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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A Safety Behaviour Survey was undertaken by MOSHAB in 2002 to collect information from
employees regarding their views on key safety issues, including perceptions of things that might lead
to risk-taking behaviour on mine sites.

The Survey was also conducted as a follow-up from the initia! 1998 “Risk-Taking Behaviour” (RTB)
Survey of underground mines but was expanded to include all major industry sectors and surface
operations. This information gained will be used by MOSHAB to develop strategies for implementation
by its members to improve safety performance across the industry.

The Survey was conducted in December 2001 and between February and May in 2002 by a tripartite
Safety Behaviour Working Party (SBWP). All major industry sectors were involved, including alumina,
coal, gold, iron ore, minera! sands and nickel. Approximately 4 700 employees were surveyed,
representing about 14% of Western Australian Mining industry employees and 22% of the total
employees at the visited sites. The SBWP visited 60 mines across the State, which included 21
underground mines, 24 surface mines, 13 processing operations and 2 port/rail operations.

The Survey took the form of a confidential questionnaire and included 40 questions for employees
(i.e. everyone who took part). Any supervisors and managers present were then asked to complete
additional questionnaires (20 questions and 18 questions, respectively). Data entry of the completed
surveys and questionnaires was undertaken by Savant Surveys and Strategies, Perth. Questionnaire
development and data analysis was undertaken by the Mineral Industry Safety and Health Centre
(MISHC) at the University of Queensland, Brisbane. The data analysis was undertaken:

“+ By the four main employment groups, i.e. Operator/Tradesperson; Support/Technical; Manager/
Superintendent; and Supervisor;

<» By the nine regions surveyed, i.e. Central, South West, Kalgoorlie, Kambalda/Norseman,
Laverton/i.eonora, Leinster/Wiluna, Murchison, Yilgarn and Pilbara; and

< By the seven industry sectors, i.e. Gold, Nickel, Alumina, Mineral Sands, Iron Ore, Coal and
‘Other Minerals’ {salt, talc, tantalum and zinc).

A comparison of results between comparable questions from the 1998 RTB Survey and the 2002
Survey for the underground mining sector was also undertaken.

Major findings of the 2002 Survey are as follows:

0O There appears to be a high level of hazard/accidentincident reporting but timely follow-up action
to address hazards and feed-back on the results of accident/incident investigations could be
improved;

0 Some risk-taking behaviour still exists within the industry and appears to be driven by production
pressures and management/supervisor acceptability of such behaviour;
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0 Managers and supervisors can have a significant impact on employee bhehaviour by
communicating the expected standards for ‘safe production’, setting the example, and actively
encouraging and promoting safe behaviour;

o Significant differences in perceptions across job groups are evident. These could be addressed
through more effective communication at all levels (i.e. manager-supetvisor, supervisor-
employee and manager-employee} and managers/supervisors allocating more time to discuss
safety with employees;

Q Better training of managers and supervisors in effective communication and people management
skills is essential to improving mine site communications and in providing those managers and
supervisors with the skills to encourage and promote safe behaviour;

0 Safe work procedures are generally being developed by involving employees, but must be more
readily accessible to all employees and be an integral part of employee training programs.
Systems should be in place that, readily capture any changes that improve work practices so
procedures can be updated, documented and communicated to empioyees.

With regard fo the comparison of results from the 1998 RTB Survey and the 2002 Survey,
improvements in perceptions occurred in 60% (i.e. 20 out of 34) of the questions that were available
for comparison. Key findings were:

0 Significant improvements occuired in perceptions regarding supervisors’ skills and their ability to
have an impact upon safe behaviours, communications with management, and the “amount” of
risk-taking behaviour observed by respondents;

O Significant declines in perceptions occurred in relation to the availability of safe work procedures,
training of employees in safe work procedures, compiiance with procedures and the penalising of
employees for performing tasks they considered to be unsafe.

The Working Party made eight recommendations that cover a range of issues and with responsibility
for action directed to mine management, MOSHAB and its member organisations. Recomrendation
1 requires action by mine management to address 10 specific issues at the mine site in consultation
with employees. The remaining recommendations call for action at a higher, industry-wide level by
MOSHAB or its member organisations. Examples are of these are:

O The development of industry-wide standards and training strategies (e.g. FMI for
managers and supervisors); '

O Programs to improve the involvement and commitment of Executive Management;

O Industry-wide approach to injury reporting;

@ Promoting development of fatigue management plans based on the MOSHAB Guideline;
O Programs to improve the effectiveness of safety and heaith representatives.

Finally, mine management should ensure that copies of this Report are made readily available to all
employees. They should also review the findings and recommendations in this Report in consultation
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with employees to determine what action is necessary to ensure that relevant recommendations are
implemented on site.

MOSHAB should consider what action is recommended to the Minister to ensure that the
recommendations made in this Report are effectively implemented. This may include requesting the
Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources to monitor the implementation of recommendations

requiring action by mine management and reporting progress to MOSHAB.

The rest of this page is blank
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2.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations have been referenced to the relevant sections in the Report. The
recommendations are not in order of priority as each one is considered important to address specific

issues. The Recommendations are as follows:
Mine Management Actions to Address Issues Raised in Report

Recommendation 1 — Mine Management should review this Report and implement the various
actions contained in Appendix L — “Action Plan for Mine Management” to address the following issues

on mine sites:

1.0 Review and Communication of Report Findings
2.0 Hazard/Incident Investigation and Follow-up
3.0 Provision of Safely Information

4.0 Promoting Safe Behaviour

5.0 Management-Employee Communications

6.0 Management-Supervisor Communications

7.0 Site Procedures and Training

8.0 Manager and Supervisor Training

9.0 Fatigue Management

10.0 Injury Reporting, Recording and Management
11.0 Drug and Alcohol Management

Refer to Appendix L — “Action Plan for Mine Management” for details.
Industry Approach to Training of Managers and Supervisors

Recommendation 2 — The Chamber of Minerals and Energy reviews the content and implementation
of the Frontline Management Initiative (FMI) against issues raised in this Report. Training for
managers and supervisors should include:

a strategies that improve the ability of supervisors and managers to positively influence employee
behaviour (refer Sections 4.5, 5.4, 6.2 and 6.5);

a effective communication skills, including how to give positive feed-back to employees for working
safely and how to discipline for unsafe behaviours (refer Sections 4.5, 5.2, 5.4 and 6.2),

@ understanding hazard identification, risk assessment and risk control (refer Section 5.2),

O understanding the statutory responsibilities of managers and supervisors (refer Sections 5.2 and
8.6).

Consideration should also be given to extending the implementation of FMi to all mining industry
supervisors and managers, commencing with those who have statutory responsibilities (refer Section
8.6).
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Improving Effectiveness of Employee Representation

Recommendation 3 — MOSHAB develops a strategy to promote the role of safety and health
representatives across the industry and programs for implementation by the industry to improve the
effectiveness of safety and health representatives on mines (refer Sections 4.8 and 8.6).

Increasing the Involvement of Executive Management

Recommendation 4 — The Chamber of Minerals and Energy should communicate the findings and
recommendations of this Report to industry Executive Management, including issues associated with:

O demonstrating their commitment to safety and encouraging greater involvement of executive
management in ensuring safety at their mine site (refer Section 6.1);

O the adequacy of resources to ensure safe production (refer Sections 6.1 and 8.8); and

o committing the necessary resources to review and implement applicable recommendations from
this Report and holding site management accountable for their implementation (refer Appendix L).

Industry Strategy to Improve Employee Training

Recommendation 5§ — The Chamber of Minerals and Energy should review the current status of
employee skill-training and identify ways of improving the level and effectiveness of training across
the industry (refer Sections 4.6 and 8.1). A report on the status of employee skill-training and
proposed improvement actions should be provided fo MOSHAB for consideration and comment.

Promotion of Fatigue Management Guideline

Recommendation 6 - MOSHAB promotes the development and implementation of fatigue
management plans at all mines based on the MOSHAB Fatigue Management Guideline (refer Section
8.2).

Injury Reporting and Recording

Recommendation 7 — MOSHAB should develop a common industry approach to the reporting and
recording of injuries and promote the adoption of positive safety performance measures rather than
reactive measures that can lead to mis-reporting of injuries and performance (refer Section 8.10).

Follow-up Action on Report Recommendations

Recommendation 8 — MOSHAB should consider what action is recommended to the Minister to
ensure that the recommendations made in this Report are effectively implemented. This may include
requesting the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources to monitor the implementation of
recommendations requiring action by mine management and reporting progress to MOSHAB.
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3.0 INTRODUCTION

On 1 August 2001, the first Mines Occupational Safety and Health Advisory Board (MOSHAB) Priority
Areas Program (released in August 2000) was reviewed and the revised “MOSHAB 2001-2004 Priority
Program” developed for implementation by members.

In this revised strategy, MOSHAB has adopted a goal of achieving a step change reduction in mining-
related fatalities and serious injuries within three years (i.e. by the end of 2004). This goal is to be
achieved through the implementation of a program of activities within three priority areas. These are:

1. Risk Management;

2. Communicating Risk Information; and

3. Specific ‘Targeted Initiatives'.

The MOSHAB 2001-2004 Priority Program identified “Behavioural Safety” as a key issue for the
industry. The first step in addressing this important issue was to collect information from empioyees
regarding their views on key safety issues, including perceptions of things that might lead to risk-taking
behaviour on mine sites. The Survey is also being conducted as a follow-up from the initial 1998 “Risk-
Taking Behaviour Survey” of underground mines but has been expanded to include all maior industry
sectors and surface operations. This information would then be used by MOSHAB to develop
strategies for implementation by its members to improve safety performance across the industry.

The tripartite MOSHAB Safety Behaviour Working Party was subsequently established in 2001 and
requested to undertake a survey of the WA Mining Industry to identify factors that affect safety
behaviour and other issues important to safety performance. The members of the Working Party were:

0 lIrene loannakis, Lee Jackson and Mark Stirling (Chamber of Minerals and Energy)

0 Henry Rozmianiec and Gary Weod (Unions WA)

0 Bob Leggerini and Simon Thompson (Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources)
Administrative support was provided by Cassie Lines (MPR). Assistance with the site surveys was also

received from Charles Crouch, Eamon Moore, Sue Reid and Donna Williams from the Chamber of
Minerals and Energy.

The Survey was conducted in December 2001 and between February and May in 2002. All major
industry sectors (alumina, coal, gold, iron ore, mineral sands and nickel) were involved and 4 700
employees were surveyed at 80 mines across the State. This represented about 14% of WA Mining
Industry employees and some 22% of the total employees at the visited sites.
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The sites visited included underground mines, surface (open-pit) mines and processing operations
such as a smelter, refineries and complex mineral processing plants.

The types of operations surveyed in the various regions is shown in the following table:

Principal type South Kambakda- | Laverton- | Leinster—

of operation Central West Kaigoorie | Norseman Leonora Wikina Murchison | Yikgam Pibara Total
Underground 0 1 6 3 1 6 4 3 0 24
Surface 2 4 1 1* 2 1 1 1 8 21
Processing 6 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 13
Port/Rail 0 0 0 0 0 v 0 0 2 2
Total 8 9 9 4 4 7 5 4 10 60

* includes one underground mine part of major goid operation

The employees involved in the Survey came from a broad cross-section of occupations, including
underground miners, surface mobile equipment and operators, maintenance personnel, technical
personnel, administration personnel, supervisors and managers. A summary of the responses by
employment category and type of employer is as follows:

Employment

Category/ Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ s .

Employer Type Tradesperson Support Superintendent upeérvisor Total
No. of Company 1426 769 293 396 2884

No. of Contractor 1246 135 75 167 1623

No. of Labour Hire 100 35 6 7 148

No. of Other 5 1 2 0 8

Total 2717 940 376 570 4 663

= akthough 4,700 smpioyees took part in the Survey, some did not complete all of the Form

Survey Details

The Survey itself was a confidential written questionnaire (form) that took about 20 minutes to

complete.
All participants were given a white Survey form that consisted of four sections:

@ Part A containing 13 questions (“A to M) collecting general demographical information (age,
gender, occupation, type of employment, etc.);

a Part B containing 40 questions (“1 to 407) for all ‘Employees’ (i.e. everyone who was surveyed);

O A section asking participants to select three items they would most like to change at their mine site
(including Better Training, Better Equipment, Better PPE, Better Communication, etc.); and

a A section asking participants to provide MOSHAEB with any ideas or comments on how safety could
be improved.
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Further to the white form for everyone who attended, all supervisors were given a green form (Part C)
with 20 additional questions (“41 to 607) and all managers/superintendents were given a yellow form
{Part D) with 18 questions (“61 to 78").

Copies of the Survey Forms are provided in Appendix A.

The Survey forms were scanned or manually entered in Perth by Savant Survey and Strategies. Data
analysis and interpretation were then undertaken by the Mining Industry Safety and Health Centre
(MISHC) at the University of Queensland, Brisbane. MISHC also assisted in developing the survey
questionnaire.

Data Analysis

Data analysis was initially undertaken using three categories:

<+ By the four employment groups defined by Question G, i.e. Operator/Tradesperson, Support/
Technical, Manager/Superintendent and Supervisor;

% By the nine regions surveyed, i.e. Central, Southwest, Kalgoorlie, Kambalda-Norseman, Laverton-
Leonora, Leinster-Wiluna, Murchison, Yilgarm and Pilbara; and

<+ By the seven industry sectors, i.e. Gold, Nickel, Alumina, Mineral Sands, Iron Ore, Coal and '‘Other
Minerals’ (salt, talc, tantalum and zinc).

Survey Results, Findings and Recommendations

The results of the Survey for the three main categories (i.e. employees, supervisors and managers)
are contained in Appendix B to Appendix H. Appendix J contains the results for the Underground
Sector only for comparison with the 1998 Risk-Taking Behaviour (RTB) Survey results. Appendix K
contains a summary of the significant issues raised by comments written by employees.

Due to size limitations, not all the Appendices are contained in this Report. To view all Appendices,
please refer to the separate additional “Appendices To The 2002 Safety Behaviour Working Party
Report” document. Accordingly, only Appendices A, B, |, J, K and L are included in this Report.

Findings and Recommendations of the Working Party based on their interpretation of the Survey
results are contained in Section 4.0 (Employees), Section 5.0 (Supervisors) and Section 6.0
(Managers) of this Report. Section 7.0 contains a comparison with the 1998 RTB Survey results and
key findings relating only to the Underground Sector. Section 8.0 contains summaries and findings
relating to comments written by employees. Section 9.0 contains the recommendations made by the
Working Party.

All written comments made by empioyees are contained on the MOSHAB Web site at
www.mpr.wa.gov.au/moshablreports.
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4.0 EMPLOYEE SURVEY FINDINGS

All 4 700 employees who took part in the Survey were asked 40 questions (Part B) that included
various statements relating to key issues associated with safety on the mine site.

The results from these questions were then analysed based on the four employment categories
defined by Question G. These were as follows:

Operator/Tradesperson {i.e. traditional workforce)

Support/Technical (including engineers, geologists and administrative personnel)

Manager/Superintendent (i.e. management)

O o 0 o

Supervisor.

The full analysis of the results is contained in Appendix B.

To facilitate analysis and the determination of key findings, the Safety Behaviour Working Party (‘the
Working Party’) has grouped the 40 Employee questions into eight areas that are considered key
indicators of effective safety management. These are as follows:

1. Hazard/Incident Reporting and Investigation

Communications

Employee Behaviour

Management

Supervision

Training

Procedures

© N e oA w N

Employee Representation.
The results for each of the eight areas and main findings are detailed below. To simplify analysis, the

four possible ratings have been combined to either “Agree” or “Disagree”.

Where common issues {e.g. training) are also covered in the questions given to Supervisors and
Managers, relevant supporting responses from these two groups are also given. Full details of
Supervisor responses are given in Appendix E (by Region) and Appendix F (by Industry Sector).
Manager responses are given in Appendix G {by Region) and Appendix H (by Industry Sector).

Recommendations that relate to the findings are contained in Section €.0.
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41 HAZARD/INCIDENT REPORTING AND INVESTIGATION

Four questions related to the reporting and investigation of hazards and incidents/accidents. Accidents
were generally acknowledged as incidents involving personal injury. The responses to the questions
are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree% Disagree%
1 Hazards/Incidents at this mine are reported promptly 90.8 9.2
4 Accidents at this mine are reported promptly 946 5.4
31 Employees are routinely involved in incident/accident 66.1 339
investigations
32 Employees get feedback from management on incident/ 76.4 23.6
accident investigations

The responses generally show a high level of hazard, incident and accident (usually including personal
injury) reporting within the mining industry. Responses however indicated that employee involvement
in incident/accident investigations is not occurring on a routine basis and needs to be improved.

Supporting Supervisor Response

In response to Question 57, around 83% of supervisors indicated that safety and health
representatives are routinely involved in incident/accident investigations.

Feed-backr from incident/accident investigations is also an area of concemn, with only around 76% of
respondents indicating that this occurs at their mine site.

Recommendation 1 (Action 2.0) in Section 9.0 has been made fo address issues refating to
hazard/incident investigation and follow-up.

4.2 COMMUNICATIONS
Five questions related to the provision of safety information and formal communications using tool-
box/safety meetings. The responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %

16 | Tool-box/safety meetings are held at this mine 96.7 33

20 Safety hulletins and safety incident reports are readily available 90.6 9.4
for you to read

21 Safety bulletins and safety incidents are discussed at tool- 92.1 7.9
box/safety meetings/pre-shift meetings

34 Employees are not provided with safety information relevant to 221 77.9
their work

40 How often do you aftend tool-box or safety meetings at your 93.9 atleast 4.1 never
mine site. monthly attend

Responses were generally positive and indicated that formal communication systems exist at most

mine sites. Tool-box or safety meetings are being conducted on a regular basis and most employees
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(around 94%) attend them on a monthly basis. Relevant information on incidents and hazards (e.g.
Safety Bulletins) is also available to most employees (91%) and discussed at formal safety meetings.

Supporting Supervisor Response

In response to Question 60 “As a supervisor, [ get actively involved in shift safety meetings”, around
91% of supervisors indicated that they do.

A high proportion of empioyees (around 22%) indicated that they do not receive enough safety
information that is relevant to their work. This is of some concern and should be addressed as a matter
of priority. Also, around 4% of employees do not attend any formal safety meetings. While shift work
can create some problems in regular attendance, the Working Party believes that all employees should
be attending formal tool-box or safety meetings at least monthly.

Recommendation 1 (Action 3.0} in Section 9.0 has been made to address issues associated with
formal communications on mine sites.

4.3 EMPLOYEE BEHAVIOUR
Nine questions related to the factors that could affect safety behaviour by employees and their ability to
work safely. The responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %
2 The thought of being killed or injured at work affects how | 86.7 13.3
behave at work
7 Employees take short-cuts to meet production demands 436 56.4
16 | understand what my Duty of Care’ means under the Mines 97.0 3.0
Safety and Inspection Act 1994
18 Employees at this mine behave unsafely and take risks at work 20.0 80.0
19 Contractor employees operate at the same standard of safety as 70.1 299
company (principal) employees
22 Recognition from managers/supervisors for working safely 80.2 198
encourages employees not to take risks
30 Risks, shori-cuts or unsafe behaviour are acceptable to 14.8 85.2
managemernt
36 Incentive-based remuneration systems encourage risk-taking 345 65.5
behaviour
38 |} am able to effectively apply risk management principles (i.e. 95.5 45
identifying hazards, assessing the ievel of risk) while on the job

Responses to these questions indicate that there is a general perception that risk-taking behaviour is
prevalent within- the mining industry, despite most employees (97%) understanding their ‘Duty of Care’
obligations to work safely.

Around 88% indicated that the consequences of not working safely (being killed or injured) did have an
impact on their behaviour at work, yet there is a high level of agreement {around 44%) that employees
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take short-cuts to meet preduction demands. This perceived pressure on employees to take short-cuts
{whether safe or unsafe) to get the job done is of concem. The existence of unsafe hehaviour is also
further reinforced by the 20% of respondents who indicated that employees at their particular mine site
behaved unsafely and took risks.

Supporting Supervisor Response

Supervisors also reflected the views of employees. Around 16% of supervisors indicated that they are
pressured to deliver production targets ahead of safety (Question 45) and 55% indicated that some
employees get away with unsafe behaviour and take risks (Question 53}.

The above perceptions will need to be addressed in the future by the industry in order to move towards
a 'safe production’ culture. This should include taking steps to clearly communicate to all employees in
a consistent manner the unacceptability of risk-taking behaviour and the need to ensure safe
production.

The response to the question relating to the standards followed by contractor employees is also of
concern, where only 70% of employees indicated that the standards were the same. This could be due
to a number of reasons, including increased pressure being placed on employees to produce due to
contractual obligations. This reinforces the need for management of principal companies to ensure
safety standards are consistently applied and audited across all areas of their operations, including
areas where contractors, sub-contractors or labour hire companies are used.

In regard to promoting safe behaviours, around 80% of respondents indicated that recognition from
managers and supervisors does encourage employees not to take risks. Increased recognition in the
form of reinforcement and encouragement of safe employee behaviour by supervisors and
management (rather than safety awards based on accident prevention} should therefore be promoted
across the industry. This is also reinforced through "More Recognition’ being ranked No.5 on the things
respondents would like to see changed at their particular mine site.

Management acceptability of risk-taking behaviour is also an important motivator for employees.
Around 15% of employees responded that they believed such behaviour was acceptable to
management. Furthermore, around 9% of the management group themselves (refer Question 30,
Appendix B) indicated that managers accepted risk-taking behaviour. This is a major concern and will
require concerted action on behalf of management to improve by setting an example and ensuring a
clear message is communicated to employees that risk-taking behaviour is not acceptable.

incentive-based remuneration systems (e.g. piece work, contract payment systems) were identified by
around 35% of respondents as encouraging employees to take short-cuts and risks. This reinforces the
need for the industry to move away from such systems and implement ones that positively reinforce
safe behaviour by employees.
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Employees were also asked if they believed they were able to effectively apply risk management
principles (i.e. identifying hazards, assessing the level of risk) while on the job. Most employees (85%)
indicated that they were able to do this. VWhile an encouraging result in itself, there is concern that most
employees believe they have the skills to identify hazards and assess risks and yet there still appears
to be a prevalence of risk-taking behaviour in the industry as indicated by responses to Questions 7
and 18 {refer page 15).

Recommendation 1 (Action 4.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to help address issues associated with
improving employee behaviour.

44 MANAGEMENT

Eight questions related to management and their commitment to safety, including reaction to safety
issues being raised, management action in eliminatingfaddressing hazards, discrimination against
employees and time spent with employees discussing safety. The responses are summarised as

follows:
No. Question Agree % Disagree %
6 Mining industry employers are serious about safety and health. 89.7 10.3
10 Employees are discouraged from reporting or bringing safety 10.9 89.1
issues to the attention of management.
11 Management reacts constructively to safety issues that are 84.4 156
raised,
12 Hazards at this site are eliminated or dealt with promptly 76.3 237
14 Employees are disciplined or disadvantaged for refusing to do 19.6 80.4
tasks they consider unsafe.
23 Managers are skilled and competent to ensure the safety of their 84.0 16.0
employees.
33 Managers do not spend enough time talking with employees 353 647
about safety.
39 At your mine site, how often does your manager speak 1o you 91.8 has 8.2 never has
about safety issues? manager speak manager speak to
at least monthly them

It is widely acknowledged that the actions and example set by management has a significant influence
on employee behaviour. Around 80% of respondents indicated that mining industry employers are
serious about safety and health. A similar percentage of respondents (89%) indicated that they were
not discouraged from reporting or raising safety issues with management.

Once issues were raised, however, only 84% of respondents indicated that there was a positive
reaction from management. A response by management that is not constructive (‘'negative’) has the
potential to act as a disincentive to issues being raised and can hinder effective communication. A
positive reaction can be viewed as an indicator of management commitment to safety.
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Another potential indicator of management commitment is the way in which reported hazards are
addressed. Around 76% of respondents indicated that hazards at their mine site are eliminated or dealt
with promptly. While the level of reporting appeared high (around 95% as indicated in Question 1, page
14}, there was a lower response in relation to the timely follow-up to eliminate or otherwise address
reported hazards.

The issue of disciplining or discriminating against employees for refusing to undertake tasks they
considered unsafe is also a measure of management’s attitude to safety. Around 20% of respondents
indicated that they believed employees were disadvantaged. Of significance here also, is the large
variation between responses from the “Operator/Tradesperson” group (around 26%) to the “Manager/
Superintendent” (around 6%). As employees have a ‘Duty of Care' to work safely, any discriminatory
action taken by employers, managers of supervisors against employees who refuse to undertake tasks
they consider unsafe, is a serious concem.

Responses to Question 23 show that 84% of those surveyed believe management is skilled and
competent to ensure the safety of empioyees. This question is a measure of employees’ confidence in
the ability of management and shows there is some room for improvement. The general move across
the industry to adopt the Front-line Management Initiative (FMI) should help to improve these skills.

Supporting Manager Response

Around 35% of respondents indicated that managers do not spend enough time talking with employees
about safety. In the ‘management’ questions, managers were also asked if they had sufficient time to
address safety issues with employees (Question 63). Around 26% of managers indicated that they did
not have enough time. Increasing the contact time and level of communication between management
and employees is likely to have a significant impact on employee behaviour and allow management to
demonstrate real commitment to ‘safe production’.

Also, while responses to Question 39 indicate that over 30% of managers are leading the way through
daily contacts, the Working Party is extremely concerned that around 8% of respondents indicated that
their manager never speaks to them about safety.

Recommendation 1 (Action 5.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to help improve employee-management
comimunications on the mine site.

Recommendation 1 (Action 8.0) and Recommendation 2 in Section 9.0 have been made to improve
the effectiveness of training of managers in communicating to employees and being able to positively
influence employee behaviour.
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4.5 SUPERVISION
Five questions related to supervision, particularly their ability to effectively deal with safety issues and
their role in promoting and reinforcing safe behaviours by employees. The responses are summarised

as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %
Supervisors ignore risk-taking behaviour 176 834
Safety issues raised with supervisors are adequately dealt with 81.0 19.0
Supervisors provide positive feedback for following safe work 78.0 220
practices

9 Supervisors actively discourage unsafe behaviour 839 16.1

17 Superviscrs are skilled and competent to ensure the safety of 842 18.7

their people

Due to their close and ongoing contact with employees, the actions and example set by supervisors
have a major influence on employee behaviour. In regard to risk-taking behaviour, around 82% of
respondents indicated a perception that supervisors did not ignore risk-taking behaviour (Question 3).
The level of response to this question was confimed in Question 9 where 84% indicated that

supervisors actively discouraged unsafe behaviour.

When asked whether safety issues raised with supervisors were adequately dealt with (Question 5),
81% responded that they were. This was similar to the response provided to Question 8, where 78% of
respondents indicated that supervisors provided positive feedback for following safe work practices.

Responses to Question 17 show that around 84% of those surveyed believe supervisors are skilled
and competent to ensure the safety of employees. This was exactly the same as the response to
Question 23 in regard to management (refer Section 4 above).

Supporting Supervisor Response

In general, the responses to employee questions relating to the ability of supervision to influence
employee behaviour show that there is some room for improvement. This view is also reinforced by
supervisors themselves, with around 28% indicating they were not provided with adequate training in
hazard identification/risk assessment/risk control (Question 42) and 50% indicating they were not
provided with adequate training in pecple management and effective communication (Question 46).

The general move across the industry to adopt the Front-line Management Initiative (FMI) should help
to improve these skills. The Working Group however believes that management must take a leading
role in setting an example to supervisors and in improving the effectiveness of the industry's
supervisors in their abilty to promote and encourage safe behaviour. The FMI package and
implementation could also be reviewed in light of responses made by the supervisars who took part in
this Survey. Consideration should also be given by the industry to extend the FMI in time to all
supervisors and not just those who hold statutory positions (e.g. underground shift supervisors).
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Also, “Better Supervision” ranked 7" (13.1%) and “More Time With Supervisor” (5.2%) ranked 11™ out
of the 12 choices employees were given for things they would most want changed at their particular
mine site. This indicates that supervision in the mining industry is not being viewed as a major issue by
employees when compared to other priorities (e.g. better communication, better equipment, etc.),
although more work can be done to improve general perceptions on the effectiveness of supervisors to
impact upon employee behaviour.

Recommendation 1 (Action 6.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to improve communications between

management and supervisors on the mine site.

Recommendation 1 (Action 8.0) and Recommendation 2 in Section 9.0 have been made to improve
the effectiveness of training of managers in communicating to employees and being able to positively

influence empioyee behaviour.

4.6 TRAINING
Two questions directly related to induction training and training in safe work procedures. The
responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %

13 Employees have been properly trained to perform assigned tasks 76.8 23.2

27 Employees are properly trained in the use of written safe work 70.2 29.8
procedures

29 !nduction training for my work area covered all relevant safety 80.2 18.8
ISsuUes

Around 77% of respondents indicated that they believed employees have been properly trained to
perform their assigned tasks. As proper training is essential to maintaining a safe work place and this
has been a high pricrity for the industry for several years, the Working Party is concerned that there
was a high proportion (23%) of respondents that had a contrary view. This was further reinforced with
“‘Better Training” being the No. 1 item (44.0%) that respondents most wanted to change at their
particular mine site. This should highlight the need to investigate this important issue further and to
implement an industry-wide strategy to improve the effectiveness of the fraining.

In regard to training in safe work procedures, around 70% of respondents indicated that employees are
properly trained. This is also of concem and indicates some opportunities for improvement by site
management.

Induction training had a similar response with around 80% of respondents indicating that induction
training for their particular work area covered all relevant safety issues. This could be improved by
ensuring that site or work-area-specific inductions are reviewed to ensure they contain information
about hazards and controls that are relevant to the particular workplace and not relying on “generic”
inductions that do not generally cover work-area-specific hazards.
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Recommendation & in Section 9.0 has been made to address issues associated with the training of
empioyees in safe work procedures on mine sites.

Recommendation 1 (Action 7.0) and Recommendation 5 in Section 9.0 have been made to help
identify current training issues and improve the effecliveness of training at both a site and industry-

wide level.

4.7 PROCEDURES
Four questions related to safe work procedures, including employee involvement in developing
procedures, access to procedures and implementation of safe work procedures in the workplace. The

responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %
24 Employees are routinely involved in the development of (safe) 8186 18.4
work procedures
25 Up-to-date (safe) work procedures are available at this mine 846 154
26 | have easy access to (safe) work procedures 83.9 16.1
28 The work practices in my workplace are not the same as the 33.8 64.1
written (safe) work procedures

The responses relating to the development, availability and accessibility of safe work procedures were
similar and ranged from 81.6% to 84.6%. As the availability of proper, relevant and up-to-date safe
work procedures for (particularly ‘high risk’) tasks is essential to employee safety, improvements in this
important area should be addressed as a matter of urgency. The provision of such procedures can
also be considered as a 'duty of care’ obligation.

Of most concem to the Working Party is the relatively high proportion (34%) of respondents who
indicated that actual work practices are not the same as the written safe work procedures (Question
28). While there are probably several reasons for this, increased employee involvement to ensure
procedures are relevant and practical is likely to lead to some improvement.

Safe work procedures therefore need to be developed using employee involvement, be readily
accessible and be an integral part of training programs for employees. A system should also be in
place to capture any changes in work practices that are initiated by employees to improve efficiency or
safety. These changes should be systematically identified and documented, and the applicable
procedures updated and communicated to other employees.

Task observation programs that identify problems with following procedures and then provide direct
feedback to employees and management on the level of compliance with safe work procedures,
should also be encouraged.
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Recommendation 1 (Action 7.0) in Seclion 9.0 has been made to address issues associated with the
development and availability of safe work procedures and compliance with such procedures on mine

sites.

4.8 EMPLOYEE REPRESENTATION
Two questions related to employee representation through safety and health representatives and

safety committees.

The responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %
35 Safety and health representatives and safety committees are 91.2 8.8
encouraged at your site
37 Safety and health representatives are effective in representing 79.2 208
employees on safety and health issues

The high level of perceived support (91.2%) for safety and health representatives and safety
committees is considered positive.

Around 79% of respondents indicated that safety and health representatives were effective in
representing employees on safety and health matters. The response to this question shows a need to
improve the effectiveness of safety and health representatives and to raise their profile across the
industry.

The Working Party is of the view that effective safety and health representatives and safety
committees are essential to improving the safety performance of the industry. To improve in this area,
the industry should be taking steps to promote the role of safety and health representatives and to
improve the effectiveness of safety and health representatives on mines.

Recommendation 3 in Section 9.0 has been made to help improve the profile and effectiveness of
safety and health representatives in the Western Australian mining industry.

4.9 VARIABILITY ACROSS JOB GROUPS

Table 1 in Appendix | contains a variability analysis of responses given to the 40 Employee Questions
in Section B of the Survey (Q1 to Q40) based on the four job groups (i.e. Operator/Tradespersons;
Support/Technical; Manager/Superintendent and Supervisor).

This analysis was undertaken to determine the degree of variability in responses across the four job
groups. It compares the responses of the four job groups for each question against the total group
average (or mean) to see if each individual group was “average”, or more “positive” or “negative” than
the rest. This involved determining the range of responses, determining the “mean” result for the group
then calculating the standard deviation for each group.
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The three categories used were as follows:

a the number of responses less than one standard deviation from the industry mean (i.e. number of

“average” or ‘0" responses);

a the number of responses greater than one standard deviation away from the industry mean for the
most desired or “positive” response (i.e. 1, 2 etc.); and

a the number of responses greater than one standard deviation away from the industry mean for the
least desired or “negative” result (i.e. -1, -2 etc.).

The results from Table 1 in Appendix | have been summarised as follows:

Operator/ Support/ Manager/
Type of Response Tradesperson Technical Superintendent Supervisor Total
No. of “Average” (0) Responses 2 29 1 25 57
No. of “Positive” (+) Responses 0 0 39 14 53
No. of “Negative” (-) Responses 38 11 0 1 50
Overall Result (net sum) -38 -11 +39 +13 160

The above table indicates that responses from Operatot/Tradesperson group were significantly more
“negative” than the other three groups. In particular, the difference in views or perceptions from the
traditional workforce (as represented by the Operator/Tradesperson group) and the
Manager/Superintendent group is marked.

This difference in perception also appears consistent across all areas covered in the survey (refer
Appendix B) and shows that managers generally feel far more “positive” than the traditional workforce.
Supervisors were somewhere in between the responses of managers and the workforce.

In the 38 “agree/disagree™ questions (i.e. Q1 to Q38), the following variations occurred between the
Operator/Tradesperson and Manager/Superintendent groups:

o 10% or more in 20 questions;
o 15% or more in 14 questions; and
O 20% or more in 6 questions.

The Working Party believes that any variation of 15% or more is significant. These significant
variations, together with the Supervisor responses for comparison, are as follows:
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No. Question Workforce | Managers | Workforce- | Supervisors
% % Manager %
Variance
%

5 Safety issues raised with 74.9 94.7 202 89.9
supervisors are adequately dealt agree agree agree
with

7 Employees take short-cuts to meet 51.0 716 206 64.5
production demands disagree disagree disagree

11 Management reacts constructively 78.3 96.3 18.0 92.3
to safety issues that are raised. agree agree agree

12 Hazards at this site are eliminated 70.2 89.4 19.2 82.3
or dealt with promptly agree agree agree

13 Employees have been properly 71.5 89.7 18.2 82.7
trained to perform assigned tasks agree agree agree

14 Employees are disciplined or 734 93.9 205 89.0
disadvantaged for refusing to do disagree disagree disagree
tasks they consider unsafe

23 Managers are skilled and competent 792 95.8 16.6 89.5
to ensure the safety of their agree agree agree
employees

24 Employees are routinely involved in 76.4 93.4 17.0 §9.0
the development of (safe) work agree agree agree
procedures

27 Employees are properly trained in 66.8 82.0 15.2 70.2
the use of written safe work agree agree agree
procedures

28 The work practices in my workplace 58.4 82.8 244 75.2
are not the same as the written disagree disagree disagree
(safe) work procedures

29 | Induction training for my work area 77.3 923 15.0 823
covered all relevant safety issues agree agree agree

31 Employees are routinely involved in 56.7 86.5 298 76.7
incident/accident investigations agree agree agree

34 Employees are not provided with 72.5 91.5 19.0 836
safety information relevant to their disagree disagree disagree
work

While some difference in perceptions between managers and the workforce is to be expected, the
extremely wide differences (i.e. 15% or greater) indicates that communications need to be improved in
several areas. Mine management should take the initiative in working to improve this situation and take
steps to identify and rectify possible communication problems on their site.

Recommendation 1 (Action 5.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to help improve communications
belween management and employees on mine sifes.
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4.10 VARIABILITY ACROSS REGIONS

The variability of employee survey results for each of the nine regions is shown in Table 2 of Appendix
I. This analysis is similar to that undertaken for the four job groups (refer Section 4.9) and shows the
variability of responses against the average (or mean) to see if each region was “average”, or more
“positive” or “negative” than the rest.

The results of the analysis shown in Table 2 of Appendix | have heen summarised as follows:

Type of South Kambakia- | Laverton- | isinster -
Response Central West Kalgoorie | Norseman Leonora Wikuna Murchison | Yigam | Pibara Total
No. of "Average”
{(0) Responses 18 22 26 13 11 24 14 13 14 155
No. of “Positive”
(+) Responses 15 9 14 25 5 9 5 26 3 122
No. of “Negative™
{-} Responses 7 9 0 2 24 7 21 1 23 83
Overall Resuit
{net sum} +8 0 +14 +23 -19 +2 -16 +25 -20 360

The above table indicates that responses from the Yilgarn and Kambalda-Norseman regions were
generally more “positive” than the rest of the industry. In contrast, the respenses from the Murchison,
Laverton-Leonora and Pilbara regions were generally more “negative” than the industry mean.

The reasons for the variations across regions are likely to be many and varied. Further investigation
would be required to determine these reasons. There may be some value in the industry investigating
the reasons why the Kambalda-Norseman and Yilgarn responses were so positive and communicating

any lessons learned to the rest of industry.

4.11 VARIABILITY ACROSS INDUSTRY SECTORS

Similar to job groups (Section 4.9) and regions (Section 4.10), the variability of employee survey
results for each of the seven industry sectors is shown in Table 3 of Appendix I|. The results of the
analysis shown in Table 3 of Appendix | have been summarised as follows:

Type of ]
Goid Nickel Alumina Sands Iron Ore Coal Minerals Total
No. of “Average”
(0) Responses 27 27 19 16 19 8 20 136
No. of “Positive”
(+) Responses 5 7 8 23 1 5 20 69
No. of “Negative”
(-) Responses 8 6 13 1 20 27 0 75
Overall Result
{net sum) =3 +1 -5 +22 -19 -22 +20 280
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The above table indicates that responses from the Mineral Sands and Other Minerals (Talc, Tantalum,
Salt and Zinc) sectors were generally more “positive” than the industry mean. In contrast, the
responses from the Iron Ore and Coal sectors were generally more “negative” than the others.

As with the Regional responses, the reasons for the variations across the industry sectors are likely to
be many and varied. Further investigation is required to determine these reasons. The individual
industry sectors involved may wish to undertake further work to determine the reasons why these
variations exist.

The rest of this page is blank
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5.0 SUPERVISOR SURVEY FINDINGS

The 770 supervisors who took part in the Survey comprised 550 workforce supervisors and 200
personnel who had supervisory roles in technical or support areas. Supervisors were asked an
additiona! 20 questions (Part C, Questions 41 to 60) on a green form that included various statements
relating to key issues associated with the role of supervisors and their ability to have an impact on
safety on the mine site.

The results from these questions were then analysed based on both Regions (refer Appendix E) and
Industry Sectors {refer Appendix F). '

To facilitate analysis and the determination of key findings, the Safety Behaviour Working Party (‘the
Working Party’) has grouped the 20 Supervisor questions into six areas as follows:

1. Management

Training

Production Pressure

Employee Behaviour

Decision-making

@ g o~ W N

Other Issues (Communications, Employee Representation).
The results for each of the six areas and main findings are detailed below. To simplify anaiysis, the

four possible ratings have been combined to either “Agree” or “Disagree”.

Recommendations that relate to the findings are contained in Section 9.0.

51 MANAGEMENT
Six questions related to management and their interaction with supervisors in important areas of

safety. The responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %
41 Management encourages employee involvement in safety 96.5 32
43 Foremen or managers overrule supervisors’ decisions on safety matters 26.8 706
44 Supervisors are encouraged by management to report all incidents, 97.4 21

accidents, hazards and safety issues
47 Management have a genuine commitment to safety 94.0 56
51 Supervisors' safety and health concems are properly addressed by 821 17.4
management
52 Employees are discouraged by management from reporting safety 58 935

issues or incidents
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The responses from supervisors generally indicated a high level of support for management. Around
96% indicated that management encouraged employee involvement in safety, 97% indicated they
were encouraged to report all hazards/incidents and safety issues, 94% indicated that management
has a genuine commitment to safety and 93% indicated that employees were not being discouraged
from reporting issues to management.

Perceptions were somewhat different however when asked whether or not the decisions of supervisors
were overruled by foremen or managers. Around 27% of supervisors indicated that they were. While
encouraged to raise issues about safety (97%), only 82% of supervisors indicated that their concerns
are being properly addressed by management. This may indicate the need for better communication
between management and supervisors, particularly regarding follow-up action in addressing supervisor
concems for safety and reasons why their decisions are over-tumed.

Recommendation 1 (Action 6.0) in Section 9.0 has been made lto help improve the effectiveness of
communications between management and supervisors on mine sites.

5.2 TRAINING
Three questions related to the fraining of supervisors in fundamental areas such as hazard
identification/risk control and communication. The responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question .| Agree % Disagree %
42 Supervisors are provided with adequate training in hazard identification, 71.9 278
risk assessment and risk control
46 Supervisors are provided with adequate training in people management 49.1 50.4
and effective communication
55 | fully understand my responsibilities as a supervisor under the Mines 818 17.5
Safety and Inspection Act 1994

In the area of hazard identification and risk control, around 72% of supervisors indicated that they were
provided with adequate training. With regard to people management and effective communication,
49% of supervisors indicated that they were provided with adequate training.

Supervisors were also asked if they fully understood their respensibilities under the Mines Safety and
Inspection Act 1994. Around 82% indicated that they did understand their responsibilities.

As all of these areas are critical to the ability of supervisors to effectively manage safety, the Working
Party is concemed that a high proportion of supervisors believes that their training has not been
adequate. This should again highlight the need to investigate this important issue further and to
implement an industry-wide strategy to improve the effectiveness of supervisor training, as well as
training for all employees (refer Section 4.6). As previously stated in Section 4.5, the FMI package and
implementation could aiso be reviewed in light of responses made by the supervisors who took part in
this Survey. Consideration could also be given to eventually extending the FMI to all supervisors in the
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WA Mining Industry. This would ensure that there is a consistent approach across all areas and is
likely to have substantial benefits in improving the quality of supervision in the industry.

Recommendation 1 (Action 8.0) and Recommendation 2 in Section 9.0 have been made to help
improve the effectiveness of training being provided to managers and supervisors.

5.3 PRODUCTION DEMANDS

Two questions related to issues associated with production demand. The responses are summarised

as follows:
No. Question Agree % Disagree %
45 Supervisors are pressured to deliver production targets ahead of safety 16.2 82.5
54 Supervisors do not have enough time to properly discuss safely issues 278 71.4
with employees

Around 83% of supervisors indicated that they were not pressured to deliver production targets ahead
of safety and 71% indicated that they had enough time to properly discuss safety issues with
employees.

Due te the crucial rele that supervisors play in influencing employees’ behaviour, the Working Group is
concerned that there is still a significant percentage of supervisors who are being pressured to deliver
production at the expense of safety. Based on the responses received, there is also considerable room
for improving the amount of time that supervisors have to discuss safety with employees. Both of these
issues should be addressed by mine management with a degree of urgency.

Recommendation 1 (Action 6.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to help address issues associated with
production demands.

54 EMPLOYEE BEHAVIOUR
Four questions related either to the ability of supervisors to have an impact upon the behaviour of
employees or to their perceptions of employee behaviour. The responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %

49 Supervisors are not able to effectively discipline workers for unsafe work 314 67.4
practices

50 Supervisors are able to effectively promote and encourage safe work 922 71
practices

53 Some employees get away with unsafe behaviour and taking risks 55.5 438

59 | am confident the employees | supervise have sufficient skills to carry 90.3 9.5
out their job safely

Around 87% of supervisors indicated that they were able to effectively discipline employees for unsafe
work practices. Just over 92% of supertvisors also responded that they are able to effectively promote
and encourage safe work practices by employees.
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When asked if employees ‘get away’ with unsafe behaviour and taking risks, around 55% of
supervisors were of the view that employees did. Despite this, there was a high percentage (90.3%) of
supervisors who indicated confidence in the skills of their employees to work safely.

The responses by supervisors indicate that some work is required in improving the ability of
supervisors to effectively discipline employees and to address issues that might be contributing to risk-
taking behaviour by employees. Implementation of recommendations relating to employee behaviour
{Section 9.0, Recommendation 1 Action 4.0) and supervisor training (Section 9.0, Recommendation 1
Action 8.0 and Recommendation 2) should help to address these issues.

5.5 DECISION-MAKING
Two questions refated to ability of supervisors to make decisions and the level of confidence in their
decisions. The responses are summarised as follows:

No. | _ Question .| Agree % Disagree %
48 Supervisors have adequate control over decisions made during the shift 916 83
that impact on safety
58 | feel confident when making decisions that affect safety 965.4 34

Around 82% of supervisors indicated that they had adequate conirol over the decisions made that
impacted upon safety. Over 95% indicated that they felt confident when making decisions that could
affect safety.

5.6 OTHER ISSUES (COMMUNICATIONS, EMPLOYEE REPRESENTATION)
Three questions related to other issues associated with communications, changes to legislation and
employee representation through safety and heaith representatives. The responses are summarised

as foflows:
No. . Question Agree % Disagree %
56 Changes to the Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994 and Regulations 866 97
have made mining safer
57 Safety representatives are routinely involved in accident investigations 829 16.5
680 As a supervisor | get actively involved in shift safety meetings 91.0 86

Around 87% of supervisors indicated that changes to the Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994 and
Regulations have made mining safer. Around 83% of supervisors indicated that safety representatives
are routinely involved in accident investigations. As the involvement of safety and heaith
representatives in accident investigations is a statutory function (refer s53 (1) (b) of the Mine Safefy
Inspection Act 1994}, the level of involvement should be higher (Section 9.0, Recommendation 3).

Around 91% of supervisors indicated active involvement in safety meetings.
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6.0 MANAGER SURVEY FINDINGS

The 376 managers and superintendents who took part in the Survey were asked an additional 18
questions (Part D, Questions 61 to 78) on a yellow form that included various statements relating to
key issues associated with the role of management, both site-based and executive management.

The results from these questions were then analysed based for both Regions (refer Appendix G) and
Industry Sectors (refer Appendix H).

To facilitate analysis and the determination of key findings, the Safety Behaviour Working Party (‘the
Working Party’) has grouped the 18 Management questions into six areas as follows:

1. Executive Management

Skilis and Competency

Decision-making

Safety Role and Responsibility

Employee Behaviour

< R I N RS

Other Issues (Supervisors, Employee Representation)
The results for each of the six areas and main findings are detailed below. To simplify analysis, the

four possible ratings have been combined to either “Agree” or “Disagree”.

Recommendations that relate to the findings are contained in Section 9.0.

6.1 EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT

Four questions related to site management’s views of the level of commitment and support from
executive management (e.g. CEOs, managing directors, group executive managers, etc.). The
responses are sumnmmarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %

61 Executive management provides adequate resources for site 83.0 16.3
management to effectively manage safety

82 Executive management is committed to improving safety 96.9 2.0

84 Executive management show commitment through involvement in site 63.1 356
safety activities

70 Executive management is more concemed with maximising profit than 15.8 824
adequately resourcing safety

Executive management play an important role in promoting safety through the provision of adequate
resources and through their own involvement in site safety activities. With regard to resources, 83% of
managers indicated that they were provided with enough resources to effectively manage safety at the
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mine site. This response was similar to the question relating to executive management’s commitment
to resourcing safety, where 82% of managers responded that they placed safety before profit.

The issue of adequate resources was also raised by employees when asked the three things they
would most like improved at their mine site. “More Resources” was ranked No. 3 overall and “Better
Equipment” ranked No. 4, signalling to both site-based and executive management that resourcing is
an issue that needs to be addressed.

With regard to executive management being committed to improving safety (Question 62), almost 87%
of site managers indicated a favourable response. Managers however were less positive when asked if
executive management showed commitment through involvement in site-based activities; only 63%
indicated agreement.

While the commitment of executive management to improving safety seems clear, there is a significant
proportion of site-based managers (around 20%) who believe that executive management needs to
provide more resources and to place safety before production. More active involvement by executive
management in site-based safety activities (e.g. reviewing resources, conducting review of accidents
or incidents, participating in audits, etc.) is a good way of demonstrating commitment and is likely to
provide opportunities for identifying key resourcing issues. The increased involvement of executive
management should therefore be encouraged by the industry.

Recommendation 4 in Section 9.0 has been made to help encourage commitment and greater
involvement of executive management in mine site safety.

6.2 SKILLS AND COMPETENCY
Three questions related to skills and competence of management to effectively manage safety and to
influence employee behaviour. The responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %

65 Management is trained and competent to effectively manage safety 814 17.6

72 Managers are unskilled in discussing risk-laking behaviour with 18.1 80.7
employees

75 Managers do not have the necessary skills to influence employee 07 89.1
behaviour

Around 81% of managers indicated that management are trained and competent to effectively manage
safety. Similarly, almost 81% indicated that management are skilled at discussing risk-taking behaviour
with employees. The response was however slightly more positive when asked if managers have the
skills to influence employee behaviour, with around 89% indicating that they had.

As all of these areas are critical to effective safety management, the Working Party is concerned that a
high proportion of managers believe that their training has not been adequate. This should again
highlight the need to investigate this important issue further and to implement an industry-wide strategy
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to improve the effectiveness of management training, as well as training for all employees (refer
Section 4.6) and supervisors (refer Section 5.2). As previously stated, the FMI package and
implementation could also be reviewed in light of responses made by the managers who took part in
this Survey to identify ways of improving training in this key area.

Recommendation 2 in Section 9.0 has been made to help improve lraining of both managers and
supervisors in key skill areas that impact on safety.

6.3 DECISION-MAKING
Three questions related to management's ability to make effective risk-based decisions. The
responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %
66 Management properly considers potential safety and health-risk 939 56
implications when making decisions
73 Potential risks are property considered as part of the mine site planning 91.1 8.4
process
78 | understand risk management concepts enough to feel confident when 959 3.3

making decisions that could affect safety

All responses to these questicns were over 90%, indicating a general high level of confidence in the
ability of management to make effective 'risk-based’ decisions. Around 94% of managers indicated
proper consideration of risk in decision-making, 91% indicated consideration of risk in their planning
processes and 96% indicated their own personal confidence in making decisions that could affect

safety.

6.4 SAFETY ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY
Three questions related to management's role and responsibility for safety. The responses are
summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %

67 Management is not responsible for managing safety and health on the 28 95.4
mine site

71 Managers have a leading role in ‘setting an exampie’ for employees and 99.0 0.5
supervisors

76 Systems are in place at this mine site that ensures risks are effectively 896 9.7
managed

The majority of managers (95%) indicated that they were responsible for managing safety and health
on the mine site. Importantly, almost all managers (99.0%) indicated that they have a leading role in
sefting the example to employees and supervisors. These responses demonsirate a high level of
understanding by industry management of these fundamentals of management commitment.
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Managers were also asked if they had systems in place to effectively manage risks. Around 90%
indicated that such systems were in place. As the development and implementation of safety systems
is primarily a management responsibility and can be considered a fundamental ‘duty of care’
obligation, the industry should be aiming to improve in this area. The development of common
standards and guidance material on safety management systems being currently undertaken by the
Chamber of Minerals and Energy is likely to assist in achieving a consistent approach across the

industry.

6.6 EMPLOYEE BEHAVIOUR
Two guestions related to management and their ability to influence employee behaviour through
personal interaction and encouragement. The responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %
63 Managers have insufficient time to address safety issues with employees 257 73.0
69 Managers provide enough recognition and encouragement to employees 63.9 M8

for working safely

The responses to these two questions indicate significant room for improvement. Around 26% of
managers indicated that they did not have enough time to address safety issues with employees.
Increasing the contact time and level of communication between management and employees is likely
to have a significant impact on employee behaviour and aliow management to demonstrate real

commitment to ‘safe production’.

Similarly, only 64% of respondents indicated management provides enough recognition and
encouragement to employees for working safely. It is widely acknowledged that the personal exampie
set by management and encouragement for working safely has a significant influence on employee
behaviour. These areas should be a focus for increased effort by mine management.

Recommendation 1 (Action 4.0) and Recommendation 1 (Action 5.0) in Section 9.0 have been made fo
help promote safe behaviours and improve communications between management and employees on

mine sites.

6.6 OTHER ISSUES (COMMUNICATIONS, EMPLOYEE REPRESENTATION)
Three questions were also included that related to supervisors, safety representatives and principal/

contractor arrangements. The responses are summarised as follows:

No. Question Agree % Disagree %

68 Supervisors spend enough time discussing on-the-job safety with 64.9 341
employees

74 Safety Representatives perform a valuabie role in improving safety 90.3 84

77 Principal employer/contractor arrangements in the mining industry have 73.5 226
made mining safer
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Almost 65% of managers indicated that supervisors do not spend enough time discussing safety on
the job with employees. This response is similar to the number of supervisors (71%) who answered the
same question. This reinforces the need to review the amount of time supervisors have in this
important area and to take steps to provide more contact time between supervisors and employees.

Managers’ views on safety and health respesentatives were positive, with around 90% indicating that
safety representatives perform a valuable role in improving safety. Addressing other issues associated
with the role of safety representatives (e.g. more involvement in accident investigations) should help to
increase their value.

General moves across the industry to increase the involvement of contractors were viewed positively,
with around 74% of managers indicating that the changes have made mining safer. Addressing
CONCerns over ﬂifferent standards being adopted by contractors (refer Question 19, Section 4.3) should
help to improve this view.

Recommendation 1 (Action 6.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to help promole safe behaviours and
improve communications between supervisors and employees on mine sites.

Recommendation 3 in Section 9.0 has been made to help improve the profile and effectiveness of
safety and health representatives in the WA mining industry.

The rest of this page is blank
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7.0 COMPARISON WITH 1998 RISK-TAKING BEHAVIOUR SURVEY
FOR UNDERGROUND MINES

Appendix J contains a comparison of the resuits of the 1998 Risk-Taking Behaviour (RTB) Survey of
the Underground Sector and the results of the 2002 Survey for the Underground Sector.

In 1998, arcund 1000 employees (underground operators, etc.) and 150 supervisors were surveyed at
25 underground mines.

In the 2002 Survey, 970 persons took part at 21 underground mines. Due to several mine closures,
only twelve (12) of the mines surveyed in the 1998 RTB Survey were re-surveyed in 2002. The
participants included 699 employees in the “Operator/Tradesperson” group, 92 “Supervisors” and 179
employees in the “Support/Technical” and “Manager/Superintendent” groups.

To ensure consistency in the sample population groups, only the responses from the
“Operator/Tradesperson” and “Supervisor” groups in the 2002 Survey have been used for comparison.

Of the 970 who took part in the latest survey, 280 employees (including 42 supervisors) took part in the
1998 RTB Survey. There were also 330 employees who took part in both the 1998 RTB Survey and
2002 Survey that now work in other (non-underground) areas. Their responses have not been included
as part of this comparison.

It is important to also note that the style of survey questions is not exactly the same: ‘Direct’ questions
were used in 1998 and ‘statements’ were used in 2002. Although similar issues are covered (refer
Section B in Appendix J), the comparisons of “employees” and “supervisors” responses for the two
surveys should be considered as indicative only.

7.1 EMPLOYEE RESPONSES
Details of the change in employee perceptions from the 1998 RTB Survey to the 2002 Survey are
contained in Section C of Appendix J.

To facilitate analysis and the determination and comparison of key findings, the Safety Behaviour
Working Party (‘the Working Party’) has used a similar grouping of issues to that used in the 1998 RTB
Survey. These are as follows:

1. Workforce Experience

Reporting of Hazards and incidents

Management Attitude To Risk-Taking Behaviour

Supervisor Aftitude To Risk-Taking Behaviour

Employee Attitude To Risk-Taking Behaviour

@ o oA w N

Obstacles To Safe Work By Employees
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7. Employee-Supervisor-Management Interface

8. Employee Knowledge Of Safety

9, Training.

A comparison of the results for each of the nine areas and main findings are detailed beiow.
Associated recommendations are contained in Section 9.0.

7.1.1 Workforce Experience

The comparison between the two surveys in Section A of Appendix J shows that the general level of
experience of the underground workforce has increased. in 1998, 66% of employees had worked five
years or less underground and 34% had worked greater than five years. In 2002, 29% of employees
have worked five years or less and 69% have worked more then five years. This has coincided with an
increase in the percentage of employees who have worked at more than two mines; 49% in 1998
compared to 60% in 2002.

7.1.2 Reporting of Hazards and Incidents
One question is available for direct comparison, as follows:

1998 Question 1998 RTB 2002 Change
RTB % % %
Q19 | Are hazards eliminated promptly at your site 70 (Yes) 74 (Agree) 4 improvement

The different style and content of questions relating to hazard/incident reporting that were asked in the
two surveys does not enable direct comparison. In 1998, 99% of employees indicated that they report
all or some hazards. In 2002, 91% of employees agreed that hazards/incidents at the mine were
reported promptly.

In 1998, 98% of employees indicated that they reported all or some incidents. In 2002, 94% of
employees indicated that accidents (generally meaning incidents that involve personal injury) are

reported promptly.

With regard to follow-up action, a direct comparison can be made. In 1998, 70% of employees
indicated that (once reported) hazards were promptly eliminated at their site. This has increased to
74% in 2002. As stated previously in Section 4.4, while the level of reporting appeared high (in both
cases +90%), there is a lower response when it comes to the timely follow-up to eliminate or otherwise

address reported hazards.

While some changes in percentages has occurred, the Working Party believes that the changes are
not significant enough to show any major change. The implementation of the recommendation relating
to improving follow-up action by management (Section 9.0, Recommendation 1} should help lead to
improvements in the future.
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7.1.3 Management’s Attitude To Risk-Taking Behaviour
Two questions related to management's afttitude to risk-taking behaviour and can be used for
comparison purposes.

1998 Question 1998 RTB 2002 Change
RTB % % %
Q8 Is taking risk, short-cuts or unsafe behaviour 82 (No) 80 (Disagree) 2 decline
acceptable to management
Q18 | Are you discouraged from reporting or bringing 84 (No) 82 (Disagree) 2 decline
safety issues to management

Both questions show a slight decline in the responses to the questions relating to management’s
attitude. While the positive response (+80%) is encouraging, there still remains a significant
percentage of employees who believe that management is not committed to safety and is prepared to
accept unsafe behaviour and to discourage reporting of safety issues. This is of concern and needs to
be addressed by the underground sector as a matter of urgency.

The recommendation relating to promoting safe behaviour (Section 9.0, Recommendation 3) and
improving employee-management communications (Section 9.0, Recommendation 4) should be given
some priority in the underground mining sector.

7.1.4 Supervisor's Attitude To Risk-Taking Behaviour
Four questions related to supervisors’ attitude to risk-taking behaviour and can be used for comparison

purposes.

1998 ' Question 1998 RTB 2002 Change
RTB % % %
Qs Do supervisors ignore risk-taking behaviour 76 % (No}) 77 % (Disagree) 1 % improvement

Q10 | Do supervisors actively discourage unsafe 59 % (Yes) 82 % (Agree} 23 % improvement
behaviour

Q15 | Do you receive positive feedback from 64 % (Yes) 77 % (Agree) 13 % improvement
supervisors for following safe work practices

Q16 | Are safety issues raised with your supervisor or 73 % (Yes) 77 % (Agree) 4 % improvement
forermnan adequately dealt with

Q21 Have you been penalised for not performing a 90 % (No} 70 % {Disagree) 20 % decline
task that you considered unsafe

Most comparison questions show some improvement in perceptions. While there have been significant
improvements in perceptions relating to supervisors discouraging unsafe behaviour and employees
receiving positive feedback for working safely (23% and 13%, respectively), there is still considerable
room for improvement in all the areas covered. In general, there is still around 20% of underground
employees who believe that supervisors are not carrying out fundamental aspects of their role in
promoting and encouraging safe behaviour by employees. Recommendations that relate to improving
supervisor skills and competency in these important areas {refer Section 9.0, Recommendation 7)
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should be implemented with priority in the underground sector due to the (generally) more hazardous

work environment.

A significant decline in perceptions is however apparent in the area of penalising or discriminating
against employees for not undertaking work that they consider unsafe. In the 1898 RTB Survey, 90%
of employees indicated that they had not been penalised. This has reduced to 70% of employees in
the 2002 Survey responses. As employees have a ‘duty of care’ to work safely, any discriminatory
action taken by supervisors, managers or employers against employees who refuse to undertake tasks
they consider unsafe, is a serious concern and should be addressed as a matter of priority by the
underground sector.

Recommendation 1 (Action 5.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to help improve communications on
mine sites and provide a working environment in which employees are not penalised for not
undertaking work that they genuinely consider fo be unsafe.

7.1.5 Employee’s Attitude To Risk-Taking Behaviour
Two questions related to employees’ attitude to risk-taking behaviour and can be used for comparison

purposes.

1998 Question 1998 RTB 2002 Change

RTB % % %

Q13 | Have you observed risk-taking behaviour by 27 (No) 75 (Disagree) 48 improvement
other employees at your mine

Q17 | Does the thought of being killed or injured at 73 (Yes) 82 (Agree) g improvement
work affect how you behave at work

The two comparison questions show some improvement in perceptions. Employees’ views on the level
of risk-taking behaviour by other employees has improved considerably. In 1998, 27% of employees
indicated that they had not observed risk-taking behaviour by others. In 2002, around 75% of
employees disagreed with the statement “employees at this mine behave unsafely and take risks at
work”.

Question 17 shows that the thought of the consequences of accidents at work has changed with 82%
of employees now indicating that it impacts upon their behaviour at work. This is up by 9% from the
1998 resuit.

7.1.6 Obstacles To Safe Work By Employees

The different style and content of the main question relating to factors that influence risk-taking
behaviour by employees (i.e. Q11 in 1998 vs. Q7 in 2002) does not enable direct comparison. in 1998,
69% of employees indicated that they did not take risks or behave unsafely while at work. In 2002,
47% of employees disagreed with the statement that “employees take short-cuts to meet production
demands”. As previously indicated in Section 4.3, there still exists in the underground sector a
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perceived pressure on empicyees to take short-cuts (whether safe or unsafe) to get the job done. This
reinforces the view expressed in the 1998 RTB Survey Report that:

“until a safety-before-production mentality is generated throughout the sector, there will continue to be
conflicting messages for employees and, as a consequence, risk-taking will be perceived to be
necessary to ‘get the job done’.”

Due to the hazardous nature of the underground working environment, priority should be given by the
underground sector 1o recommendations that relate to developing a ‘safe production’ culture where
taking risks and short-cuts that compromise safety are not acceptable (refer Section 9.0,
Recommendation 1, Actions 4.0 and 5.0).

71.7 Employee-Supervisor-Management Interface
Three questions related to the employee-supervisor-management interface can be used for
comparison purposes.

1998 Question 1998 RTB 2002 Change

RIB : %. % %

Q29 |Is your employer serious aboul safety and 88 (yes) 86 (Agree) 2 decline
heatth?

Q30 | Are you happy with the skills and competency of 85 (Yes) 89 (Agree) 4 improvement
your supervisor?

Q31 | How often does your manager speak to you on 66 (At least 88 (At least 12 improvement
the job (weeklyfortnightly/never)? weeklyfforinightly) | weeklyfortnightly)

Q31 | How often does your manager speak to you on 20 (Never) 1 (Never) 19 improvement
the job underground (weeklyfortnightly/never)?

A slight decline in perception has occurred when employees were asked if their (mining industry)
employer was serious about safety and health. This shows that there is still a significant percentage
{around 14%) of employees who are skeptical of their, or the industry, employers’ commitment to
safety and health.

in contrast, there have been improvements in perceptions in the areas of supervisor competency and
contact with site management. Around 89% of employees now believe that supervisors have sufficient
skills and are competent in doing their jobs. In the 2002 Survey, at least 88% of employees now have
contact with their manager on a weekly or fortnightly basis. There has also been a significant reduction
(from 20% to 1%) of employees who have never spoken to their manager on the job. While there has
been considerable improvement, the Working Party is concerned that a very small percentage of
employees stilt do not get the opportunity to speak with their manager about safety.

Recommendation 1 (Action 5.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to help improve communications on
mine sites and provide all employees with an opportunity to discuss safely issues with their manager.
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7.1.8 Employee Knowledge of Safety
Three questions related to aspects of employee knowledge and the means for improving knowledge at
the mine and can be used for comparison purposes.

1998 Question 1998 RTB 2002 .Change

RTB % % %

Q26 | Are Tool-box or Safety Meetings involving 92 (Yes) 96 (Agree) 4 improvement
yourself held regularly?

Q28 | Do you understand what ‘duty of care’ means in 95 (Yes) 98 {Agree) 3 improvement
terms of the Mines Safely and Inspection Act
19947

Q32 | Are Safety Bulletins and Safety Incident Reports 96 (Yes) 87 (Agree) 9 decline
made availabile for you to read?

Improvements have been observed in the percentage of employees attending toolbox or safety
meetings (i.e. from 92% in 1998 to 96% in 2002) and in those who indicated understanding of ‘duty of
care’ under the Mines Safety and Inspection Act 7994 (i.e. from 95% in 1998 to 98% in 2002). Both
results are commendable.

There has however been a decrease in the percentage of employees who have access to safety
Bulletins and Incident Reports. While there was a slight change in the question (i.e. the 2002 asked if
they were ‘readily’ available), it is of concem that there is around 13% of employees that do not have
(ready) access to important safety information. As it is a ‘duty of care’ obligation for employers to
provide such information, this issue should be addressed by underground sector management by
giving priority to the recommendation relating to improving the provision of relevant safety information
(refer Recommendation 1, (Action 3.0) in Section 9.0).

7.1.9 Training
Four guestions related to issues associated with tfraining and procedures and can be used for
comparison purposes.

RTB % % %

Q20 | Have you been adequately trained to perform 87 (Yes) 68 (Agree) 19 decline
your tasks underground?

Q33 Does your mine have written procedures? 95 (Yes) 86 (Agree) 9 decline

Q33A | Were you trained in those procedures? 83 (Yes) 73 (Agree) 10 decline

Q34 | Are the procedures used underground the same 87 (Yes) 57 (Agree) 23 dedline
as the ones written in the manuals?

All of these key areas show a decline in survey results from 1998 to 2002. While there is now likely to
be an increased awareness by empioyees of what constitutes “proper” training (inciuding competency
assessment), the Working Party is concerned that there is around 30% of underground employees
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who believe that they have not been properly trained and have not been trained in the mine’s (safe
work) procedures.

With regard to written work procedures being available, there has been a 9% decline in the percentage
of underground employees who believe they are (readily) available. While the use of the qualifying
word ‘readily’ (available) may account for some of the change, it is still of concern that 14% of the
underground employees surveyed were of this view.

Of main concemn is the significant decline (23%) in the response to the procedures/practices used
underground being the same as the written procedures. The 57% of underground employees who now
believe that they are the same is also significantly lower than the 64% of the general industry group
(refer Section 4.7).

The Working Party believes that these issues associated with training and procedures require urgent
action by the underground sector. Due to the hazardous nature of the underground mining
environment, the recommendation relating to training and procedures (Section 9.0,
Recommendation 1, Action 7.0) should be given priority by the underground sector.

7.2 SUPERVISOR RESPONSES

Details of the change in supervisor perceptions from the 1998 RTB Survey to the 2002 Survey are
contained in Section D of Appendix J.

To facilitate analysis and the determination and comparison of key findings, the Safety Behaviour
Working Party (‘the Working Party’) has used a similar grouping of issues o that used in the 1998 RTB
Survey. These are as follows:
1. Supervisor Experience
Reporting by Employees of Hazards and Incidents
Supervisor Hazard |ldentification and Risk Management Skills-Decisions Regarding Safety
Employee Attitude to Risk-Taking Behaviour
Obstacles to Safe Work by Employees

2
3
4
5
6. Supervisor-Foreman-Management Interface
7. Employee Knowledge of Safety and Health Consultative Issues

8. Supervisor Knowledge of the Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994
9. Training

A

comparison of the results for each of the nine areas and main findings are detailed below.
Associated recommendations are contained in Section 9.0.
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7.2.1 Supervisor Experience

The comparison between the two surveys in Section D of Appendix J shows that the general level of
experience of the underground supervisors has increased slightly. In 1998, 21% of supervisors had
worked five years or less underground and 79% had worked greater than five years. In 2002, 17% of
supervisors have worked five years or less and 83% have worked more then five years. In 1998, 93%
of supervisors had worked at two or more mines, compared to 89% in 2002.

7.2.2 Reporting by Employees of Hazards and Incidents
Two questions on employee hazard and incident reporting are available for direct comparison, as

follows:
RTB % % %
Qs Are your employees encouraged to report all 98 (Yes) 91 (Agree) 7 decline

incidents, accidents hazards and safety issues?

Q17 | Are employees at your mine discouraged from 96 (No) 91 (Disagree) 5 decline
reporting safety issues?

in 1998, 98% of supervisors indicated that their employees are encouraged to report all incidents,
accidents, hazards and safety issues. In 2002, the response had reduced slightly to 91% of
supervisors.

In 1998, 96% of supervisors responded that employees were not discouraged from reporting safety
issues. In 2002, 91% of supervisors responded to a similar question.

While slight declines in responses have occurred, there is still a large percentage (over 90%) of
supervisors who believe employees are encouraged to report hazards, accidents, incidents and safety

issues.

Recommendation 1 {Action 2.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to address issues relating to
hazard/incident reporting and investigation.

7.2.3 Supervisor Hazard Identification and Risk Management Skills-Decisions
Regarding Safety

One question is available for direct comparison, as follows:

1998 Question 1998 RTB 2002 Change
RTB % % %
Q21 Have you acquired enough hazard identification 86 (Yes) 95 (Agree)} 9 improvement
and risk management skills to feel confident
when making decisions regarding safety?
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In 1998, 86% of underground supervisors indicated they had acquired enough risk management skiils
to feel confident when making decisions regarding safety. In 2002, this response had increased to
95%. This indicates that underground supervisors are now more comfortable in applying risk
management skills {refer Section 7.2.9 below) on the job.

7.2.4 Employees’ Attitude to Risk-Taking Behaviour
Two questions relating to employees’ attitude toward risk-taking behaviour are available for direct

comparison, as follows:

RTB % % %

Q15 | Does the contraci-based remunerafion system 31 (No) 67 (Disagree) 36 improvement
lead to rigk-taking behaviour by some
employees?

Q18 | Do some employees get away with risk-taking 53 (No) 49 (Disagree) 4 decline
behaviour at your mine?

In 1998, 31% of supervisors indicated that the contract-based remuneration system did not lead to risk-
taking behaviour by employees. In 2002, around 67% of supervisors held a similar view. This shows a
significant improvement of 36%. Supervisors were also asked if some employees get away with risk-
taking behaviour. In 1998, 53% of supervisors indicated that employees do not. This had dropped by
4% to 49% in 2002.

Recommendation 1 (Action 4.0} in Section 9.0 has been made to help address issues associated with
employee risk-taking behaviour.

7.25 Obstacles to Safe Work by Employees
One question is available for direct comparison, as follows:

1998 Question 1998 RTB 2002 Change

RTB % % %

Q19 | Are you happy with the skill favel of employees 64 (Yes) 88 (Agreej 24 improvement
under your control?

In the 1988 RTB Sutvey, 84% of supervisors responded that they were happy with the skill level of
employees under their control.

In 2002, supervisors were given a similar statement (“| am confident the employees | supervise have
sufficient skills to carry out their job safely”) and 88% indicated that they agreed. This showed a
significant improvement of 24% in perceptions.
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7.2.6 Supervisor-Foreman-Management Interface
Five questions regarding the supervisor-foreman-management interface are available for direct
cemparison.

The questions are as follows:

1998 Question 1998 RTB 2002 Change

RTB % % %

Q10 | Are your decisions on safety matters overruled 61 (No) 68 {(Disagree) 7 improvement
by foremen/managers?

QM Have you ever been pressured to deliver 63 (No) 82 (Disagree) 19 improvement
production targets to the detriment of safety?

Q12 | Do you believe senior mine managementhasa | . 84 (Yes) 94 (Agree) 10 improvement
genuine commitment to safety?

Q14 | On your shift, are you able to properly penalise 86 (Yes) 73 (Agree) 13 decline
workers for unsafe work practices?

Q16 | Are your concerns for safety and health fully 98 (Yes + 83 (Agree) 15 decline
acknowledged by your foreman/manager? Sometimes)

The responses to the five questions in the supervisor-foreman-management interface area showed
mixed results.

There were significant irnprovements in perceptions regarding overruling of decisions (up 7%),
production pressure adversely impacting upon safety (up 19%) and management commitment to

safety (up 10%).
There were however also some declines in responses to the ability of supervisors to penalise or
discipline employees for unsafe work practices (down 13%) and supervisor safety concems being

acknowledged and addressed by management (down 15%). These changes are significant and
indicate a need to improve communications between supervisors and management.

The recommendations relating to improving supervisor-manager communications (refer Section 9.0,
Recommendation 1, Action 6.0} should therefore be treated as a priority for the underground sector.
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One question is available for direct comparison, as follows:

RTB % % %

Q6 Are safety and heaith representatives, 84 (Yes) 94 (Agree} 10 improvement
commitiees and meetings encouraged at your
mine?

In 1998, B4% of supervisors responded that safety and health represeniatives and safety committees

were encourzged at their site. This has improved by 10% to 94% of supervisors in 2002.

7.2.8 Supervisors’ Knowledge of the Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994
Two questions regarding supervisors’ knowledge of aspects of the Mines Safety and Inspection Act

1994 are available for direct comparison, as follows:

1998 Question 1998 RTB 2002 Change

RTB % % %

Q20 | Do you fully understand your responsibilities 95 (Yes) 84 (Agree) 11 decline
under the MSI Act?

Q22 | Did recent changes to the MSI Act and 58 (Yes) 87 (Agree) 29 improvement
Reguiations make mining safer?

An 11% decline has occurred since 1998 in regard to supervisors' understanding of their
responsibilities under the Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994. There has however been a significant
improvement (29%) in the proportion of supervisors who indicated that changes in legislation {(e.g.
intraduction of the Code of Practice oh Underground Ground Support) have made mining safer.

The Working Party is concerned that around 15% of the underground supervisors surveyed do not
believe they fully understand their statutory responsibilities. This should be addressed by the industry
by including relevant training in legislative responsibilities as part of the Frontline Management
Initiative,

Recommendation 1 (Action 8.0} and Recommendation 2 in Section 9.0 contain provisions {o help
improve supervisors’ knowledge and understanding of their statufory responsibilities.

7.29 Training
One question refating to supervisor fraining is availabie for direct comparison, as follows:

1998 Question 1998 RTB 2002 Change
RTB % % %
Q9 Are underground supervisors provided with 39 (Yes) 61 (Agree)* 22 improvement
enough training in hazard identification, risk
assessment/control and pecple management?

* 2002 figure is the average of Q42 and Q46
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In the 1998 Survey, 39% of supervisors responded that they were provided with enough training in
hazard identification, risk assessment/control and people management.

in 2002, supervisors were asked two separate questions; one relating to hazard identification and risk
assessméntlcontrol training (73% “Agree’) and one relating to training in people management and
effective communication (49% “Agree”). The average response to these two guestions in 2002 was
61%, which represents an improvement of 22% from 1998.

The improvement in perception from 1998 is probably due to the increased focus on supervisor
training, particuiarly through the introduction of the Frontline Management Initiative (FMI). As
discussed previously in Section 5.2, there is still a significant percentage of underground supervisors
who believe that their training has not been adequate, particularly in people management skills (51%).
This reinforces the need for the underground sector to give immediate priority to the implementation of
FMI.

Recommendation 1 (Action 8.0} and Recommendation 2 in Section 9.0 are designed to help improve
supervisors’ skills in effective communication and people management.

7.3 CORRELATION WITH SAFETY PERFORMANCE

The comparison of responses between the 1998 Risk-Taking Behaviour Survey and the 2002 Survey
of the underground sector has shown general improvements in 12 out of the 19 employee questions
and 9 out of 15 of the supervisor questions. This equates to an improvement for 60% (or 20 out of the
34) of the comparison questions,

it is significant however that training and procedures is the area that has shown the most significant
decline in employee perceptions. For supervisors, there have been improvements in most areas
except in relation to the reporting of hazards, incidents/accidents and safety issues by employees.

With regard to safety performance, the underground sector has shown some improvement since the
1898 RTB Survey as shown in the following table:

Performance Indicator 1997-1998 1998-1999 1999-2000 2000-2001
Lost-time Injury Frequency Rate 9.5 6.8 8.9 6.7
Injury Index 189 161 153 128
Duration Rate 20.0 23.5 17.2 19.3

While it is difficult to make direct comparisons, it is likely that improvements in safety climate (as
measured by perception surveys) are linked to improvements in safety behaviour and resultant safety
performance.
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74 FUTURE SURVEYS

The 2002 Employee Survey contained 40 employee questions and 24 of these addressed similar
issues covered in the 1998 RTB Survey. The 2002 Supervisor Survey contained 20 of these questions
and 16 of these covered similar issues covered in the 1998 RTB Survey.

The 2002 Survey therefore collected additional information on important safety issues in the
underground sector. This additional information has not been included in this comparison as there
were no equivalent questions in the 1998 RTB Survey. To make use of this additional information and
to help build a better picture of changes in safety ‘climate’, consideration should be given to using the
2002 format for any future surveys.

The rest of this page is blank.
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8.0 EMPLOYEE WRITTEN COMMENTS

As part of the 2002 Survey, all employees were invited to provide written comments on any ideas or
suggestions they would like to provide to MOSHAB on ways of improving safety. Employees (i.e.
supervisors, managers, workforce, technical personnel, etc.) were also invited to include any concerns
or safety issues that they felt strongly about, either at a site or industry-wide ievel.

All written comments were manually entered into a database by Savant Surveys and Strategies, and
then individually reviewed. YWhere there were 10 or more comments on the same issue, these were
grouped by topic into “significant issues”.

All of the written comments (approximately 130 pages) are available for viewing on the MOSHAB Web
site.

A summary of the number of comments relating to the significant issues is contained in Appendix K.
Approximately 1900 comments were included in the 15 significant issue areas; 298 of these comments
were from managers, 255 were from supervisors and 1348 were from other employees. The top 13
significant issues that represent most (99%) of comments were as follows:

Number - ISSUE Number of % of total
. : comments | comments®

1 Training (induction and ongoing) 321 17

2 Fatigue (shift hours, Tosters, etc.) 283 15

3 Procedures 193 10

4 Working Conditions/Equipment 178 9

5 Employee-Management Communications 159 8

6 Management and Supervisor 145 8

7 Responsibility for and importance of safety 143 7

8 Production Pressures 101 5

9 Reporting of Hazards/ Incidents/Accidents 88 4

10 Reporting and Measurement of Injuries 84 4

1 Standards, Audits and Inspections 76 4

12 Drugs and Alcohol 53 3

13 MOSHAB/nformation Exchange 49 3
1873 99

* total comments = 1901
A summary of the main points from the analysis of the employee comments are contained in the
following sections. This includes both issues or concerns raised and suggestions for improvement.
Relevant recommendations from the Working Party that relate to issues raised are contained in
Section 9.0.
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8.1 TRAINING
Approximately 17% of comments related to training issues.

Concerns/lssues
Some of the concerns expressed were as follows:
a New workers to a site were not given adequate training on the procedures that applied to that site;

a New employees were often given little or no training on particular items of machinery so that
production levels would not be affected;

O The induction or job orientation process was often inadequate or non-existent; the main concem
being that co-workers were expected to ensure that the new employees knew what to do, which is
difficult under normal working conditions and often resulted in the bad habits of the “old hands”
being passed on;

O Re-training of older or long-term mine workers was believed to be essential as many were
reluctant to adopt new procedures or work methods;

O Almost all incidents/accidents involve a communication break-down somewhere, yet there is
almost no training for employees on how to communicate clearly and effectively.

Suggestions for Improvement
Some suggestions for improvement provided by employees were as follows:

D There should be a national accreditation system for safety training, which all employees (company
or contractor} should be required to be part of in order to work in the mining industry;

G Upon returning to the site after being rostered-off, employees should be given a training session to
bring them up to date with any incidenis or changes in procedures that may have occurred;

QO Ensure that ali companies develop and implement effective training and assessment programs
based on industry-wide standards and regularly audit compliance;

0 Develop standardised training packages for induction, hazard identification/risk management,
JSAs, etc. and make them freely available;

a A mentor system for new persons working on mines;
O A four-year apprenticeship for underground mining to train people the right way the first time;
O  Ensure all employees are trained in first-aid as it helps you appreciate what can go wrong.

Training has been identified as the most significant issue for employees in both written comments and
as the item they most wanted to improve at their mine site {refer Section 4.6). This again reinforces the
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need for the current status of employee skill training to be reviewed and an industry-wide strategy
developed and implemented to improve the effectiveness of training.

Recommendation 1 (Action 7.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to address isstes associated with
training in safe work procedures on mine sites.

Recommendation 5 in Section 9.0 has been made to help identify current training issues and improve
the effectiveness of training at an industry-wide level.

8.2 FATIGUE
Approximately 15% of comments related to issues associated with fatigue, including working hours and

rosters.
Concerns/Issues
Some of the concems raised were as follows:

O Some employees considered the 12-hour working shift was too long and could contribute to
fatigue, particularly for underground workers;

O The lack of suitable break times, or the short amount of time allowed for breaks, was thought to
contribute to fatigue during long shifts;

O Some employees commented that when travelling, the time to and from the work site was taken
into consideration, the hours workers were required to be alert were increased considerably; as a
result of these long hours, workers were in danger of accidents not only at work, but also travelling
home at the end of a shift;

O The way some FIFO rosters were constructed, workers were rostered to work a 12-hour shift
immediately after arriving at the mine site from flying in to site; tiredness from travelling became a
compounding problem and was further aggravated if the first shift was a night shift;

Q The effect on family life/children with an absent father was a concern with rosters that involved
long periods of work before returning home (e.g. six weeks on, cnhe week off);

g Worrying about problems which resulted from being away from home often affected the level of
concentration required to work safely.

Suggestions for Improvement

Some suggestions provided were as follows:

0 Have a maximum of 10-hour shifts for underground;

O More training of shift workers in Fatigue Management;

O More study/research into the causes and effects of fatigue on safety;
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0 Have enforceable crib breaks for underground workers;

O Reduce the hours of work or increase break times of the first few night shifts on long-shift rosters
as this is the worst time and hard to stay alert;

a More recognition that if workers are tired, they place themselves and other workers at risk; rather
than forcing themselves to get through the day for the sake of production, they should be given
adequate rest breaks;

O Develop and implement industry standards for shift lengths and rosters (e.g. compulsory 10-hour
break betwesen shifts for maintenance personnel).

Issues associated with fatigue, including shift lengths and travelling arrangements, are issues that
should generally be addressed by site management. These should include consulting with employees
regarding specific concemns that could impact upon safety on the site. At an industry-wide level, the
Working Party believes MOSHAB should support a broad review and research of issues that could
contribute to fatigue and promote the implementation of fatigue management plans at all mines based
on the MOSHAB Fatigue Management Guideline.

Recommendation 1 (Action 9.0) and Recommendation 6 in Section 9.0 have been made to help
identify issues associated with fatigue and improve fatigue management on mine sites.

8.3 PROCEDURES
Appraximately 10% of comments related to procedures.

Concerns/Issues
Some of the concemns raised were as follows:

O Some contractors believed the safety standards and procedures they were required to follow were
often higher and more stringent than those expected of principal or company employees;

Q Safe work procedures should be practical and developed by employees who have knowledge of
the task;

O Wiitten procedures should be readily available, including to contractor and sub-contractor
employees;

o Different formats and different approaches to procedures from site to site are confusing; there is no

commoen industry approach.
Suggestions for Improvement
Some suggestions provided by employees were as follows:

8 Use JSAs as the basis for developing all safe work procedures;
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O Safe act (task) observation programs should be implemented at all mines;
o Develop industry standards and guidelines for JSAs and Task/Safe Act Observations;

a Develop standard industry procedures for common (high-risk) tasks and make them freely
available (e.g. via Intemet).

Employee comments on procedures reinforce the survey resuits contained in Section 4.7. The
concerns expressed should be addressed through implementing the recommendation relating to
improving procedures and training at mine sites.

Recommendation 1 (Action 7.0} in Section 9.0 has been made to address issues associated with the
development and availability of safe work procedures and compliance with such procedures on mine
sites.

8.4 WORKING CONDITIONS/EQUIPMENT
Approximately 9% of comments related to working conditions and equipment.

Concemns/issues
Some of the concermns raised were as follows:

g A lack of ventilation and excessive dust were mentioned frequently by employees at several
underground mines;

0 Employees working in office situations expressed concemn that safety in these areas (e.qg.
ergonomic seating and desks or adequate lighting) was not given sufficient attention;

g PPE, although deemed adequate in most cases, was often not designed well enough to meet
individual requirements;

O Equipment standards varied significantly from site to site, e.g. some sites have boggers
(underground load-haul-dump units) with enclosed cabs and other sites have the same equipment

without cabs.
Suggestions for Improvement
0 Independent testing of ventilation and air quality underground,

O Have more specific standards or regulations about ventilation underground (rmaximum
temperatures, minimum air flows, etc.);

0 Develop common industry standards for equipment specifications;
O Create a universal Tag board that can be put into all underground sites.

Most of the issues raised by employees were site-specific and should be addressed through
consultation between employees and management. Improved communication systems on mine sites
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{refer Section 8.0, Recommendation 1, Action 5.0) should assist in identifying issues and having them
properly resolved.

8.5 EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT COMMUNICATIONS

Approximately 8% of comments related to communications between management and employees,
Concerns/Issues
Some of the concerns raised were as follows:

a Due to high workloads, managers were not able to spend enough time on the job discussing
issues with employees or finding out what really happens;

O Employees being intimidated for raising safety issues with management;
O Poor communication between company/principal and contractors and sub-contractors;

O Lack of formal training for employees, supervisors and managers in effective communications
(must all have some basic skills);

O Information passed on to employees is often on a “need to know™ basis only and employees are
not given the whole picture.

Suggestions for Improvement

Some suggestions provided were as follows:

O Better planning and formal shift plan meetings so everyone knows what is happening for the day;
O Contractors and subcontractors should be included in company safety meetings/briefings;

Q Use clear communication with easily understandable words e.g. less jargon;

0 Managers to allocate set time each day/week to spend on the job speaking to employees.

Employee comments on communications again reinforce the survey results contained in Section 4.3,
Section 44 and Section 4.9. The concerns expressed should be addressed through the
implementation of the recommendation relating to improving management-employee communications.

Recommendation 1 (Action 5.0) in Section 9.0 has been made to help improve communications

between management and employees on mine Sites.

8.6 MANAGER AND SUPERVISOR

Approximately 8% of comments related to managers and supervisors.
Concerns/ Issues

Some of the concerns raised were as follows:

August 2002 Page 54



2002 MOSHAB SAFETY SURVEY REPORT

The lack of communication and people management skills of some managers;

Inexperienced managers being placed in senior positions with appointments seemingiy based on
“helding a degree” rather than “shop floor” knowledge and experience;

Some managers and supervisors turning a “blind eye” to safety breaches due to production
pressures;

Not enough managers ventured into the work areas to gain either experience or knowledge about
relevant aspects of their areas of responsibility;

Some supervisors often don’t understand their responsibilities i.e. what they are supposed to do;

Some managers see safety issues raised by employees as a personal attack on them and will
often bury issues rather than addressing them;

Managers often just don't have enough time to get out into the workplace;

Due to increased workloads and cut-backs, managers and supervisors often don't have time to
properly plan things; as a result, things never quite get finished off properly.

Suggestions for Improvement

Some suggestions provided were as follows:

a

a

Managers to provide supervisors with more time to spend on the job with employees {e.g. less
paperwork);

Training in communication, people skills and management techniques should be compulsory for all
managers and supervisors;

Supervisors and managers to spend more time encouraging employees for working safely rather
than disciplining them for unsafe work practices;

Make managers and supervisors attend the same training as safety and health representatives;
Regular supervisor-manager meetings to discuss issues and set common standards;

Managers and supervisors conducting more checks on how people are doing their job without
employees getting into trouble;

“supervisors ability to ensure safety is put ahead of production, recognise good safety
performance, take action with regard to poor performance, and motivate employees to behave
safely/identify hazards, can be a key driver in improving safety performance”;

*Managers, supervisors and team leaders to be thoroughly trained in legislative responsibilities

(MSI Act and Regulations} and company safety standards/procedures before they start work at the
mine so they do not have to interpret them; they will then know what is expected of them right from
the start.
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Comments regarding managers and supervisors reinforce responses by employees, supervisors and
managers in the Survey contained in Section 4.4, Section 4.5, Section 5.1, Section 5.2, Section 5.4
and Section 6.2. These issues and concemns should be addressed through the implementation of
recommendations relating to improving the skills and competence of managers and supervisors.

Recommendation 1 (Action 8.0) in Section 9.0 has been made fo help improve the effectiveness of
comrunications between management and supervisors on mine sites.

Recomimendation 2 in Section 9.0 has been made to help improve the effectiveness of training being
provided to managers and supervisors.

8.7 RESPONSIBILITY FOR SAFETY
Approximately 7% of comments related to responsibility for safety.

Concems/issues
Some of the concerns raised were as follows:

0 The emphasis needs to be placed back on the individual to take responsibility for their own safety
and that of their work mates;

O Some managers and supervisors don’t ‘walk the talk’,; management sometimes turns a blind eye, if
it means getting the job done;

O Safety reps are often “safety cops”, approaching and disciplining the work force rather than the
workforce approaching them and asking for help with issues;

0 Management often dictates safety policies and procedures, but they are not familiar with the actual
conditions under which the mine/mining industry operates.

Suggestions for improvement

Some suggestions provided were as follows:

O More employee-based safety programs run by the employees themselves, not management;

Q Everyone should spend at least 5% of their time on safety issues and on a daily basis;

0 Safety reps should get more recognition and support from management to help them be more
effective;

O Make individuals more accountable for their own safety through behaviour-based safety
observation programs;

O Get employees to develop those workplace behaviours they value; the resultant “*behaviour
standards™ set the template for the way all employees should approach safety, teamwork,
dedication and personal integrity;
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O All work groups/crews should develop and implement safety improvement plans and audit them
regularty,

Recommendation 1 (Action 4.0} in Section 9.0 has been made o help address issues associated with
employee behaviour, including setting standards of behaviour and management sefting the example.

8.8 PRODUCTION PRESSURES
Approximately 5% of comments related to the impact of production on safety.

Concerns/issues
Some of the concerns raised were as follows:

o Management often say “Safety before production®, but in the minds of some, production does, and
always will, come first;

O Managers and supervisors are often subconsciously pressured to ignore safety when production
levels are threatened by having unrealistic targets being set;

O Supervisors are often put under pressure when plans change and they do not have enough people
to do the job safely;

Q Senior managers tell employees about safety while middle managers push for production;

@ Costcutting on mines (less people, less maintenance, older equipment) and higher production
targets to increase profit adversely affects morale and safety, particularly for contractors;

O Tighter budgets mean less people doing more and rushing, taking short-cuts;
O Supervisors and managers often push for production to make them look good,;

0 Management often do not “walk the tatk* when it comes to production versus safety; they should
be honestly committed to safety, not just when it suits them.

Suggestions for Improvement
Some suggestions provided were as follows:

o More involvement of employees and management working together to determine the hest way of
safely achieving production targets;

Q We have to lose “more metres and tonnes” attitude;
0 Incentives should only be for safety, not production;

0 Encourage corporate managers not to over-demand production without consulting site
management as this will often lead to unrealistic demands being placed on supervisors and
employees taking short-cuts;
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O Senior managers not to have performance incentives based solely on production.

Comments regarding production pressure reinforce responses by employees and supervisors in the
Survey (refer Section 4.3 and Section 5.3). The issues should be addressed through the
implementation of the recommendation relating fo promoting safe behaviours on mine sites (Refer
Section 8.0, Recommendation 1, Action 5.0), allowing supervisors to freely express concerns relating
to unrealistic production schedules (Refer Section 9.0, Recommendation 1, Action 6.0) and ensuring
executive managers are aware of the impact that tight resourcing and production targets can have on
safety (Refer Seclion 9.0, Recommendation 4).

8.9 REPORTING OF HAZARDS/INCIDENTS/ACCIDENTS
Approximately 4% of comments related to the reporting of incidents and accidents.

Concerns/Issues
Some of the concems raised were as follows:

0 Employees are often reluctant to report near-misses/incidents/accidents because biame is
immediately placed on to the persor/people involved;

O In some cases, the employee’s pay structure or roster was affected as a result of reporting an
incident;

Q Some management and supervisory staff have key performance incentives {(KPis) which can be
affected by the number of incidents/accidents reported and this hindered honest reporting;

O Employees are often turned-off reporting because they have to complete complex forms;

0 Employees often hear about accidents, but do not get any information about what has been dene
to prevent them;

O There is often no feedback about the outcomes of accidents or incidents, no resulting changes to
existing standards nor introduction of new procedures to prevent a re-occurrence.

Suggestions for Improvement
Some suggestions provided were as follows:

0 Ensuring group or individual performance measuresfincentives are not based on accidents/injury
statistics, but positive things (e.g. number of inspections, safety meetings held, etc.);

Q Encourage employees to report all incidents/accidents by rewarding them (e.g. by praise/
recognition) and get rid of the “blame” mentality;

O Ensure that all hazards are treated seriously; if they are not, it discourages employees from
reporting and identifying the hazards;
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0 Pay people rewards or incentives for identifying hazards;

O More feed-back to employees on incidents/accidents and what action is being taken; this will
encourage them to report events if they see things are being addressed,

0 Reduce the “red-tape” in completing forms so there is more incentive to report.

Comments regarding incident/accident reporting reflect the responses by employees in the Survey
(refer Section 4.1). The issues and concems expressed should be addressed through the
implementation of the recommendation relating to improving hazard/incident/accident reporting,
investigation and follow-up on mine sites (Refer Section 9.0, Recommendation 1, Action 2.0).

8.10 REPORTING AND MEASUREMENT OF INJURIES
Approximately 4% of comments related to the reporting and measurement of workplace injuries.

Concerns/isstes
Some of the concerns raised were as follows:

0 Some contractors had Lost-Time Injury (LTI) targets set as part of their contract and either lost
money or did not receive a bonus if they had any injuries, prompting creative injury management
{e.g. sending injured employees out on break early);

0 Some bonus and reward systems in place are based on the amount of “injury free” working time
which provided incentive not to record injuries;

O The system of placing injured workers on ‘light duties™ after an injury was sometimes done to make
the LTI figures look better; e.g. injured workers were told to report to work for light duties, then told
to go home after an hour as this would not register as an LTI,

O Some injury report forms were too difficuit to complete, making workers avoid reporting;

O Thereis a lack of a clear industry-wide definition as to what constitutes an LTI or MTI and how they
should be recorded,;

O The practice of using the measurement of “LTl-free days” was considered by many employees not
to be a true reflection of the actuai safety performance of the site.

Suggestions for Improvement
Some suggestions provided were as follows:

O Ensuring group or individual performance measures/incentives are not based on injury statistics
(i.e. use positive performance indicators only);
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a Introduce different levels of injury measurement so that LT is not the only measurement used {(e.g.
use All injuries, not just LTls and MTls}, the different levels would reflect the severity of the injury
and provide a category relating to the ability of the worker to carry out certain duties;

@ Ensure proper injury management programs are in place that are run by people “independent” of
those with personnel interest in maintaining safety records;

O Not having contracts that contain penalties for having LTls or MTIs; have incentives for
undertaking safety activities instead.

The reporting and measurement of injuries requires some attention to ensure that any incentives for
not reporting or properly recording injuries are minimised. To address this issue, the industry should
develop a common approach to reporting and recording injuries and adept a broader set of safety
performance measures, not just LTls. MOSHAB should take a leading role in developing these
indicators and move the industry toward a system that provides greater integrity.

Recommendation 1 (Action 10.0) and Recommendation 7 in Section 9.0 have been made 10 help
improve the integrity of injury reporting across the mining industry and to address employee concerns
regarding mis-reporting of injuries.

8.11 STANDARDS, AUDITS AND INSPECTIONS
Approximately 4% of comments related to standards, audits and inspection.

Concems/Issues
Some of the concerns raised were as follows:

O Inspections by Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources (MPR); inspectors were often
notified in advance, giving managers and supervisors an opportunity to move employees out of
unsafe areas or to cover things up;

0 Inspectors often do not visit to the smaller sites;

0 Inspectors often visit the workplace with the manager and supervisor and do not spend time with
safety representatives and workers;

o Safety standards and systems often vary from site to site and from contractor to company; with no
consistent industry approach, except following regulations which only address a fraction of the
issues;

O No common auditing system across the industry; difficult to benchmark or compare sites.
Suggestions for Improvement

Some suggestions provided by employees were as follows:
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O Develop a common set of standards which apply to ail aspects of Health and Safety in the mining
industry; regular audits should be carried out to ensure these standards are being met;

O More checks on night-shift to ensure people take the same care when management is not present;

O MPR inspections should be done without prior warning and involve employees, not just
management;

a Have Mines Inspectors attend OH and S committee meetings and ask employees privately when
visiting mine sites, not with management in attendance; some employees are too scared to say
what they want to say with managers around;

O MPR to actively participate in mine activities e.g. safety summits or other activities that encourages
safety and health improvement;

O Regular auditing of contractors by mining companies to ensure common standards of safety.

Some of these issues are currently being addressed by the Chamber of Minerals and Energy (e.g.
development of a safety management systern guideline). Issues relating to inspections by the
inspectorate wili be referred to the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources.

8.12 DRUGS AND ALCOHOL

Approximately 3% of comments from employees related to drugs and alcohol. A number of employees
expressed the need to address the amount and frequency of drugs and alcoho! being used on mine
sites, particularly in FIFO situations.

Suggestions for Improvement

Some suggestions provided were as follows:

O Implement regulations with severe penalties if safety of the individual and others could be affected;
O Develop industry-wide standards for fitness for work, including drugs and alcohol.

Many companies have developed fitness for work policies and procedures that include addressing the
adverse impacts of alcohol and drug use on mine sites. The Working Party believes these programs
should be developed in consultation with employees and should reinforce appropriate employee
behaviour to minimise the adverse impacts of drugs and alcohol in the workplace.

Recommendation 1 (Action 11.0}) in Section 9.0 has been made to help address drug and alcohol
issues.

8.13 MOSHAB AND INFORMATION EXCHANGE
Approximately 3% of comments from employees related to MOSHAB and issues associated with
exchanging information on safety and health.
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Concemns/lssues

Some of the concems raised were as follows:

Q

a

There seems to be little sharing of important safety information across the industry, except within
the larger companies;

General employee awareness of MOSHAB and its role was very low.

Suggestions for improvement

Some suggestions provided were as follows:

Q

Exchanges of information and procedures should be done on a regular basis between mine sites/
mining companies/mining sectors to promote ‘best practice’ standards;

Visits by key site personnel to other mine sites to discuss safety procedures, systems and methods
would be beneficial in developing a consistent approach;

Better dissemination of industry accidentincident information to mine sites.

MOSHAB should take a more active role in safety promotion and in providing information to
employees and improve its profile with site-based people through more mine site visits;

Regular employee surveys to be heid as a follow-up to this survey;

Feedback to be provided on the findings of this and other future surveys to all employees, not just
management.

The Working Party believes MOSHAB should consider ways of improving its profile with employees in
the Western Australian Mining Industry and ensure the findings and recommendations of this Report

are communicated to all employees (refer Section 9.0, Recommendation 1, Action 1.0) and that all

recommendations are properly implemented (refer Section 9.0, Recommendation 8).

The rest of this page is blank
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9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

The Recommendations made by the Working Party are detailed in this section. The Recommendations
are generally:

0 Those that should be addressed on the mine or site by local management; and

a Those that should be addressed at a higher industry level by MOSHAB or its member
organisations, either individually or jointly (i.e. Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources,
Unions WA or Chamber of Minerais and Energy).

The recommendations have also been referenced to the relevant sections in the Report.

The recommendations are not in order of priority as each one is considered important to address
specific issues. The Recommendations are as follows:

Mine Management Actions to Address Issues Raised in Report

Recommendation 1 — Mine Management should review this Report and implement the various
actions contained in Appendix L — “Action Plan for Mine Management” to address the following issues
on mine sites:

Review and Communication of Report Findings
Hazard/incident Investigation and Follow-up
Provision of Safety Information

Promoting Safe Behaviour
Management-Employes Communications
Management-Supervisor Communications

Site Procedures and Training

Manager and Supervisor Training

© O N O ;A W N =

. Fatigue Management
10. Injury Reporting, Recording and Management
11. Drug and Alcohof Management

Refer to Appendix L — “Action Plan for Mine Management” for details.
Industry Approach to Training of Managers and Supervisors

Recommendation 2 - The Chamber of Minerals and Energy reviews the content and implementation
of the Frontline Management Initiative {(FMi) against issues raised in this Report. Training for managers
and supervisors shouid include:

O strategies that improve the ability of supervisors and managers to positively influence employee
behaviour (refer Section 4.5, Section 5.4, Section 6.2 and Section 6.5);
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Q effective communication skills, inciuding how to give positive feed-back to employees for working
safely and how to discipline for unsafe behaviours (refer Section 4.5, Section 5.2, Section 5.4 and
Section 6.2);

O understanding hazard identification, risk assessment and risk control (refer Section 5.2);

O understanding the statutery responsibilities of managers and supervisors (refer Section 5.2 and
Section 8.6).

Consideration shoukd also be given to extending the implementation of FMI to all mining industry
supervisors and managers, commencing with those who have statutory responsibilities (refer Section
8.6).

improving Effectiveness of Employee Representation

Recommendation 3 — MOSHAB develops a strategy to promote the role of safety and health
representatives across the industry and programs for implementation by the industry to improve the
effectiveness of safety and health representatives on mines (refer Section 4.8 and Section 6.6).

Increasing the Involvement of Executive Managerment

Recommendation 4 - The Chamber of Minerais and Energy should communicate the findings and
recommendations of this Report to industry Executive Management, including issues associated with:

Q demonstrating their commitment to safety and encouraging greater involvement of executive
management in ensuring safety at their mine site (refer Section 6.1);

a the adequacy of resources to ensure safe production (refer Section 6.1 and Section 8.8); and

O committing the necessary resources to review and implement applicable recommendations from
this Report and holding site management accountable for their implementation (refer Appendix L).

fndustry Sfrategy fo Improve Empioyee Training

Recommendation § — The Chamber of Minerals and Energy should review the current status of
employee skill training and identify ways of improving the level and effectiveness of training across the
industry (refer Section 4.6 and Section 8.1). A report on the status and proposed improvement actions
should be provided to MOSHAB for consideration and comment.

Promotion of Fatigue Management Guideline

Recommendation 6 ~ MOSHAB should promote the development and implementation of fatigue
management plans at all mines based on the MOSHAB Fatigue Management Guideline (refer Section
8.2).
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injury Reporting and Recording

Recommendation 7 — MOSHAB should develop a common industry approach to the reporting and
recording of injuries and promote the adoption of positive safety performance measures rather than
reactive measures that can lead to mis-reporting of injuries and performance (refer Section 8.10).

Follow-up Action on Report Recommendations

Recommendation 8 — MOSHAB should consider what action is recommended to the Minister to
ensure that the recommendations made in this Report are effectively implemented. This may include
requesting the Department of Mineral and Petroleum Resources to monitor the implementation of
recommendations requiring action by mine management and reperting progress back to MOSHAB.

Finally, the Working Party would like to thank all sites who agreed to participate in the Survey and to all
those who made time to attend survey sessions.

The rest of this page is blank
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10.0 LIST OF APPENDICES

Copies of the Appendices contained in this Report are as follows:

APPENDIX A — SURVEY FORMS (ALL EMPLOYEES, SUPERVISORS AND MANAGERS)
APPENDIX B — EMPLOYEE SURVEY RESULTS BY JOB CATEGORY

APPENDIX | - VARIABILITY TABLES FOR EMPLOYEE SURVEY RESULTS

APPENDIX J - COMPARISON BETWEEN 1998 RISK TAKING BEHAVIOUR SURVEY AND
2002 UNDERGROUND SECTOR SURVEY RESULTS

APPENDIX K — STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF EMPLOYEE COMMENTS

APPENDIX L - ACTION PLAN FOR MINE MANAGEMENT (Recommendation 1}

The following Appendices referred to in this Report are contained in a separate document
{“Appendices To The 2002 Safety Behaviour Working Party Report) due to their volume:
APPENDIX C - EMPLOYEE RESULTS BY REGION

APPENDIX D - EMPLOYEE RESULTS BY INDUSTRY SECTOR

APPENDIX E - SUPERVISOR RESULTS BY REGION

APPENDIX F — SUPERVISOR SURVEY RESULTS BY INDUSTRY SECTOR

APPENDIX G - MANAGER SURVEY RESULTS BY REGION

APPENDIX H - MANAGER SURVEY RESULTS BY INDUSTRY SECTOR
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APPENDIX A ~ SURVEY FORMS (EMPLOYEES, SUPERVISORS AND
MANAGERS)
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| FL] =
- STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL
2 MOSHAB

W Occawtora Salely c Heult Ay Soarc:

DIRECTIONS
Thank you for making vour time available for this Survey. The answers you give are confidential and
there will be no way of identifving individual responses. Please read each question carefully and
complete using a black pen following the directions below.

Write clearly within the boxes in CAPITAL letlers, Make heavy marks that fill the circle completelv,
ABICIDIEIFIGIRITITIKIL (M Shade Circles Like This—> @
NjoiplQ[R|s|T|ulvwix|v iz Not Like This—> ¢ of

Everyone should complete 'Scctioa A: General Information’ and "Section B: Emplovee Questions’.

If you are a "Supervisor. vou wiil be given an extra "green” survey form {marked "Section C") to
complete,

If vou are a ‘Muanager'. vou will be given an extra "yellow” survey torm (marked "Section D™) to
complete,

Execntive Management means senior company managers who are not normally based on the site and
may include CEOs. Managing Directors, Operations Managers, Corporate Managers etc.

Management means site-based personnel with line-management responsibilities and may include
resident managers. general managers. department managers. underground or quarry managers,
superintendents. contractor project managers etc,

Supervisor means site-based personnel with supervisory responsibilities who are responsible tor
individual work groups and may include forepersons. shift bosses, shift supervisors. shift coordinators.
team feaders. conteactor supervisors ete,

This section is to be completed by EVERYONE

A. Did you take part in the last MOSHAB Risk-Taking Behaviour Survey in 19987 OXNo O Yos

B. Your Age: vears

C. Gender: O Male Q Femalke

D. Are vou a Safety and Hezlth Representative? ONe OYes

E. Are you x member of a Safety and Health Commitiee? ONo OVes
20508

u (1. =
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“Na~ =

20508

F. What is your main work area? (ic the area where you have been assigned 1o work)
O Undergronnd Q Smelier/Refinery
O Surface Mining O Surface Drilling
Q Workshop Q Office
O Process Plant O Other {please specify)

;. Which of the following categories best describes your job or position?

O Operutor / Tradesperson O Support/ Technical O Manager/ Superintendent O Supervisor

H. What is your job or position title?

1. What resource secsor do you work in?

O Gold O Coal

O Nickel O Salt

© Alumina Q Other Metals

O Mineral Sands  © Other {please specify)
O tron Ore

4. How many years have you worked in the mining indusery?

O 3 yearsorless O More than 3 but less than 3O 5 or more but less than 10 O More than 10

K. How long have you worked at this mine / site?

vears months

L. How many other mines have you worked at?

M. Whe do yoa work for on this site?

O Company / Principal O Contracor / Sub-contractor O Labour Hire Company O Other

This section is to be completed by EVERYONE

Please read the following statements and indicate vour view by shading the appropriate circle on
the right. Answer the questions based on vour current perceptions of the mine/site where you
currently work (ie we are lneresied in your most recent industry experiences).

1. Huzards / incidents at this mine are reported promptly. O Q Q Q
2. The thought of being kilfed or injured at work atfects how | o o o o
behave at work.
3. Supervisors ignore nisk-taking behaviowr. Q O o o
4. Accidents at this mine ure reported prompily. (o] o] (o] (o)
5. Safety issues raised with supervisors are adequately dealt with. o O ®) o
6. Mining industrv emplovers are serious about satety and health, Q ) o o
7. Emplovees wke short-cuts to meet production demands. O o o O
8. Supervisors provide positive feedback for following sale o o o o
work practices.
20508

| (M. =
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m L] n

20508

9. Supervisors actively discourage unsafe behaviour. o a O Q
10. Employees are discouraged from reporting or bringing safety o o o 0
issues to the attention of management,
1 I. Management reacts constructively to safety issues that are raised.  Q o o) %)
12, Hazards at this site are eliminated or dealt with promptly, G (8] o @)
i3. Employees have been properly trained to perform their assigned o) o o o)
| tasks.
14. Emplovees are disciplined or disadvantaged for retusing to do o o o o
tasks that they consider to be ynsafe.
15. Tool-box / Satety meetings arc held at this mine. o o o o)
16. 1 understand what my "Dty of Care™ means under the Mines o O o o
Suferv and Inspection Aot 1994,
17. Supervisors are skited and competent 1o ensure the safety o o o o
of their people.
8. Employees at this mine behave unsafely and ke risks at work. 8] o o) o)
19. Contractor emplovees operate at the same standard of safety as o o o o
company {principal) emplovees.
20. Safcty bulletins and safety incident reports are readily available o o o 0o
tor me to read.
21. Safety bulletins and safety incidents are discussed at Tool-box / o o o o
Safety meetings / Pre-shift meetings.
22. Recognition from managers / supervisors for working safely o o o 0
encourages emplovees not 1o lake risks,
23, Managers are skilled and competent to ensure the safety of their o o o 0
operations.
24. Empiovees are routinely involved in the development of (safe} o o o o
work procedures.
25, Up 1o date (safe) work procedures are available at this mine. Q o] O O
26. | have easy access to {safe) work procedures, 0 O o) @)
27. Emplovees are properly trained in the use of writien {safe) work
procedures. ° 0 0 0
28. The work practices in my workplace are not the same as the o o o o
written {safe) work procedures.
29. Induction training for my work area covered ail relevant satety o o o o
ISsues.
30. Risks. short-cuts or unsate behaviour are acceptable to o 0 o o
management.
3L Employees are rontinely involved in incident / accident o o)
investigations, o o
32, Employees get feedback from management on incidentaccident o o o o
mvestigations.
33, Managers do not spend enough time witking with emplovees o) o o o
about safety.
34, Employvees are not provided with enough safely information
relevant to their work. °© °© ° °©
33, Safety and health representatives and safely conmmittecs are
encouraged at this mine/sie, o e 9 o
20508

u ™. =

¥ \usuot i VN . LI
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36, Incentive-based renumeration systems encourage risk-taking

behaviour.
37. Safety and health representatives are effective in representing o o
emplovees on safety and health issues,
38. Lam able 1o effectively apply risk management principles (ic o o o o

identifving hazards, assessing the level of risk) while on the job.

3%. At vour mine/site, how often does your manager speak to yon '
. o o O o)
about safety issues?
40. How often do vou atterdd Tool-box or Safety meetings at your o o o
ming?

If you could choose three things to change at your mine/site, what would they be?

tMake your three choices from the examples given or write additionad ones in the "Other” Sectian}
b . g

O Better training QO Better safety infomation
Q Betier equipment O Better supervision
©Q Better Personal Protective Equipment {PPE) O More resources {stat. capital funds etc)
O Better communication O More recognition
Q Betler Satety Representatives O More time with supervisor
Q Better incident / accident repornting O More management involvement
Other (please specify):

Based on your experience, do you have any other ideas or comments for MOSHAB on how
safety can be improved?

1F YOU ART A SUPERVISOR PLEASE COMPLETE SECTION € (the "green” form)

HFYOU ARE A MANAGER, PELEASE COMPLETE SECTION D tthe “vellow” form)

August 2002

HYOU ARE NOT A SUPERVISOR QR A MANAGER. YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE 15 NOW COMPLETE. 20508
THANK YOU FOR PARTICHPATING I8 THES SURVEY
PLEASE PASS YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE BACK TO THE SURVEY TEAM .

Page 71



APPENDIX A - SURVEY FORMS (EMPLOYEES SUPERVISCRS AND MANAGERS)

o
u STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL u

2 MOSHAB

roere

This section is to be completed by SUPERVISORY personnel ONLY

Answer the questions based on your perceptions of the mine/site and organisation where vou currently work.

41. Management encourages employee involvement in safety.

42, Supervisors are provided with adequate (raining in hazard
identification. risk assessment and risk controf.

43. Foreman or managers overrule supervisors' decisions on
saluty matters.

44. Supervisors are encouraged by management w report all
incidents, accidents. harards and safety issues.

45. Supervisors are pressured to deliver production wargets
shead of safety.

46. Supervisors are provided with adequate training in people
management and effective communication.

47. Management has a genuine committrnent to safety.

48. Supervisors have adeguate control over decisions made
during the shaft that impact safety.

49, Supervisors are not able to effectively discipline workers
for unsale work practices.

50. Supervisors are able to efiectively promote and encourage
safe work practices and behaviours.

31, Supervisor safety and health concerns are properly
addressed by management.

52. Employees are discouraged by management from reporting
safety issues or incidents,

53. Some employees get away with unsafe behaviour and

taking risks.

34. Supervisors do not have cnough time to property discuss
safety issues with emiplovees.

55.1 fully understand my responsibilities as a supervisor under
the Mines Safety and Inspection Act 1994,

56. Changes to the Mines Safety and Inspection Act and
Reguiations hove made mining safer.

57. Safety Represenatives are routinely involved in accident
investigalions,

38,1 feel confident when making decisions that affect safety.

Q1o (O0J]O0O OC|(O]JO|OQO]jJO]|O]O]|O
/o010 0 /Ol/O]O|O]|]O]|O}O
ojo|o|j]O0ojCj|0O]O|]O]C|]O]O]|O
|l 0j]0|0|0|]0O|]O]|]OC|]O}|O|O

59, L am confident that the cmployees | supervise have sufficient
skills to carmy out their job safely,

oCOjo|]Oo|]OlO|0O|O
QJl]Oo |0 |O]O O |O
0j]CcjOo|0]|0O0]|]0]0]|O
cojojo|j]Oo|jC|O|0O]|O

60. As a supervisor. | aet actively involved in shift safety o
meetings,

YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE IS NOW COMPLETE.
11927

THANK YO FOR PARTICIPATING I[N THIS SURVEY
. PLEASE PASS YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE BACK TO THE SURVEY TEAM. I‘ .

August 2002 Page 72



-

APPENDIX A — SURVEY FORMS (EMPLOYEES SUPERVISORS AND MANAGERS)

2227

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL

£ MOSHAB

Meea Ox

wriacry Soare

This section is to be completed by MANAGEMENT personnel ONLY

Answer the guestions based on vour perceptions of the mine/site and organisation where you currently work.

61. Executive Management provide adeguate resources for site
mianagement to effectively manage safety.

62. Executive Management are committed to improving safety.

63, Managers have insufficient time to address safety issues
with emplovess.

64, Excoutive Management shows commitiment througlh
involvement in site safety activities.

65. Management are trained and competent to effectively
manage safety.

66, Management properly consider potential safety and health
risk implications when making decisions.

67. Management is not responsible for managing safety and
health on the minesite.

68, Supervisors spend enough time discussing on-the-job safety
with emplovees.

69. Managers provide encugh recognition and encouragement
to cmplovees for workine safely.

70. Executive Management are more concerned with
maximising profit than adeguatelv resourving safety.

71. Managers have a leading role in “sctting the example’ for
emplovees and supervisors.
T2 Managers are unskilled al discussing risk-taking behaviours
with emplovees.
. Potential risks are properly considered as part of the
mine/site planning procvess.
74, Safety Representatives perform a viduable role in
improving safety.
75, Managers do not have the necessary skills to influence
emplovee safety behaviour.
T6. Sysiems are in place ut this minesite tha ensures risks are
effectivelv managed.
77. Principal Emplover / Contract arrangements in the mining
industry have made mining safer.

jo|(O|O|jO|O]O|]OIO]O|0OC]|O
O(0]O|O|]OC|]O[(O]O]|OC|O]O]|O
ofojJo|(OC{O|O]|J]O]|]OQ]O]O]|]OC]|O
oj{o0|O|O|O|C|O|Q};O]OC{O]|O

=1
Led

78. 1 understand risk management concepts enough Lo feel
confident when making decisions that could affect safety.

ojo|lOo|0O0|C|O
oO(0|J]Oo(O|0O|0O
O|©0|(C|]O]|0}0O
cjo0|Q|0QC|[ 0|0

YOUR QUESTIHONNAIRE 1S NOW COMPLETE.
THANK YO FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY. 2227

. PLEASE PASS YOUR COMPLETED OUESTIONNAIRE BACK TO THE SURVEY TEAM. E -
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APPENDIX B - EMPLOYEE SURVEY RESULTS BY JOB CATEGORY
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EMPLOYEE SURVEY RESULTS BY JOB CATEGORY

This Appendix (Appendix B) contains the analysis of the responses given to Section B ("EMPLOYEE
QUESTIONS® or Questions 1 to 40). Under each of the four Job Classifications Categories,
respondents were asked to complete under Question G in Section A. The four job categories are as
follows:

1. Operator/Tradesperson (i.e. traditional workforce)

2. Technical/Support (including engineers, geologists and administration personnel)

3. Manager/ Superintendent {i.e. management)

4. Supervisor

The number of complete responses given within each of the job categories and a summary of the
employment status (i.e. whether employed by company/principal, contractor, etc.) is given below:

No. of Company

No. of Contractor | 1246 135 75 167 1623

No. of Labour

Hire 100 35 6 7 148

No. of Other 5 1 2 0 8
Total 2777 940 376 570 4 663"

* although 4 700 employees took part in the Survey, some did not complete all the form

The rest of this page is blank
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Q1 - Hazardsfincidents at this mine are reported promptly
Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ ,

% Response to Q1 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 28 29.7 480 336 276
Agree 65.1 63.2 48.3 61.9 63.2
Total Agree 879 929 96.3 95.5 90.8
Disagree 10.8 6.4 34 44 86
Strongly Disagree 0.9 0.2 0.3 0.2 06
Total Disagree 1.8 86 37 45 9.2
Q2 - The thought of being killed or injured at work affects how | behave at work

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .

% Response to Q2 | Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 45.7 48.5 56.0 49.5 47.4
Agree 39.9 38.7 342 38.8 393
Total Agree 85.6 85.2 90.2 88.3 867
Disagree 10.3 10.5 6.6 a7 9.9
Strongly Disagree 34 39 3.2 3.0 34
Total Disagree 13.6 144 9.8 11.7 133
-Q3 - Supervisors ignore risk-taking bohaviour 5

QOperator/ Technical/ Manager/ .

% Response to Q3 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 35 20 19 08 28
Agree 18.5 12.4 6.6 5.2 14.8
Total Agree 220 14.4 8.5 8.1 17.6
Disagree 57.4 59.2 54.1 56.1 58.0
Strongly Disagree 19.2 25.7 36.9 37.2 243
Total Disagree 76.6 84.9 .0 934 834
Q4 - Accldents at this mine are reported promptly _

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ R

% Response to Q4 |  Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 26.7 38.7 58.6 406 33.9
Agree 64.6 56.9 39.5 55.2 60.7
Total Agree M3 95.6 98.1 95.8 94.6
Disagree 6.1 33 19 26 48
Strongly Disagree 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.6
Total Disagree 6.9 3.5 1.9 3.0 5.4
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Q5 - Safety issues ralsed with supervisors are adequately dealt with

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .

% Response to Q5 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 11.6 13.7 19.4 17.7 135
Agree 63.3 70.8 75.3 72.2 B87.5
Total Agree 749 84.5 94.7 89.9 81.0
Disagree 208 13.1 4.8 9.3 16.8
Strongly Disagree 31 1.1 0.3 0.3 22
Total Disagree 23.9 141 5.0 9.6 18.0
Q8 ~ Mining industry employers are serious about safety and health

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .

% Response to Q6 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 18.6 25.7 406 278 23.2
Agree 67.2 65.5 57.3 64.7 66.5
Total Agree 85.9 91.2 97.9 925 89.7
Disagree 11.5 7.3 1.9 6.8 94
Strongly Disagree 1.3 0.5 0.0 0.3 0.9
Total Disagree 12.7 7.9 1.9 7.2 10.3
Q7 - Employses take short-cuts to meet production demands

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .

% Response to Q7 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 8.3 4.1 24 2.3 6.3
Agree 39.4 36.8 25.2 32.3 373
Total Agree 47.7 41.0 27.6 34.6 43.6
Disagree 43.8 50.7 56.0 54.2 480
Strongly Disagreé 7.2 7.3 156 10.3 84
Total Disagree 51.0 58.1 71.6 64.5 56.4
Q8 - Supervisors provide positive feedback for following safe work practices

: Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .

% Response to Q8 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree - 10.0 10.5 15.1 14.9 112
Agree - 64.7 64.3 67.9 76.7 66.7
Total Agree 74.7 74.8 83.0 91.6 78.0
Disagree - 225 228 16.2 7.9 20.3
Strongly Disagree 22 1.6 05 03 1.7
Total Disagree - 24.7 24.4 16.7 8.2 220
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Q9 = Supervisors actively discourage unsafe behaviour

Operator/ Technicalf Manager/ .

% Response to Q9 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 19.9 22,0 34.0 36.2 236
Agree 60.8 63.7 58.1 516 60.3
Total Agree 80.7 85.7 92.0 87.8 83.9
Disagree 15.7 11.9 438 7.5 131
Strongly Disagree 3.0 20 3.2 4.4 3.0
Total Disagree 18.7 13.9 8.0 119 161

Q10 - Employees are discouraged from reporting or bringing safoty issues to the attention of management

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ ;
% Response to Q10 |  Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 26 2.0 2.1 26 25
Agree 116 5.0 19 23 8.4
Total Agree 14.2 7.0 40 49 10.9
Disagree 62.3 55.0 28.1 47.0 56.5
Strongly Disagree 229 3377 67.9 47.6 326
Total Disagree 86.2 92.7 96.0 94.6 89.1

@11 = Management reacts constructively to safety issues that are ralsed

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q11 |  Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 10.2 17.9 329 18.5 14.7
Agree 68.1 7.7 63.4 738 69.6
Total Agree 78.3 89.6 96.3 92.3 84.4
Disagree 196 8.8 32 7.0 146
Strongly Disagree 1.1 10 05 0.5 1.0
Totat Disagree 20.7 98 3.7 7.5 16.6

Q12 ~ Hazards atuisslbauelknlrntodorduﬁw_lﬁ';pmmpﬂy

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ _
% Response to Q12 | Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 9.3 127 20.7 15.7 12.2
Agree 60.4 66.9 68.7 66.6 4.1
Total Agree 70.2 79.6 89.4 82.3 76.3
Disagree 256 17.5 10.3 15.6 219
Strongly Disagree 24 1.3 03 0.5 1.8
Total Disagree 28.0 18.8 10.6 16.1 237
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ms-Employaeshmbeenpropedytraimdbperformmirmignadhsks

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ 3
% Response to Q13 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Empioyees
Strongly Agree 99 1.3 19.9 12.8 11.4
Agree 61.6 70.2 69.8 9.9 65.5
Total Agree 7.5 81.4 89.7 82.7 76.8
Disagree 248 16.7 10.3 16.1 211
Strongly Disagree 29 07 0.0 1.2 21
Total Disagree 27.8 17.4 10.3 17.3 23.2

Q14 — Employees are disciplined or disadvantaged for refusing to do tasks they consider unsafe

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q14 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 4.8 1.8 3.2 24 3.9
Agree 208 9.8 27 82 15.8
Total Agree 256 11.7 538 10.7 19.6
Disagree 58.9 §9.2 324 47.2 56.0
Strongly Disagree 14.5 26.9 61.5 418 244
Total Disagree 734 86.1 93.9 89.0 80.4
Q15 « Tool-box/safety meetings are held at this mine :

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q15 | Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 346 51.4 735 542 437
Agree 80.0 46.4 26.3 442 52.9
Total Agree 846 o978 99.7 98.4 96.7
Disagree 36 1.2 0.3 1.6 26
Strongly Disagree 1.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.7
Total Disagree 4.8 1.3 0.3 1.6 33

Q@16 - | understand what my '‘Duty of Care’ means under the Mines Safefy and Inspection Act 1994.

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q16 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 371 48.9 74.3 50.9 443
Agree 58.9 47.9 25.2 47.7 852.7
Total Agree 96.0 96.8 99.5 98.6 97.0
Disagree 3.2 27 0.5 1.0 2.6
Strongly Disagree 0.5 0.2 0.0 03 0.4
Total Disagree 3.7 29 0.5 14 3.0
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Q17 - Supervisors are skilled and competent to ensure the safety of their people

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q17 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 16.5 17.0 273 24.0 186
Agree 63.9 66.2 67.1 68.0 65.6
Total Agree 80.5 83.2 94.4 92.0 84.2
Disagree 16.7 14.4 53 6.8 14.2
Strongly Disagree 24 1.2 0.0 0.5 1.5
Total Disagree 18.8 16.6 83 73 15.7
‘@18 - Employees at this mine behave unsafely and take risks atwork - -
Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response o Q18 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 23 1.2 1.6 1.4 19
Agree 21.2 16.1 8.0 11.9 18.1
Total Agree 23.4 17.3 9.6 13.3 20.0
Disagree 57.1 59.1 531 50.6 58.0
Strongly Disagree 18.6 22.4 36.9 269 220
Total Disagree 75.8 81.5 89.9 86.5 80.0

ms;cm'emuwmmamesmmdmmmamgmiw)mm- SRS

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q19 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 13.5 13.9 271 19.1 15.6
Agree 54.3 53.2 55.2 51.2 545
Total Agree 67.8 67.1 82.2 703 701
Disagree 258 268 15.4 26.7 256
Strongly Disagree 49 4.2 21 23 4.3
Total Disagree 30.6 31.0 17.5 29.0 29.9
Q20 - Safety bultetins and safety incidents reports are readily available for you to read

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q20 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 228 36.9 53.3 385 30.2
Agree 65.5 54.5 41.4 55.9 60.4
Total Agree 88.3 914 94.7 95.5 90.6
Disagree 9.9 7.6 50 40 84
Strongly Disagree 1.4 05 03 0.2 1.0
Total Disagree 1.3 8.2 83 4.2 9.4
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Q21 - Safety bulletins and safety Incidents are discussed at Tool-box/Safety meetings/ pre-ghift meetings

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q21 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 24.4 349 50.9 425 3.1
Agree 65.3 57.0 446 53.5 61.0
Total Agree 89.8 1.9 95.5 96.0 92.1
Disagree 8.3 6.1 4.2 33 7.0
Strongly Disagree 1.3 0.4 0.3 03 0.9
Total Disagree 9.6 658 4.5 3.7 7.9

Q22 - Recognition from managers/ supervisors for working safely encourages employees not to take risks

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q22 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 18.6 215 271 23.3 206
Agree 57.1 61.6 63.1 63.5 58.6
Total Agree 75.7 83.1 90.2 86.7 80.2
Disagree 21.2 14.9 9.5 126 18.1
Strongly Disagree 2.2 1.3 0.3 0.7 1.7
Total Disagree 23.4 16.1 9.8 13.3 19.8
Q23 - Managers are skilled and competent to ensure the safety of their employees

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q23 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 12.4 16.9 324 19.2 159
Agree 65.8 69.3 634 70.3 68.1
Total Agree 79.2 86.2 95.8 895 84.0
Disagree 174 1.7 42 8.7 143
Strongly Disagree 23 0.7 0.0 1.2 1.7
Total Disagree 19.6 124 4.2 10.0 16.0
Q24 — Employees are routinely involved in the development of (safe) work procedures

Operator/ Technicall Manager/ ,
% Response to Q24 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 12.3 19.7 38.0 259. 17.7
Agree 64.1 €65.3 54,4 63.1 63.9
Total Agree 76.4 85.0 934 89.0 81.6
Disagree 209 13.4 6.4 10.3 171
Strongly Disagree 1.8 06 00 0.5 13
Total Disagree 227 14.0 6.4 10.8 184
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Q26 ~ Up-to-date (safe) work procedures are avallable at this mine

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ A
% Response to 025 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 14.3 213 34.2 236 186
Agree 68.8 62.1 54.1 62.8 66.0
Total Agree 83.0 834 88.3 86.4 84.6
Disagree 13.7 14.2 10.6 126 13.5
Strongly Disagree 25 1.1 05 0.9 1.8
Total Disagree 16.2 163 14 135 15.4
Q26 - | have easy access to (safe) work procedures . o o

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response 0 Q26 | Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 156 248 398 200 21.3
Agree 84.7 59.1 49.6 58.4 62,5
Total Agree 80.2 83.8 89.4 87.4 83.9
Disagree 16.5 127 9.3 1.0 14.7
Strongly Disagree 17 1.3 0.5 0.9 14
Total Disagree 18.2 140 9.8 1.9 16.1
Q27 - Employees are properly trained in the use of written {safe) work procedures - .

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q27 |  Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 89 10.5 18.8 12.8 10.6
Agree 57.9 60.5 63.1 58.6 50.6
Total Agree 66.8 71.0 82.0 7.3 70.2
Disagree 297 25.3 17.2 27.3 27.9
Strongly Disagree 24 1.4 0.3 1.2 1.9
Total Disagree 321 266 175 285 29.8
Q28 The work practices in my workpiace are not the same as the written (safe) work practices . -

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q28 |  Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 38 1.8 1.3 1.4 3.0
Agree 35.4 247 15.1 229 30.8
Total Agree 39.2 26.5 16.4 24.3 33.8
Disagree 53.0 60.5 63.1 65.7 58.1
Strongly Disagree 5.4 9.6 19.6 94 8.0
Total Disagree 58.4 70.1 82.8 75.2 64.1
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Q29 = Induction training for my work area covered all relevant safety Issues

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q29 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 12.9 20.0 31.3 19.9 16.8
Agree 64.4 59.2 61.0 62.4 634
Total Agree 77.3 79.2 92.3 82.3 80.2
Disagree 18.6 17.5 6.9 16.6 17.3
Strongly Disagree 3.0 25 0.8 1.0 2.5
Total Disagree 1.7 201 7.7 17.7 19.8
Q30 - Risks, short-cuts or unsafe behaviour are acceptabie to management

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q30 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 3.2 38 6.4 3.0 36
Agree 14.9 7.0 24 4.7 1.2
Totat Agree 181 10.8 8.8 7.7 14.8
Disagree 56.3 §0.1 24.7 456 516
Strongly Disagree 24.7 38.2 66.3 46.7 337
Total Disagree 81.0 88.3 91.0 92.3 85.2
Q31 = Empioyees are routinely involved in incident/accident investigations

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q31 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 6.4 145 382 15.7 12.0
Agree 50.3 59.7 48.3 61.0 541
Total Agree §6.7 742 86.5 76.7 66.1
Disagree 36.2 215 11.9 208 29.9
Strongly Disagree 5.3 25 038 21 4.0
Total Disagree 415 241 12.7 229 33.9
Q32 - Employees get feedback from management on incidentfaccident Investigations

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ 3
% Response to Q32 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 103 14.8 28.1 18.7 13.8
Agree 62.2 62.0 58.9 62.8 62.6
Total Agree 72.5 76.8 87.0 81.5 76.4
Disagree 23.0 19.3 1.9 16.1 208
Strongly Disagree 34 22 0.8 2.1 28
Total Disagree 26.4 215 12.7 18.2 23.6
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Q33 - Managers do not spend enough time speaking with employses about safety

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q33 |  Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 7.0 4.0 27 3.1 56
Agree 32.8 240 25.5 245 296
Total Agree 398 28.0 28.1 278 353
Disagree 514 57.2 50.7 56.6 535
Strongly Disagree 8.0 138 212 15.4 11.2
Total Disagree 59.4 1.0 7.9 720 64.7
Q34 - Employees are not provided with safety information relevant to thelr work.

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q34 |  Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 3.1 16 11 23 26
Agree 236 15.1 7.4 13.8 195
Total Agree 26.7 16.7 8.5 16.1 221
Disagree 646 65.6 62.9 65.0 65.2
Strongly Disagree 7.9 165 286 185 12.7
Total Disagree 7286 821 91.6 83.6 77.9

Q36 - Safety and health representatives and safety committees are encouraged at your mine

Operatot/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q35 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employeces
Strongly Agree 205 35.2 57.0 400 29.0
Agree 68.1 573 38.5 538 62.2
Total Agree 88.5 92.6 95.5 93.9 91.2
Disagree 9.2 58 40 49 7.6
Strongly Disagree 15 1.0 0.5 0.7 1.2
Total Disagree 10.7 6.8 4.5 8.6 8.8

- Q36 - Incentive-based remuneration systems encourage risk-taking behaviour

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ i
% Response to Q36 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisar Total Employees
Strongly Agree 7.9 8.0 8.0 7.0 8.2
Agree 25.6 27.7 239 248 26.3
Total Agree 33.5 36.7 31.8 3.8 345
Disagree 52.1 456 435 47.0 50.4
Strongly Disagree 12.2 156 236 199 15.1
Total Disagree 64.4 61.3 67.1 67.0 65.5
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Q37 - Safety and heaith representatives are effoctive In representing employees on safety and heaith issues

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q37 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 16.0 9.9 138 11.2 1086
Agree 67.3 68.8 70.3 66.6 68.6
Total Agree 77.3 78.7 84.1 778 79.2
Disagree 18.8 17.4 14.9 19.9 18.5
Strongly Disagree 27 22 0.5 1.0 23
Total Disagree 21.5 19.6 154 21.0 20.8

Q38 - [ am able to effoctively apply risk management principles (i.e. identifyi

ng hazards, assessing the level of risk) while

on the job C

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q38 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Strongly Agree 24.4 28.7 483 334 285
Agree 69.5 65.8 49.9 63.8 67.0
Total Agree 93.9 4.5 98.1 97.2 95.5
Disagree 47 4.1 08 2.1 40
Strongly Disagree 05 0.4 05 0.2 0.5
Total Disagree 53 4.6 1.3 23 4.5
Q39 - At your mine site, how often does your manager speak to you about safety issues?

Operator/ Technical/ Manager/ .
% Response to Q39 |  Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Daily 258 297 491 37.8 305
Weekly/ forinightly 33.6 40.0 38.7 371 36.3
Monthly 264 223 10.9 20.5 24.0
Never 12.2 6.3 0.8 3.7 9.2
Q40 - How often do you attend Tool-box or Safety meetings at your mine?

Operator/ Technicalf Manager/
% Response to Q40 Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor Total Employees
Daily 255 19.4 17.2 252 239
Weekiyffortnightly 40.3 40.7 55.7 48.4 432
Monthly 29.4 30.8 239 23.3 28.9
Never 33 76 27 2.4 41
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APPENDIX | - VARIABILITY TABLES FOR EMPLOYEE SURVEY
RESULTS
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VARIABILITY TABLES FOR EMPLOYEE SURVEY RESULTS

This Appendix (Appendix 1) contains a statistical analysis that shows the variability of the responses
given to Section B ("“EMPLOYEE QUESTIONS" or Questions 1 to 40) under each of the main analysis
categories as follows:

1. By the four employment or job groups defined by Question G, i.e. Operator/Tradesperson,
Technical/Support, Manager/Superintendent and Supervisor;

2. By the nine regions surveyed, i.e. Central, South West, Kalgoorlie, Kambalda/Narseman,
Laverton/Leonora, Leinster/Wiluna, Murchison, Yilgam and Pilbara; and

3. By the seven industry sectors, (i.e. Gold, Nickel, Alumina, Mineral Sands, Iron Ore, Coal and
‘Other (salt, tantalum, talc and zinc).

The analysis involved determining the industry “average” or “mean” response for each question and
then determining the standard deviation of each of the job groups, regions or industry sectors from the
job group or industry mean or average. This gives an indication of the variability of responses.

Analysis Results

The three tables for Job Group (Table 1), Region (Table 2) and Industry Sector (Table 3} are given onh
page no.'s 2, 3 and 4, respectively.

The far left-hand column contains the question number {i.e. 1 to 40). The “max”, “min” and *mean”
columns correspond to the results for the “Total Agree” response to each of the questions. As the sum
of the “Total Agree” and “Total Disagree” generally is 100% {(except where some employees have not
given a response), the degree of vanability is the same for either response.

The figure given in the right-hand side of the tables (i.e. under the main categories) is the number of
standard deviations {i.e. 0, -1, 1, -2, 2, etc.) the individual response is away from the mean. The value
of the deviation (i.e. + or -} takes into account the nature of the question and shows if the response is
either more “positive” or more “negative” than the industry average. That is:

O If the result is “positive” (i.e. 1, 2, etc.), the response is more desirable or more “positive” than the
mean; or

o If the result is “negative” (i.e. -1, -2, etc.), the response is less desirable or more “negative” than
the mean.

If the result is a zero (i.e. 0), the response is less than one standard deviation away from the mean and
is considered an “average” response.

This analysis has been undertaken only to provide an indication of the degree of variability of
responses. In terms of all responses from the 40 questions, it also shows if any one particular job
group, region or industry sector is more or less “positive” than the average.

The rest of this page is blank
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TABLE 1 — VARIABILITY BY JOB GROUP

Operator! Technical/ Manager/

Questn Max Min Mean Tradesperson Support Superintendent Supervisor
1 9.3 87.9 20.8 - 0 1 1
2 90.2 85.2 86.7 A A 1 0
3 22,0 6.1 17.6 -1 0 1 1
4 98.1 913 94.6 A 0 1 0
5 94.7 74.9 81.0 -1 0 1 0
6 97.9 85.9 89.7 -1 0 1 0
7 47.7 276 436 - 0 1 0
8 916 74.7 77.9 -1 -1 0 1
9 92.0 80.7 83.9 - 0 1 0

10 14.2 4.0 10.9 -1 0 1 1
11 9.3 783 843 -1 0 1 0
12 89.4 702 76.3 -1 0 1 0
13 89.7 715 76.9 - 0 1 0
14 256 5.8 19.7 - 0 1 0
15 99.7 946 %.6 -1 0 1 0
16 99.5 96.0 97.0 -1 1 1 1
17 94.4 805 84.2 -1 -1 1 1
18 23.4 95 20.0 -1 0 1 0
19 82.2 67.1 70.1 -1 -1 1 0
20 95.5 88.3 90.6 -1 0 1 1
21 96.0 89.8 2.1 -1 0 1 1
22 90.2 75.7 80.2 -1 0 1 0
23 5.8 79.2 84.0 A 0 1 0
24 93.4 76.4 816 - 0 1 0
25 88.3 83.0 84.6 A A1 1 0
26 89.4 80.2 83.8 - o 1 1
27 82.0 6.8 70.2 1 0 1 0
28 39.2 16.4 33.8 -1 0 1 0
20 92.3 773 80.2 - -1 1 0
30 18.1 7.7 14.8 -1 0 1 1
31 86.5 56.7 66.1 -1 0 1 0
32 87.0 72.5 76.0 - 0 1 0
33 39.8 276 35.2 A 1 1 1
34 26.7 85 221 A 0 1 0
35 95.5 88.5 91.2 A 0 1 0
36 36.7 318 34.5 0 1 1 1
37 84.1 77.3 79.2 A 0 1 1
38 98.1 93.9 9.5 A A 1 1
39 87.8 59.4 6.8 A 0 1 0
40 '736 60.1 67.1 0 -1 1 1

OVERALL RESPONSE - 38 -11 +39 +13
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TABLE 2 - VARIABILITY BY REGION

Max | Min | Mean | Contral | wWest | Kaigoorme prrissomiml iy pitsisadllt Barineoly Yigar: | Pivara.
1 | 941 | 856 | 90.8 0 1 1 1 -1 1 0 1 -1
2 924 | 794|867 0 1 0 -1 0 -1 -1 0 1
3 | 200 | 113|176 1 -1 0 0 0 0 -1 1 -1
4 | 955 | 895 | o486 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 -1
5 | 863 | 71.7 | 810 0 0 1 1 -1 0 0 1 -1
6 | 936 853|897 0 0 1 1 -1 0 -1 1 -1
7 | 515 | 326 | 436 1 1 1 1 -1 0 - 1 -1
8 |80 710|779 0 0 0 0 -1 0 0 1 ]
g |866 ) 798 [ 839 1 0 1 1 1 1 -1 1 -1
0 | 171 | 64 | 109 1 0 1 0 1 -1 -1 0 0
11 | 895 | 78.7 | 843 0 1 1 1 - -1 0 1 -1
12 [ 834 | 66.7 | 76.3 -1 -1 0 1 -1 0 0 0 -1
13 (834 | M1 (769 | -1 -1 0 1 -1 0 0 0 -1
14 | 284 | 132 | 197 1 1 1 0 0 0 -1 0 0
15 | 98.0 | 92.0 | 966 1 1 1 1 0 1 -1 - ]
16 | 992 | 840 | 970 ] 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 -1
17 | 909 | 76.7 | 842 -1 0 1 1 -1 0 0 0 -1
18 | 248 | 106 [ 200 [ - 0 1 1 -1 1 -1 1 -1
19 | 798 | 58.7 | 70.1 0 -1 0 1 -1 1 1 1 -1
20 | 954 | 87.7 | 906 1 0 0 -1 . -1 1 0 0
21 | 954 | 87.8 | 921 1 0 0 0 0 0 -1 1 -1
22 | 870 | 76.0 | 80.2 -1 -1 0 1 -1 0 -1 1 -1
23 | 904 | 77.3 | 840 0 0 0 1 -1 0 0 1 -1
24 | 881 | 70.0 | 818 0 0 0 1 -1 -1 -1 1 1
25 | 899 | 78.9 | 8456 o 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 -1
26 | 875 | 79.5 | 83.8 0 0 0 1 -1 0 -1 0 -1
27 | 808 | 609 | 702 0 -1 0 1 -1 0 0 1 0
28 | 363 | 284 | 338 -1 0 1 1 -1 -1 -1 1 -1
29 | 857 | 745 | 802 -1 -1 0 1 -1 0 0 1 0
30 [ 183 | 130 | 148 1 0 1 0 0 0 -1 1 0
31 | 737 | 550 | 861 1 1 0 0 0 0 -1 1] 0
32 | 841 | 671 | 780 1 0 0 1 -1 0 0 1 0
33 | 441 | 262 | 352 0 0 0 1 -1 1 ] 1 -1
34 | 271 | 156 | 221 1 0 0 0 -1 0 -1 0 ]
35 | 939 | 854 | 91.2 0 0 0 1 1 0 -1 0 1
3 | 41 | 274 | 345 1 1 ] 0 0 -1 -1 0 0
37 | 828 | 701 | 792 1 1 0 0 -1 0 -1 0 0
38 | 962 | 925 | 955 1 0 0 0 -1 0 -1 1 0
39 | 833 | 456 | 668 0 -1 0 1 1 1 1 1 -1
40 | 835 | 445 | B7.1 0 -1 0 0 1 1 1 1 -1
OVERALL RESPONSE +8 0 +14 +23 -19 +2 - 16 +25 | -20
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TABLE 3 - VARIABILITY BY INDUSTRY SECTOR

Mineral Other
Qstn | Max | Min | Mean | o Nickel | Alumina | Sands | lronOre | Coal | Minerals
1 951 | 834 | 908 0 0 0 1 A -1 0
2 939 | 821 | 867 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
3 282 | 121 | 176 0 1 0 1 0 -1 0
4 967 | 816 | 846 0 0 0 1 0 - 1
5 876 | 724 | 81 0 0 -1 1 4 -1 1
6 925 | 828 | 89.7 0 0 0 1 A -1 0
7 509 | 301 | 436 0 0 -1 1 A -4 1
8 824 | 675 779 0 0 0 0 0 -1 1
9 885 | 712 | 839 0 1 0 0 0 -1 0
10 | 120 | 43 | 109 -1 0 0 1 1 -1 0
11 | 892 | 807 | 843 0 -1 0 1 -1 0 1
12 | 802 |683| 763 1 -1 -1 1 1 -1 1
13 | 844 | 743 | 7809 -1 -1 0 1 - 1 1
14 | 222 | 13| 197 -1 0 0 1 B 0 0
15 100 | 927 | o968 0 1 1 1 -1 1 0
16 | 983 | 92 97 1 0 -1 0 -1 -1 0
17 | 887 | 769 | 842 0 0 -1 0 -1 0 1
18 | 291 j142] 20 ) 0 -1 1 4 0 0
19 78 | 5771 701 0 0 -1 0 4 -1 1
20 | 968 | 804 | 908 0 0 0 0 0 -1 R
21 | 949 | 847 | 921 0 0 1 1 0 -1 0
2 | 824 | 681 | 802 1 0 -1 1 0 -1 1
23 | 884 | 772 | 84 0 A -1 1 1 0 0
24 | 902 | 718 | 8186 0 0 ) 1 0 -1 0
25 | 884 | 785 | 846 0 0 0 0 1 -1 1
26 | 881 | 761 | 838 0 1 0 0 0 -1 1
27 | 738 | 852 | 702 0 1 0 o 0 -1 1
28 | 383 | 28 | 338 0 0 A 1 0 0 0
29 | 851 | 753 | 80z 0 0 -1 -1 0 -1 1
30 { 196 | 107 | 148 0 0 0 1 0 A 1
31 774 | 603 | 66.1 A 0 1 0 -1 0 0
32 | 826 656 | 76 0 0 1 0 0 -1 0
33 | 422 | 298 | 352 0 1 A 1 -1 0 1
34 | 258 | 147 | 221 0 0 1 1 0 -4 0
35 | 939 | 876 | 912 -1 0 1 1 1 1 1
36 | 363 | 245 | 345 -1 0 0 1 ) -1 0
37 | 853 | 7159 | 792 ) 1 0 0 0 1 0
38 | 966 | 908 | 955 0 1 0 0 0 -1 0
39 | 763 | 301 | 668 1 1 0 0 A -1 1
40 | 772 {184 | 7.1 1 0 1 0 0 -1 1
OVERALL RESPONSE -3 +1 +22 -19 -22 +20
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COMPARISON BETWEEN 1998 RISK-TAKING BEHAVIOUR SURVEY
AND UNDERGROUND SECTOR 2001- 2002 SURVEY RESULTS

This Appendix (Appendix J) contains a comparison of the results of the 1998 Risk-Taking Behaviour
(RTB) Survey of the Underground Sector and the results of the 2002 Survey for the Underground
Sector only.

Although the type of survey questions are not exactly the same (i.e. ‘direct’ questions in 1998 and
‘statements’ in 2002), the issues covered are similar. The comparisons given should therefore be
considered as indicative only.

This Appendix contains the following:

(A} Comparison of General Information (i.e. experience, number of mines worked at);

{B) Comparison between questions asked in the 1998 RTB and 2002 Surveys;

(C) Comparison of Employee Responses; and

{D) Comparison of Supervisor Responses.

Note that the number and location of mines surveyed and the classification of the various regions in
the two surveys is different and results can only be interpreted on an ‘underground-sector wide’ basis.

A comparison between the number of underground mines in each Region and the Regions surveyed is
given below. Note that in the 2002 Survey there were no underground mines surveyed in the Central or
Pilbara regions.

2001 - 2002 South Kambalda- | Laverton- | Leinster-

Survey West Kalgoorlie | Norseman Leonora Wiluna Murchison | Yigam | Overall
No. of

Underground
Mines i 3 3 1 6 4 3 21

* ncludes an underground mine that was part of a large goki operation but was classified as part of surfaca operations

1998 Kalgooriie- | MNorth- | Pilbara-

Survey Kambalda Eastem | Kimberley | Murchison Yilgam Overall
Underground

ni‘i.gm 7 8 4 3 3 25
(A) GENERAL INFORMATION
2002 Survey

In the 2002 Survey, 970 employees took part at the 21 underground mines. This included 699
employees in the “Operaior/Tradesperson® group, 92 “Supervisors” and 179 employees in the
“Support/Technical” and “Manager/Superintendent” groups.

Only the responses from the “Operator/Tradesperson” and “Supervisor” groups have been used for
comparison (refer Sections C and D} to ensure consistency in the sample population groups.
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Of the 870 who took part in the latest survey, 280 employees (including 42 supervisors) took part in the
1998 RTB Survey. There were also 330 employees who took part in both the 1598 RTB Survey and

2002 Survey that now work in other (non-underground) areas. Their responses are not included.

The average age of the workforce surveyed in 2002 was 35.3 years.

1998 RTB Survey

In 1988, around 1000 employees and 150 supervisors were surveyed at 25 mines. Only twelve (12) of
the mines surveyed in the 1898 RTB Survey were re-surveyed in the 2002 Survey.

Comparison of Data

1938 RTE Survey
No. of years in Industry | gagoorie- | MNorth- Pilbara-
(%) Kambalida | Eastem | Kimberey | Murchison | Yiigam Overall
3 years or less (%) 32 53 K3 42 31 39
3-5 years (%) 17 36 33 28 31 27
More than 5 years (%) 51 11 34 30 38 34

- Question J— How many years have you worked In the mining industry? (2002 for comparison}

No. of years in Industry South Kambalda- | Laverton- | Leinster-
(%) West Kalgoodie | Norseman Leonora Wiuna Murchison Yilgam Overall
3 years or less (%) 10.3 19.6 15.3 16.1 212 193 185 18.9
35 years (%) 6.9 11.2 87 16.1 123 14.1 7.4 1.9
5-10 years (%) 345 28.0 23.3 38.7 308 322 296 30.2
More than 10 years (%) 48.3 411 513 29.0 350 338 44.4 39.0
1998 RTB Survey Resuits
Worked at more than 2 | kancorie- North- Pilbara-
mines Kambalda Eastem | Kimberley | Murchison Yilgam Overalt
Per cent of employees (%) 55 54 54 28 52 39
Question L - How many other mines have you worked at? (2002 for comparison)
Numbser of mines South Kambalda- | Laverton- | Leinster-
worked at West Kalgoorlie | Norseman Leonora Wiluna Murchison Yilgam Overall
% at 1 mine 6.9 224 113 19.4 17.3 19.0 18.5 10.6
% at 2 mines 6.9 93 8.0 16.1 8.1 13.2 99 29.4
% at 3-5 mines 276 28.0 320 16.1 319 25.1 284 527
% at > 5 mines 58.6 374 467 419 40.0 37.3 432 74
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(B) COMPARISON OF SURVEY QUESTIONS

This section contains a listing of the 1998 RTB Survey Questions and the corresponding 2002 Survey
Question, where one exists. Note that as the format of the questions was changed in the 2002 Survey
(i.e. ‘statements’ rather than direct questions), it is difficult to make a direct comparison. The results

should be taken as “indicative” only.

(C) Employee Survey

1998 RTB SURVEY QUESTION

2002 SURVEY QUESTION

No. Question Summary

No.

Question Summary

to management?

1 | How long have you worked underground? K | Howlong have you worked in the industry?
2 | At howmany mines? L | Athow many mines?
3 | Why do you work underground? - | Noequivalent question
4 | Is underground mining hazardous? - | No equivalent question
5 | Is remote-bogging dangerous? - | No equivalent guestion
6 | Do you repart hazands {all/some/none)? - | No equivaient question but partly covered by:
Q1 — Hazardsfincidets at this mine are reported promptly
7 | Do you report incidents (all/some/none)? - | Noequivaient question but partly covered by:
Q4 - Accidents at this mine are reported promptly
8 | Istaking risk, short-cuts or ungafe behaviour acceptable 30 | Risks, short-cuts ot unsafe behaviour are acceptable to

managemant

9 | Do supervisors ignore risk-taking behaviour?

Supervisors ignore risk-taking behaviour

10 | Do supervisors actively discourage unsafe behaviour?

Supervisors actively discourage unsafe behaviour

11 | Do you take risks or behave unsafely?
Yes/No If yes, why {5 choices)

No equivaient question but partly covered by:
Q7 - Employees take short-cuts to meet production demands

12 | Would you take risks to increase eamings?

No equivaient question

13 | Have you observed risk-taking behaviour by other
employees at you mine?

18

Employees at this mine behave unsafely and take risks at work

14 | What things {if any) prevent you from doing your job
safely?

No equivalent question

15 | Do you recsive positive feadback from supervisors for
following safe work practices?

Supervisors provide positive feedback for following safe work
practices

16 | Are safety issues raised with your supervisor or foreman
adequately dealt with?

Safety issues raised with supervisors are adequately dealt with

17 | Does the thought of being killed or injured at work affect
how you behave at work?

The thought of being killed or injured at work affects how | behave
at work

18 | Are you discouraged from reporting or bringing safety
issues to management?

Yes/No  If yes, what type (3 choices)

10

Employees are discouraged from reporting or bringing safety
issues to the attention of management

19 | Are hazards eliminated promply at your site?

12

Hazards at this site are eliminated or dealt with promptly

20 | Have you been adequatety trained to perform your tasks
underground?

13

Employees have been property trained to perform their assigned
tasks
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Employee Survey continued

1998 RTB SURVEY QUESTION

2002 SURVEY QUESTION

No. | Summary

No.

Summary

21 | Have you been penalised for not performing a fask that
you congidered unsafe?

14

Employees are discipiined or disadvantaged for refusing to do
tasks they consider unsafe

22 | Are you confident of assessing good and bad ground
underground?

No equivalent question (specific to ground control)

23 | Have you been trained in manual scaling?

No equivalent question (specific to ground control)

24 | Is there a scaling bar available: on sach piece of
equipment at each heading?

No equivalent questior: (specific to ground control)

25 | Do you report rockfalls (alt/somemnone)?

No equivaient question (specific to ground control)

258 | Are Tool-box or Safety Meetings involving yourself held
regularly?

15

Tool-box/safety meetings are held at this mine

ones written in the mamsals?

% 40 | How often do you attend Tool-box or Safety meetings at youwr mine

27 | Do you understand the process regarding safety and - | No equivalent question
health representatives/ committees?

28 | Do you understand what ‘duty of care’ means in terms of 18 | §understand what my 'Duty of Care’ means under the MSI Act
the MS1 Act 19947 1994

29 | Is your employer serious about safety and health? & | Mining Industry employers are sericus about safety and health

30 | Are you happy with the skills and competency of your 17 | Supervisors are skilled and competert to ensure the safety of their
supervisor? people

31 | How often does your underground manager speak to you 39 | At your mine site, how often does your manager speak to you
on the job underground? about safety issues?

32 | Are Safety Bulletins and Safety Incident Reports made 20 | Safety bulleting and safety incidents reports are readily available
available for you to read? for you to read

33 | Does your mine have written procedures? 25 | Up-to-date (safe) work procedures are available at this mine

33A | Were you trained in those procedures? 27 | Empioyees are property trained in the use of written (safe) work
procedures
34 | Are the proceduwes used underground the same as the 28 | The work practices in my workplace are net the same as the

written (safe) work procedures

35 | Rate the usefulness of your curment mine induction: - | No egquivalent question
useleas/cf some use/useful/extremely useful?
Supervisor Survey
1998 RTB SURVEY QUESTION 2002 SURVEY QUESTION
No. Question Summary No. Question Summary

1 How long have you worked underground?

How long have you worked in the industry?

2 At how many mines? L At how many mines?

3 Is underground mining hazardous? - No equivalent question
4 Why do you work underground? - No equivalent question
5 Why do you work as an underground supervisor? - No equivalent question
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Supervisor Survey continued

mining safer?

1998 RTB SURVEY QUESTION 2002 SURVEY QUESTION
No. Summary -~ No. | Summary
-] Are safety and health representatives, committees and as Safety and health representatives and safely committees are
meetings encouraged at your mine? encowraged at your mine
7 Do you think all employees understand the requirements - No equivalent guestion
of the MSI Act and Regulations?
8 Are your employees encolraged to report all incidents, 52 Employees are discouraged by management from reporting safety
accidents, hazards and safety issues? issues or incidents
9 Are u/g supervisors provided with enough training in 42 | Supervisors are provided with adequate training in hazard
hazard identification, risk assessment/ control and people identification, risk assessment and control
management? 46 Supervisors are provided with adequate training in people
management and effective communication
10 Are your decisions on safety matters overruled by 43 Foremen or managers overmule supervisors’ decisions on safety
foremen/managers? matters
i Have you ever been pressured to defiver production 45 Supervisors are pressured to deliver production targets ahead of
targets to the detriment of safety? safety
12 Do you believe senior ming management has a gerwine 47 Management has a genuine commitment to safety
commitment to safety?
13 Are you happy with the amount of control you have over 48 Supervisors have adequate control over decisions made during the
the shift (day/night/afternoon)? shift that impact upon safety
14 On your shift are you able to properly peralise workers for 49 Supervisors are not able to effectively discipline workers for unsafe
unsafe work practices? work practices
15 Does the contract-based rermuneration system lead to 38 Incentive-based remuneration systems encourage risk-{aking
risk-taking behaviour by some employees? behaviour
16 Are your concems for safety and health fully 51 Supervisor safety and health concemns are properly addressed by
acknowledged by your foreman/manager? management
17 Are employees at your mine discouraged from reporting 52 Employees are discouraged by management from reporting safety
safely issues? issues of incidents
18 Do some employees get away with risk-taking behaviour 53 Some employees get away with unsafe behaviour and taking risks
at your mine?
19 Are you happy with the skill level of employees under your 50 1 am confident that the employees | supervise have sufficient skills
control? .. 10 carmy out their job safely
20 Do you fully understand your responsibilities undes the 55 [ fully understand my responsibilities as a supervisor under the MSI
MSI Act? Act
21 Have you acquired enough hazard identification and risk 58 1 feel confident when making decisions that affect safety
management skills to feet confident when making
decisions regarding safety?
22 Did recent changes to the MSI Act and Regulations make 56 Changes to the MSI Act and Regulations have made mining safer
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(C} COMPARISON OF EMPLOYEE RESPONSES

This section contains a comparison of the responses given by the 1 000 underground workers in the
1998 RTB Survey Questions and the 699 employees (i.e. operatorsitradespersons) who took part in
the 2002 Survey. As the style of the questions has changed (i.e. from direct questions to statements),
no direct comparison can be made and resuits should be considered as ‘indicative’ only.

The ‘Change’ is the change in the response from the 1998 RTB Survey to the 2002 Underground
Sector Survey result. For most questions, an increase in the “Yes' responses indicates a more positive
perception and can be considered an improvement. In some cases however (e.g. Q8, Q9, Q13, Q18,
Q21), a decrease in the 'Yes’ response is more desirable.

Note that no comparison is given where there is no equivalent question in the 2002 Survey. The
guestion referenced (eg Q1 — How long have you worked underground) is the one given in the 1998

RTB Survey. The equivalent statement in the 2002 Survey, if any, is detailed in Section B above.

Qt - How long have you worked underground? L e
Time period (years) 1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change

3 years or less 39% 19% -20%
3-5 years 27% 12% -15%
More than 5 years 34% 69% +35%
Qz_-Howmymirmhmyouwkédat? e _ e
No. of mines 1998 RTB 2002 UiG Change
More than 2 mines 49% 60% +11%
Q6 — Do you report hazards? R |

1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
ALL 57% No equivalent question -
SOME 42% No equivalent question -
NONE 0.8% No equivalent question -

For comparison, the closest question in the 2002 Survey was:
Qf — Hazards/Incidents at this mine are reported promptly
Total Agree Total Disagree
91% %

Q7 = Do you report incidents?

1968 RTB 2002 UIG Change
ALL 42% No equivalent question -
SOME 56% No equivalent question -
NONE 2% No equivalent question -
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For comparison, the closest question in the 2002 Survey was:

Q4 - Accidents at this mine are reported promptly

Total Agree

Total Disagroe

94%

6%

Q8 - Is taking risk, short-Cuts or unsafe behavlouramphbla to management?

1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 18% 20% +2%
NO (Total Disagree) 82% 80% 2%
Q9 - Do supervisors ignore risk-taking behaviowr?

1998 RTB 2002 VIG Change
YES (Total Agree) 24% 23% -1%
NO (Total Disagree) 76% T7% +1%
@10 - Do supervisors actively discourage unsafe behaviour? :

1998 RTB 2002 U/IG Change
YES (Total Agree) 59% 82% +23%
NO (Total Disagree) 41% 18% -23%
Q11 - Do you (employees) take risks or behave unsafely?

' 1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES 31% No equivalent question -
NO 69% No equivalent question -
For comparison, the closest question in the 2002 Survey was:
Q7 — Employees take shori-cuts to meet production demands
Total Agree Total Disagree
53% 47%

Q13 - Have you observed risk-taking behaviour by other employees at your mine?

1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 73% 25% - 48%
NO (Total Disagree) 27% 75% +48%
Q15 - Do you recelve positive feedback from supervisors for following safe work practices

1998 RTB 2002 U/IG Change
YES (Total Agree) 64% 77% +13%
NO (Total Disagree) 36% 23% -13%
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Q16 - Are safoty issues raised with your supervisor or foreman adequately deait with?

1998 RTB 2002 U/IG Change
YES (Total Agree) 73% 7% +4%
NO (Total Disagree) 27% 23% -4%
QT - Doesme_u:oughtofbeing kilted or injured at work affect how you behave at work?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 73% 82% +9%
NO (Total Disagree) 27% 18% 9%
@18 - Are you discouraged from reporting or bringing safety issues to management?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 16% 18% +2%
NO (Total Disagree) 84% 82% -2%
Q19 - Are hazards eliminated promptly at your site?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 70% T4% +4%
NO (Total Disagree) 30% 26% -4%
Q20 - Have you been adequately tralned to perform your tasks underground?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 87% 68% -19%
NO (Total Disagree) 13% 2% +19%
Q21 - Have you been penalised for not performing a task that you considered unsafe?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree} 10% 30% +20%
NO (Total Disagree) 90% 70% -20%
Q26 - Are Tool-box or Safety Meetings involving yourself held regularty?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 92% 96% +4%
NO (Total Disagree) 8% 4% -4%
Q28 - Do you understand what ‘duty of care’ means in terms of the MSI Act 19947
1998 RTB 2002 UG Change
YES (Total Agree) 95% 98% +3%
NO (Total Disagree) 5% 2% -3%
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Q29 - Is your employer serious about safety and health? .

1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 88% 86% 2%
NO (Total Disagree) 12% 14% +2%
Q30 - Are you happy with the skills and competency of your supervisor?
1998 RTB 2002 U/IG Change
YES (Total Agree) 85% 89% +4%
NO (Total Disagree) 15% 1% 4%
Q31 - How often does your underground manager speak to you on the job underground?
1998 RTB 2002 U/IG Change
DAILY 27% 38% +11%
WEEKLY/ FORTNIGHTLY 39% 50% +11%
MONTHLY 14% 11% -3%
NEVER 20% 1% -19%
Q32 - Are Safety Bulletins and Safety Incident Reports made available* for you to read?
1988 RTB 2002 UIG Change
YES (Total Agree) 96% 87% -9%
NO (Total Disagree) 4% 13% + 9%
* 2002 question asked ‘readily available’
Q33 - Does your mine have written procedures*? =
1993 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 95% 86% 9%
NO (Total Disagree) 5% 14% +9%
» 2002 question asked 'up-to-date’ procedures are available
Q33A - Were you trained in those procedures?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 83% 73% -10%
NO (Total Disagree) 17% 27% +10%
* 2002 question asked if you wers ‘properly’ trained in procadures
Q34 - Are the procedures used underground the same as the ones written in the manuals?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Disagree)* 80% 57% -23%
NO (Total Agree)* 20% 43% +23%
* Rasponses reversed due 10 ‘negative’ statement in 2002 Survey
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(D) COMPARISON OF SUPERVISOR RESPONSES

This section contains a comparison of the responses given by 150 supervisors in the 1998 RTB Survey
Questions and the 92 supervisors who participated in the 2002 Survey. As the style of the questions
has changed (i.e. from direct questions to statements), no direct comparison can be made. Resulis are
indicative only.

The ‘Change’ is the change in the response from the 1998 RTB Survey to the 2002 Underground
Sector Survey results. For most questions, an increase in the ‘Yes' responses indicates a more
positive perception and can be considered an improvement. In some cases however (e.g. Q10, Q11,
Q15, Q17, Q18), a decrease in the ‘Yes’ response is more desirable,

Note that no comparison is given where there is no equivalent question in the 2002 Survey. The
question referenced (e.9. Q1 — How long have you worked underground?) is the one given in the 1998
RTB Survey. The equivalent statement in the 2002 Survey, if any, is detailed in Section B above.

Q1 - How long have you worked underground? - - o o
Time period (years) 1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
5-10 years 21% 17% 4%
More thah 10 years 79% 83% +4%
Q2 - How many mines have you worked at? ey
No. of mines 1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
More than 2 mines 93% 89% -4%
Other 9% No equivalent question -
Q6 - Are safety and health representatives, committees and meetings encouraged at your mine?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 95% 95% 0
NO (Tutal Disagree) 5% 5% 1]
Q8 - Are your employees encouraged to report all incidents, accidents, hazards and safety issues?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Disagree) 98% 91% 7%
NO (Total Agree) 2% 9% +7%

* Responses reversed due to ‘negative’ statement in 2002 Survey

Q9 - Are underground supervisors provided with enough training in hazard identification, risk assessment/control and
people management?
1998 RTB 2002 UIG Change
YES (Total Agree) 39% 61%" +22%
NO (Total Disagree) 61% 39%* -22%
* 2002 figure is the average of Q42 and Q46 (Q42 “Yes™ = 73%, Q45 "Yes™ = 49%; Q42 ‘No™ = 27%, Q46 “No" = 51%)
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Q10-Areyowdoci@elomongafetymamnﬁhdbyforemuvmmgon? _

Change

1998 RTB 2002 U/G

YES (11%) + SOMETIMES (28%)
= Total Agree 39% 32% 7%
NO (Total Disagree) 61% 68% +7%
Q11 « Have you ever been pressured to deliver production targets to the detriment of safety?

1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 37% 18% -19%
NO (Totat Disagree) 63% 82% +19%

- Q12 - Do you belleve senior mine management has a genuine commitment to safety?

1998 RTB 2002 UIG Change
YES (Total Agree) 84% 94% +10%
NO (Total Disagree) 16% 8% -10%
Q13 - Are you happy with the amount of control you have over the shift (day/nightiafternoon)?

1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) No result in Report g2% N/a
NO (Total Disagree) No result in Report 8% N/a
Q14 - On your shift, are you able to property penalise workers for unsafe work practices?

1998 RTB 2002 WG Change
YES (Total Disagree) 86% 73% 13%
NO (Total Agree) 14% 27% +13%

* Responses reversed due to ‘negative’ statement in 2002 Survey

Q15 - Does the contract-based remuneration system lead to risk-taking behaviour by some employees?

1998 RTB 2002 UIG Change
YES (Total Agree) 69% 33% -36%
NO (Total Disagree) 3% 67% +36%

TN
Q16 - Are your concerns for safety and health fully acknowledged by your foreman/manager?

1993 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (76%) + SOMETIMES (22%)
= Total Agree 98% 83% -15%
NO (Total Disagree) 2% 17% +15%
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Q17 - Are employees at your mine discouraged from reporting safoly issues?

1998 RTB 2002 U/IG Change
YES (Total Agree) 4% % +5%
NQ (Total Disagree) 96% 91% -5%
Q18 - Do some employees get away with risk-taking behaviour at your mine?
1998 RTB 2002 U/G Change
YES (Total Agree) 47% 51% +4%
NO (Total Disagree) 53% 49% 4%
- Q19 - Are you happy with the skill level of employees under your control? _
1998 RTB 2002 UG Change
YES (Total Agree) 64% 88% +24%
NO (Total Disagree) 6% 12% -24%
. Q20 - Do you fully understand your responsibilities under the MSi Act? _
1998 RTB 2002 UiIG Change
YES (Total Agree) 95% 84% 11%
NO (Total Disagree) 5% 16% +11%

.,4021-Havoyoqacqulredenougbmtmﬂmpmmk‘mm“mm_m_wmﬂmmmmg T
regardingsafety? . . o T Lo s T T T T e e

1998 RTB 2002 UG Change
YES (Total Agree) 86% 95% +9%
NO (Total Disagree) 14% 5% +9%

@22 - Did recent changes to the Mines Safety and Inspection Act and Regulations make mining safer?

1958 RTB 2002 UG Change
YES (Total Agree) 58% 87% +29%
NO (Total Disagree) 42% 13% -29%
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APPENDIX K - STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF EMPLOYEE COMMENTS

S B : _ %of
No. - ISSUE . MANAGER | SUPERVISOR | EMPLOYEE |  TOTAL TOTAL
S . - R I 1 : RESPONSES
{ n=1901)
1 TRAINING
1 212 21 .
(Induction and on-going skill S s 169
training)
2 | FATIGUE
22 2 .
(Shift hours, Rosters, Fly In- 16 39 8 83 149
Fly Out)
PROCEDURES 45 38 109 193 10.2
4 | WORKING CONDITIONS
AND EQUIPMENT 1 14 163 178 84
5 | EMPLOYEE-
MANAGEMENT 26 7 126 159 8.4
COMMUNICATIONS
6 | MANAGER AND
SUPERVISOR SKILLS/ 31 17 97 145 7.6
COMPETENCY
7 | RESPONSIBILITY FOR/ 4 74 143 5
IMPORTANCE OF SAFETY 45 2 7
8 | PRODUCTION PRESSURE 3 5 83 101 6.3
9 | REPORTING OF
HAZARDS/ INCIDENTS/ 23 14 51 83 46
ACCIDENTS
10 { REPORTING AND 1 10 59 84 44
RECORDING OF INJURIES °
11 | STANDARDS, AUDITS AND 10 12 54 76 4.0
INSPECTIONS
12 | DRUGS AND ALCOHOL 3 11 39 53 28
13 | MOSHAB ROLE AND
EXCHANGE OF 24 5 20 49 2.6
INFORMATION
14 | UNIONS 1 1 12 14 0.7
15 | MOSHAB SURVEYS 3 0 1 14 0.7
TOTALS 298 255 1,348 1,901 100.0

Analysis provided by Savant Survey and Strategies
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APPENDIX L — “ACTION PLAN FOR MINE MANAGEMENT”
(Recommendation 1)
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APPENDIX L — ACTION PLAN FOR MINE MANAGEMENT

ACTIO!
Issue No.

SECTION
Ref.

Issues and Recommended Actions

Action
Required

~ACTION TO BE TAKEN

RESPONSIBILITY

COMPLETION
DATE

of Report

1.0 Provide employees access to the 2002
MOSHAB Safety Survey Report, its findings and
status of actions to address relevant issues/
recommendations.

Eddids

Ensure copies of this Report are made readily available to all
employees

Yes/No

and Site Actions

and Ci

o dati

Review the gs and recon in the Report in
consultation with employees to determine appropriate action

Yes/No

13

1.0 R

Assign responsibility for actions to appropriate personnel
and ensure actions are implemented in a timely manner

Yes/No

1.4

Regularly report implementation progress to employees (e.g.
via safety meetings, safety committee, etc.).

Yes/No

21

418
8.9

2.0 Improve employee involvement in incident
investigation, improve follow-up action on
eliminating/controlling hazards and providing
timely feed-back on actions arising from Incident
investigations

Review level of employee involvement in incident/accident
investigation to ensure adequate level of involvement

Yes/No

2.2

44&
8.9

Review timeliness and effectiveness of follow-up action to
eliminate or address reported hazards; if required, take steps
to improve

YesiNo

23

41&
8.9

Ensure formal and timely feed-back provided to relevant
employees on actions to be taken to prevent recurrence of
incidents/accidents once investigations completed

YesiNo

2.0 Hazard/Incident Reporting, Investigation and
Follow-up

2.4

5.6

Ensure elected Safety and Health Representatives are
routinely involved in inci ident i igations that
occur within their area of responsibility

YosiNo
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MINE MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN (Recommendation 1)
ACTION | SECTION Action : COMPLETION
Issue No, Ref, Issues and Recommended Actions Required ACTION TO BE TAKEN RESPONSIBILITY DATE
3.0 iImprove the type of safety information being
provided to employees to ensure that it is relevant
g and can be easily understood
58
§ k]
§ E Identify what safety information (e.g. incidents, hazard Yes/N
o 3.1 4.2 information, etc.) is relevant to particular work groups esiNo
:; Provide work groups with relevant information and ensure it
is readily ible (e.g. via noticeboards, discussed at YesiN
32 4.2 shift-change meetings, etc.) and can be easily understood osiNo
4.0 Developing a cuiture of ‘safe production’ in
the WA mining industry based on consistent
standards of behaviour and ing that all
employees are aware of unacceptable risk-taking
o behaviour
L
0
Develop format of behavi in ion with
43& employees) that emphasise ‘safe production’ and taking YesiNo
) 41 8.6 unacceptable short-cuts/risks
g 4.3,8.4 | Implement programs that provide positive encouragement YesIN
¢ 42 &8.6 | and reinforcement of safe behaviours esiNo
4.3,5.4, | implement processes to ensure managers and supervisors
6.48 | take a leading role in setting an example in complying with Yes/No
43 86 standards of behaviour
£
g"_ 4.38& | Communicate standards of safe behaviour to all areas of Yeos/N
- 4.4 8.6 perations, including to cor and sub-contractors es/No
Conduct regular audits of compliance with standards,
4.38& | including contractors and sub-contractors, to monitor YosiN
45 8.6 compliance and identify areas for improvement es/No
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MINE MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN (Recommendation 1)

ACTION
Issue No.

SECTION
Ref.

lesues and Recommended Actions

Action
Required

ACTION TO BE TAKEN

RESPONSIBILITY

COMPLETION
DATE

5.1

4.2

5.0 Improve communications between employees
and management to promote better cooperation,
encourage ‘safe production’ and reduce

differ in p on key safety i

Ensure all employees (including contractors, sub-contractors
and labour hire employees) attend a formal safety
communication meeting at least once a month

YesiNo

a 52

4.4

Communicate the need to all managers to act constructively
and positively when safety issues are raised by employees
to promote open communications

YesiNo

5.3

44

Communicate the need to all managers and supervisors to
discuss employee concerns openly and not to )
disadvantaged or otherwise discriminate against employees
who refuse to undertake tasks they genuinely consider
unsafe

YesiNo

5.0 M;

5.4

448
6.5

Ensure that all managers spend adequate time discussing
safety issues with their employees to provide
enc g t and to p ‘safe production’

YesiNo

5.5

448
8.5

Ensure that all managers speak with contractors, sub-
contractors and labour hire employees on a regular (at least
monthly) basis to promote ‘safe production’

Yes/No

8.1

45

6.0 Improve communications between mine
management and supervisors

Ensure that processes are in place for communicating
management’s expeciations for ‘safe production’ and
expected standards of behaviour to all site supervisors

Yeos/No

8.2

45

Monitor the effectiveness of site supervisors in encouraging
and promoting safe employee behaviour

Yes/No

6.0 Management-Supervisor
Communications

6.3

51&
5.3

Ensure that processes are in place that allow supervisors to
press any safety ¢ fo t, includi

concerns over producti and effective and ﬁmely

follow-up of any issues raised

Yes/No
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ACTION | SECTION Action COMPLETION
Issue No. Ref. lssues and Recommended Actions ACTION TO BE TAKEN RESPONSIBILITY DATE
6.0 Improve communications between mine
L w management and supervisors...continued
5.5
£33
i
s g_ § Ensure that processes are in place that enable timely follow-
=3 E 5.4& | upof any issues raised by supervisors and provide feed- YesiN
S § 84 53 back on action taken by management to supervisors es/No
5.3, 6.6 | Ensure that supervisors are provided with adequate time to YesiN
6.5 & 8.6 | properly discuss safety with employees while on the job o
7.0 improve the level of compllance with safe
work procedures and eliminate short-cuts and
fe work practices
o Ensure that employees who understand the tasks to be
£ 4.78& | performed are involved in the development of safe work Yes/No
K] 71 8.3 procedures
'.; Ensure that employ involved in the develop t of safe
g 4.7 & | work procedures are trained in how to develop SWPs, (e.g. YesiN
g 7.2 83 using JSAs) es/No
3 Ensure that atl employees are effectively trained in the use YesIN
E 7.3 46 of the safe work procedures that apply to their job o
E Ensure that work-area specific inductions contain
) inf tion about h ds, p dures and other controls Yes/N
~ 7.4 4.6 that are relevant to the particular workplace es/No
Ensure that all procadures are kept up-to-date and are made
readily available to all relevant employees, including YeosiN
7.5 47 contractors and sub-contractors esiNo
Implement appropriate programs (e.g. task observation) to
4.7& | monitor compliance with safe work procedures and to YesN
76 8.3 effectively address non-compliance issues o
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APPENDIX L — ACTION PLAN FOR MINE MANAGEMENT

g

ACTION

ue No.

SECTION
Ref.

Issues and Recommended Actions

Action
Required

ACTION TO BE TAKEN

RESPONSIBILITY

GCOMPLETION
DATE

8.0 Manager and Supervisor Training

8.0 Improve the people management and
communication skills of managers/supervisors
and supervisors’ understanding of risk

management and statutory responsibilities

Ensure that programs are in place to provide ail managers
and supervisors (including contractors and sub-contractors)

responsibilities

8.1 52,82 | with skills/competency in people management and effective
486 communications consistent with the Frontiine Management Yes/No
initiative (FMI)
8.2 Ensure that programs are in place to provide all supervisors
a 528& (including contractors and sub-contractors) with training in
86 risk management and understanding of statutory Yos/No

9.0 Fatigue Management

9.0 Identify issues associated with fatigue and
develop and implement appropriate fatigue
management programs in consuitation with
employees

Determine concerns and issues associated with fatigue at

the mine site through consultation with employees, including Yes/No
9.1 8.2 contractors and sub-contractors
Develop and impl ppropriate fatigue manag
programs (e.g. using MOSHAB Fatigue Management
9.2 8.3 Guideline) in consultation with relevant employees Yos/No
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APPENDIX L — ACTION PLAN FOR MINE MANAGEMENT

ACTION
Issue No.

SECTION
Ref.

Issues and Racommended Actions

Action
Required

ACTION TO BE TAKEN

RESPONSIBILITY

COMPLETION
DATE

10.0 Ensure that all injuries are reported by
employees, ensure that all injuries are properly
recorded and ensure that there are no incentives
to mis-report or encourage/require employees to
work when they are unable to

Ensure that the need to report all injuries is clearly
communicated to all employees, including contractors and
sub-contractors (e.g. at induction)

YesiNo

10.2

8.10

Remove any disil for employ or contractors to
not report injuries or to mis-report injuries (e.g. safety
awards or bonuses/penalties based solely on accident
statistics)

Yes/No

Ensure that measures other than just Lost-Time Injuries are
used to measure safety performance on the mine site; pro-
active or leading indicators should be used wherever
possible

Yes/No

10.0 Injury Reporting, Reporting and Management
3

10.3

8.10

Ensure that proper injury management programs are in
place that do not place undue pressure on employees to
return to work when unabie to do so or it is not appropriate
to do so

Yes/No

8.13

11.0 Identify issues associated with drug and
alcohol use and develop and implament
appropriate programs in consultation with
empioyees
zu

Determine conceins and issues associated with use of drugs
and alcohol at the mtine site through consultation with
employees, including contractors and sub-contractors

YesiNo

11.0 Drug and Alcohol Impact
Management

8.13

Develop and implement appropriate drug and alcohol
management programs in consultation with employees

Yes/No
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