and the public trusts

this technology slightly more than the drone. But tmése factor, however, plays a decisive role for it
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being pereived negatively Also,the durdion of the flights could cause negative tensions in local

communities.

Mining company and responsibility

In order to ensure that people accept mining activities in th@inmunities it is important for them to
believe that the agents involved handle the affairs in a responsible manner. This question asked
participants whether they trusted that the mining industry in their country was handling matters either
in a fair andesponsible manner or whether they did not trust the mining industry to do so. They could

fully agree (2), partly (1), not agree to either statement (0) and state that they did not know the answer.

Question 19: Please indicate which statement you agree most

(N=1015)
| =20 ... that the mining industry in Germany
trust... (n=207) 20% acts in a fair and responsible manner.
1(n=249) 25%
0 (n=191) 19%
TOTAL
1(n=137) 14%
I don’t trust... e ... that mining industry in Germany
(n=168) acts in a fair and responsible manner..
I don’t know "
(n=63) %

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure32: Germany Question 1®Please indicate which statement you agree most (N=1015)

20% were fully positive towards the way the mining industry acts, 25% were partly positive considering
their trust in the mining industry.19% neither trusted nor distrusted the way the mining industeir
countries acts.

Complete mistrust was indicated by 17% of the participants, less strong mistrust was indicated by as
much as 14% of participants.

The trust ratings for the mining industry correlate pretty accurately with general trust levelslsow

the industry in general (see section 14 of the combined analysis of all three countries). Thus, the mining
AYRdAzZAGNE ySSR y2i0 ¢62NNE F02dzi AYONBIFaAy3 GKAA

levels for the industry.
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Public Autorities and handling of mining

Question 20 asked for the trust of the participants in public autkerliy giving them the Statement

Gt dzo DA @2 NARGASAE Ay DSNXYlIyeée KIFEIyRtS Fff (GKS A&dadzSa
approval of thistatement by marking either Fully agree, partly agree, neither, partly disagree or fully
disagree. They could also state that they did not have an opinion, which 14% of the participants did.

Of the German participants only 6% stated that they fully agegtbdhis statement, 24% partly agreed.

Neither was indicated by 26% of the participati®s stated that they partly disagreed with the given
statement and 14% answered that they fully disagreed with the statement in question.

As for the relatively neght@dS 2 dzi O2YS 2F GKAA ljdzSaidAazy Al ySSRa
have influenced the answers negatively, as people before were not aware that there even was an
GAAaadzSé o 2 K Sgfestiprii@ep migihdhot Raveiak &tual event in mititey might just feel

GKFG aAFT GKSNB INB A&dadzsSa FyR L KF@S y2i KSINR 2
a follow up analysis could have helped. Or a nearer specificatiakimg #he participants to actually

name an event of which tlyghought it had been handled in an irresponsible fashion.

Question 20: How far would you agree with this sentence: ,,Public
authorities in Germany handle all the issues on mining well.”

(N=1015)
Fully agree (n=60) 6%

Partly agree

(n=239) Ca

Neither (n=262) 26%

Partly disagree o TOTAL
(n=171) e

Fully disagree

(n=144) 14%

No opinion 14%
(n=139) ° %

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure33Y DSNX I yeé& vdzSadAz2y wnY 126 FIFEN g2dA R &2dz | 3N
AY CAYEFYR KFIYRES Fft G(GKS Aa4dz2S4a 2y YAyAy3 68t¢fd

Last questiomnd alditional comments from the German respondents

In order to get all open points, concerns, positive and negative argun@nnentioned beforethe
adzNIBSe FAYyAaKSR thérd dnihing yobwoljldilisedaiadiodoy'comiment on, concerning
th§ G2LIAO 2F WaAyAy3d FYyR 9ELI 2NI A2V EK
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Analysing this very last section, twaeBrof argumentation become visiblrstly, respondents clearly

see the need for mining and the search for new resources, and to produce it in the own country. Some
of the respmdents considered mining in Germany as absolutely necessary. Participants are aware that
the mining industry represents an important economic sector in Germany, which potentially has the
power to create jobsAnother argument is that people generally thirikheir country as dependant on

raw materials from other countries, and they fear losing independence. It looks that the acceptance for
mining is given.

Secondly, the answers manifest the huge responsibflitye mining industryin terms ofprotection of
environmentand nature, impact on the local community and the need for renaturation after the
closure. People fear that the effects on nature are huge, and it is the mining industry task to solve this

issue.

Smmilar to the results in Finland and Spain, the German populatiposive about mining activities
when it comes to the overall importance of this seéboithe national economythe chances to create

or maintan jobs, and the advantagesningcould hare forown resources in the own countiyspecially

the last two aspect seems importarfirstly, nining creates new jobs and the economy and
infrastructure of the community proper indicate around 65% of the respondents. If thedazalumity

is part ofbcal economy anlenefit, negative impact could rather fadedt or ranked lower in pritties

than communities with nécal benefit.

Secondly, pviding the own industryesources and avoid an impoof raw material from other
countries supportmore than 50% of the respondents. It seems the aspect of sustainability come into
their mind, where the production of local resourcesniportantand more sustainable as to import raw
materialfrom other countries

Lowest rates of opinion receive mining wreeking people abduhe impact on the environment and

a conflict between economic interest and environmental welfare exeste, it must be taken into
consideration that a stable part of the Germans of around 20% oppose and rniegjeneralmining
activity. The majority thinks therarehugeimpactsto the environmentflora and fauna around a mining
aA0S o Kk ardlediels8iof the respondentdpdeed nearly half of the responden(d5%)
answer that the mining industry act in a fair and responsible manner, but nearly one third think the
opposite.

There is an alarming signal that the image of mining industry is still very negative, aisdubg of

environmental impacts can dominate théhele debate of mining activity in a regidderea more
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sustainable policy of mining indusisjimportant which plas the revitalization of the area in tight

cooperation with affected community at the beginning of a project.

Important results for the INKCT project are the attitude towards des and helicopters as a tool of
exploration Overall, people do not feel bothered by helicopters and drones flying byftéoitoncerns

are being raised by the noise a helicopter cause, and the observation mate ground via camera
attached to a drone. A few answgéndicate that the research being done whthlicopter, which is well
established and known by locals, is perceived better than dréterbaps the techniqué Y A Y S NJ f
exploration by dronesss stilltoo muchunknown and seems a bit scary fotizen. Herean information

campaign asplannedpart of the projeciNFACTow thenewtechnologyis used will be helpful.

4 wS&adz G&a 2F tdzofAO adaNBSeé Ay { LI AY
41 58SY23aANI LIKAO AUGNMzOUdzZNBE 2F NBaLRYyRSyils:
Gender

The Spanish sample consisted of 50% female (n= 502) and 50% male (n= 521) participants. The base

was 1023 participants.

Question 1: Gender of the participants (N= 1023)

m male (n=521)
m female (n=502)

Figure34: SpainQuestion 1 Gender of the participants (N= 1015)
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Age

In terms of the age of the participaritee Spanish survey was conducted with around 17% young adults
(18-29, n=175), 21% of middiged adults (339, n=216), 20% of older adults {49, n=204), 16% of

old adults (5659, n=163), 15% of senior adults @8 n=157), 11% of the oldest age grodp-§5,

n=107). This means that the ages of the participants were very balanced, with a slight surplus in the

older adult age group (449).

Question 2: Age of the participants (N=1023)

18-29 (n=175) 17%
30-39 (n=216) 21%
40-49 (n=204) 20%
50-59 (n=163) 16%
60-69 (n=157) 15%
70-85 (n=108) 11% TOTAL
%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Figure35: SpainQuestion 2: Age of the participants (N=1015)

Urbanity

Concerning the goulation sizes of the communities of the Spanish participants, the largest proportion
of participants came from the biggest Spanish cities with 500.000 or more inhabitants, representing the
25% of the participants. The second biggest group of partici§ad®) lives in suburban cities with
10.00049.999 inhabitants.

Meanwhile, 12% of the survey participants live in cities with a population ranging from 200.000 to
499.999 inhabitants, 11% came from cities as big as 16098099 inhabitants and 12% of the people
interviewed were from cities ranging between 5083199 inhabitants. Only 6% of participants were
from towns with a population ranging from 5.69®99 inhabitants and 8% from communities as big as
1.0004.999 inhabitants. Finally, just 2% of the people live in towns wit®%@dnhabitants and 3% of

the participants are from towns with less than 500 inhabitants. It can be stated for Spain that the

population groups of people interviewed were rather varied, not as the other two reference countries:
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the largest group (25%) was from the biggest Spanish.ditmvever, the suburban sized communities

of 10.000 to 49.999 inhabitants still ranged as the second largest group.

Question 4: “| live in a town or city with a population of around...”

up to 500... 3%
500-999..; 2%
1.000-4.999.. 8%

5.000-9.999.. 6%

10.000-49.999.. 20%
50.000-99.999.. 12%
100.000-199.999.. 11%
200.000-499.999.. 12%
over 500.000.. 25% % TOTAL

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure36Spainv dz=Sa it A2y nY aL fA@S Ay | G2y 2NJ OAGe oAl
Considering that irspain, mediuntarge sized cities are considered to be those with at least 50.000
inhabitants, the example above situates most people responding to the survey in larger cities and
g2dzA Ry Qi 488 NBIdzA F NI YAYAYT 6 KStNnextifuSion (oNE 2 OF |

most people who answered said that they are not affected by mining activities.

Place of Residence influenced by Mining Activities

In Spain 71% of the participants answered that their place of residence was not affected by mining
activities (the largest proportion among the three reference countries). 11% were not sure whether that
is the case or not and 18% of the participants claimed that their place of residence is affected by mining
activities.

This could result in a common skd view in the questions, because they belong to a similar context
where the relations to mining are probably different from people living in mining regions.

According to this idea, the next hypothesis is considered: mining perception could be reldted to
place where the people live in, this is, between people from big cities and people from rural areas. These
two variables could be found in the question g4 and, mostly, in question g5 (perception of living in an
area influenced by mining activities).eTfact that most participants live in big cities or areas not

influenced by mining may risk the consistency of the sample.
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Question 5: “My place of residence is influenced
by mining activities” (N=1023)

yes (n=185)
no (n=728)

. I don’t know (n=110)
11%  18%

71%

Figure37:Spainv dzSa A2y p @Gaé& LI I OS 2F NBAARSYOS Aa AyTf

Considering it can be stated:

People in big cities do not experience mining activities directly, so they get information on mining
through indirect channels like mass and social media (these being: TV, radio, Internet, and social
networking sites, i.e. Fabook and web blogs).

The dominant ideas on these channels regarding mining are those coming from high profile people
with the power to communicate their ideas (e.g. politicians or green movements).

-One popular idea, seen and read about by people todahat mining is good for the economy

and creates employment (shared by politicians and power groups) while the other main idea and
belief is that mining damages the ecosystem and contributes to pollution (green movement).

The environmental movement is dered a posindustrial philosophy, linked to developed, post
industrial and complex societies, which are represented by big cities or a cosmopolitan context
rather than small cities or a rural context. It is associated with certain groups of peaoble: civ
servants, scholars, union workers, etc., both associated or not.

People in small cities can experience mining activities directly (mostly when they live in a mining
region), so their opinion will be formed on what their own direct exposure.

The environmental movement can be present as what is called the-rned movement,

characterised by urban style people who move to rural areas in search of an alternative way of life.
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General attitude towards mining

The participarg were asked to respond with as many words or sentences as they wish to the open
jdzSadAz2y az2KIG O2YSa FANRG (G2 @2dz2NJ YAYR 6KSy @z2d
G/ 2KLt¢ A& GKS Y2ad NBLNBaSyidl 6ABS ARSI ® ihghi Aa y:
Aaz2f I GSR® a22N] €2 GYAYSNIfaéd YR aKFNRé NB a2z
image people have of mining activity, associating it with the extraction of coal. This people’s image of a
mine is one of a dark place from whenen come out with faces covered with black soot, stained and

sweaty, after a long, hard day at work extracting coal.

Analysing LIR2a&aAotS YSIyAy3 F2N) d62NJ€é 6KSy NBfIl (SR
offered no more information. It seems3iNE A a y2 ySSR (2 SELX I AY 6Ké& ¢
is related to negative ideas (question g8), respondents offer more information, associating it with ideas
fA1S GKINR ¢2N] ¢z aGolRfe& LI AREX GRFY3ISNRdAza¢ | yR
General literature aacerning the issue of mining image shows that we could have found more ideas
referring conflict or opposition among the answers, beyond references to work or hard work, i.e.
Although no studies have been carried in Spain on mining perception , at agidbditerature reflects

a rising number and prominence of cases of minihgted conflicts with open expressions of resistance

(Conde, Le Billon. 2017). More research remains needed, for this rise in conflict seems to combine both

an increase in the nuber of mining projects between 2005 and 2012, and possibly in the frequency of
opposition to mining by affected communities. In this literature, distrust emerges as one of the main
factors that generate a negative perception and opposition to mining (Caedgillon, 2017), but no

references to trust in negative or positive way has been found in the answers. This draws the attention

that responses to this question don’t offer an scenario of opposition, as expected, but direct description

of isolated negatie aspects.

Perceived positive aspects from mining

Ly G20FtX aé2N]J ¢ Aa GKS Y2ad NBLINBaSyiSR ARSI 6
CSYFtS LINILAOALI Yy(Ga OK2a$S dGo2N)l €= ay2ySés aoSlt
concept2 ¥ YAYAYy3ad o0SySTAGAD al S LI NGAOALNIyGA OK2aS
Both used the same set of ideas to describe the positive features of mining sector.

Considering quotes related to mining work, participants perceived that workimjnes is something

hard and dangerous. At the same time, it is described as good as it is gainful employment but the job
itself has also got some negative aspects, such as, tough conditions, low salaries, safety risks and

dangers. A wealth increase for theea is also perceived. However, some people even associated mining
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with employing children. When looking into what main benefits are perceived regarding raw materials,
participants believed coal, gold and silver are the main minerals extracted from, mivieg a

traditional image to this sector.

Perceived negative aspects from mining

/] 2yaARSNAYy3 (GKS RAaFROIYyGlIISE 2F YAYyAy3as aLRffd
GRIFY3ISNE O6cZo20 AGRA&ASIFASE 6 pr 0 rehcyshhetwesnthdldéas 6 n = T 03
2F YIES YR FSYIfS LINIGAOALI yGaADd 22YSYy @I fdzSRE
| 26 SOSNE YSy OK2aS alLRtfdziAzyéd Y2NB FNBljdsSyiftex
differences when discussing the neégattraits and concepts than in positive ones regarding mining.
wS3AFNRAY3I O02YYSyida YIRS 02dzi ¢GKS SY@ANRYYSy(és
GAGK aLRttdziA2yé FyR GSELX 2AGF GA2Y DsSuMbBsingydzND S 4 £
GKSY GaSY@DANRYYSyiGé A& O2yaARSNBR Ay + yS3lGAgsS
GNB&a2dNDSa SELX 2A0GFGA2yéd 1 26SOSNE (KS RSaONA LI
LI NI AOALI yia Y2NB RSUEA faayd GadaNIsca & aytiRS Yo RRASNEIGEN HEONISA 2
In general, it can be said that, in Spain, mining is seen as an activity that causes pollution, has
environmental impacts and exploits the natural resources. But people tend to accept mining as it

generategobs within the local communities.

Mining and economy

The participants were asked on a scale from 1 to 5 how much or little do they agree with the statement
GaAyAy3d A& Iy AYLERNILFYyG AYRddZZGUNE Ay 2dzNJ O2dzy i NE ¢
In Spain 12% of participants fully agreed wlitis statement, 27% partly agreed, 38% said that they
neither agreed nor disagreed, while 14% partly disagreed and 5% fully disagreed. 4% of the participants
stated to not have an opinion concerning this statement.

In this question, the difficulties for s@ people to have a clear idea on how relevant an industry (or
anything else) is to a country, must be considered. Asking people to know how important a main industry
or sector is at a national level, and to judge its level of importance is uselesdif thatyhave at least

a minimum knowledge of the topic. In the end, it may lead to evaluations of what people say when they
do not have the necessary information on an issue and participate based on feelings or emotions. It is

especially relevant when thetsue could be important at a national level.
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Question 9: To what degree would you agree with this sentence:
“Mining is an important industry in our country.” (N=1023)

Fully agree

(n=123) 02

Partly agree

(n=279) 2

Neither (n=390) 38%

Partly disagree
(n=140)

Fully disagree
(n=47)

14%

5%

No opinion (n=44) | 4% % TOTAL

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Figure38: Spainv dz=Sa A2y oY ¢2 6KI G RSINBS ¢62dzZ R @2dz | ANS
AYLRNIFY(d AYyRdzZAGNE Ay 2dzNJ O2dzy GNB PG 6blrFmnuoU

Analysinghe survey, most participantsugtk to the question and a high percentage of them did not
position themselves. At the same time, more participants stated that mining is important for Spain. But
to what extent do people have information about the contribution of mining to Spain? Could the
opinion be measured by the information they received through mass media? When people are asked
to evaluate how important a popular activity is to Spain (mining in this analysis), they first perceive the
relation between Spain and mining has to exid, taen they will probably perceived a positive relation
(39%).

In general, there is a need of research in this field. Mining is a very important activity for economic and
social development, but traditionally research has focused on its technical andiveperspects,
instead of studying the image transmitted to the rest of society(Raitin, 2014). This has originated
diverse problems, fundamentally due to the information which the population receives via the mass
media and which sometimes creates @neke of opposition to the development of this extraction

activity (RuiMartin, 2014).

Mining and own resources

Ly {LIAY (GKS LINIAOALIYGA 6SNB alSR 6KSGKSNI KS
26y AYRdAZZAUNE 6AGK NBa2dz2NOS&aé¢ 2y (GKS 2yS SyR 27F (
happen in Spain and raw materials should be expdtétl2 Y 22 YSGKSNB St aS¢ o
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okr 2F LINIAOALIYydGa 6SNB FdzZte Ay Tl @2dzNJ 2F GKS

2dzNJ 26y AYRAZAGNE S6AGK NBaA2d2NDODS&aés> 6KAES ooz |3
the one nor the otherstatements. At the same time, 6% of the participants rather thought the

a0l aGSYSyid dqaAyAy3a akKz2dzZ R y2i KFLWISY Ay {LFAy:
O2dzy iNAS&d¢ (2 0SS OFftARZI 6KAES m: ¥ dzekpiesseddds S R

they did not know what to answer considering the statements.

Question 10: Mining in Spain - Please indicate which statement you
agree most. (N=1023)

Mining in Spain ... 30% ...is important for providing our own
(n=303) ° industry with our own resources.
1 (n=341) 33%
0 (n=183) 18%
1 (n=57) 6%

Mining ... (n=38) | 4%

| don’t know 10%
(n=101) ° % TOTAL

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figure39: SpainQuestion 10: Mining irSpain- Please indicate which statement you agree most.
(N=1023)

When examining the interpretation of this guiest, the fact that the two statements could be asking
about different concepts, and not about positive and negative factors should be taken into
consideration. The two topics covered might be:

- Whether an activity is important for a country (mining) asdafhat reason (to get raw materials)

- Whether an activity should not happen in a country (mining), not indicating the reason, but the
repercussions (importing materials)

In general, it should be expected that people will support the idea of the impertanmining for
providing a country with raw materials, as it is positive for the country.

No studies have been found in Spain evaluating perception of mining and the resources provided to the
country. Those who deal with the topic, just assess how inrgepeople perceive and valuate the
goods and services provided by ecosystems affected by mining, as that on Mar Menor Lagoon (Velasco

et al. 2017) where the population is well aware of these services.
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Mining and Employment in a Community

Considering thgerception of the correlation between mining and employment in a community, the

Spanish participants were given two statements, one in favour of the idea that mining creates many

jobs locally, leading to the whole community benefitting from this, andther stating that mining

employs only a few people of the community, and the benefit for a community located near a mine is

small.

Participants then could indicate on a scale with those two poles on the far ends, how much they agreed

with each of the staments.

LY {LIAYZ o003 O0HUO 2F (GKS LI NIAOALIYGA 6SNB 2F (K
gK2tS O2YYdzyAaAilé oSySTAGA FTNRY (KA&ZED faz2 ow: OM
that they rather agreed with the pitiwe effect on employment through mining activities. 13% (0)
YSAGKSNI 6SYRSR (2461 NRa 2yS 2N GKS 2GKSNJ adGlFGdSyYSy
only a few people of the community, and the benefit for a community located near a minefis®mhal

l'YR ¢ OHUO FdzZte& | INBSR gAGK GKS yS3IFaA@gsS adal S
1y26¢ da GKSANI I yagSNI G2 GKS jdSadAazyo

Question 11: Mining and employment in a community — Please
indicate which statement you agree most (N=1023)

... creates many jobs locally and the

Mining... (n=336) 33% whole community located near a
mine benefits from this.
1 (n=331) 32%
0 (n=132) 13%
1 (n=88) 9%

... employs only a few people of a
community, and the benefit for the
community located near a mine is small.

7% TOTAL

Mining ... (n=61) 6%

I don’t know
(n=75)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figure40: SpainQuestion 11: Mining and employment in a communigyPlease indicatevhich
statement you agree most (N=1023)

¢2 FYyasSN GKS ljdSadAazys +ta (G2 6KSGKSNI aYAyAy3a O
considered the participants may be living in a place where mining happens, so they know the effects it
has on employmenor if they don't live in a place where mining happens, and then have an opinion

based on the information they may be exposed or have access to through mass and social media.
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Usually there is the dominant discourse or prevailing opinion that themirnsc relation between big
industries or big companies and the creation of jobs. High profile bodies who have power, such as
businessmen, politicians and the media, play the same role here and have the same thing to say. So, it
should be expected that thmajority of people in big cities will share the idea that mining (being a big
industry or company) creates jobs.

Considering the data from the graph above, people in Spain perceive that mining relates positively to
local employment, even when most of théive in an area not influenced by mining. The most feasible
explanation to this is that traditional idea that links mining and local communities and employments is
strongly present.

In Spain, despite this general perception, the reality points to analinection and changes in the
relation between mining and employment have weakened, at least in the Coal industry. In the last
fifteen years, the coal industry in Spain has been under pressure from political decisions that have forced
the dismantling of th industry, a labour reconversion of mining areas, and the conversion -fifedal

power plants into combinedycle gas power plants (Zafrilla, 2014). The policies implemented have
focused on providing benefits and subsidies, not achieving a real resiomvar terms of labour in

mining areas. Protests from the industry have been constant in recent years. These industries have been
under pressure by politicians and have suffered from various regulations with dissimilar results. The so
called CoalDecreetwda 062N} & | 1AYR 2F a32ft RSy NBGANBYSyGé
employment in mining areas but faced undesirable socioeconomic and environmental consequences
(Zafrilla, 2014). This is one of the scarce academic researches thatfoamdeelving into the topic

and showing how the perception of mining as a provider of employment in communities may lack of

consistency in some cases.

Infrastructure and Facilities in a Community

In order to find out what the perception of the Spangwople in terms of the effects of mining on the
infrastructure and facilities in a community were, participants had been given two statements, one
L2AAGADGS G261 NRa (KS STFS800a 2F YAyAy3a 2y GKS f
infrasi NHzOG dzNB ' yR FlLOAfAGASE (G2 GKS O02YYdzyAdeéo | yR
GKS t20Ff AYFNI AGdNH2OGdzNE |yR Fl OAfAGASALHRD . 20K
and the participants could select whether they fullyeed (2), partly agreed (1), neither agreed nor
RAalANBSR gAUGK SAUGKSNI 2F GKS adlraSySyida on0 |yR
which 9% of the participants marked as their answer.

In Spain 26% of the participants fully agreed e positive statement that mining indeed creates

new infrastructure and facilities locally, 32% thought this statement was partly correct. 17% did not
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tend to either the positive or the negative statement. 9% of the Spanish participants thought the
negdive statement was partly correct and only 6% fully agreed that mining does not contribute much
to the local facilities and infrastructure of a community.

Overall it can be stated that also here the positive attitudes of the Spanish participants toveards th
possible benefits considering infrastructure and facilities dominate.

Again it should be remarked that no academic literature in Spain was found, so it is not possible to

support further interpretations.

Question 12: Mining and mining regions - Please indicate which
statement you agree most. (N=1023)

... creates new infrastructure and

Mining ... (n=2 %
ining ... (n=268) 26% facilities to the community.
1(n=326) 32%
0 (n=176) 17%
L
1 (n=96) 9% TOTA

... does not contribute much to the

Mining ... (n=61 9
ining ... (n=61) & local facilities and infrastructure.

I don’t know 9%
(n=96) 0 %

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

Figure4l: SpainQuestion 12: Mining and mining regiondlease indicate which statement you
agree most. (N=1023)

In this question the same situation mentioned as before was faced, where the statements are not
opposed ideas on one issue. Besides, the meaning of thoseptseifinfrastructures and facilities) may

not be shared by everyone and could be hard to understand for some of the participants, as they are
concepts mostly used in a professional context, but not in everyday language.

Given the context, people would tBn 12 NB&ALR YR LI2aAGA@dSte AT GKSe
because to support the contrary, you may need to have reasons to say so, so it is normal to approximate
to the less complicated, positive, option.

It is expected that people will support thee@ that mining has many positive results (including
infrastructure and facilities). By default, a big business would create these positive results, which are

present in hegemonic discourse.

INF_DIA D 2.4 Survéublicdocx Pagerl/ 117



INFACDELIVERABLE 2.4

Although studies analysing the perception of people on how miaictyity may promote
infrastructures in the areas are scarce, there is a recent study carried out in Spain, where people were
asked about main infrastructures and the mining operations (Ruiz Martin, 2014). The study carried a
personal survey in the streebf the mining towns of Belmez and Pefarroya Pueblonuevo (Andalusia),

for the purpose of getting to know the opinion of the people who work or reside near the mining activity

on the impact of mining in five factors, and how this could be lead to theraohst the mining image:

(1) social impact, (2) environmental impact, (3) government and communication treatment, (4)
employment and housing impact, and (5) infrastructures and industry impact. People were asked about
infrastructure related to employmenthat is, the housing activity (since workers need a minimum

quality of life); and the infrastructures required by the mining industry, like land for the placement of
operational infrastructures, roads, airports, pipelines, storage facilities and a dritiitother project
FILOAfAGASAD ¢KS NBadzZ G6a oSNBE GKIFG aAyFNF adNUHzOG dz
AYLI OGé KIR I22R NBadzZ Ga ONBIOKAYy3a @I fdzSa 020S
YR aSy @A NERYYS yobtairfed theYiiglleDstares (RaiZRuiONKartin, 2014).

Environment
Environment is an important issue when discussing the possible difficulties of mining with stakeholder
engagement. Thus it is important to understand the general public perception ofreneintal dangers

caused by mining activities.

Ly {LIFAY &> 2F GKS LI NIAOALIVYGaE aidlriGdSR GKFG da¢KS
FyR OFy 6S KIFEIyYyRftSR gStfdoé wmm: LI NIEE& FINBSR gA0GK

G¢KSFQANLREF YAYyAy3a 2y (GKS Sy@ANRYYSyil Aa Kdz
G201t 2F mMm: 2F GKS LI NLGAOALNI yda ¥FdzZ fe | INB
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their answer.
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Question 13: Mining and environment - Please indicate which
statement you agree most. (N=1023)

The impact ... 9%
(n=87) °
1(n=177) 17%
0 (n=219) 21%
1 (n=254) 25%
The impact ... o ... of mining on the environment is huge
(n=176) 17% and its consequences are not acceptable.
1 don’t know 11%
(n=110) ° 9% TOTAL
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Figure42: SpainQuestion 13: Mining and environmentPlease indicate which statement you
agree most(N=1023)

Considering what has already been stated, and the higher representation of the negative view on mining
(26% have a positive view, while 42% have a negative thewjlea that people may have an opinion

on mining and its effects on environment through channels already mentioned (mass and social media)
is being supported. It is also probable that in most situations, when mass media speaks about mining
and its effecs on the environment, it is when something negative has happened or when opposition
groups such as Ecology Movement protest or try to intervene in some area. Most of the information
gathered in this question is to demonstrate the perception of mininglysstrowing the dark side of

this activity. It is also probable that those with a positive outlook or evidence don't have the power or
the means to reveal it to create the necessary awareness.

Fewresearchefiavebeen carried out in Spain regarding this topic. The above mentioned study in Mar
Menor (Velasco, 2017) assessed the natural goods and services provided by the Mar Menor Coastal
Lagoon, as well as the environmental risks it is exposed to. This ecosyatfotésl by the mining
activities held in the nearby mountains of Campo de Cartagena. Although the mining activities ceased
many years ago, the watercourses that flow into the lagoon have deposited and still deposit heavy
metals. The results showed thagaple highly evaluate the services, and a high percentage of people
had perception of the principal environmental risks and impacts. Moreover, of all the respondents,
60.75% would be willing to accept the establishment of an annual fee to ensure congeavatia
sustainable ecosystem use (Velasco, 2017). In these cases, when negative effects of mining occur, Vintro
(2012) suggests that in order to improve the reputation of mining, these should be immediately

remediated.
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