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The Responsible Mining Index (RMI) is a repeated 
assessment of companies in the mining and extrac-
tive industries on the environmental, social, and 
governance (ESG) themes of sustainability. As a 
complement to the corporate level assessment, the 
2025 edition of the RMI carried out pilot community 
assessment and stakeholder engagement dialogues 
at two mining sites owned, or operated by, companies 
within the RMI assessment. The two sites selected 
were the Mimosa platinum mine in Zimbabwe (50% 
owner Sibanye-Stillwater) and the Quellaveco copper 
mine in Chile (majority owner Anglo-American) with 
the objective to compare the vastly different regula-
tory, social, and environmental settings. To assess 
the community perception of the sustainability efforts 
of the mines and the status of the companies’ social 
license to operate in these regions, a questionnaire 
was designed to broadly follow the corporate level 
assessment yet focus on community experiences. 
The communities surrounding the Mimosa and Quel-
laveco mines were anonymously surveyed in advance 
of the stakeholder engagement, to provide a context 
for dialogue exchanges between the various inter-
ested parties present at the event.

The stakeholder engagement dialogues painted 
differing pictures about the relative successes of 
sustainability initiatives at the two mines. Overall, 
those surveyed at Mimosa expressed a relatively high 
degree of satisfaction with the mine operation while 
those at Quellaveco indicated a relatively low level of 
satisfaction with the impacts of mining operations. 

In addition, the community responses revealed that 
the causes of dissatisfaction differ between the two 
locations. In Peru, concerns about water and envi-
ronmental degradation were of primary importance 
while at Mimosa, negative comments centred around 
economic development and benefit sharing with local 
communities (Fig. 1). This highlights the differing 
settings of the mines with the concerns about water 
in Peru reflecting the water-intensive nature of the 
Quellaveco operations in an arid climatic zone. More 
generally, the community perception of the effective-
ness of sustainability initiatives rests upon the aggre-
gation of multiple factors that are both internal (mine 
operations, sustainability initiatives) and external 
(climatic, historical, economic, geopolitical).

The overall results of these site-specific stakeholder 
engagement dialogues contrast with the corporate 
level assessments of the companies involved. At 
Mimosa, the community perceptions of sustainability 
initiatives compare favourably with the performance 
of Sibanye-Stillwater in the corporate level assess-
ment.  In contrast, the strong performance of Anglo 
American in the corporate level assessment is not 
mirrored in the community perceptions of operations 
at Quellaveco. This highlights the importance of 
collecting location specific data on a mine-site level 
to understand the effectiveness of sustainability initi-
atives in the mining industry. Equally, the transparent 
collection of data by independent parties is important 
to facilitate discussion between the various stake-
holders and ultimately catalyse positive change.

Executive Summary
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Figure 1: Overview of community responses to issues related to mining at Quellaveco and Mimosa.  Answers towards ‘agree’ are more positive 
towards mining activities.   
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The importance of 
the local viewpoint

The difference in relative performance between the 
companies involved here on the corporate level and 
the mine site level highlights the significance of 
understanding the issues of importance on a com-
munity scale. 
 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Independent and 
transparent engagement

Many mining companies have internal sustainability 
teams that carry out similar engagement with local 
stakeholders. Yet the full results of such dialogues 
are often not within the public domain and thus 
cannot be independently assessed. Carrying out such 
engagements with trusted, neutral, local partners is of 
first order importance to the integrity of this process. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 

Statistically robust or 
indicative results?

With the substantial footprint of mining operations, 
typically many people are affected and to capture 
the perceptions of such a population in a statistical 
manner requires a large number of surveys. The 
stakeholder engagement dialogue carried out here 
give a semi-quantitative picture of the attitude of the 
population rather than a fully representative statisti-
cal survey.  Regardless of this, the results presented 
here illustrate that a smaller scale ‘focus group’ style 
approach can be valuable.    

Differing sources of 
dissatisfaction

Community perceptions of the sustainability efforts 
of mining companies are a complex interplay of 
many factors. While the actual actions of the mining 
company are of first order importance, other factors 
such as economic situation of the region, political 
situation, and climate all come together to play a role. 
Furthermore, other aspects could play a role in the 
results, such as the relative age of the mining opera-
tion, or differing tensions over water availability. For 
example, at Quellaveco the negative comments are 
environmental and particularly related to water in its 
arid climate. At Mimosa, negative comments centre 
around economic development and benefit sharing 
with local communities. Defining the different com-
munity perceptions is the first step towards under-
standing the reasons for the various dissatisfaction. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 

Discrepancies between corporate 
level policies and on-site perceptions

There are some discrepancies between the transpar-
ency of corporate level policies and practices and the 
perceptions of the companies in the communities 
surrounding the mine site. Improvements to the rela-
tionship between the companies and various stake-
holders can improve their social license to operate.

Key Findings
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The Responsible Mining Index (RMI) 
The Responsible Mining Index (RMI) report tracks and 
evaluates the commitments to environmental, social, 
and governance (ESG) initiatives from companies in 
the mining and extractive industries. The main themes 
of the RMI align well with the sustainable development 
goals of the UN, and may be summarised as: 

1) Economic development 
2) Business conduct
3) Mine project lifecycle management
4) Community wellbeing 
5) Working conditions 
6) Environmental responsibility 

Through repeated assessments roughly every two 
years (starting in 2018), the RMI has grown into a 
widely utilised tool to compare company performance 
across ESG indices using its well-established frame-
work. With society transitioning towards more renew-
able forms of energy, the requirements for the mining 
and extractive industry have changed significantly 
in the past two decades (Grandell et al. 2016; Jowitt 
et al. 2020). The RMI has itself evolved to remain 
relevant in this changing landscape. The 2025 edition 
of the RMI, termed RMI+, focuses on companies that 
are heavily involved in the extraction and refining 
of the critical raw materials, those that are required 
for the digital and energy transitions. To this end, 25 
companies were selected based on their geographic 
operations and to cover a wide range of critical raw 
materials (following the list as defined by the EU). 
The results of the RMI 2025 assessment are pub-
lished in a separate report that can be downloaded at
www.wrforum.org/responsible-mining-index/.

In a development from previous years, the 2025 
edition of the RMI has carried out a pair of on-site 
community assessment and validation stakeholder 
engagement events in addition to the corporate level 
assessment.      

Stakeholder Engagement Dialogue
To evaluate the extent to which corporate level com-
mitments on ESG issues are translated into action on 
the ground, stakeholder engagement dialogues were 
carried out to collect the opinions and experiences of 
a range of stakeholders to mining operations in their 
respective region. The people surveyed included those 
living in proximity to the mine site, workers from the 
mine, mine officials / management, local government 
employees, and NGO representatives. Participants 
were identified by our partner organisations based on 
their previous experiences in the area to best repre-
sent a gender and age-balanced range of interests 
and views related to mining operations. The two mine 
sites used for these pilot dialogues were selected on 
the basis of company acceptance and because they 
reflect the breadth of activities in this sector in vastly 
different environments, the Mimosa platinum mine 
in Zimbabwe (Sibanye-Stillwater) and the Quellaveco 
copper mine (Anglo American) in Peru.    

Local partners
In Zimbabwe the community survey and stakeholder 
engagement dialogues were carried out in close 
collaboration with the Zimbabwe Environmental Law 
Association (ZELA) a public interest environmental 
law group based in Harare. ZELA was founded in the 
year 2000 and since then has grown into one of the 
leading organisations in southern Africa dealing with 
the governance of natural resources, including (but 
not limited to) mineral resources. ZELA has a reputa-
tion as an honest broker in discussions about natural 
resources and interfaces with local authorities, civil 
society and national level stakeholders.

In Peru, the Mining and Sustainable Development Dia-
logue Group (GDMDS as the acronym from Spanish) 
assisted in implementing the survey and putting 
together the stakeholder engagement. GDMDS is a 
non-governmental agency promoting intracultural 
dialogue on mining and associated issues of envi-
ronmental protection and sustainable development. 
From more than 20 years of operation, the group 
has a strong reputation as a neutral party acting to 
minimise or resolve conflict between various stake-
holders in the extractive industrial sector.  

Introduction

https://www.wrforum.org/responsible-mining-index/


MINE SITE 1: Mimosa mine, Zimbabwe  
The Mimosa mine is located upon the geologic feature 
known as the Great Dike, located in the central Mid-
lands Province of Zimbabwe, some 300 km SSW of 
the capital Harare and 32 km from the town of Zvisha-
vane (Fig. 2). The Great Dike, which extends some 550 
km NNE to SSW, is the second largest repository of 
platinum group elements in the world. Mineralisation, 
primarily in the ‘Main Sulphide Zone’ occurs within a 
relatively thin zone <4 m in thickness beneath the con-
tact between the basal ultramafic zone and the overly-
ing mafic sequence (Prendegast 1991; Chaumba and 
Duma 2022). The earliest recorded mining at Mimosa 
was in 1926 (About us: Mimosa website). 

The current operations are underground with 2 shafts 
(the Blore Shaft and the Wedza Shaft) on the South 
Hill ore deposit (Mineral Resources and Mineral 

Reserves Report 2023, Sibanye Stillwater) with an 
estimated lifespan of the mine continuing to 2034 
(Mimosa website). Following extraction of the ore, 
crushing, milling, and flotation separation occur prior 
to the concentrated ore being taken to South Africa 
for further processing. The mine is currently owned 
50/50 between Sibanye-Stillwater and Implats and in 
2023 employed 1,245 people permanently and 2,657 
people on a non-permanent basis (Mimosa Sustain-
ability Report 2023). The largest settlement in the 
region surrounding the Mimosa mine is the town of 
Zvishavane with a population of around 60,000.  
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Figure 2: The location of the Mimosa mine adjacent to the Great Dike in Zimbabwe (Source: Google Earth) 



MINE SITE 2: Quellaveco, Peru  
The Quellaveco open pit copper and molybdenum 
mine is located 3,600 m above sea level in the Andes 
some 30 kilometres northeast of the town of Moque-
gua, Peru (Fig. 3), that has a population of c. 70,000 
people. Copper has been mined in the region since at 
least colonial times (mid-1800s) but likely much ear-
lier  (https://fcx.com/operations/south-america). The 
Quellaveco deposit, one of the most important copper 
deposits in the world, is a giant mineralised (Cu-Mo) 
porphyry which contains an estimated 1.67 billion 
tonnes of Cu. Production rates of 300,000 tonnes of 
copper per year for the next ten years are estimated 
(Anglo American Annual Report 2021; Nathwani et al., 
2023). Quellaveco is one of three similar deposits in 
the region that are related to a large granitic body with 
igneous activity ongoing between 67-55 Ma (Simmons 
et al. 2013; Nathwani et al. 2021). The mineralised 
body was emplaced in a series of stages accompa-
nied by hydrothermal alteration with generally declin-
ing copper mineralisation intensity with younging 
(Simmons 2013). The mine is operated by Anglo 
American in partnership with Mitsubishi Corporation. 
It reflects one of the largest mining operations in Peru, 
currently employing c. 2,500 people, with operations 
having commenced in 2022.  

Prior to the start of operations, Anglo American 
Quellaveco (AAQ) entered into a Dialogue Table with 
the regional authorities of Moquegua, and in 2012 
signed a series of 26 agreements related to social 
and environmental responsibility, and water manage-
ment. Given that the Moquegua region is part of the 
Atacama Desert, water scarcity is a serious problem. 
AAQ indicated that the main source of water for its 
operations would be the Titire River whose waters 
have boron and arsenic levels deemed by regional 
authorities to be too high for human consumption or 
for use in agriculture. Higher concentrations of these 
metals is a feature commonly observed in ground-
water of the regional Altiplano plateau (Tapia et al. 
2019). According to Anglo American, the use of this 
water for mining operations should act to improve 
availability of higher quality water for other purposes. 
Also in 2012, the Moquegua Development Fund was 
established as a non-profit association to promote 
and foster the social welfare and sustainable develop-
ment of the Moquegua region and improve the quality 
of life of the population through scientific and edu-
cational activities. The fund was established with an 
endowment of c. US$ 390 million from the company.  
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Figure 3: The location of the Quellaveco mine in Peru (Source: Google Earth) 
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Questionnaire 
Prior to the engagement events, data were collected 
from those in proximity to the mine using a simple, 
anonymised questionnaire. Due to the variability 
found in mining sites and constraints of budget and 
time, data were not collected following a proscribed 
methodology  (c.f. the Resource Impact Dashboard 
(RID) approach) but rather to provide a framework 
to facilitate discussion between stakeholders at 
the engagement dialogue. The questionnaire was 
developed such that questions for communities 
relate directly to questions in the RMI corporate level 
assessment but posed in a more readily accessible 
way. In addition to the background questions (e.g. age, 
birthplace) the questionnaire contained 29 statements 
that could be answered simply through a choice of 
responses ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly 
disagree’ with ‘neither agree nor disagree’ splitting 
the 2 positive and 2 negative options. An additional 
category of ‘don’t know/no opinion’ was also provided. 
In addition to the 29 multiple choice statements at 
the end of the questionnaire were 3 open response 
questions for the respondents to provide individual 
perspectives on whichever aspects of mining opera-
tions they wished to elaborate on. Overall, the ques-
tionnaire was designed to take around 30 minutes to 
complete, facilitating greater community participation. 
The statements in the questionnaire are deliberately 
formulated in neutral language in an attempt to mini-
mise bias in feedback from respondents. A beneficial 
outcome of this is that such a questionnaire receives 
greater support from the representatives of the mining 
company.  

Following data collection, the answers of each 
respondent to the multiple-choice questions were 
assigned numerical values (from 1 for ‘strongly agree’ 
to 5 for ‘strongly disagree’ with ‘neither agree nor disa-
gree’ assigned a value of 3). This allows the responses 
to be transformed into numerical values and simple 
statistical treatment of the data. For the ‘open 
response’ answers, the data can be visualised by use 
of word-clouds for each answer and additionally by 
quantifying the frequency of words used in responses 
to each question. 

Stakeholder engagement dialogues
The stakeholder engagement and community dia-
logue at Mimosa, organised predominantly by ZELA, 
involved 61 people from a range of backgrounds, 
including representatives from the Mimosa mine, 
with total of 38 male and 23 female participants. 
The engagement opened with presentations from 
ZELA outlining the purpose of the workshop and 
highlighting the role of such engagements in fostering 
understanding between communities and mining 
companies to better equalise the benefits resulting 
from resource extraction. Following the presentations, 
a range of issues that were identified from responses 
to the questionnaire were discussed within focus 
groups. After the focus group discussion, some par-
ticipants visited the Zvishavane Vocational Training 
Centre and the local hospital, where Mimosa’s contri-
butions – particularly in terms of skills development 
programs and healthcare support were showcased. 
These visits underscored the mine’s ongoing efforts 
to uplift the community.

At Quellaveco, the dialogue, primarily organised 
by GDMDS involved 56 attendees including those 
from regional government (10), academia (7), civil 
society organisations and social leaders (24) and 
company representatives (3). The meeting began 
with a presentation of the survey findings by GDMDS 
followed by comments from representatives of the 
provincial (Mariscal Nieto) government, the University 
of Moquegua, the Colectivo Mujer y Minería (an NGO 
for women in mining) and the mining company (AA 
Quellaveco). After these comments, the floor was 
opened to questions from the audience. Following a 
break, randomly formed working groups discussed 
topics of interest accompanied by facilitators to 
exchange viewpoints on the main topics raised.

Methods
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Mimosa 
In the communities surrounding the Mimosa mine, 47 
people (32 men, 15 women) answered the question-
naire. Ages of those surveyed ranged between 32 and 
72 with an average of 52 years old and 34 of the 47 
respondents having previously worked for the mine 
in some capacity. The translation of the responses 
to numerical values allows the questions with the 
strongest responses (i.e. those closest to 1 or 5) to 
be readily identified. Equally, the responses with the 
largest standard deviation reflect the statements with 
the greatest diversity of opinion. 

The overall average responses to all questions at the 
Mimosa mine site was 2.39, a value that sits between 
‘agree’ and ‘neither agree nor disagree’. Considering 
the responses by thematic area of the RMI frame-
work, the respondents were least positive about the 
Economic Development aspects (avg. 3.63). Commu-
nity relation questions returned an average response 
of 2.43 and health, safety, and human rights related 
questions gave an average of 2.22. Environmental 
performance of the mine received the strongest 
support of the thematic areas investigated with an 
average of 1.94 – between ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ 
in the answering framework (Fig. 4). 
 
In terms of single questions (Fig. 5), the statement 
‘the company ensures that the working conditions 
at the mine are safe’ received the strongest positive 
response with an average of 1.55 – halfway between 
‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’. The most negative re-
sponse related to whether the mine supported local 
businesses/suppliers sufficiently, which received an 
average of 4.23 equating to between ‘disagree’ and 
‘strongly disagree’. By using the standard deviation 
of the results for individual questions, the issues 
that find the most, and least, consistent community 
responses can be identified. The issue with the small-
est standard deviation (so most agreement) was 
whether the mine uses a reasonable amount of water 
(illustrated in Fig. 4). The statement related to com-

Results
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Table 1: Most common responses to questions in the free answer portion of the questionnaire at Mimosa. Numbers indicate the number of 
respondents that agreed with this issue during discussion.  

Positive (total 164) Negative (total 356) To improve (total 311)

Minimal environmental 
damage 30 Housing cracks in village 30

Remove barricades on 
grazing areas 29

Worker support – 
training, housing 29 No churches built 30

Build community 
buildings and churches 29

Community support – 
nursery, seeds 25

Water for livestock affected 
by effluent 30

Bus transport should be 
for everyone 29

Construction of a dip tank 23
Little development of new 
skills for villagers 29

Improve communication 
with the community 28

Support community 
livestock 17

Not all people involved in 
cattle projects 29

Respond to community 
concerns more promptly 27

Figure 4: An example of responses from the Mimosa mine survey 
showing a strong, positive response with widespread community 
agreement.  The average and standard deviation calculated do not 
include ‘don’t know’ responses..
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“The mine uses a resonable amount of water.”

Avg. = 1.69
Std. dev. = 0.52



Figure 5: Community responses to the questionnaire from the Mimosa mine site illustrated as average value and 1 standard deviation.
1) Strongly agree; 2) Agree; 3) Neither agree nor disagree; 4) Disagree; 5) Strongly disagree     

munity health support produced the greatest diversity 
of response (standard deviation of 1.39). 

At the Mimosa site, the free answer responses were 
determined through group discussions whereby gen-
eral themes were identified and respondents denoted 
whether they felt such themes resonated with them. 

In terms of the positive aspects of the mine, 164 re-
sponses were gathered, while the question relating to 
negative impacts of mining received 356 responses. 
The top 5 themes in each category are displayed in 
Table 1, along with the number of people surveyed 
that hold this view.

Environment
Mining activities can produce too much dust
The mining company respects the cultural heritage of the area
The mine strives to minimise damage to the environment
The mining company treats hazardous material appropriately
The mine cares about preserving the biodiversity of the area
The amount of noise and vibration from the mine is acceptable
The water quality around the mine is satisfactory
The mine uses a reasonable amount ofwater
The mine takes appropriate care of its tailings

Health, safety and human rights
The mine allows workers to join labour unions freely
The mine treats people equally (men/women)
The mine protects women against harassment/violence
The company ensures that working conditions at the mine are safe
The mine provides support for the community for large-scale health events
The mine has a negative impact on community health
The company provides enough support to training its staff

Community relations
Overall, the mine has a positive impact on the local area
I trust the mine to do what it says it will
The mine listens to community complaints and tries to find appropriate solutions
The security personnel of the mine treat local people well/with respect
The mine respects the human rights of the workers and people living nearby
The mine consults the local community before making decisions that affect them
If the mine closes, he mine will return the environment to a good condition
If the mine closes, the company will support the workers to find other employment
The mine has plans in place for emergencies that are known by the community
The mine investigates all complaints made against it/its staff
The mine is honest in dealings with other companies/employees

Socio-economic
The mine pays its workers fairly
The mine supports local business by buying products/services from them

 1           2            3            4            5   

 1           2            3            4            5   
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Table 2: Most commonly used words in answer to the open response questions with the number of uses.

Positive Negative Improvement/wish

Job / jobs 7 Pollution 14 Water 8

Employment 6 Environment 12 Environment 8

Opportunity 4 Water 6 Jobs/work 5

Development 4 Support 4 Projects 3

Programs 3 Damage 3 Community 3
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Quellaveco
The questionnaire at Quellaveco obtained 57 
responses from 31 men and 26 women with ages 
spanning the 20–39 to over-60. Fourteen people 
responded that they were working at the mine and 
41 responded that they were not. 

The results by thematic area at Quellaveco (Fig. 6) 
are less divergent than those from Mimosa with the 
four thematic areas spanning a small range from the 
most positive – health, safety, and human rights (avg. 
2.44) to the least positive – environment (avg. 2.74). 
Both these values sit between the ‘agree’ and ‘neither 
agree nor disagree’ responses of the questionnaire. 
In terms of single issues, the least positive result at 
Quellaveco related to whether the mine would help 
providing future employment (avg. 3.09 – ‘neither 
agree nor disagree’). Potentially the community is 
not engaged with this topic due to the relatively long 
lifespan of the recently opened mine (estimated at 
36 years). The most positive response at Quellaveco 
was, similarly to Mimosa, related to worker safety 
at the mine (avg. 2.16 – between ‘agree’ and ‘neither 
agree nor disagree’). Overall, the standard deviations 
of the results from Quellaveco are larger than those 
from Mimosa (from the same 20 questions the Σs.d. 
is 27.2 for Peru as opposed to 19.6 for Zimbabwe) re-
flecting an overall greater diversity of responses from 
Peru. On a single question level, the greatest diversity 
of response related to whether the mine strives to 
minimise environmental damage and the most agree-
ment between answers came related to whether the 
mine supported local businesses.  

With the free answer questions in the Quellaveco 
questionnaire, the text can be analysed for frequency 
of word in each set of responses. In the responses 
of positive aspects of the mine, the most common 

terms related to economic and employment opportu-
nities (see Table 2, Fig. 7). It is also noteworthy that 
five of the participants answered negatively to this 
question (either none, negative, or nothing). In terms 
of the negative aspects of mining activities, the envi-
ronmental issues of the perception of causing pol-
lution and/or negative water impacts were the most 
commonly used terms. One respondent captured the 
overall sense with the following:
 
“I believe one of the most significant neg-
ative impacts of the project is the damage 
to the environment, especially water pollu-
tion and the impact on nearby ecosystems. 
Although the project generates jobs and 
economic development, it must be taken 
into account that the damage to nature 
could be irreversible, affecting the commu-
nities that depend on these resources.”

For the question relating to what could be improved, 
as expected the answers focussed on the two prevail-
ing themes from the preceding questions, those of 
employment and environment. Within the answers to 
this question there were five respondents that stated 
that nothing could be improved. All five of these 
respondents work for the mine.
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Environment
Mining activities can produce too much dust
The mining company respects the cultural heritage of the area
The mine strives to minimise damage to the environment
The mining company treats hazardous material appropriately
The mine cares about preserving the biodiversity of the area
The amount of noise and vibration from the mine is acceptable
The water quality around the mine is satisfactory
The mine uses a reasonable amount ofwater
The mine takes appropriate care of its tailings

Health, safety and human rights
The mine allows workers to join labour unions freely
The mine treats people equally (men/women)
The mine protects women against harassment/violence
The company ensures that working conditions at the mine are safe
The mine provides support for the community for large-scale health events
The mine has a negative impact on community health
The company provides enough support to training its staff

Community relations
Overall, the mine has a positive impact on the local area
I trust the mine to do what it says it will
The mine listens to community complaints and tries to find appropriate solutions
The security personnel of the mine treat local people well/with respect
The mine respects the human rights of the workers and people living nearby
The mine consults the local community before making decisions that affect them
If the mine closes, he mine will return the environment to a good condition
If the mine closes, the company will support the workers to find other employment
The mine has plans in place for emergencies that are known by the community
The mine investigates all complaints made against it/its staff
The mine is honest in dealings with other companies/employees

Socio-economic
The mine pays its workers fairly
The mine supports local business by buying products/services from them

 1           2            3            4            5   

 1           2            3            4            5   

Figure 6: Community responses to the questionnaire from the Quellaveco mine site illustrated as average value and 1 standard deviation.        
1) Strongly agree; 2) Agree; 3) Neither agree nor disagree; 4) Disagree; 5) Strongly disagree     



14  |  RMI – Stakeholder Engagement Dialogue

Figure 7: Word clouds to display the most frequently used words in the open responses from the Quellaveco mine. Displayed are the responses 
to the questions about the positives about the mine, the negatives about the mine, and the things the mine could improve.

Positive

Negative

To improve

For the question relating to what could be improved, 
as expected the answers focussed on the two prevail-
ing themes from the preceding questions, those of 
employment and environment. Within the answers to 

this question there were five respondents that stated 
that nothing could be improved. All five of these 
respondents work for the mine.



Zimbabwe 
These stakeholder-community dialogues touched 
upon many of the issues that were identified by the 
questionnaire responses (Fig. 8). During discussions 
of the response and collaboration of Mimosa during 
emergencies, the relative roles of Mimosa and the 
local government in such planning and reaction were 
a crucial point. Indeed, in general defining the relative 
responsibilities of mining companies and local, 
regional, or national government in terms of the use 
and preservation of common resources (e.g. roads, 
infrastructure) was a recurring theme in many of the 
discussions of different topics.

In terms of community development, local people 
appealed for more employment opportunities related 
to the mine, particularly in terms of apprenticeships 
while at the same time acknowledging the efforts 
of Mimosa’s contractors in hiring local people. For 
younger members of the community, it was remarked 
that there could be greater efforts in promoting 
youth-focussed activities. Other developmental 
suggestions included the building of a community 
hall, churches, and to an ambulance for Mhondongori 
Clinic. While acknowledging these suggestions, 
Mimosa highlighted the importance of using formal 
channels to transmit such requests.

Community members also requested greater support 
for agricultural projects (e.g. purchase of animals, 
paddock systems, and disease management support 
amongst other topics) as well as the formation of 
sustainable markets to sell produce and livestock. 
The University of Zimbabwe is currently assessing the 
impacts of Mimosa’s agricultural support to commu-
nities. As mentioned previously, the ownership of, and 
responsibility for such projects were topics of debate. 

The workshop closed with the renewal of commit-
ments from both the mining company and community 
groups to collaboration, with Mimosa pledging to 
address the feedback of this engagement (and 
beyond) in a constructive manner. The positive conclu-
sion of the engagement event reflects well the overall 
atmosphere of collegiality that prevailed throughout.

Stakeholder-Community Dialogues
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Figure 8: Stakeholder engagement in Zimbabwe. Left: Questionnaire filling; Right: Stakeholder engagement event held at Zvishavane



Peru 
Overall, the mood of the participants was construc-
tive, although with many questions and suggestions 
for improvements (Fig. 9). Echoing the findings of 
the questionnaire, the stakeholder engagement and 
community dialogue revealed that the primary areas of 
concern at Quellaveco are environmental. Participants 
raised the issue of perceived water pollution (by lead, 
cyanide, cadmium, amongst others). The issue of dust 
was also discussed during the engagement, despite 
not playing a prominent role in answers to the ques-
tionnaire. During the dialogue, the transport of materi-
als from the mine along unpaved roads to the port of 
Ilo appeared of concern to local residents due to the 
effects both human health and agricultural production 
(particularly oregano, an important export).

The topic of environmental monitoring also received 
some discussion. Participatory environmental moni-
toring (PEM) brings together civil society, specialised 
governmental bodies and company representatives. 
AAQ noted that PEM related to the Quellaveco opera-
tion is one of the most comprehensive in the country, 
despite the complexity of the terrain covered (from 
high Andes to coastal zones of Ilo). Within the PEM 
water, air, soil, noise, vibrations, and biological com-
ponents are monitored with a Facebook page (though 
with the perception of it not always being current) 
providing updates on progress. Despite these efforts, 
many of the participants requested more rigorous 
environmental monitoring, with more inclusive partici-
pation of the public (including local communities) with 
the results more frequently reported and readily acces-
sible. A review of the functioning of the PEM was 
proposed to assess ways to improve transparency and 

community. This discussion theme highlights exactly 
the value of the stakeholder-community dialogues with 
both sides presenting their views allowing the reasons 
for mismatches between expectations and actions to 
be understood and potentially reduced. 

In terms of social and economic topics, participants 
requested greater transparency in the hiring of person-
nel at the mine with more opportunities for Moquegua 
residents. Equally, it was appreciated that there is 
a limited ability of the local population to meet the 
skills demanded by the company. Some respondents 
suggested that AAQ should more closely supervise the 
economic and social conduct of subcontractors.

The Moquegua Development Fund was a topic of con-
siderable interest to the participants, with two themes 
dominating the discussion. The first topic was that of 
transparency in the actions of the fund with partici-
pants indicating that they are unclear on who makes 
decisions in terms of which projects are supported. 
The respondents noted that currently the participation 
of civil society within the Moquegua Development 
Fund is restricted with involvement limited to the 
chamber of commerce. The second prevailing theme 
related to the perceived drift in priorities of the fund 
from larger projects such as dam construction to 
smaller projects such as ambulances and community 
halls. Thus, the overall transparency and information 
dissemination of this fund could be improved. These 
points sat within a general opinion of the respondents 
that the company is relatively unwilling to address 
suggestions or complaints.

Figure 9: Impressions of the stakeholder engagement event in Peru. Left: Registration; Right: Large group discussions
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The two surveys were conducted on subtly different 
lines (e.g. 28 questions in Zimbabwe and 20 in Peru; 
the ‘free answer’ questions in Zimbabwe building on 
group discussions with specific points raised while 
those in Peru were individually answered) but within 
these constraints the results provide informative 
insights.  
 
 
Assessing and interpreting 
population responses 
A full, statistically robust survey of the attitudes of 
the populations affected by the mining activities at 
Mimosa and Quellaveco was beyond the scope of 
this project. This work instead used a smaller sample 
size with a focus-group style approach to promoting 
dialogue between the communities, mining compa-
nies, and other interested parties. Within the data 
collected here there are however numerous features 
that can be informative about the local relationships 
at the mine site to be investigated. 

When considering the behaviour of individual respond-
ents to the survey (i.e. by looking at the average 
response of a single individual to all questions – 28 
for Zimbabwe, 20 for Peru) a first difference is appar-
ent. The range of responder behaviour (Min = 1.56, 
Max = 3.43, average = 2.38, n = 46) at Mimosa is very 
different to that observed at Quellaveco (Min = 1.00, 
Max = 5.00, average = 2.68, n = 55). Within the Quel-
laveco data, respondents with overall averages of 
1.00 ‘strongly agree’ and 5.00 ‘strongly disagree’ is a 
remarkable finding. With a range of potential answers 
from 1 to 5 (excluding the ‘don’t know’ answer) and 
20 questions within the survey, even one answer of 2 
‘agree’ would return an average of 1.05. Such extreme 
average responses require that, excluding don’t know 
responses, the respondent answered every question 
identically with a 1 or a 5. One respondent answered 
18 out of 20 questions with a ‘strongly disagree’ while 
another answered all 20 questions with ‘strongly agree’.   

Encountering such bimodality in survey answers 
invites the question of what are the drivers of this var-
iability. As the stakeholder engagement community 
dialogues, and the preceding questionnaires, aimed 
to collect the opinions of a wide spectrum of people 

affected by or related to the mining operations, some 
diversity of opinion could be expected. To understand 
the reasons behind these data, the outlier values 
from Quellaveco can be checked against other data 
collected during the questionnaire. As illustrated in 
Fig. 10, whether a respondent worked at the mine 
or not was a major factor in the average respondent 
satisfaction. At Quellaveco, respondents working at 
the mine returned an average result of 1.8 (between 
‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’) while those not working at 
the mine had an average of 3.0 (‘neither agree nor dis-
agree’). This can be contrasted with the results from 
Mimosa (Fig. 10) whereby the averages for respond-
ents that had worked at the mine and those that had 
not (N.B. slightly different wording used) were not 
different. 
 
In addition to the question of whether the respond-
ents worked at the mine or not, the Quellaveco 
results can be interrogated from other perspectives. 
With roughly equal numbers of male (30) and female 
(25) respondents providing answers, the data can 
be considered in terms of sex of respondent. Of the 
cluster of 8 points near the ‘strongly agree’ region 
of figure 10, six of these points were from male 
respondents. Equally both of the points near ‘strongly 
disagree’ (Fig. 10) were from female respondents. 
Overall, the averages of the results from male (avg. 
2.37 +– 1.1, 1 std. dev.) and female (avg. 3.05 +– 1.1, 1 
std. dev.) suggest a difference of perception of the 
mining activities at Quellaveco as a function of sex. 
In contrast, the age of the respondent appears to play 
no role in the average respondent score. In Quel-
laveco the respondents gave their age as within a 
range and each of the three age ranges had average 
respondent scores that are identical. The scores by 
age were 20–39 years old (avg. 2.68, n = 27), 40–59 
years old (avg. 2.67, n = 21) and older than 60 years 
(avg. 2.71, n = 7).
 

Differing perspectives on ESG issues 
From the results of both the multiple-choice ques-
tions and the ‘free answer’ questions, it is clear that 
the two communities have very different perspectives 
on the most important issues of sustainability. In 
Zimbabwe, the main issues identified were primarily 

Discussion
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economic or social, while those in Peru were over-
whelming related to water quality and environmental 
issues related to mining (Table 2). This divergence of 
opinion highlights the importance of understanding 
ESG issues at a mine-site level. The two mine sites 
chosen for this assessment are particularly inform-
ative in this regard as they exhibit significant differ-
ences in terms of mining scale and type (inc. future 
operational predictions), culture, economic back-
ground, and climatic situation. The overall community 
perception of the effects of mining activities reflects 
the aggregated effects of these multiple dimensions.

In terms of the economic and social developmental 
issues that dominated the responses at Mimosa, this 
reflects both the local and international situation. The 
differing economic situations of Peru and Zimbabwe 
(with Peru having a GDP per capita approximately 
four times greater than Zimbabwe, Table 3) also 
contribute to this response. Equally, the stage in the 
life cycle of the mine operation will also play a role, 
with the Mimosa operation having an estimated 8 
years of operation remaining compared with 36 years 
at Quellaveco. As highlighted during the discussions 

at the engagement the planning for a post-Mimosa 
economy in the region is an ongoing concern for local 
communities.

At Quellaveco, the community concerns around 
water are borne out by considering that the mine 
uses approximately 7 times the water of the Mimosa 
operation.  This is consistent with the difference in 
scale of the two mines, with Quellaveco removing 
approximately an order of magnitude more rock per 
year.  This is exacerbated by the climate in Peru, with 
Quellaveco receiving a yearly rainfall of only 1/3 of 
what Mimosa receives (Table 3).    
 
Overall, these results highlight that the community 
needs differ significantly in different areas and sus-
tainability initiatives from mining companies are best 
tailored to the requirements of specific communities.. 
 
 
Stakeholder engagement and the 
company-wide perspective
Overall, the RMI corporate assessment looks at 
companies’ sustainability related actions and many 

Strongly 
agree

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree

Strongly 
disagree

Agree

Disagree

Figure 10: Rank order plot of average response per respondent. Average values closer to 1 - ‘strongly agree’ - reflect more positive views of 
the mine. Shown here are results from both stakeholder engagement dialogues separated by relationship of the responder to the mine site. 
Quellaveco shows a notable difference between the groups while Mimosa shows a more homogeneous response. Slight difference in wording 
follows exact wordings used in Peru and Zimbabwe.

Mimosa – worked at mine (Avg. 2.41)
Mimosa – not worked at mine (Avg. 2.39)
Quellaveco – worked at mine (Avg. 1.8)
Quellaveco – not worked at mine (Avg. 3.0)
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of the companies assessed by the RMI are multidi-
mensional, multinational entities dealing in a range of 
commodities (RMI 2025). Thus, while the corporate 
level assessment of a company provides a big-picture 
view of the ESG commitments of a company, how 
these commitments are displayed may vary signifi-
cantly in different settings. For example, Anglo Ameri-
can (owners of the Quellaveco mine) have operations 
related to coal (Australia), platinum group metals 
(southern Africa), diamonds (Canada and countries 
in southern Africa), iron ore (Brazil and South Africa), 
and copper (Peru). Sibanye-Stillwater is best known 
for their platinum group metals operations, though 
also have zinc, copper and lithium extraction activi-
ties. The combination of differing mining activities, 
cultures, climates, economic backgrounds amongst 
many other factors lead to the impacts on communi-
ties varying by mining location. Such granular detail 
cannot be captured by corporate level assessments 
carried out at much broader scale. To illustrate this, 
here the results of the corporate level assessment are 
compared with those of the community engagement. 

The two companies that own the mines surveyed 
for the community-based assessment, Anglo Amer-
ican and Sibanye-Stillwater, fared rather differently 
in the corporate level assessment of the RMI. Anglo 
American (owners of the Quellaveco mine) ranked 
as one of the best performing of the 25 companies 
surveyed, while Sibanye-Stillwater (co-owners of the 
Mimosa mine) were average performers (RMI 2025). 
However community satisfaction, as based on the 
questionnaire and the subsequent in-person engage-
ment events, is higher in the communities surround-
ing the Mimosa mine rather than those surrounding 
Quellaveco.

As an example of the discrepancy between the two 
surveys, at Quellaveco the biggest community con-
cerns related to environmental issues, particularly 
those related to water usage. Overall, Anglo American 
was the best performing company at the corporate 
level for environmental issues, scoring 59% of the 
available points against an average of 34% for all of 
the companies assessed. In terms of the questions 
specifically related to water stewardship, only one of 
the 25 companies assessed performed better than 
Anglo American at the corporate level. Yet despite 
this, the community stakeholders surveyed expressed 
concern about water usage at Quellaveco, indicating 
a mismatch between company-wide policies and 
community perceptions. 

Looking at the relationships between the corpo-
rate level performances in the RMI assessment of 
transparency of policies and practices involving 
stakeholder engagement for Anglo American and 
Sibayne-Stillwater and the overall results on site level, 
some interesting points are apparent. However, it is 
important to note that care should be taken when 
extrapolating overall corporate policies to activities 
at one specific operation of each company. Keeping 
this in mind, both Anglo American and Sibayne-Still-
water performed better than the average of all 25 
companies in the assessment on indicators related 
to both overall community engagement and skills 
development of local workforces (RMI 2025). Agree-
ment between corporate level accounts of policies 
and the local perceptions are observed. For exam-
ple, Sibayne-Stillwater performed slightly better at 
community engagement than Anglo American (RMI 
2025), an observation that can be qualitatively seen 
on site, with slightly better community satisfaction 
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Table 3: Some characteristics of Peru and Zimbabwe that are relevant for the interpretation of the community responses. Sources of information, pri-
marily websites – 1International Monetary Fund, 2United Nations, 3ICMM, 4Climate data, 5Climate top, 6Sustainable copper, 7Mimosa sustainability report.  

Metric Peru / Quellaveco Zimbabwe / Mimosa

GDP per capita (2023, $)1 7,912 2,119

Population2 33,475,438 16,069,056

Metallic mineral and coal production value 
2020 (as % of GDP)3 11.9 16.1

Estimated mine lifespan (remaining years) 36 8

Estimated yearly rainfall at mine (mm)4,5 198 @ Moquegua 566 @ Zvishavane

Annual water usage of mine (Mm3)6,7 22 3



surrounding the Mimosa Mine as compared with 
the Quellaveco Mine. Furthermore, the community 
perceptions of a need for more local opportunities at 
the mine in Zimbabwe could be qualitatively reflected 
in a slightly poorer performance than Anglo American 
in having a corporate system in place to ensure their 
operations support technical and managerial skills 
development of its local workforces, an indicator in 
the RMI assessment (RMI 2025). 

The information derived from such community-wide 
engagement is valuable from numerous perspectives. 
For the mining company, it represents a barometer of 
how effective the current practices and methods to 
achieve sustainability related goals are perceived by 
the local communities. Equally, the collection of data 
from a range of stakeholders allows the extent of 

community consensus to be assessed. This is a local 
base level from which mining companies can improve 
their ESG performance to reflect the real situations on 
the ground surrounding individual mining operations. 
Most extraction companies have policies for conduct-
ing stakeholder engagement, though the exact details 
of how these are implemented and what actions are 
taken in response to issues identified via such activ-
ities are rarely reported in detail. Such policies and 
proactive steps taken in response to active stake-
holder engagement dialogue should be made trans-
parent for all sites where the companies are mining. 
This can build trust within the greater community and 
improve the companies’ social license to operate not 
just in each of their regions they operate but with the 
general public.
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Overall, within the RMI assessment there is an im-
provement observed in ESG commitments at the cor-
porate level across the companies surveyed between 
the 2022 and 2025 assessments. The stakeholder 
engagement dialogue provides a crucial on-the-ground 
perspective to complement the corporate level as-
sessments. By distilling down the combined results of 
the questionnaires and the stakeholder engagement 
dialogue, a few key findings stand out. There are im-

portant differences between regions that are reflec-
tive of the site specific ESG issues. This pilot study 
shows that independent and transparent engagement 
in areas with vastly differing issues is generally well 
received by the local communities, suggesting that 
companies should utilise stakeholder engagement as 
an effective tool towards maintaining good relation-
ships and improving public trust.

Conclusions
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