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The Community Functioning and Wellbeing Project was funded by the Gas Industry Social and Environmental
Research Alliance (GISERA). GISERA is a collaborative vehicle established to undertake publicly-reported
independent research addressing the socio-economic and environmental impacts of Australia’s naturalgas
industries. The governance structure for GISERA is designed to provide for and protect research
independence and transparency of funded research. See for more information about
GISERA’sgovernance structure, funded projects, and research findings.

The telephone survey was conducted on behalf of CSIRO by Q&A Research, see


http://www.gisera.org.au/
http://qandaresearch.com.au/

Executive summary

The 2016 CSIRO Community Wellbeing and Responding to Change survey measures
perceptions of wellbeing, resilience, adaptation to change, and expected future
wellbeing within five communities affected by CSG development in the Surat Basin.
This report documents how these aspects have changed over a two year period,
during which time the region has experienced considerable change in the activity of
the CSG industry.

From the increased economic activity of 2014, when the CSG industry was in a major
building and construction phase to the relative slowdown of 2016, when the CSG
industry was beginning its operations phase, we report the changes. We also
document the changing attitudes and feelings towards CSG activities over that time.

What we did

We conducted a telephone survey that took approximately 30 minutes to complete. We asked 500 people
129 questions about their views towards quality of life in their community, how they felt their community
was adapting and responding to changes, and what their expectations were for their community’s future.
We also asked them about their attitudesand feelings towards CSG development in their area.

When

We conducted the survey in February 2014 and againin February 2016. In February 2014, the Western
Downs area was experiencing increased activityin the local economy from CSG construction and the drought
had just broken. In February 2016, the construction phase had finished and the industry was transitioning
into its operations phase; much of the area was in drought.

Where

We contacted people who lived in the Western Downs region of Southern Queensland to participate. For
comparison in 2016, we also included people from the eastern Maranoa region, an area adjacent to the
Western Downs which has had CSG wells since the mid-1990s. The eastern Maranoa region includes the
main town of Roma as well as the areas of Injune and Surat. This comparison area is referred to as ‘Roma’.

Who
All participants were randomly selected using public lists of landline and mobile phone numbers. Our
response rate was 44.8%, which is high for a survey of this type.

The people who completed the survey were a representative sample of the region based on the ABS
statistics for age, gender, and working status. We made sure our sample included:

e 100 people eachfrom the areas of Dalby, Chinchilla, Tara, Miles, and Roma
e Half the people lived ‘InTown’ and half the people lived ‘Out of Town’



The 2016 CSIRO Community Wellbeing and Responding to Change survey shows the
biggest change in wellbeing from 2014 was the decrease in satisfactionin relation to
jobs and employment opportunities, and the biggest improvements were in roads
and the quality of the environment (e.g., dust and noise).

Even though some aspects of wellbeing decreased and others improved, overall
community wellbeing in the Western Downs regionin 2016 remained robust and
similarto 2014.

The survey measured 15 dimensions of community wellbeing across a wide range of topics, such as
perceptions of community spirit, environmental quality, level of services and facilities, and employment and
job opportunities.

In 2016, ten dimensions of community wellbeing were, on average, rated favourably. Five dimensions rated
unfavourably including roads, community trust, environmental management for the future, decision making
and citizen voice, and employment and business opportunities. However, roads and environment
management both improved significantly between 2014 and 2016.

While some dimensions had improved and others declined, overall community wellbeing remained virtually
the same between 2014, when CSG development was in its busy construction phase, and 2016 when the
industry had slowed considerably though not yet in full operations phase.

Figure 1 shows the perceptions of each of these dimensions in 2014 and 2016. In Figure 1, dimensions that
were rated unfavourably are near the centre of the graph (1 out of 5) and those that rated favourably are
near the perimeter (5 out of 5). The neutral point is 3 out of 5. Thus, the top left quadrant shows the
dimensions that were seen most positively; those in the bottom two quadrants are lower but still on or
above the neutral point, but those in the top right quadrant were not perceived to be satisfactory.

Perceptions of environmental quality relating to dust and noise improved significantly since 2014 to become
the second most highly rated dimension in 2016.

Perceptions of environmental management and roads also improved significantly since 2014, though on
average residents were still not satisfied with these dimensions.

Satisfaction with employment and business opportunities declined significantly from being favourable in the
construction phase in 2014 to being dissatisfied on average in the post-construction phase in 2016. This
dimension wasnow the least favourable of the 15 community wellbeing dimensions, as shown in Figure 1.

There wasalso a small though significant decline in perceptions of community cohesion from its high level in
2014. This speaks to the power of the sample design to find small significant differences across time. Given
this, it is interesting that none of the other dimensions of community wellbeing changed significantly from
2014.



On average, across the region people who live in town reported higher levels of wellbeing than those who
live out of town; although, this was particularly driven by the towns of Miles and Tara. People who lived out
of town in Miles and Tara had lower ratings of community wellbeing than those living in town. Whereas, in
Dalby and Chinchilla, there were no statistical differences between those who live in town and those who
live out of town.

Around Chinchilla, community wellbeing declined significantly in 2016 compared to 2014; even so, it
remained robust. Dalby and Miles stayed about the same. In Tara, there appearedto be improved
community wellbeing comparedto 2014, though this increase was not statistically significant.

Community wellbeing compared favourably with other areas of rural Queensland. As another point of
comparison, community wellbeing in the neighbouring area of Roma (in the eastern Maranoa region) was
higher than any of the subregions of the Western Downs.

2014 e=——?016

Overall community wellbeing

5 *Employment and business

Community spirit -
opportunities

Decision making and citizen

*Environmental quality 4 voice
Personal safety *Roads
Health *Envioronmental management
Income sufficiency Community trust
Built environment Community participation
*Community cohesion Social interaction

Services and facilities

Note: * denotes a significant diflerence between 2014 and 2016
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What’s mostimportant for a sense of wellbeing within the community?

The survey showed the key contributors, or underlying drivers, to a sense of wellbeing in the Western
Downs. When people felt these aspects of their community were strong then they viewed their community
as a great placeto live, a place that offers a good quality of life to all ages.

Underlying drivers of community wellbeing

1. The level of services and facilities,

2. The social aspects of community life, such ascommunity spirit and social interactions,

3. Feelings of personal safety

4.  Employment and business opportunities

Only the latter wasseen as unsatisfactory, rated by respondents as less than three out of five (see Figure 2).

Figure 2 Community wellbeing dimensions 2016 ordered according to importance
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KEY POINTS: Community Wellbeing

o The biggest changein wellbeing in 2016 was the decrease in satisfaction in relationto jobs and
employment opportunities

e The biggestimprovements were in roads and the quality of the environment (e.g., dust and noise),
though residents were still dissatisfied with roads in the region

e  Overall community wellbeing in the Western Downs region was favourable and remained relatively
unchanged when measured in 2014 and 2016

e Onaverage, across the region people who live in-town reported higher levels of wellbeing than those
who live out-of-town; although this was largely driven by differences around Miles and Tara



Communityresilience and adapting

Adapting to change was evident at the regional level but less so in the smaller

community of Miles

In relation to how residents perceive their community is dealing with the CSG activities, the most common
perception across the Western Downs region was that their community was adapting (44% of participants).
However, there was also a considerable percentage of residents who thought their community was only just
coping (38%), see Figure 3. These views remained about the same as in 2014.

Figure 3 Community perceptions of adapting to CSG development: 2014and 2016

50%
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30%
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46%

44%

Adapting to the
changes

6% 5o

Changing into
something different
but better

However, there were pockets across the region where residents indicated considerable proportions of
‘resisting” and ‘only just coping’. As shown in Figure 4, when Western Downs is compared to the town of
Roma, where CSG development has occurred for approximately two decades, there were higher proportions
of residents in Roma who felt their community was adapting to the changes.
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Figure 4 Perceptions of community adaptation to CSG developmentin 2016: Differences among the subregions
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This perception was confirmed when residents were asked how well they felt their community was adapting
to CSG activities. The smaller community of Miles reported that they were not adapting well on average (M =
2.83 out of 5). In comparison, Roma indicated significantly higher levels of adapting to CSG development
than Miles and to the Western Downs region as a whole. See Figure 5.

Figure 5 Perceptions of how well the local community was adapting to CSG activities: 2016
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Copingwith CSG, drought and other challenges

Across the region people felt their communities were not coping well with drought, and for some
communities this combined with feeling that their communities were not coping well with CSG activities. In
particular, Miles was coping with CSG significantly less well than Roma, which is in the adjacent Maranoa
region. As shown in Figure 6, these sorts of pressures were considered more difficult to cope with than when
they faced other challenges.

Figure 6 Perceptions of community coping with CSG activities, drought, faced with challenges: Differences among
subregions 2016
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Indicators that a communityis adapting well

When people felt that there are high levels of community functioning then they perceived their community
as adapting and coping well with CSG (see Figure 7); they were also more accepting of CSG development.

High community functioning

@& good planning and leadership

@& access to relevant information

@@ community is committed (can persevere, support its volunteers and getsinvolved)

@@ strong collective efficacy beliefs that the community can work togetherwith governmentand industry
to address problems and make the most of opportunities

@& community trust is high

x4 people feel listened to and heard

@& employment and business opportunities are good

@@ the environment is being managed well for the future
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Figure 7 Perceptions of community adaptation mappedto perceived levels of community functioning, 2016
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Community Acceptance: Attitudes and feelings towards CSG

The 2016 CSIRO Community Wellbeing and Responding to Change Survey has shown
that community attitudes vary across a wide spectrum but most people have
moderate or ‘luke-warm’ views towards CSG development. The 2016 survey showed
that on average there is a tendency towards more negative views thanin 2014.

A range of community views

The CSIRO survey found that there was no single community view towards CSG development; rather there
was a spread of attitudes that ranged from ‘reject’ CSG to ‘embrace’ CSG.

The survey showed thatin 2016, most people had moderate or lukewarm views towards CSG - 33% of people
‘tolerated gas, 35 % accepted gas, and 12% approved of gas, as shown in Figure 8. There were 13% who
rejected gas and 7% who embraced gas. These attitudestended to be slightly more negativein 2016
compared to 2014 (p < .10). However, on average, feelingsabout CSG development (such as angry, worried,
pleased, and optimistic) were slightly negative overall in 2016 (M = 2.83), which was a significant change
compared to 2014 (M = 3.0, p < .05).

These differences may be attributedto people’s previous experiences and current situations, individual
needs and wants, and personal world views and beliefs around gas development. These include perceptions
of community functioning, environmental management, trust, and fairness.

CSG development covers extensive areasand affects many people, especially those residents who live out-of-
town. In the case of the Surat Basin, thousands of wells have been drilled, impacting many different types of
farms from broad acre cattle farming to more intensive agriculture. It also affectsa range of town
communities from smaller townships to larger regional centres. This amplifies differences in attitudes that
CSG companies will potentially encounter as they intersect across the region.

For all stakeholders this requires an understanding that different perspectives exist within communities and
between communities. The researchfindings suggest that companies engage with communities in an
individualised and nuanced way, as it cannot be assumed that people’s views are similar.

Figure 8 Attitude towards CSG developmentin the WesternDowns region:2014and 2016

40%

36%

33% 33%

30%

20%
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Note: There was a tendency for attitudes towards CSG development to shift to the left between 2014 and 2016 (p <.10)
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What's the difference between ‘tolerating’ and ‘accepting’ CSG developments?

People who ‘tolerated’ gashad negative feelings towards gas on average.

People who ‘accepted’ gas had positive feelings towards gason average.

People have a more positive attitude towards CSG development when they feel the following aspects of
community life are strong.

When they feel they are being listened to and can have asay

Trustis high

The environment is being managed well for the future

There are employment and business opportunities for their community
There is good local planning and leadership

People are getting access to information

It also follows that when people felt those aspects of community life are low then they have more negative
views towards CSG development.

In 2016, residents of the Western Downs region were asked about their views towards CSG
13% of people rejected CSG compared to 9% in 2014

7% of people embraced CSG compared to 8% in 2014

80% of people tolerated, accepted or approved CSG

- 33% tolerated gas
- 35% accepted gas
- 12% approved of gas

People’s views differed between towns
People’s views differed based on where they live

- Those who lived ‘out-of-town’ felt negative on average towards CSG development
- Those who lived ‘in town’ felt neutral on average towards CSG development



Expected future wellbeing

People’s optimism about the future of their community has not changed over the last
two years. People show a pattern of being less positive about the future. Most people
expect their community wellbeing to stay about the same, though more expect it to
decline than to improve.

In 2014, residents in the Western Downs expected their overall community wellbeing to decline significantly
in the following three years. However, overall community wellbeing in the Western Downs region remained
virtually unchanged between 2014 and 2016. Thus, the slightly pessimistic outlook of expected future
wellbeing in 2014 was not borne out in 2016.

Notwithstanding this, Western Down’s residents in general were still slightly pessimistic in 2016, expecting
their overall community wellbeing to decline, showing a significant decrease from 3.84 to 3.69 on average
over the next three years. As shown in Figure 9, only 14 % of people expect their community wellbeing to
improve with most expecting it to stay the same.

Figure 9 Percentage of participants who expected future wellbeing to decline, stay the same or improve: 2016

m Decline
m Stay the same

Improve

Drivers of expected future community wellbeing

In 2016, community attitudesand feelings towards CSG development were no longer a driver of expected
future wellbeing for the community. Rather a strong sense that the community wasresponding well to
change, high levels of current community wellbeing, and a strong sense of place attachment were linked to
higher expectations of community wellbeing into the future.

Drivers of expected future community wellbeing
¢  Community wellbeing

e  Community resilience
e Placeattachment
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In February 2014, around the peak of CSG construction activityin the Western Downs region of Queensland,
a telephone survey on community wellbeing and responding to change was conducted across the Western
Downs Regional Council area. The results identified key contributors to community wellbeing, community
resilience and adaptation, and perceptions of future wellbeing. It also measured acceptance of CSG
development within the community and the underlying drivers of that acceptance. The 2014 research
provided a strong foundation for a study of changes in communities across different phases of CSG
development. By establishing robust and comprehensive baseline data on community wellbeing, resilience,
adaption, and acceptance, the CSIRO 2014 survey enables these aspects to be monitored over time. There
was no community wellbeing survey prior to the commencement of the CSG industry to use as an earlier
baseline.

Rapid change continued in the Western Downs after 2014 as the community moved into the post-
construction phase of the CSG-LNG industry. The non-resident workforce on-shift in the Western Downs
region declined substantially from 9,100 in June 2014 to 3,500in June 2015 (Queensland Government
Statician's Office, 2015). This reflectsthe CSG industry transitioning from a peak construction to early
operational phase in the Western Downs region. However, the non-resident workforce on shift was still
significant compared to the estimated 33,935 resident population in the Western Downs in June 2015.

There is continuing conjecture about how community wellbeing is changing overtime in the Western Downs,
and from a regional and broader national perspective, it is important to monitor community wellbeing and
acceptance of CSG activities in the Western Downs to contribute to an informed wider public debate about
CSG extraction. The main purpose of survey 2 is to monitor community wellbeing and functioning over time
with representative samples of residents in the Western Downs using reliable and valid measures established
in survey 1. More specifically, this survey aims to 1) measure community wellbeing and adaptive processes
ata second point in the industry cycle; and 2) identify differences in perceptions betweenthe end of the
peak construction phase (Survey 1) to the early operations and maintenance phase (Survey 2) in the Western
Downs region of Queensland.

The report proceeds with a brief overview of the four main topics measured in this report
1. Community wellbeing

2. Community resilience and adaptation

3. Community attitudesand feelings towards CSG activities

4, Expectedfuture wellbeing

We then outline the methods that were used to collect and analyse the data and follow this with a
presentation of our findings. The findings section combines the results with our discussion and interpretation
of what we found. The findings are focussed on comparing results from 2016 and 2014, and looking for
differences based on where people live within the region (subregions) and whether participants live in a town
or not (Out-of-town and In-town). People who live out of town are largely farmers. We also analyse the data
according to different socio-demographic differences such as age, gender, andincome. In addition we use
multiple regression and discriminant analysis to identify the underlying drivers of each of our topic areasand
to model the most important factors that contribute to wellbeing, resilience, future wellbeing and
acceptance of CSG within the community. Analysing the results for these types of differences and
explanatory factors helps us to more accuratelyinterpret the data and makes results more useful to end
users of the report. Finally, we conclude the report with a summary of the most prominent findings and
discuss next steps with this research.
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1.2 Concepts

1.2.1 COMMUNITY WELLBEING

A measure of community wellbeing is a snapshot in time of the perceived 'quality of life' within the
community; the community as a ‘good place to live’ (McCrea, Walton, & Leonard, 2014). The notion of
community wellbeing means different things to different people and thus a comprehensive measure of
wellbeing that incorporates different 'dimensions' of wellbeing is used to gaina deeper understanding of the
various aspects of wellbeing that may influence the quality of life or happiness within the community.
Drawing from the literature and previous researchin the WD region, we investigated wellbeing across 15
dimensions, which in turn can be grouped into six main areas: social, environmental, political, services and
facilities, economic, and health (McCrea et al., 2014). Each of these areaswas measured by collecting
people's judgements and perceptions about the 15 different dimensions. Figure 10 depicts the dimensions
grouped into the six areas (domains).

Figure 10 Dimensions of communitywellbeing grouped into six domains
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The fifteen different dimensions are measured by a range of questions, with each dimension comprising 3-5
items or questions. Each dimension of wellbeing actslike an umbrella that covers a theme of perceptions and
ideas around an aspect of community wellbeing. Table 1 provides a brief description of each dimension.
However, the actualitems that are used to measure eachdimension are included in the Methods section.

Dimension Domain Brief description

1. Personal safety Social Safety at home alone, walking outside, leaving the car by the roadside
2. Community spirit Social Friendliness, supporting each other, working together

3. Community cohesion Social Inclusion, welcoming of newcomers and people with differences

4. Community trust Social Trust within the community, towards governmentand CSG companies
5. Community participation Social Volunteering, supporting, and attending community based activities
6. Social interaction Social Visiting, talking, and going out with others in the community

7. Environmental quality Environment Quality of the environment in which people live - levels of dust and

noise, overall quality of the general environment

8. Environmental management Environment Managing the environment for the longterm -underground water,
nature reserves; sustainability of local farmingland

9. Decision making and citizen Political Citizens havinga say and being heard in decisionmaking
voice
10. Services and facilities Services and Facilities Schools, child care, sports andleisure facilities, food, shopping, medical

and health services, and community support services

11. Built environment Services and Facilities General physicalappearance of the town, cleanliness, parks,gardens
12. Roads Services and Facilities Condition, safety, and amount of traffic on the roads

13. Income sufficiency Economic Household income sufficientfor household expenses, and lifestyles
14. Employment and business Economic Job opportunities in the community, local business doing well

opportunities

15. Health Health Diet and eating habits, exercise habits, physicaland mental health

1.2.2 COMMUNITY RESILIENCE AND ADAPTATION

The WD region has experienced significant and rapid change from the major economic development
associated with CSG activities in the area. These changes have created both opportunities and challenges for
the community from social, economic, and environmental perspectives (Measham & Fleming, 2014).
Previous researchidentified different types of community actions that are important in helping a community
adaptto change in a CSG context. For example, strategic thinking such as planning, positioning and
leadership; timely access to relevant information; and cross linkages within a community are all important
actions for responding to the changes (Leonard, McCrea, & Walton, 2016; Walton, McCrea, & Leonard,
2014) Walton, McCrea, Leonard, & Williams, 2013). In addition, researchindicates that a belief that the
community canwork together toachieve change (community efficacy) is also important for dealing with
change, (McCrea et al., 2014). Particular community actions may enhance community efficacy; however,
trust within the community and a sense of community participation in decision making also play a part in
communities working together to effectively deal with change (Walton et al., 2014; Williams & Walton,
2014).
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For this survey we have grouped these community resilience actions into three groups: 1) strategicactions,
2) community working together, and 3) community commitment. Each group of actions are depicted in
Figure 11.

ePlanning, leadership, eSharing resources, ePerseverance, supporting
accessing and using infromation, and learnings; volunteers, getting involved,
information, learning good working relationships, committed to the future

collective efficacy beliefs

Finally, the literature suggests that responding to change can be viewed on a spectrum of types of adaptive
responses (Brown & Westaway, 2011). These responses canrange from resisting change, to coping, to
adapting, to transforming. Resilient responses include outcomes beyond returning to the original state.
Resilient responses suggest that communities adapt and potentially transform into something different but
better (see Figure 12). Moreover, the research suggests that the way in which the community responds to
the changesis linked to wellbeing within the community and a sense of wellbeing for the future..

Impact of change on Community
the community resilience actions in Adapting
response to changes

1.2.3 FUTURE COMMUNITY WELLBEING

In addition to measuring current perceptions of wellbeing, we also investigated expected community
wellbeing in three years’ time, which we describe as 'future' wellbeing. As shown in Figure 13, our conceptual
model suggeststhat a sense of future wellbeing relates not only to current levels of wellbeing but also to
community resilient actions. Previous research suggests that if a community believes it is dealing effectively
with change, despite its current levels of community wellbeing, then its level of expected wellbeing for the
future will be higher (McCrea et al., 2015).
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1.2.4 COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE: ATTITUDES AND FEELINGS TOWARDS CSG
DEVELOPMENT

Community support or acceptance of an industry's activities within a community is important to the ongoing
operation of the activity. This acceptance is also referred to as a 'social Licence to operate' (SLO), whereby
the industry meetsthe expectations of the community with regardsto its actions and gains ongoing
acceptance and approval (Gunningham, Kagan, & Thornton, 2004; Moffat & Zhang, 2014). Previous research
conducted in a CSG region indicated that expectations revolve around aspects of community wellbeing such
as affordable housing, good roads, job opportunities, sustainable businesses, water quality and quantity,
maintenance of community spirit, community trust, and engaging with the community from a position of
mutual respect (Williams & Walton, 2014). The importance of some of these factors to community
acceptance of the CSG industry has been tested (Moffat & Zhang, 2014) and models of social licence to
operate in other extractive industries have been established. However, we have also found that community
acceptance of CSG relates to a sense of community wellbeing and perceptions of the way the community is
responding to the changes; its resilience actions.
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Like the survey in February 2014, this survey in February 2016 used computer assisted telephone
interviewing (CATI) to survey 400 residents in the Western Downs region of southern Queensland. We used
the same third party research company to conduct the survey to help ensure continuity of sampling and
surveying procedures.

Using a database of landline and mobile telephone numbers, residents were randomly selected based on
pre-determined selection criteria and quotas. Participants needed to be residents (rather than FIFO or DIDO
shift workers) and aged 18 yearsor older. Sample quotas aimed for a representative sample in the Western
Downs region on age, gender and employment according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS). We also
used quotas to ensure there were 100 residents sampled in each of the subregions shown in Table 3 (Dalby,
Chinchilla, Miles-Wandoan, and Tara). The 2016 survey also included a comparison subregion, with an
additional 100 residents from the Eastern Maranoa near Roma. Quotas were also set for equal number of
residents living in-town or out-of-town. The survey took 22 minutes to complete on average and a response
rate of 44.8% was achieved for the 2016 survey, which is considered a very good outcome for telephone
surveys.

The survey questions were the same as those in the 2014 survey with some additional items. The initial part
of the CSIRO survey included some screening and demographic questions, plus a question asking participants
which one of nine local communities they felt most part of. This community became the subsequent
reference for all questions relating to ‘community’ throughout the survey. For example, if respondents
identified Miles as their community then all proceeding questions were framed in relation to ‘the town and
surrounds of Miles'.

The second part of the survey included 84 questions about 15 different dimensions of community wellbeing,
overall community wellbeing, and expected future wellbeing. The third part measured perceived community
responses to change associated with CSG (community resilience and adaptation), while the fourth part
measured community attitudesand feelings toward CSG. The final partincluded additional demographic
questions. At the end of the survey participantswere offered to be in a prize draw for $50 gift vouchers as
gratitude for completing the survey. Twenty participants were randomly selected to receive vouchers. These
procedures adhered to the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research, as well as the ethical
review processes of the CSIRO.



Asin 2014, 400 residents in the Western Downs region were surveyed. As many as possible of these same
residents (approximately 200) were surveyed againin 2016 with the remaining randomly sampled. This
enhances the accuracy of measuring change between 2014 and 2016 in the Western Downs region, though
this also contributed to the 2016 sample being a few years older than the 2016 sample.

In addition, another 100 residents were sampled from the eastern half of the Maranoa region - which
includes Roma, Injune, Wallumbilla, and Surat and surrounding areas, but not as far west as Mitchell. These
100 residents are not included in statistics for the Western Downs region, nor in measuring changes between
2014 and 2016. However, theyare included in tables of subregions as a point of comparison because this
subregion is adjacent to the Western Downs and has had CSG production wells since the mid-1990s. We call
this subregion Roma (see the eastern Maranoa region in Figure 15 and Table 3). The Toowoomba region east
of the Western Downs was not included in this survey as it has relatively few CSG wells.
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Overall, as shown in Table 2, the 2016 sample was broadly representative of the population in the Western
Downs region in termsof age, gender and employment status (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011).
However, the 2016 sample was a little older and comprised more females than the 2014 sample. The
median age in the 2016 sample (53 years) is four years older than that for 2014 (49 years), which was
influenced by using 200 respondents from the 2014 survey who are now two years older.

2014 2016 ABS 2011
sample sample population census
Aged 18 - 34 years 24% 16% 27%
Aged 35 -54 years 42% 42% 38%
Aged 55 plus 34% 43% 35%
Male 51% 47% 52%
Employed 65% 66% 65%

There were five subregions surveyed: four in the Western Downs (Dalby, Chinchilla, Miles and Tara)and one
in the eastern Maranoa (Roma). Eachsubregion had a quota of 100 and Table 3 shows the specific
postcodes, towns and surrounds that were surveyed in these subregions. The Roma subregion was included
in the 2016 survey for comparison purposes. All statistics reported are for the Western Downs region except
where the Roma subregion is specifically mentioned. Quotas were also set for in and out-of-town
respondents resulting in 52.3% of respondents living in-town and 47.7% living out of town for the 2016
sample overall including the Roma subregion. The percentage of respondents who lived in town for each
subregion were also consistent with 2011 ABS population census. See Table 3

% of sample who live in town
Subregio Postcodes Towns and surrounds Number of 2014 2016 2011
ns participants | sample sample census
Dalby 4404, 4405, 4408 Dalby, Jandowae 100 71% 70% 72%
Chinchilla 4410, 4411, 4412,4413 Chinchilla, Warra 100 65% 65% 55%
Miles 4415, 4416, 4419,4424, 4425 Miles, Wandoan 100 39% 40% 31%
Tara 4406, 4421, 4422 Tara 100 21% 20% 20%
Roma 4417,4428, 4454,4455 Roma, Injune, Wallumbilla, Surat 100 NA 80% 73%

The response rate for the 2016 survey was 44.8%, which is relatively high for random telephone surveys, and
up from 25.6% in 2014. To check whether there was bias in those who agreedto participate in the survey or
not we asked the interviewers to rate survey participantson theirinterest in the survey from 1 ‘very
uninterested’ to 5 ‘veryinterested’. We then compared this to a question about the respondent’s attitude
towards CSG activities, thus checking whether survey participation was associated with acceptance or
rejection of CSG activities in the region. We found there was no statistically significant association between
participant interest in this survey and attitudestoward CSG activitiesin either 2014 or 2016 (both p’s > .05).



2.3 Measures

2.3.1 DEVELOPMENT OF THE MEASURES

Perceptions of community wellbeing, community resilience actions, expected future wellbeing, and personal
attitudes and feelings towards CSG development were measured the same way in 2016 as they were in 2014
to facilitate comparisons.

The survey items were developed from an extensive literature review, including qualitative researchin the
CSG field (Walton, McCrea, Leonard, & Williams, 2013; Williams & Walton, 2014), and community wellbeing
and resilience research (Christakopoulou, Dawson, & Gari, 2001; Forjaz et al., 2011; Morton & Edwards,
2013; Onyx & Leonard, 2010; Sirgy, Widgery, Lee, & Yu, 2010; Walton et al., 2013), with some items adapted
for the CSG and rural context.

2.3.2 RESPONSE SCALES

In most instances, respondents were asked to respond to questions using a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 was the
least and 5 was the most. Participants were either asked to indicate how much they agreed witha statement,
or how satisfied they were with theissue in question. The agreement scales rangedfrom 1 = strongly
disagreeto 5 = strongly agree, and the satisfaction scales ranged from 1 = very dissatisfied to 5 = very
satisfied. In addition, there were three open ended questions that required short responses, and the
demographic questions required participantsto choose the most accurate category.

2.3.3 ITEMS USED TO MEASURE

Overall there were 129 items in the survey that measured

— community wellbeing (78 items)

— community resilience and adaptation (21 items)

— expected future community wellbeing (6 items)

— community acceptance: attitudes and feelings (7 items)
— demographic characteristics (17 items)

Figure 16 Number of items used in each section of the survey

= Community wellbeing
m Expected future wellbeing

® Communityresilience
actions and adaptation

m Attitudes andfeelings

= Demographic

29



A brief outline of the items that were used to measure each area is summarised below. Full descriptions of
individual measures are detailed in Appendix A while the survey questions and exact wording of associated
items are detailed in Appendix E.

Community wellbeing was measured in two ways:

1) The fifteendimensions of wellbeing each with their own set of multipleitems

2) Overall wellbeing, where participants were asked to rate their community as a suitable place to live
for different segmentsof the population (children / teenagers/ seniors). In addition, they were asked
to provide an overall assessment of their community (as a place that offers a good quality of life / as
a place they are happy to be living in)

Community resilience and adaptation was measured in four ways:

1) Community actions, which used eight items to measure perceptions of various community activities
in response to changes from CSG development (planning, leadership, accessing information, sharing
resources, perseverance, supporting volunteers, getting involved, working together)

2) Collective efficacy, which used two items to measure a belief in the community’s ability to work
together with CSG industry and government to deal with opportunities /challenges

3) An overall evaluation of the level of community adaptationin dealing with change from CSG
development, (community was resisting / not coping / just coping / adapting / transforming into
something better)

4) Community coping and adapting — three items that measured perceptions of the community’s coping
with different challenges (coping with CSG development / drought / facing other challenges) and
one item that measured perceptions of the community’s adapting to CSG development

Participants we asked toimagine what their local area would be like in three years’ time and to rate their
community (as a place that offered a good quality of life / where they would be happy to be living). They
were also asked to choose how wellbeing in their community might change in the future (decline / stay about
the same / improve), and to offer a reason to support their view in an open text question.

Attitude towards coal seam gaswas measured using a single item measure asking participantsif they reject,
tolerate, accept, approve or embrace CSG development. Feelings towards coal seam gaswas captured using
6 items — three items measured positive emotions (pleased, optimistic, excited) and three items measured
negative emotions (sad, angry, worried).

Asin 2014, a range of demographic questions were asked including age, gender, location type (in or out-of-
town), subregion, employment status, household income, connectedness to CSG (respondent or their family
working for the industry), home ownership, and education. In addition questions specific to farmerswere
included such as how many wells were on their farm. The purpose of demographic questions is to profile the
sample of participantsand also to look for differences in results based on demographic characteristics



2.3.4 RELIABILITY OF MEASURES AND SCALE DEVELOPMENT

All multi-item measures were tested for ‘internal consistency’ or reliability using the Spearman-Brown Rho
correlation for two-item measures and Cronbachs’ alpha for measures withthree or more items. Separate
scales were developed for each dimension of community wellbeing, for overall community wellbeing, and for
future wellbeing by averaging the score of the items within the respective scale. The reliability of all multi-
item measures (scales) usually exceeded .80, with the lowest being .77 (reliability over .90 is considered very
good, over .80is considered good, and .70 can be considered adequate for scale development). See
Appendix B for details of reliability for all multi-item measures.

There were two items that did not scale within their theoretical dimensions: one item related to the impact
of rent or mortgage repayments on your household finances; and one item related to satisfaction with job-
security (if applicable). Results for these items are reported in Section 7 as miscellaneous items.

2.4.1 STATISTICAL TESTS

A range of bivariate and multivariate analyses were undertaken including t-tests, chi-square tests, analysis of
variance, multiple regression, and discriminant analysis. To enhance readability of this report, these analyses
are not explained in detail in the body of this report. However, more detailed results relating to some
particular analyses are shown in Appendix C and referredto in the body of the report when relevant.

2.4.2 REPORTING RESULTS

Findings reported as ‘significant’ means that they were ‘statistically significant’. This means there was less
than a five percent chance that the findings were due to chance. This is a convention in scientific report
writing and denoted as p < .05. If the probability that a finding occurring by chance were less than 10
percent for example, it would be denoted as p < .10. Where findings were of interest and had less than a 10
percent probability that the finding was due to chance, this was described as a ‘tendency’ associated with
the finding. This is particularly useful where sample sizes are small, for example less than 50. Whether a
tendency is considered important or not is a subjective judgement, depending on the reader.

In addition, most scores have been rounded to one decimal place when depicted in the graphical figures.

Results of the survey are typically described as average scores out of 5, using a scale from 1to 5 where 1 s
the leastand 5 is the most. A score below the midpoint of 3 is considered negative or unfavourable on
average.
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FINDINGS

3 Community Wellbeing

The largest change from 2014 to 2016 in particular dimensions of community wellbeing was the decreasein
satisfaction in employment and business opportunities from slightly positive in 2014 to negative in 2016. The
largest improvements were satisfaction with roads (though still dissatisfied on average)and the quality of the
environment (e.g., dust and noise), which was now very positive. These changes reflect differences between
the construction phase in 2014 and the post construction phase in 2016. Even though some aspects of
wellbeing decreased and some improved, overall community wellbeing in the Western Downs region in 2016
remained robust and similar to 2014.

3.1.1 OVERALL COMMUNITY WELLBEING

Overall community wellbeing in the Western Downs region remains virtually unchanged between 2014 and
2016 (M = 3.82and M= 3.84, respectively) which corresponds to the construction and post-construction
phases of the CSG industry. There was no community wellbeing survey prior to the commencement of the
CSG industry with which to make earlier comparisons. As shown in Figure 17, in 2016 as in 2014, there were
significant differences among the subregions. There were also significant changes in one of the four
subregions over the 2-year time period. Differences persist betweenthose who live out-of-town and those
who live in-town in terms of how they view their community wellbeing.

Differences among subregions

Community wellbeing around Chinchilla declined significantly in 2016 when compared to 2014 (M = 4.0 and
M = 3.88 respectively), while Dalby, Miles, and Tara remained about the same. As shown in Figure 17,
community wellbeing wasthe lowest around Tara, which was significantly lower thanall the other
subregions in 2014, but only significantly lower than Dalby in 2016.

As a point of comparison, community wellbeing in the neighbouring subregion of Roma (M = 4.12) was
higher than the Western Downs (M = 3.84), and significantly higher than both Chinchilla and Tara (p<.05).

Figure 17 Overall community wellbeing for Western Downs, subregions, and Roma: 2014and 2016
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In both 2014 and 2016 there is a patternfor people who live out of town to perceive community wellbeing as
lower than those people who live in town. This difference is statistically significant but it is driven by
differences in Miles and Tara. Whereas, perceptions of community wellbeing for out-of-towners in the other
subregions of Chinchilla and Dalby are similar to those of in-towners. When comparing community wellbeing
levels in 2014 with 2016 there has been no real change for either the out of town group or the in-town
group. Both groups report moderately high levels of community wellbeing. See Figure 18.
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3.1.2 COMMUNITY WELLBEING DIMENSIONS

Most dimensions of community wellbeing in the Western Downs were rated favourably in 2016. Figure 19
shows the averagesfor each dimension between 2014 and 2016, ordered by how positively eachwas
perceived in 2016. The scale is from 1 to 5, where 1 = lowest and 5 = highest, and a score of 3 indicates a
neutral response, neither a negative nor positive perception on average.

While some dimensions improved and others declined, overall community wellbeing remained virtually the
same between 2014 and 2016. Perceptions of environmental quality relating to dust, noise and air pollution
improved significantly since 2014 to become the second most highly rated dimension in 2016. Perceptions of
environmental management and roads also improved significantly since 2014, though residents were still not
satisfied with these dimensions on average.

Satisfaction with employment and business opportunities declined significantly between the construction
phase in 2014 and the operations phase in 2016 to such an extent that residents were now dissatisfied on
average. Community cohesion also declined significantly. This related to residents seeing their local
community as welcoming of others (e.g., newcomersand people of different cultures). However it only
declined slightly and was still positive. Other dimensions of community wellbeing did not change
significantly between 2014 and 2016, nor did overall community wellbeing.



Figure 19 Perceptions of community wellbeing dimensions: meanscores for 2014and 2016
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Table 4 presents satisfaction levels for the fifteen different dimensions of community wellbeing across the
different subregions. Dimensions with scores greater thanthree are viewed as favourable on average and
dimensions with scores less than three are viewed unfavourably. Unlike 2014, satisfaction in Tara with
services and facilities, social interaction, and community participation has shifted to being favourable.
However, dissatisfaction with community trust, and employment and business opportunities has extended
across the region to all subregions when compared with 2014.

WD region
Dimensions of community wellbeing Dalby Chinchilla Miles Tara overall Roma
Community spirit 3.93 3.93 3.94 3.87 3.92 4.20*
Environmental quality 3.82 3.78 3.91 4.01 3.88 4.28
Personal safety 3.70" 3.51t 4,23 3.97H 3.85 4.02*
Health 3.78 3.70 3.84 3.67 3.75 3.85
Income sufficiency 3.68 3.70 3.72 3.77 3.72 3.87
Built environment 3.82" 3.45! 3.58 3.57 3.60 3.60
Community cohesion 3.26 3.52 3.56 3.45 3.45 3.91%
Services and facilities 3.72%> 3.55H 3.37%<  3.06" 3.42 3.65*
Social interaction 3.51 3.47 3.42 3.21 3.40 3.62*
Community participation 3.06 3.08 3.49 3.17 3.20 3.28
Community trust 2.92 3.00 2.98 2.94 2.96 3.29*
Environmental management 3.11 2.79 2.87 3.01 2.95 3.14
Roads 2.72 2.73 2.95 2.64 2.76 3.09*
Decision making and citizen voice 2.66 2.59 2.50 2.63 2.59 2.84*
Employment and business opportunities 2.39H 2.28 2.04t 2.15 2.22 2.66*
Overall community wellbeing 4.03H 3.79 3.88 3.67" 3.84 4.12*

Note: Scores: 1 = lowest and 5 = highest; shading indicates areas of dissatisfaction; bold font indicates significant diferences in mean scores;
L denotes a significantly lower score than H; H denotes a significantly higher score than L; <denotes a significantly lower score than > ; * denotes
significantly diflerent from WD region



Differences between Out-of-town and In-town

People who live out of town perceive significantly higher levels of personal safety and quality of the
environment in terms of dust and noise levels. However, they view services and facilities, levels of
community trust, and employment and business opportunities less favourably than people who live in town.
See Figure 20.

Figure 20 Community wellbeing dimensions 2016: Out-of-town and In-town
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3.1.3 MOST IMPORTANT DIMENSIONS OF COMMUNITY WELLBEING

The dimensions of community wellbeing that rated most favourably or most unfavourably are not necessarily
the most important dimensions of community wellbeing in terms of contributing to an overall sense thata
community offers a good quality of life for its residents. Therefore, it is important to identify which
dimensions are the underlying drivers of wellbeing within the community to help inform any community,
industry or government programs, which aim to improve wellbeing. Multivariate statistical analyses are one
way to identify the drivers underpinning community wellbeing. See Appendix C for details of the statistical
output.

In 2016, the underlying drivers of community wellbeing were the level of services and facilities, social
interaction, community spirit, personal safety, and employment and business opportunities. The other
dimensions were not significant predictors of wellbeing. This implies that when people view services and
facilities as high, when they feel the social aspects of their community life are strong (social interaction,
community spirit, and personal safety), and when they feel that there are good employment and business
opportunities then they also feel that their community offers a great quality of life and is a great place to live.

However, interestingly not all of these variables were viewed positively in 2016, with employment and
business opportunities seen as weak. Figure 21 combines the level of importance of a particular dimension
(the size of the bubble) with the level of satisfaction in which it is viewed by participants (the height of the
bubble). A dimension that is positioned below the red line denotes a dimension that people assessed as
negative in 2016. The smaller the size of the bubble the less important the dimension is to a sense of
community wellbeing. Notably, the dimensions that reflect personal situations such as health and income
sufficiency are not drivers of community wellbeing. Moreover, we suspect these types of dimensions would
be important predictors of individual or personal wellbeing rather than community wellbeing.
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The most important dimensions, or predictors, of community wellbeing remained similar in 2014 and 2016,
and these are summarised in Table 5.

Predictors of community wellbeing Predictors of community wellbeing
2014 2016

Services and facilities Services andfacilities

Community spirit Socialinteractions

Community cohesion Communityspirit

Social interaction Personal safety

Personal safety Employment and business opportunities

Environmental quality

Non-predictors: Built environment, communityparticipation, Non-predictors: Community cohesion, decision makingand
community trust, income sufficiency, roads, health, decision citizen voice, built environment, environmental management,
making and citizen voice, environmental management, community trust, community participation, roads, income
employment and business opportunities sufficiency, health

Services and facilities, social interaction, personal safety, and community spirit were significant in both years.
This reaffirms the importance of services and facilities along with a range of social factors in contributing to
overall community wellbeing in the Western Downs region.

However, the social factor of community cohesion was no longer significant in 2016, suggesting that it is less
important in the post-construction phase. Environmental quality was also not significant in 2016, potentially
because of less dust and noise in the post-construction phase.

Interestingly, employment and business opportunities did not contribute significantly to overall community
wellbeing in 2014 but emerged as a significant predictorin 2016. Employment and business opportunities
may have become more important since the local economy has slowed in the post-construction phase.

There wasa modest level of satisfaction with local business employment opportunities in the construction
phase of 2014 (M=3.09), however this dropped significantly in the post-construction phase as measuredin
2016 (M=2.22). Given the decline in satisfaction with employment and business opportunities in the
Western Downs and its significance for contributing to overall community wellbeing in the post-construction
phase, attention should be given to planning business and employment opportunities across the construction
and post-construction phases.
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3.1.4 COMPARING THE WESTERN DOWNS WITH QUEENSLAND AND REGIONAL
AUSTRALIA

The Local Government Association of Queensland (LGAQ) measured community wellbeing in Queensland in
2012 using three survey items (Morton & Edwards, 2013). Using the same three survey items, community
wellbeing in the Western Downs can be compared to the rest of Queensland in 2013. Community wellbeing
in the Western Downs in both 2014 and 2016 compared favourably to other ruralareas in Queensland, South
East Queensland (SEQ) and Queensland overall in 2013. See Figure 22. There was a significantly higher
percentage of residents with favourable responses (4 or 5 out of 5) in the Western Downs in all three age
categories, withthe exception of young children in rural Queensland. While these measures of community
wellbeing did not cover all age categories (e.g., middle aged adults) and the comparison years were not the
same, it does suggest that community wellbeing in the Western Downs region was quite robust in 2014 and
2016. However, there was no significant improvement in these community wellbeing items between 2014
and 2016 in the Western Downs.

Figure 22 Comparing WD region with other areas of Queensland: Percentage of favourable responses for three
wellbeing measures
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Regional wellbeing survey

In another study by the University of Canberra, a broader measure of community wellbeing was used which
they called the Community Wellbeing Index or CWI (Schirmer, Yabsley, Mylek, & Peel, 2016). The CWI
included what we refer to in our survey as place attachment, community spirit, overall community wellbeing,
overall community resilience and expected future wellbeing. They found the CWI tended to be less in the
Western Downs region than other regions in rural and regional Queensland, and that both the Western
Downs and rural and regional Queensland were significantly less thanrural and regional Australia.



4.1.1 COMMUNITY RESILIENCE ACTIONS

Participants were asked about a range of community actions in response to changesrelatedto CSG
development. They were asked about planning, leadership, and information, which are considered necessary
components for responding strategicallyto change. In addition, they were asked about the community’s
ability to work together as a collective and to work together with outside stakeholders such as government
and industry to address changesrelatedto CSG development. We call this collective efficacy beliefs. Finally,
participants were asked about the community’s commitment to its future, and its preparedness to persist
and to support its volunteers. The items are detailedin Table 6.

Results indicated that responding strategically, in terms of planning, leadership, and accessing information to
effectively deal with change were viewed negatively. On the other hand, people’s views that the community
could work together, sharing resources and information, and that it was committed to the future of the local
area were viewed far more positively. See Table 6.

Compared to 2014, perceptions of overall community resilience in the Western Downs region in 2016
remained about the same, and at modest levels (M = 3.16 and M = 3.15 respectively). Even though people’s
perceptions of community resilience was relatively unchanged, it is important to consider thatin the
intervening two years of the survey the region had experienced very different types of change events.

The survey in February 2014 was undertaken at the end of peak CSG-LNG construction activity, when the
area had experienced considerable economic growth. In contrast, the survey in February 2016 was
undertaken after the peak construction phase had finished, and there was a noticeable economic slowdown
in the region. Thus communities were responding to different types of changes in relation to CSG
development in 2014 and 2016.
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Community actions 2014 2016

ACTING STRATEGICALLY

There is good planning for the future for this town and surrounds 2.79 2.70
There is adequate leadership within the community to deal with the changes 2.82 2.83
The community can access relevant information to deal with change effectively 2.93 2.95
Overall, the community is responding strategically to CSG activities NA 2.79

WORKING TOGETHER

Good working relationships exist among different community groups 3.69 3.48
The community shares resources, information, andlearnings NA 3.35
There are key people in our community who know the right people to help get things done 3.20 3.44
Overall, the community is working together in responding to CSG activities NA 3.12
Local residents, government, business and resource companies: All these groups can work 3.15 3.07

together to address problems associated with CSG development

Local residents, government, business and resource companies: All these groups can work 3.23 3.14
together to take advantage of the opportunities associated with CSG development

COMMUNITY COMMITMENT

The community can persevere to find solutions for its problems 3.30 3.25
The communityis able to supportits volunteers over the longterm 3.31 3.33
The community getsinvolved in responding to changes NA 3.26
Overall, the community is committed to their localarea’s future NA 3.70
Overall | am satisfied with the way the community is responding to the changes 3.21 3.37
Overall community resilience 3.16 3.15

Note: Overall community resilience based on common items between 2014 and 2016; bolded = significantly diflerent

There were no significant differences in perceptions of overall community resilience among any of the
subregions in the Western Downs in either 2014 or 2016. However, people in the Chinchilla subregion
perceived their overall community resilience to be significantly less in 2016 than 2014. As a point of
comparison, overall community resilience was 3.49 for Roma and surrounds in 2016, which was significantly
higher than Chinchilla and Miles in the Western Downs region. See Figure 23.



Figure 23 Perceptions of overall community resilience: Differences among subregions, 2014 and 2016
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Similarly for community wellbeing, in both 2014 and 2016 there is a patternfor people who live out of town
to perceive community resilience as lower thanthose people who live in town, as shown in Figure 24. This
difference is statistically significant; however, there has been no real change for perceived levels of
community resilience from 2014 to 2016 in either group.

Figure 24 Perceptions of overall community resilience: Differences between Out-of-town and In-town, 2014 and 2016
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4.1.2 ADAPTING TO CSG DEVELOPMENT

Level of community adaptation to CSG activities

There were no significant differences in perceived community adaptationto CSG activities between 2014 and
2016. They remained about the same. This relates to how residents’ perceive their community is dealing
with the CSG activities. While the most common perception was that their community was adapting (44% of
participants), Figure 25 shows there was also a considerable percentage who thought their community was

only just coping.

Figure 25 Community perceptions of adapting to CSG development: 2014 and 2016
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Figure 26 Perceptions of community adaptationto CSG developmentin 2016: Differences among the subregions
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In addition, residents were also asked how much they agreed their local area was adapting to CSG activities.
The subregions in the Western Downs were not significantly different from each otherand the mean for the
Western Downs was 3.06, where 3 = neither agreeing nor disagree on average. However, the mean for
Roma was significantly higher thanfor Miles (M = 3.33 and M = 2.83 respectively). This can also be seen in
Figure 27 with a higher percentage of residents around Miles saying it was not or only just coping and no
residents saying Miles was changing into something different but better.

Figure 27 Perceptions of how well the local community was adapting to CSG activities: 2016
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To identify the important drivers of community adaptation we used statistics to explain people’s attitudes
towards how their community was dealing with CSG changes. We found that when people felt there was a
high level of community functioning then they felt that their community was adapting well to the changes.
High community functioning comprises a mix of wellbeing dimensions and resilience actions. These can be
considered the ‘ingredients’ that help a community feel that they are adapting well to CSG development. See
Appendix Cfor details on the multivariate statistics used to determine the components of ‘community
functioning’.

High community functioning

@& good planning and leadership,

@i access to relevant information,

@B community is committed (can persevere, support its volunteers and getsinvolved)

@@ strong collective efficacy beliefs that the community can work together with government and industry
to address problems and make the most of opportunities,

@B community trust is high,

@i people feel listened to and heard

@& employment and business opportunities are good,

@& the environment is being managed well for the future

Y

We mapped different perceptions of adapting to different levels of ‘community functioning’. See Figure 28.
When people believe community functioning is high they perceive their community as adapting or
transforming into something better. When they view community functioning as low they view their
community as only just coping or resisting. When they view community functioning as very low, they see
their community as not coping. Interestingly, perceptions that the community is resisting CSG is not related
to very low levels of community functioning as are the perceptions of the community not coping.

Transforming
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Coping with CSG activities, drought, and other community challenges

To better understand people’s perceptions of coping with CSG development, we included a comparison with
the drought. In 2016, we asked residents how much they agreedthat their community was coping with CSG
activities, as well as with drought, and facing other challenges. Generally, communities perceived they did
not cope as well with CSG and drought as they did with other challengesthat were facing their community.

In addition, results indicated that people in generalacross the Western Downs and eastern Maranoa felt
there communities were coping less well with drought than with CSG development, with significant
differences experiencedin Taraand Roma. Notably, residents indicated that their communities were not
coping well with the challenges of drought (M = 2.9 and M = 2.9 respectively), with Tara and Miles reporting
the lowest levels (M = 2.5and M = 2.80 respectively), as shown in Figure 29. Tara and Miles are the most
rural of the subregions, so it is not surprising that they are most affected by the drought. Furthermore, Miles
indicated that on average people felt that their community was not coping well with CSG changes (M = 2.80).

Figure 29 Perceptions of community coping with CSG activities, drought, faced with challenges: Differences among
subregions, 2016
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5 Communityacceptance of CSG development:
Attitudes and Feelings

5.1.1 ATTITUDES TOWARDS CSG DEVELOPMENT

In 2016, attitudes towards CSG development demonstrated a similar pattern of acceptance to 2014, with a
spectrum of views ranging from reject through to embrace. At each end of the spectrum there are people
who reject (13%) and those who embrace (7%). However, the majority of people (80 %) indicated more
moderate views with people either tolerating (33%), accepting (35%), or approving (12%). This patternof a
large majority holding moderate views is similar in 2016 as 2014.

However, there has been a shift to the left end of the spectrum withthe largest change being an increase in
the ‘reject’ viewin 2016 (2014 = 9%, 2016 = 13%). See Figure 30.

Figure 30 Attitude towards CSG development in the Western Downs region: 2014 and 2016
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Difference among subregions

In 2014, attitudes towards CSG development showed differences among subregions in the Western Downs
with Chinchilla having a significantly more positive attitude toward CSG development than in Miles. However
in 2016, there were no significant differences among subregions in the Western Downs.

By comparison, Roma residents had significantly more positive attitudes towards CSG development than
residents in the Western Downs region (see Figure 31).



Figure 31 Attitudes towards CSG development 2016: Differences between subregions
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In addition, in 2016, there were differences in attitudestowards CSG between those who live in-town and
those who live out-if-town —those who live out-of-town indicating more negative attitudes, as shown in
Figure 32. This patternis similar to 2014.

Figure 32 Attitude towards CSG development in the Western Downs region 2016: In-townand Out-of-town
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5.1.2 FEELINGS TOWARDS CSG DEVELOPMENT

In 2014, feelings towards CSG development were completely mid-line or neutral on average across the
region (M = 3.0). However, in 2016, there has been a significant but small increase in negativity compared to
2014. In 2016, the Western Downs on average held negative feelings towards CSG development (M = 2.83)
using the six items to measure feelings — three that measured positive feelings (feeling pleased, optimistic,
and excited) and three that measured negative feelings (feeling angry, sad, and worried). Figure 33 shows a
generallack of positive feelings associated with CSG development (all significantly below 3), especially about
being ‘excited’ about opportunities with CSG. On the other hand, residents were not overly negative toward
CSG development, disagreeing about being sad or angry on average (both significantly below 3). Residents
agreed more with being worried about how things are changing because of CSG, though this was not
significantly above 3.

Figure 33 Positive and negative feelings toward CSG developmentin the WD regionin 2016
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Differences among subregions

All subregions in the Western Downs region indicated negative feelings on average towards CSG
development in 2016. Moreover, Chinchilla and Miles have shifted from positive feelings on averagein 2014
to negative feelings in 2016, with the changein Chinchilla statistically significant. Romais included in Figure
34 for comparison, and notably it has more positive feelings on average towards CSG development and is
statistically higher than the town and surrounds of Miles.



Figure 34 Feelings towards CSG development: Differences between towns, 2014and 2016
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Differences between people who live in town and out of town

In 2016, there are still significant difference in feelings towards CSG based on whether a person lives in or
out of town. Those people who live out of town feel more negative, on average, about CSG thanthose who
live in town, a statistically significant difference. Of interest is the changein people’s feelings who live in
town. In 2014, these feelings were generally positive, but in 2016 feelings had a tendency to be more neutral
on average. Whereas, for people who live out of town their feelings had remained negative and relatively
unchanged. This is shown in Figure 35.

Figure 35 Feelings Out-of-townand In-town: 2014 and 2016

2.8

Feelingsscores
w

Out-of-town In Town

M Feelings 2014 MW Feelings 2016

51



5.1.3 MOST IMPORTANT DIMENSIONS FOR COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

We used a multiple regression analysis to identify the important drivers of attitudes and feelings toward CSG.
See Appendix Cfor statistical details.

To identify which dimensions to include in our modelling of community acceptance we drew from our earlier
discussion of community acceptance in the Introduction section. As shown in Table 7, we identified survey
items and dimensions that relatedto CSG activitiesin terms of trust, procedural fairness, environmental
management, perceived benefits, and community functioning to explain the extent towhich people accept
CSG development. Community functioning represents a combination of soft governance activities (planning,
leadership, and collaboration) and other resilient actions as set out earlier in Figure 28.

Predictors of community wellbeing

Items used
Trustin CSG companies (Trust)
CSG companies include local residentsin their decision making (Procedural fairness)

Satisfaction with the environmental management of underground water forthe future  (Environmental management)
Local businesses are doing well out of CSG activities (Perceived benefits)

Perceptions of community adapting to CSG development (Community functioning)

We found that all items were important predictors of attitudes and feelings towards CSG except for
perceived benefits, which measured perceptions that local businesses were doing well out of CSG activities.
Figure 36 shows the predictors ordered by theirimportance with significant predictors coloured red.
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Trust in CSG companies was the most important predictor, and it was also relatively low in the WD region (M
= 2.410n average). Thus, improving trustis a potential focus for increasing community acceptance of CSG
activities. Perceptions of procedural fairness also underlie trust (Moffat and Zhang, 2014). So, improving
perceptions around inclusive decision making and governance around managing underground water may
also improve trust in CSG companies and community acceptance of CSG.



6 Expectedfuture communitywellbeing

In 2014, residents in the Western Downs expected their overall community wellbeing to decline significantly
in the following three years from an average score of 3.82t0 3.62. However, as we saw in section 3.1.1,
overall community wellbeing in the Western Downs region remained virtually unchanged between 2014 and
2016 (i.e. M = 3.82 and M =3.84, respectively). Thus, the slightly pessimistic outlook of expected future
wellbeing in 2014 was not borne out in 2016.

Notwithstanding this, Western Down’s residents in general have a similar level of pessimism in 2016,
expecting their overall community wellbeing to decline from 3.84 to 3.69 on average over the next three
years. See Figure 37.

Figure 37 Comparing overall community wellbeing with expectedfuture wellbeing in 2014 and 2016
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In 2016, almost three in ten residents think that their future community wellbeing will decline (28.9%), while
only 13.7% think it will improve. However, most residents think that their future community wellbeing will
remain about the same (57.4%) in the Western Downs region, as shown in Figure 38.

Figure 38 Percentage of participants who expected future wellbeing to decline, stay the same or improve, 2016
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Differences among subregions

However, not all subregions expected their future community wellbeing to decline on average. Only Dalby
Chinchilla, and Miles expected their future community wellbeing to decline significantly from their 2016 level
of overall community wellbeing. Tara and Roma expected their future community wellbeing to stay about
the same (see Figure 39).

Figure 39 Comparing overall community wellbeing and expected future wellbeing in 2016 by subregion
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Generally speaking, those living in-town expected their future community wellbeing to decline significantly,
though the expected decline was not significant for those living out-of-town (Figure 40). This contrasts with
2014 where both those living in- and out-town expected a significant a decline.

Figure 40 Comparing overall community wellbeing and expected future wellbeing in 2016: Out-of-town and In-town
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6.1.1 UNDERLYING DRIVERS OF EXPECTED FUTURE COMMUNITY WELLBEING

Expectations of future community wellbeing were largely driven by perceptions of current levels of
community wellbeing and community resilience, and the strength of someone’s attachment to place (see
Table 8). When wellbeing and resilience were perceived to be strong then people held more positive views
about the future wellbeing of their community. Similarly, the stronger a sense of belonging and attachment
to place the more positive about its future. See Appendix C for statistical details.

Interestingly, community attitudes and feelings about CSG development were a significant driver of expected
future wellbeing in 2014, but not so in 2016. This means that in 2016 expectations about wellbeing into the
future wereirrespective of people’s views about CSG. Whereas in 2014, expectations about future wellbeing
were linked to whether or not your attitudesand feelings about CSG were favourable or unfavourable.
Moreover, expectations about the future are strongly linked to how well communities are responding to
change, that is, their community resilience.

These findings suggest the importance of a community acting proactively and being committed to its future
in order tosupport a sense of optimism going forward. Even if current wellbeing is high, it needs to be
combined with effective community resilient actions including a strong belief of being able to work together
effectively when responding to change to drive high levels of expected future wellbeing. If people are not
satisfied with community resilient actions and do not believe local residents, government, business and
resource companies can effectively work together they will feel less confident about the future of their
community.

Significant predictors of expected future community wellbeing  Significant predictors of expected future community wellbeing

2014 2016

Community wellbeing Communitywellbeing
Place attachment Place attachment
Community resilience Communityresilience

Community attitudes and feelings towards CSG

Non-significant predictors: Non-significant predictors:

Nil Community attitudes and feelings towards CSG
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7 Demographic differences and miscellaneous
items

7.1.1 FARM OWNERS

There were some demographic differences based on owning a farm or not. In 2016, farm owners reported
lower perceptions of community resilience and less positive attitudesand feelings towardsCSG activities
than non-farm owners. There were also differences in perceptions of five of the underlying community
wellbeing dimensions. Farm owners indicated higher levels of personal safety, health, community
participation, and environmental quality (less dust and noise) than non-farm owners. However, farmers
reported significantly lower perceptions of services and facilities. See Appendix F for details.

For farmers, there was minimal change from 2014 to 2016 in perceptions of community wellbeing,
community resilience, and attitudes and feelings towards CSG development. In contrast, expected future
wellbeing for farmers improved significantly in 2016 from 2014. Attitudes and feelings toward CSG remained
negative and relatively stable for farm owners over the two year period, and were still significantly lower
than those of other residents in both 2014 and 2016.

Figure 41 Farmers perceptions: 2014 and 2016
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Farmers with CSG leases

In the 2016 survey, by combining the Western Downs sample with the Roma sample there were sufficient
numbers of farmers with CSG wells to undertake comparisons with other farmers. However, in interpreting
these results we need toacknowledge that sample sizes are still small. Of 154 farmers, 32 farmers had CSG
leases which were ‘active’, either with functioning wells or with negotiations in place or underway. Twenty
eight farmers had CSG leases that were ‘dormant’ (i.e., no negotiations or wells were in progress), and 94
farmers had no CSG leases. We compared farmerswith ‘active’ leases with ‘other farmers’ (a combined
group of farmerswith dormant CSG leases and no CSG leases).

There wasa tendency for farmerswith active CSG leases to rate overall community wellbeing more highly.
However, there were no statistically significant differences between farmers with active leases and other
farmers in perceptions of community resilience, expected future wellbeing, nor attitudesand feelings
towards CSG activities.

We also looked specifically at the dimensions of community wellbeing that were more individually based,
thatis, those dimensions that reflected individual situations rather than perceptions of community as a
whole, for example, health, income sufficiency, and environmental quality (level of dust and noise). Results
showed no significant differences among these two groups of farmers. However, there was a tendency for
farmers with active CSG leases to have lower ratingsfor community trust, and decision making and citizen
voice. Finally, we analysed a question specific to farmerswith active CSG leases, which indicated that overall
satisfaction with CSG engagement was on average negative for those with active CSG leases. See Figure 42.

Figure 42 Comparison of farmers with active CSG leases and all other farmers, 2016
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7.1.2 OTHER DEMOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES

Results indicated that there were some demographic differences based on gender, income levels, age, and
newness to the community in perceptions of community wellbeing, community resilience, expected future
community wellbeing, and attitudesand feelings towards CSG development. Some differences were also
found in the underlying dimensions of community wellbeing. A brief summary is provided below and
detailed tables of specific demographic differences are found in Appendix F .

There were a range of significant differences betweenthe subregions which canbe seen in Appendix F .
Interestingly, some of these differences in the Western Downs regions were related to the population size of
each subregion. Residents in the larger subregions had more favourable evaluations of services and facilities,
employment and business opportunities, and overall community wellbeing. However, in smaller subregions,
residents rated personal safety and community participation higher than other subregions in the Western
Downs. By comparison, Roma residents had significantly more favourable evaluations on most dimensions of
community wellbeing, community resilience, expected future community wellbeing, and attitudesand
feelings towards CSG development.

A further breakdown for all survey items by subregion is shown in Appendix E. In particular Appendix E.2
shows items which changedsignificantly between 2014 and 2016 for each subregion. Dalby experienced the
fewest changes between 2014 and 2016. However like other subregions in the Wester Downs, it
experienced significant decreases in employment and business opportunities, though a significant increase in
the overall quality of the general environment (e.g., dust and noise). In Dalby there was also a significant
improvement in key people knowing the right people to get thingsdone.

Chinchilla had more items declining in 2016 than other subregions, though from comparatively high levels in
2014. As well as employment and business opportunities, there was a significant decline in items relating to
perceived personal safety, physical health, community cohesion and collective efficacy. However, items
relating to road safety and the amount of traffic improved significantly. Miles also experienced significant
declines in employment and business opportunities, as well as trust in State Government. However, items
relating to roads, the general environment (e.g., dust and noise), and sustainable management of local
farming all improved. These changes mayrelateto a decline in CSG development activity. Tara experienced
similar changes to Miles, however medical and health services improved significantly in Tara between 2014
and 2016.

Feelings toward CSG development declined significantly in the Western Downs region overall between 2014
and 2016, though not in any particular subregion. This general decline related to feeling less positive about
CSG, more so thanfeeling more negative about CSG development in the region.

Residents living out-of-town had significantly more favourable evaluations of environmental quality while
residents living in town had significantly more favourable evaluations of services and facilities, community
trust, employment and business opportunities, overall community wellbeing, overall community resilience,
and overall attitudes and feelings toward CSG.

However, the significant differences in employment and business opportunities and in overall community
wellbeing could be accounted for by the size of each subregion. Exploring this further, the differences in
employment and business opportunities betweenin-town and out-of-town residents was largerin
subregions of Chinchilla and Dalby, but not very different in the smaller subregions of Miles and Tara. In
contrast, the differences between in-town and out-of-town residents in overall community wellbeing was
largerin the smaller subregions of Miles and Tara, and not very different in the larger subregions of
Chinchilla and Dalby.



There were some differences based on age. Older people had significantly higher perceptions of community
resilience, expected future community wellbeing, and place attachment. There were also differences based
on agein five of the underlying community wellbeing dimensions (perceptions of personal safety, services
and facilities, roads, community trust, and satisfaction with social interactions). Young adults (under 35) were
less satisfied with personal safety while older persons (over 55) were satisfied on the other dimensions
except for their social interaction.

There were no significant differences based on gender other than two of the underlying community
wellbeing dimensions (social interaction and environmental management for the future). Women had higher
levels of social interaction and lower satisfaction with environmental management for the future.

There were minimal differences based on income. Notably, people with the highest income levels had
significantly more positive attitudes and feelings towards CSG development. There were also five differences
in community wellbeing dimensions based on income (perceptions of income sufficiency, services and
facilities, and roads, and satisfaction with social interaction and community participation). Higher income
households had higher satisfaction on these dimensions except with roads.

There were several differences based on how long someone had lived in the community. Those who had
lived in the community the longest had significantly more positive perceptions of community wellbeing,
expected future community wellbeing, and place attachment. Theyalso viewed three of the underlying
dimensions of community wellbeing more favourably (community spirit, services and facilities, and roads).

Many dimensions of community wellbeing were considered more favourable by those owning afarm:
environmental quality, personal safety, health, and community participation. However, services and facilities
was rated less favourably by farm owners, as were their attitudes and feelings toward CSG activities, and
overall community resilience to CSG activities.
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Two items in the survey about housing stress and satisfaction with job security, which did not align with the
main community wellbeing measures, are reported separately here for the Western Downs region.

7.1.3 RENT OR MORTGAGE IMPACT ON HOUSEHOLD FINANCES

This was measured with a single item measure of housing stress asking how much respondents agreedthat
their rent or mortgage repaymentsimpacted greatly on their household finances. Surprisingly, perceived
housing stress wasnot high on average in the WD region in either 2016 or 2014. Residents rated it 3.22 out
of 5in 2016 which was not significantly different to 3.28 in 2014, and significantly lower than 3.6in other
areasin ruralQueensland in 2013 (Morton & Edwards, 2013). Housing stress for renterswas higher than for
other residents (M = 3.52 and M = 3.16 respectively), though it was not significantly different. However, it
was statistically different when Roma was included (M = 3.66 and M = 3.19respectively). Note that nearly 4
in 5 low income households in the Western Downs (with less than $40,000 per annum) in 2016 were not
renters but owned their own home.

7.1.4 SATISFACTION WITH JOB SECURITY

The survey asked residents how satisfied they were with their job security, if applicable. Job security in 2016
was not significantly different to 2014 (3.88 and 4.01 respectively). This was in contrast to perceived job
opportunities in the local area which did significantly decline between 2014 and 2016 (3.12to0 2.20
respectively).



This research has analysed changesin community wellbeing over a two year time period by comparing
baseline data collectedin February 2014 during the construction phase with data collected in February 2016
in the post-construction phase. The report identifies areasin which community wellbeing has improved and
areaswhere it has diminished. Importantly, we have identified the underlying drivers of community
wellbeing and how these differ from 2014. Understanding these drivers provides valuable information on
where to focus scarce and valuable resources so that programs and interventions can help strengthen
community wellbeing.

The biggest changes were the drop in satisfaction with employment and business opportunities and
improvements in satisfaction with roads and the quality of the environment (dust and noise). These positive
and negative effects balanced each other so that overall wellbeing was unchanged since 2014, some
dimensions had improved and some had decreased. Employment and business opportunities had become a
significant driver of community wellbeing in 2016, along with levels of services and facilities, personal safety,
and the social aspects of community life (social interactionsand community spirit). As shown in Figure 43,
the less satisfactory community wellbeing dimensions are shown from 1 to 3 o’clock on the chart below (i.e.,
the collapsed side of the circle).

2014 e=—?2016

Overall community wellbeing
5 *Employment and business

Community spirit L
opportunities

Decision making and citizen

*Environmental quality 4 .
voice
Personal safety *Roads
Health *Envioronmental management
Income sufficiency Community trust
Built environment Community participation
*Community cohesion Social interaction

Services and facilities
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The report provides valuable feedback on how the community perceives it is responding and adapting to CSG
development, how this has changed over the twoyears, and how this compares to other challengessuch as
drought. Generally speaking, communities in the Western Downs thought they were coping with CSG
activities about as well as they were coping withthe drought, though not as well as when faced with other
challenges.

We have identified the important components of high community functioning that indicate to a community
thatit is adapting and coping well (or not) to changes associated with CSG, which were:

@& good planning and leadership,

@4 access to relevant information,

@B community is committed (can persevere, support its volunteers and getsinvolved)

@& strong collective efficacy beliefs that the community can work together with government and industry
to address problems and make the most of opportunities,

@& community trust is high,

@& people feel listened to and heard

@& employment and business opportunities are good,

@& the environment is being managed well for the future

These components are important because they offer an opportunity to direct strategiesand activitiesthat
develop adaptive actions and the underlying resources and capabilities that support them.

We have analysed people’s expectations of their community wellbeing into the near future, three years
hence and compared this outlook to 2014. In both years, residents thought that community wellbeing would
decline over the next few years. However, overall community wellbeing did not change significantly between
2014 and 2016.

We have shown the potency of combining effective resilient actions with the strengths of current community
wellbeing to drive a sense of optimism and confidence about the future of a community. This knowledge
affirms to communities the importance of strengthening those actions within a community that underpins
strong resilient responses that can proactively respond to change and take a community forward.

The report provides avaluable snapshot of the range of views that exist in a CSG community and how these
have changed over time. Attitudes and feelings towards CSG activities in the region change were less
favourable in 2016. They were lukewarm or neutral during the construction phase in 2014 but were
unfavourable on averagein 2016 after the end of the construction phase.

We have demonstrated how views canvary based on the towns and areasthat people live in and that within
these communities of place there are also differences. By understanding and respecting these different
perspectives can help a community to maintain its cohesiveness and sense of fairness and empowerment.
We have also identified key elements that are important to people if they are to be accepting of CSG
development (trust, procedural fairness, environmental management, perceived benefits, and perceptions
that the community is adapting well to the changes). Industry canrespond accordingly by endeavouring to
build and strengthen these aspectsas ways of improving their relationship with the communities in which
they operate.
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The next stage of the researchinvolves discussion of our findings with community, government, and industry
stakeholders. This will be an opportunity to discuss implications and to identify opportunities for
collaborative actions. From this feedback and discussion we will summarise the implications of the research
findings and possible outcomes going forward for the final report for this project.
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asked how much residents agreed it was safe for various activities at night (to be alone at
home, walk outside, or leave the car on the side of the road) as well as how safe they felt living in the area
overall.

asked how much residents agreed that their household income was enough for
household expenses and the lifestyle they enjoy, as well as their overall satisfaction with theirincome
covering their living expenses. Another item asked about how much rent or mortgage repaymentsimpacted
on their household finances; however, this item was not included in the income sufficiency scale because it
reduced this measures reliability (i.e. it did not highly correlate with the other three items).

asked about satisfaction with diet and eating habits, exercise habits, physical and mental health, job
security, as well as overall satisfaction with their health and wellbeing. However, an item for satisfaction with
job security (if applicable) was not included because it reduced the reliability of the health scale.

was measured as satisfaction with local schools, child care facilities, sports and leisure
facilities, food and other shopping, medical and health services, and community support services, as well as
overall satisfaction with services and facilities in their local community.

asked about satisfaction with cleanliness in their town, parks and gardens, and
satisfaction with the general appearance of their town.

asked about satisfaction with the condition of and safety on the roads, and the amount of traffic on
the roads, both in and around their town, as well as satisfaction with the roads.

asked about pollution and their satisfaction with the level of dust, noise, and the
overall quality of the general environment in their community.

asked residents to think about the natural environment and how satisfied they
were with quality of underground water for the future; nature reserves for the future; sustainability of local
farming land for the future; and the overall management of the natural environment for the future.

asked residents to think about how decisions are made affecting their
local community and surrounds. It asked how much they agreedthat the council keeps them informed; there
are opportunities to be heard; and the CSG companies involved local residents in their decisions; along with
an overall rating on their satisfaction with how decisions are made affecting their community.

asked how much residents agreedthat there were good job
opportunities and that local businesses had done well out of CSG development, as well as their satisfaction
with employment and business opportunities in their local area.

asked residents how much they agreedthat people can rely upon one another for help;
have friendly relationships; canwork together if thereis a serious problem; as well as an item on their overall
satisfaction with community spirit in their local area.

was about inclusiveness in the community and asked resident how much they agreed
that their local community waswelcoming of newcomers; welcoming of people of different cultures; and
their community includes everyone no matter who they are.

asked residents about levels of trust in their local area relating to: community leaders;
people generallyaround their local area; the Western Downs Regional Council; CSG companies; and State
Government; as well as overall satisfaction with levels of trust in their local area.
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asked residents how much they agreedthat they: regularly helped out a local
group as a volunteer (e.g., once a week); attended several community events in the past year; were an active
member of a local organisation or club; and overall, regularly participatedin a variety of community
activities.

asked residents about their everyday interactions with people, other than those they lived
with. It asked how much they agreed that they regularly visited someone’s home; went out together socially;
spoke or texted on the phone; as well as their overall satisfaction with their level of social interaction locally..

asked residents how much they agreedthat their community was suitable for
young children, teenagers, and for seniors, as well as how much they agreed their local area offered a good
quality of life overall, and that they were happy living in their local area. An additional item ‘This community
is a great place to live’ was included in this survey from the Regional Wellbeing Survey (Schirmer et al., 2015)
but was not included in the overall community wellbeing measure to enable comparisons with the 2014
data.

was measured by asking residents how much they felt they belonged to their local area;
whether they would be pleased to come back if they went away; and their overall attachment to their local
area.In2014, it also included an item about how much they would like to be living in the areain 3 years
time. However, this item was later dropped in the 2016 because of conceptual overlap with expected future
wellbeing.

asked respondents to think about how their local community was responding
to CSG development in terms of planning for the future, adequate leadership, accessing relevant
information, developing key connections within the community, supporting volunteers, persevering,
demonstrating good intergroup working relationships, and an overall evaluation of their satisfaction with the
way the community was responding to change.
asked respondents to consider how well different groups (residents, government,
business and resource companies) could work together to address problems or take advantage of
opportunities in relationto CSG development.
was the average of community resilience actions and collective efficacy items.
asked respondents their perception of how the community was dealing with
CSG development — resisting it / not coping / only just coping / adapting to the changes / changing into
something different but positive.

asked respondents how much they agreedthat their local community is coping with CSG
activities and how much itis adapting to CSG activities. These items provided alternative measures to the
categorical community adaptation measure. Two other items were also asked for comparison purposes
about whether they agreed their local community is coping with the drought and whether it copes pretty well
when faced with challenges. However, these last two items were not included in the community coping
measure which only relatedto CSG activities.

asked respondents to choose which best described their attitude towards coal seam
gas development in their region — | rejectit / | tolerateit/ lacceptit / | approve it/ | embrace it.

asked three items that included positively-valanced emotions and three
items that included negatively-valanced emotions. Eachitem relatedto coal seam gas development and
included: | feel pleased to have the coal seam gas resource boom in our region; when | look at what is
happening around coal seam gas| feel optimistic; when | talkabout the opportunities of coal seam gas| get
excited; when | think about how much coal seam gas affects everyday life it makes me angry; when | think



about how things are changing because of coal seam gas| get worried; when | talk about coal seam gasl| feel
sad.

was the average of items for both attitudestowards CSG and feelings
toward CSG development.

asked residents to imagine what their local area might be like in three years time
and how much that agreed that their area would offer a good quality of life and that they would be happy to
be living in their local area.

was measured by asking residents whether they expected their
community wellbeing over the next three years would decline / stay about the same / improve. An open
ended question was also asked about their main reason for thinking this. These questions were not asked in
2014.

was coded by the interviewers on a scale from 1 = very uninterested to5 = very
interested based on the interviewer’s initial contact encouraging the selected resident to participatein the
survey. It asked ‘how interested did the respondent seem in the TOPIC when contacting them’.
was also coded by the interviewer using the question ‘How well does the person speak
English?’: very well; well; not well; not atall. Note: only asked in 2014.
was a yes/no screening question asking ‘Are you 18 years of age or over?.
asked ‘What year were you born in?’.
was identified by the operator as either male or female.
was a screening question asking whether participants lived in the survey area of interest. In 2014
this was the Western Downs Regional Council area and in 2016 the survey area of interest also included the
Eastern Maranoa area as defined in Table 3, which included the towns of Roma, Injune, Surat and their
surrounds).
assisted with quota sampling and asked ‘“Which local town and surrounding area do you feel most
part of? with the following options: Jandowae and surrounds; Dalbyand surrounds; Chinchilla and
surrounds; Miles and surrounds; Wandoan and surrounds; and Tara and surrounds. In 2016, Roma and
surrounds; Injune and surrounds; and Surat and surrounds were added. Jandowae was laterincluded with
the Dalby area; Wandoan was including with the Miles area; and Injune and Surat were included in the Roma
area.
also assisted with quota sampling and asked residents whether they lived in a town or out of
town.
similarly assisted with quota sampling asking ‘Is your employment status working or not working?’,
where working was defined as deriving an income from work, either full-time or part-time.
was the year the respondent first started living in the Western Downs region.
was either couple with no children; couple with children; one parent family; single person
household; group household (shared accommodation); or other household type.
was an optional question asking about taxable household income with 4 categories: less
than $40,000; between $40,000 and $80,000; between $80,000 and $120,000; and more than $120,000.
was either working full-time (35 hours or more per week); working part-time (less
than 35 hours per week); looking for paid work; studying full-time; caring or home duties full-time; receiving
a government benefit or pension; self-funding retiree; or other.
for those working was either a permanent employee; on contract; a casual employee; or
self-employed. Note: only asked in 2014.
was a yes/no question for those working: ‘Doyou work in the farming sector (i.e., on a
farm or for a farmer)?’.

67



was a yes/no question for those working: ‘Do you work in the CSG sector (i.e. for a coal seam
gas company or subcontractor)?’.
asked ‘How many of your friends or family work in the CSG sector (i.e. for a coal
seam gascompany or subcontractor)? with the options: none; one or two; some; or many.
was a yes/no question asking ‘Doyou own a farm of 40 hectares or more (i.e., 100 acres or
more)?’.
asked those owning a farm about the status of Coal seam Gas(CSG) development on their
property in relationto whether CSG leases existed or not. In 2016,
(Q42_A)the (Q42_B ) were also asked.
asked about the home residents lived in and whether they: own, rent or have some other
arrangement.
asked about highest level of education completed and had four options: less than year 12 (or
senior high school); completed year 12 (or senior high school) ; certificate, diploma, or trade qualification; or
bachelor degree or higher qualification.
was a yes/no question. Note: only asked in 2014.
was also a yes/no question. Note: only asked in 2014



Measures No of Scale type and Examples for scale items
items reliability?
Community Wellbeing
Personal safety 4 Agreement safe to be alone at home, walk outside, or leave the car on the side of
.83 the road
Income sufficiency 3 Agreement household income was enough for household expenses, and the lifestyle
91 they enjoy
Health 6 Satisfaction diet and eating habits, exercise habits, physicaland mental health
.83
Services and facilities 9 Satisfaction With local schools, child care, sportsand leisure facilities, food and other
.90 shopping, medical and healthservices, and community support services
Built environment 3 Satisfaction with cleanliness in their town, parksand gardens, andthe general
.89 appearance oftheir town
Roads 5 Satisfaction with the condition, safety and amount of traffic on the roads, both in and
.83 around their town
Environmental quality 3 Satisfaction with the level of dust, noise, and the overall quality of the general
71 environment in their community
Environmental 4 Satisfaction with quality of underground water for the future; nature reserves for the
management .88 future; sustainability of local farming landfor the future
Decision making and 4 Agreement council keeps them informed; there are opportunities to be heard; and
citizen voice .85 the unconventional gas companies involved local residentsin their
decisions
Employment and business 3 Agreement good job opportunities, local businesses had done well out of
opportunities .86 unconventional gas development
Community spirit 4 Agreement people can rely upon one another for help; have friendly relationships;
91 canworktogetherifthere is a serious problem
Community cohesion 3 Agreement local community was welcoming of newcomers and people of different
.89 cultures; and their community includes everyone
Community trust 6 Agreement levels of trust in community leaders; people generally around their local
.86 area;local Council; unconventional gas companies; andState
Government;
Community participation 4 Agreement theyregularly helped out a localgroup as a volunteer; attended several
.89 community events in the past year; were an active member of a local
organisation or club
Social interaction 4 Agreement theyregularly visited someone’s home; went out together socially; spoke
.79 or texted on the phone

Community resilience
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Communityresilience 8 Agreement planning for the future, adequate leadership, accessing relevant
actions .92 information, developing key connections within the community,
supportingvolunteers, persevering

Collective efficacy across 2 Agreement different groups (residents, government, businessand resource

stakeholders .83 companies) could work together to address problems; and take
advantage of opportunitiesin relation to unconventional gas
development

Notes: ! Reliability =the Spearman-Brown Rho correlation for two-item measures and Cronbachs’ alpha for other measures

Table 10 details the reliability scores for each community wellbeing measurein 2014 and 2016. The
reliability measures only used the Western Downs sample in 2016 for comparison purposes (i.e., excluding
the Roma subregion). Each measure’s reliability was the about the same or higher in 2016, except for
environmental quality suggesting that this measure could be improved with more items.

Measures No of Reliability’

items 2014 20162

Dimensions

1. Personal safety 4 77 .83
2. Income sufficiency 3 91 91
3. Health 6 .81 .83
4. Services and facilities 9 .87 .90
5. Built environment 3 .82 .89
6. Roads 5 .83 .83
7. Environmental quality 3 .79 .71
8. Environmental management 4 .85 .88
9. Decision making and citizen voice 4 .82 .85
10. Employment and business opportunities 3 .84 .86
11. Community spirit 4 .89 91
12. Community cohesion 3 .88 .89
13. Community trust 6 .84 .86
14. Community participation 4 .89 .89
15. Social interaction 4 .79 .79
Overall community wellbeing 5 .86 .85
Expected future wellbeing 2 .86 .93
Expected change in future wellbeing 1 NA NA
Place attachment 42 .84 .84

Note: ! Reliability was measured using Cronbach’s alpha, except for expected future wellbeing which only had two items. It’s reliabil ity was measured
using the Spearman-Brown Rho correlation. 2 This measure had 4 items in the 2014, though one item was dropped in the 2016 survey (see measure
description below).



Community resilience was measured in three ways: 1) community actions, which used eight items to
measure perceptions of various community activities in response to changes from CSG development; 2)
collective efficacy, which used two items to measure a belief in the community’s ability to work together; and
3) an overall evaluation of the level of community adaptation in dealing with change from CSG development,
measured by a single item. Table 11 summarises reliability scores and scale development.

Measures No. of Reliability*

rrems 2014 20162

Community actions (responding to change) 8 .92 .92
Community efficacy 2 .90 .90
Overall community resilience? 10 .93 .93
Level of community adaptation 1 NA NA

Note: ! Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the reliability for community actions and the Spearman-
Brown Rho correlation was used for community efficacy since it only had two items; 2 Overall community
resilience combines community actions and community efficacy.

Attitude towards coal seam gaswas measured using a single item measure, and feelings towards coal seam
gas wascaptured using 6 items — three items measured positive emotions and three items measured
negative emotions. The attitude and feelings items demonstrated high internal consistency and were
combined into a scale called community attitude and feelings towards CSG (see Table 12).

Measures No of items Reliability

2014 2106
Attitude towards CSG 1 NA NA
development
Feelings towards CSG 6 .90 .90
development
Attitude and feelings towards 7 .92 91
CSG!

Note: * Scale constructed from average of attitude and feelings items
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Multiple regression analyses were undertaken to help determine which dimensions were the most
important. These analyses predicted satisfaction with overall community wellbeing very well, explaining 54
percent of overall community wellbeing in 2014 and 58 percent in 2016 (adjusted R?=.54and .58
respectively). Beta coefficients indicate the importance of each dimension in contributing to overall
community wellbeing, these are shown in Table 13.

2014 2016
Community wellbeing dimension Beta Beta
Services and facilities 0.25%**  0.37***
Social interaction 0.14* 0.18%**
Personal safety 0.10%* 0.16**
Community spirit 0.23** 0.16**
Employment and business opportunities 0.01 0.11%*
Community cohesion 0.19** 0.08
Decision making and citizen voice 0.01 -0.08
Environmental quality 0.09 0.07
Built environment 0.08 0.07
Environmental management 0.00 0.04
Community trust -0.07 -0.04
Community participation 0.08 0.03
Roads 0.04 0.02
Income sufficiency 0.03 0.00
Health 0.01 0.00

Notes: Beta is the standardised coefficient, it is scale free and used to compare predictors; bold face indicates the most important dimensions for
community wellbeing in 2016 (p<.05); Significance: p<.05=%*, p<.01=**, p<.001***,

A discriminant analysis was conducted to understand which community resilience action items and
dimensions of community wellbeing are most importantin explaining the way communities in the Western
Downs are adapting (resisting, not coping, only just coping, adapting or transforming). A discriminant analysis
identifies ‘functions’ or broad factors which combine measures to best explain different categories of the five
responses. This discriminant analysis identified one main function in the 2016, which was called ‘community



functioning’. This function was similar to the main function identified in 2014, which was also named
‘community functioning’. However, the 2016 analysis included more detail by including each community
resilience action item separately rather than an average measure for overall community resilience actions in
2014.

Table 14 shows the correlations of various community resilience actions and dimensions of community
wellbeing with community functioning. The community resilience items are moderately correlated with
community functioning (.30 or over), except for “Good working relationships exist among different
community groups’ and ‘The community shares resources, information, and learnings’. It seems good
working relationships between local residents, government, business and resource companies are more
important for community functioning than those among between different community groups. It also seems
that the community being able to ‘access relevant information to deal with change effectively’ is more
important thanthe ‘sharing of resources, information and learnings’ for community functioning. The
community wellbeing dimensions correlated with community functioning are decision making and citizen
voice, community trust, environmental management, and employment and business opportunities (all over
.30).

Community
functioning Community resilience actions and dimensions of community wellbeing
Correlation
Community resilience actions
0.65 Thereis good planning for the future for this town andsurrounds
0.65 Local residents, government, business and resource companies: All these groups can work
together to address problems associated with CSG development
0.64 Local residents, government, business and resource companies: All these groups canwork
together to take advantage of the opportunities associated with CSG development
0.64 Thereis adequate |eadership withinthe community to deal with the changes
0.64 The community can access relevant information to deal with change effectively
0.60 The communityisableto supportits volunteers over thelongterm
0.56 The community can persevere to find solutions for its problems
044 The communitygets involved inresponding to changes
0.38 Therearekey peoplein our community who know theright people to help us get things done.
0.22 Good working relationships exist among different community groups
0.19 The community shares resources, information, and learnings
Community wellbeing dimensions
0.57 Decision making and citizen voice
0.53 Community trust
0.52 Environmental management
048 Employmentand business opportunities
0.25 Income sufficiency
0.25 Builtenvironment
0.24 Services andfacilities
0.24 Environmental quality
0.24 Community spirit
0.17 Health
0.14 Community cohesion
0.13 Social interaction
0.09 Personal safety
0.09 Roads
0.03 Community participation

Note: correlations over.30 are bolded
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A multiple regression was undertaken to determine significant predictors of community attitude and feelings
towards CSG activities in the region. Various items were selected which directly related to CSG activities, and
these used as potential predictors of overall attitude and feelings towards CSG (see Table 15). These items
explained over half the variationin attitude and feelings towards CSG (adjusted R?=.56), though unlike 2014,
local businesses doing well out of CSG development was not significant. Significant predictors are shown
with bolded Beta coefficients which reflect the relative importance of each predictor.

Predictors of attitudes and feelings towards CSG Beta Mean
Coal Seam Gas companies in your local area canbe trusted 0.34%** 2.41
[Local area name] and surrounds is adapting to CSG activities 0.29*** 3.06
Coal seam gas companies involve local residents in their decisions 0.17** 2.27
Managing the quality of underground water for the future 0.11* 2.51
Local businesses are doing well out of CSG development 0.01 2.17

Notes: Beta is the standardised coefficient, it is scale free and used to compare predictors; bold face indicates the mostimportant dimensions for
predicting attitudes and feelings towards CSGin 2016 (p<.05); Significance level: p<.05=*, p<.01=**, p<.001***,

Table 16 shows the relative importance of various predictors of expected future community wellbeing. These
predictors explained over half the variationin expected future community wellbeing (55.6%). Present
community wellbeing, place attachment, and community resilience were all significant predictors in 2016, as
they werein 2014. However attitude and feelings toward CSG was not significant in 2016.

Beta
Community wellbeing 0.42***
Place attachment 0.26***
Community resilience 0.21***

Attitudes and feelings towardsCSG  0.06

Notes: Beta is the standardised coefficient, it is scale free and used to compare predictors; bold face indicates the mostimportant dimensions for
predicting expected future community wellbeing (p<.05); Significance level: p<.05=*, p<.01=**, p<.001***,




Survey Question stem

Question

Response scale

CSIRO  Thinkingaboutoverall community

wellbeingin [name oftown]and

surrounds, how much do you agree that:

LGAQ How would you rate the suitability of your

communityfor:

This community is suitable for young children
This communityis suitable for teenagers

This community is suitable for seniors

Young children
Teenagers

Seniors

1 =strongly disagree to

5 =strongly agree

1 =very unsatisfactory to

5 =very satisfactory

Note: CSIRO refers to this report; LGAQ survey refers to Morton and Edwards (2013)

LGAQ survey in 2013 CSIRO survey in 2014 and 2016
Rural SEQ AllQld WD region 2014 | WD region 2016
Community is suitable for young children 63.40 % 54.40 %*** 56.50 %*** 70.20 % 72.82%
(N=93) (N=239) (N =468) (N =396) (390)
Community is suitablefor teenagers 27.20 %** 40.50 % 31.60 %*** 43.50 % 46.06%
(N=92) (N =240) (N =468) (N =395) (N=393+
Community is suitable for seniors 54.50 %** 60.80 %** 57.10 %*** 70.00 % 76.14%
(N=99) (N=243) (N =490) (N=397) (N=394)
Note: Favourable responses are scores of 4 or 5

75



This Appendix shows all survey items in 2016 by subregion. Appendix E.1 shows the means for the Western
Down region and its subregions, as well as the adjoining subregion of Roma for comparison. Appendix E.2
shows survey items with significant differences between 2014 and 2016. Eachitem is measuredon a 5 point
scale from 1 to 5 where 3 is the mid-point, and higher numbers reflect more agreement or satisfaction with
an item. The items are preceded by the question stem and are organised in different sections relating to
measures of community wellbeing; community resilience and adaptation; community acceptance; and
expected future community wellbeing. See Table 19 for a description of each measure.

WD region Subregions (including Roma)

No. WDregion Dalby Chinchilla Miles Tara Roma

Now a few questions about personal safety. On a scale from 1 to 5, how much do you agree that:

Itis safe to be alone at home duringthe night 400 4.27 4.25 3.83 4,55 4.45 4.69
Itis safe towalkalone outside at night 398 3.87 3.47 3.49 435 4,19 4.14
Itis safe toleave the car onthe sideofthe road at night 392 3.03 2.94 2.80 3.51 2.87 3.58
Overall, | feel safe livingin the area 400 4.19 4.10 3.85 451 430 4.66

Thinking about your household income, how much do you agree that:

Your income is enough for household expenses 394 3.74 3.72 3.73 3.73 3.78 3.88
Your income is enough for the lifestyle you enjoy 398 3.57 3.60 3.51 3.57 360 3.70
Your rent or mortgage repayments impact greatly on your 314 3.22 3.24 3.12 3.16 3.35 3.47

household finances

Overall, l am satisfied that my income covers living expenses 398 3.84 3.75 3.86 3.86 390 4.03

Thinking about your health and wellbeing, how satisfied are you with:

Your diet and eating habits 400 3.82 3.85 3.77 393 373 3.89
Your exercise habits 400 3.43 3.50 3.30 359 333 333
Your physical health 400 3.64 3.73 3.52 3.74 3,57 3.88
Your mental health 400 4.10 4.04 4.15 413 4.09 4.24
Your job security, ifapplicable 265 3.88 3.93 3.56 395 4.07 3.95
Your work-life balance 283 3.55 3.59 3.51 3,59 348 362

Overall, how satisfiedare you with your health and wellbeing 400 3.87 3.87 3.81 4.02 3.79 4.04



No. WbDregion Dalby Chinchilla Miles Tara  Roma
Thinking of services and facilities for your local area, how satisfied are you with:
Local schools 326 3.82 3.98 3.88 3.91 3.47 4.11
Child care facilities 264 3.45 3.79 3.47 3.58 292 391
Sports and leisure facilities 373 3.55 3.82 3.65 3.60 3.14 381
Cultural facilities 370 3.31 3.42 3.45 3.53 2.82 3.60
Shopping for food and everydayitems 399 3.58 4.04 3.80 3.39 3.09 3.46
Other shopping (e.g., clothes and household goods) 398 2.70 3.19 2.86 2.28 246 2.89
Medical and health services 398 3.42 3.70 3.54 3.10 3.36 3.78
Community support services (e.g. mealson wheels, youth 334 3.63 3.90 3.70 3.74 3.17 3.83
workers)
Overall, how satisfiedare you with the services and facilities of 398 3.54 3.76 3.70 3.36 3.31 3.67
[local area name]
Thinking about [local area name]’s general appearance, how satisfied are you with the following:
Cleanlinessin the town 399 3.62 3.65 3.51 3.65 3.69 3.62
Greenery and Parks in the town 395 3.59 3.96 3.36 3.57 3.48 358
Overall, how satisfiedare you with the general appearance of 398 3.60 3.84 3.48 3.52 3.56 3.59
the town
Thinking about the roads outside of [local area name], how satisfied are you with the:
Condition of the roads 397 2.46 2.46 2.49 271 216 2.69
Safety on the roads 398 2.78 2.73 2.72 3.08 2.59 3.16
Amount of traffic on roads 396 3.11 2.99 3.01 3.09 3.35 3.56
The roads overall 399 2.69 2.70 2.72 292 243 3.00
Thinking about pollution in the general environment, how satisfied are you with the:

Level of dust 395 3.47 3.49 3.54 349 333 364
Level of noise 396 3.99 3.89 3.86 396 4.26 4.04
Quality of the air 398 4.17 4.07 3.96 427 436 4.35
Overall quality of the general environmentin [local area name] 398 3.92 3.99 3.74 4.04 3.90 3.97
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No. WbDregion Dalby Chinchilla

Miles

Tara

Roma

Now thinking about the natural environment around [local area name], how satisfied are

you with the management of the:

Quality of underground water for the future 358 2.51 2.73 2.51
Nature reserves for the future 356 3.13 3.33 3.00
Sustainability of local farming land for the future 389 3.03 3.17 2.78
The overall management ofthe naturalenvironment for the 382 3.01 3.12 2.82
future

2.52

3.03

2.90

3.03

2.30

3.16

3.27

3.09

2.87

3.26

3.23

3.26

Thinking about how decisions are made affecting [local area name] and surrounds,

how much do you agree that:

The local council informsresidents ofimportant developments 395 2.62 2.68 2.53

There are opportunities for your voice to be heard on issues 387 2.79 2.81 2.82
thatare important to you

Coal seam gas companiesinvolve local residents in their 365 2.27 2.38 2.31
decisions
Overall, l am satisfied with how decisions are made thataffect 394 2.60 2.73 2.63

[local area name]

2.56

2.74

2.40

2.69

2.78

2.20

2.63

2.93

2.91

2.56

2.96

Regarding employment and business opportunitiesin the local area of [local

area name], how much do you agree that:

There are good job opportunities 390 2.20 2.42 2.23
Local businesses are doing well out of CSG development 388 2.17 2.23 2.32
Overall, | am satisfied with employment and business 393 2.26 2.51 2.26

opportunities in [localareaname]

Thinking about community spirit in your local area, how much do you agree that:

People can rely upon one another for help 399 3.79 3.80 3.88
People have friendly relationships 394 3.87 3.89 3.86
People can work together ifthere is a serious problem 396 4.14 4.12 4.10
Overall, l am satisfied with community spiritin the area 398 3.89 3.92 3.90

Thinking about how inclusive the community is, how much do you agree that:

Your community is welcoming of newcomers 394 3.52 3.38 3.59
Your local community is welcoming of people of different 385 3.32 3.04 3.46
cultures

Overall, your community includes everyone no matter who 395 3.49 3.36 3.49

theyare

1.95

2.04

3.79

3.99

4.12

3.90

3.62

3.46

2.02

3.71

3.74

4.21

3.84

3.47

3.33

3.53

2.78

2.46

2.77

4.00

4.12

4.44

4.22

3.96

3.86

3.91



No. WbDregion Dalby Chinchilla Miles Tara  Roma
Thinking about levels of trust in your local area, how much do you agree that:

There are local community leaders | can trust 393 3.29 3.18 3.29 3.38 3.31 3.68
People that you see around [localareaname] can generally be 396 3.42 3.43 3.51 3.64 3.09 3.76
trusted
Your local council can be trusted 389 3.00 3.01 3.01 296 3.01 3.25
Coal Seam Gas companiesin your localareacan be trusted 366 2.41 2.32 2.50 234 247 274
Overall, | am satisfied with levels of trustin my localarea 398 3.19 3.18 3.14 3.21 324 351
State Government can be trusted 393 2.32 2.31 2.40 231 225 277

Thinking now about participating in community groups in [local area name] (like school, sport,

craft and service groups), how much do you agree that:

You regularly help out a local group asa volunteer (e.g., once a 394 3.01 2.81 2.84 3.33
week)

You have attended several community events in the past year 397 3.51 3.36 3.57 3.73
You are a very active member of a local organisation or club 395 3.12 3.02 2.87 3.46
Overall, you participate regularly in a variety of community 398 3.16 3.05 3.04 3.44
activities

3.04

3.39

3.14

3.12

3.69

3.10

3.29

Now we have some questions about everyday interactions with people, other than those you may live

with. How much do you agree that you do the following with others regularly in [local area name]:

Visit someone’s home 399 3.20 3.27 3.32 3.25
Go out together socially 399 3.02 3.11 3.13 3.06
Speak or text on the phone 399 3.61 3.79 3.58 3.53
Overall, l am satisfied with the amountof my social interaction 398 3.80 3.87 3.85 3.86

inthe local area

2.96

2.76

3.56

3.64

3.36

3.27

3.86

4.00

—Thinking about overall community wellbeing in [local area name] and surrounds , how

much do you agree that:

This community is suitable for young children 390 3.92 4.15 3.91 3.96
This community is suitable for teenagers 393 3.30 3.56 3.35 3.29
This community is suitable for seniors 394 3.92 4.15 3.86 3.98
Overall, this localarea offers a good quality of life 399 3.97 4.13 3.94 3.91
Overall, lam happy livingin this local area 400 4.12 4.21 3.91 4.28
This community is a great place to live (item from Regional 399 4.09 4.13 3.95 4.25

Wellbeing Survey)
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3.65

2.98

3.68

3.90

4.09

4.03

4.17

3.55

4.28

4.24

4.36

4.34



No. WbDregion Dalby Chinchilla Miles Tara  Roma
Thinking about [local area name] and surrounds, how much do you agree with the following
statements:
| feel that | belongto this area 400 4.20 4.20 4.00 435 4.24 4.68
lam pleased to come backto the area, if| go away 396 4.19 4.26 3.93 445 411 4.48
Overall, | feel very attached to thislocal area 400 4.09 4.08 3.90 432 4.07 4.40
Thinking about how your local communityin [local area name] and surrounds is

responding to CSG activities, how much do you agree that:
There is good planning for the future for this town and 364 2.70 2.84 2.57 2.63 2.76 3.04
surrounds
There is adequate leadership within the community to deal 384 2.83 2.91 2.63 2.76 3.03 3.10
with the changes
The community can accessrelevantinformation to deal with 380 2.95 3.10 2.82 2.80 3.09 3.35
change effectively
Overall, the community is responding strategically to CSG 373 2.79 2.85 2.72 274 286 3.12
activities
Good working relationships existamong different community 380 3.48 3.61 3.32 349 349 3.87
groups
The community shares resources,information, and learnings 379 3.35 3.45 3.21 342 332 369
There are key people in our community who know the right 381 3.44 3.57 3.25 3.56 3.36 3.69
people to help us get things done
Overall, the community is working together in responding to 377 3.12 3.15 3.03 3.19 310 344
CSG activities
The community can persevereto find solutions for its problems 388 3.25 3.32 3.19 3.23 325 3.70
The communityis able to support its volunteers over the long 380 3.33 3.45 3.29 3.21 3.37 3.82
term
The community gets involved in responding to changes 387 3.26 3.46 3.24 3.19 316 3.71
Overall, the community is committed to their localarea's future 394 3.70 3.81 3.65 3.76 3.60 4.01
Overall, | am satisfied with the way the community is 390 3.37 3.49 3.32 3.28 3.38 3.76

respondingto the changes

Now thinking about local residents, government, business and resource companies working together,

how much do you agree that:

All these groups can work together to address problems 387 3.07 3.16 2.99 293 321
associated with CSG development

All these groups can work together to take advantage of the 386 3.14 3.24 3.06 295 3.32
opportunities associated with CSG development

3.23

3.46



No. WD region Dalby  Chinchilla Miles  Tara Roma

Which of the following best describes how [local area name] and surrounds is dealing
with the CSG activities?

1=resisting/2 =not coping/ 3 =onlyjust coping/ 381 3.34 3.38 3.47 3.25 3.26 3.73
4 = adaptingto the changes /5=changinginto something
different but better

—How much do you agree that [local area name] and surrounds

is coping with CSG activities 388 2.99 3.04 3.04 2.77 3.11 3.28
is adapting to CSG activities 381 3.06 3.04 3.21 2.83 313 333
is coping with the drought 385 2.88 3.04 3.13 2.79 255 2095
copes pretty well when faced with challenges (item from 395 3.58 3.66 3.74 340 353 3381

Regional Wellbeing Survey)

On a scale of 1-5, how much do you agree with the following

| feel pleased to have the coalseam gas industry in our region 395 2.78 2.87 2.86 260 2.79 3.18
When | look at what is happeningaround coalseam gas | feel 392 2.58 2.61 2.72 243 2.54 2.99
optimistic

When | think about the opportunities of coal seamgaslcanget 391 2.29 2.37 2.44 2.17 2.18 2.52

very excited

When | think about how much coal seam gas affects everyday 393 2.72 2.70 2.70 297 253 276
life, it makes me angry

When | think about how things are changing because of coal 389 3.10 3.14 3.01 343 2.80 3.08
seam gas | get worried

When | think about coal seam gas | feel sad 391 2.81 2.83 2.65 3.10 2.66 2.59

—Which of the following best describes your attitude to coal seam gas in this region:

1=Irejectit/2=1tolerateit/3 =lacceptit/4=1approve ofit 395 2.67 2.57 2.77 2,58 275 2.95
/5=1embraceit

Imagining what it might be like in 3 years time, how much do you agree that:

Overall, I will be happy livingin this local area 396 3.71 3.84 3.60 3.62 378 4.03
Overall, this localareawill offer a good quality of life 396 3.67 3.79 3.60 3.53 3.77 4.02
This community has a bright future (additional item from 397 3.32 3.50 3.31 3.15 331 3.89

Regional Wellbeing Survey)

Over the next 3 years, do you think community wellbeing will:

1 =Decline, 2 =Stay about the same, and 387 1.85 1.95 1.70 1.77 1.97 2.04
3 =Improve. Note:thisisa 3 pointscale
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Dalby Chinchilla Miles Tara WD region

2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016
Now a few questions about personal safety. On a scale from 1 to 5, how much do you agree that:
Itis safe to be alone at home during
the night 4.31 4.25 4.414 3.83 4.40 4.55 4.21 4.45 4.33 4.27
Overall, | feel safe livingin the area 4.28 4.10 4.434 3.85¢ 4.40 451 4.14 4.30 4.31 4.19
Thinking about your health and wellbeing, how satisfied are you with:
Your physical health 3.79 3.73 3.91M 3.52¢ 3.77 3.74 3.56 3.57 3.76 3.64
Thinking of services and facilities for your local area, how satisfied are you with:
Medical and health services 3.46 3.70 3.15 3.54 2.84 3.10 2.79  3.36M 3.061  3.424
Thinking about the roads outside of [local area name], how satisfied are you with the:
Condition of the roads 2.52 2.46 2.21 2.49 230t 2.7 1.94 2.16 224 2.46M
Safety on the roads 2.59 2.73 2.244 2728 2226  3.08" 2.23 2.59 233t 2.78H
Amount of traffic on roads 2.64 2.99 214 301" 193t 309" 2928 3354 241t 3.11M
The roads overall 2.59 2.70 2.37 2.72 228t 2.92H 2.32 2.43 239 2.69"
Thinking about pollution in the general environment, how satisfied are you with the:
Level of dust 3.20 3.49 3.36 3.54 297 3.49"  3.00 3.33 3.13"  3.47H
Level of noise 3.82 3.89 3.62 3.86 3.33Y 396" 411 4.26 3.72¢  3.99"
Overall quality of the general
environmentin [local areaname] 3.66 4.07" 365 3.96 3.41 4278 372 436" 361t 4474
Now thinking about the natural environment around [local area name], how satisfied are
you with the management of the:
Sustainability of local farming land for
the future 2.97 3.17 2.82 2.78 241 290" 279 327"  2.75%  3.034
Regarding employment and business opportunitiesin the local area of [local
area name], how much do you agree that:
There are good job opportunities 2.85H  242' 381" 2.23Y 319H 2.12% 2,63H 2.02' 3.12H 2.0t
Local business have done well out of
CSG development 3.00"  2.23Y 345" 232t 292H 195' 296" 2.18' 3.08" 217t
Overall, | am satisfied with
employment and business
opportunities in [localareaname] 299H  251Y 369" 226 2.92H 2,04 2.69H 2.24% 3.07" 2.26'
Thinking about how inclusive the community is, how much do you agree that:
Your local community is welcoming of
people of different cultures 3.44"  3.04' 384" 346! 3.55 3.46 3.33 3.33 3.54H 332t
Overall, your community includes
everyone no matter who they are 3.55 3.36 3.84% 349! 3.73 3.57 3.45 3.53 3.64 3.49
Thinking about levels of trust in your local area, how much do you agree that:

Community trust - State Government
can be trusted 2.62 2.31 2.67 240 2.66" 231! 2.43 225  2.60" 232!



Dalby Chinchilla Miles Tara WD region
2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016
Thinking about how your local communityin [local area name] and surrounds is
responding to CSG activities, how much do you agree that:
There are key people in our community
who know the right people to help us
get things done 3.14 3574 3.21 3.25 3.18 3.56 3.27 3.36 3.20-  3.44H
Good working relationships exist
among different community groups 3.64 3.61 3.89H 3.32! 3.56 3.49 3.69 3.49 3.69" 3.8
Now thinking about local residents, government, business and resource companies working together,
how much do you agree that:
All these groups can work together to
take advantage ofthe opportunities
associated with CSG development 3.17 3.24 3.42H 3.06" 3.13 2.95 3.17 3.32 3.23 3.14
On a scale of 1-5, how much do you agree with the following
When | look at what is happening
around coal seam gas | feel optimistic 2.74 2.61 3.07 2.72 2.67 2.43 2.76 2.54 2.81H 258t
When | think about the opportunities
of coal seam gas | can get very excited 2.45 2.37 2.72 2.44 2.50 2.17 2.44 2.18 2.53H4 2.29t

Notes: Bolded 2016 survey items significantly differentfrom 2014 (p <.01). At p <.01 we can expect one significant item from each

subregion to have occurred by chance since nearly 100survey items were tested.
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Subregions

Community wellbeing dimensions WD Region Dalby Chinchilla Miles Tara Roma
Community spirit 3.92 3.93 3.93 3.94 3.87 4.20"°
Environmental quality 3.88 3.82 3.78 3.91 4.01 4.02

Personal safety 3.85 3.70" 3.51t 4.23M 3.97 4,28
Health 3.75 3.78 3.70 3.84 3.67 3.85

Income sufficiency 3.72 3.68 3.70 3.72 3.77 3.87

Built environment 3.60 3.82H 3.45! 3.58 3.57 3.60

Community cohesion 3.45 3.26 3.52 3.56 3.45 3.91"°
Services and facilities 3.42 3.724 3.55" 3.37M 3.06' 3.65"°
Social interaction 3.40 3.51 3.47 3.42 3.21 3.62%°
Community participation 3.20 3.06 3.08 3.49 3.17 3.28

Community trust 2.96 2.92 3.00 2.98 2.94 3.29%°
Environmental management 2.95 3.11 2.79 2.87 3.01 3.14

Roads 2.76 2.72 2.73 2.95 2.64 3.09"°
Decision making and citizen voice 2.59 2.66 2.59 2.50 2.63 2.84"°
Employment and business 2.22 2.39H 2.28 2.04* 2.15 2.66"°
opportunities

Overall Community wellbeing 3.84 4.034 3.79 3.88 3.67" 4.12"°
Overall Community resilience 3.15 3.26 3.05 3.07 3.21 3.49'"°
Expected future Community 3.69 3.82 3.60 3.58 3.76 4.02%"°
wellbeing

Place attachment 4.16 4.18 3.95¢ 4374 4.14 4.52"°
Community attitudes and feelings 2.80 2.81 2.92 2.59 2.90 3.04"°

towards CSG

Note: "indicates significantly higher scores than the Western Downs overall score; " denotes significantly higher than “in that row; "denotes

significantly lower than "in that row



Location of residence
Community wellbeing dimensions WD Region Out of town In town
Community spirit 3.92 3.85 3.99
Environmental quality 3.88 3.96M 3.79%
Personal safety 3.85 3.961 3.73¢
Health 3.75 3.75 3.74
Income sufficiency 3.72 3.71 3.72
Built environment 3.60 3.55 3.66
Community cohesion 3.45 3.41 3.49
Services and facilities 3.42 3.23¢ 3.63"
Social interaction 3.40 3.34 3.46
Community participation 3.20 3.30 3.10
Community trust 2.96 2.85¢ 3.07H
Environmental management 2.95 2.87 3.02
Roads 2.76 2.67 2.85
Decision making and citizen voice 2.59 2.55 2.64
Employment and business opportunities 2.22 2.3t 2.31H
Overall Community wellbeing 3.84 3.76' 3.93"
Overall Community resilience 3.15 3.05% 3.25H
Expected future wellbeing 3.69 3.69 3.69
Place attachment 4.16 4.15 4.18
Community attitudes and feelings towards CSG 2.80 2.66" 2.96"

Note: Bold font indicates significant differences in mean scores; "denotes significantly higher than *; " denotes significantly lower than "
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Age brackets

Younger Middle Older
Community wellbeing dimensions WD region <35years 35-54years > 55 years
Community spirit 3.92 3.82 3.90 3.97
Environmental quality 3.88 3.77 3.86 3.93
Personal safety 3.85 3.58 3.924 3.88
Health 3.75 3.77 3.64 3.84
Income sufficiency 3.72 3.82 3.63 3.76
Built environment 3.60 3.46 3.59 3.67
Community cohesion 3.45 3.38 3.45 3.47
Services and facilities 3.42 3.29! 3.31 3.58H
Social interaction 3.40 3.62" 3.47 3.26"
Community participation 3.20 3.26 3.31 3.07
Community trust 2.96 2.95 2.85% 3.07"
Environmental management 2.95 2.89 2.89 3.02
Roads 2.76 2.56' 2.60" 2.991
Decision making and citizen voice 2.59 2.64 2.52 2.65
Employment and business opportunities 2.22 2.27 2.16 2.25
Overall Community wellbeing 3.84 3.70 3.80 3.94
Overall Community resilience 3.15 3.22 3.02¢ 3.254
Expected future Community wellbeing 3.69 3.41% 3.61 3.87M
Place attachment 4.16 3.91! 4.12 4301
Community attitudes and feelings towards CSG 2.80 2.82 2.79 2.81

Note: Bold font indicates significant differences in mean scores; "denotes significantly higher than *; " denotes significantly lower than "



Gender
Community wellbeing dimensions WD Region Male Female
Community spirit 3.92 3.86 3.97
Environmental quality 3.88 3.94 3.83
Personal safety 3.85 3.95 3.76
Health 3.75 3.70 3.78
Income sufficiency 3.72 3.66 3.76
Built environment 3.60 3.64 3.57
Community cohesion 3.45 3.39 3.49
Services and facilities 3.42 3.47 3.38
Social interaction 3.40 3.25¢ 3.53H
Community participation 3.20 3.10 3.29
Community trust 2.96 2.91 3.00
Environmental management 2.95 3.06" 2.84t
Roads 2.76 2.85 2.68
Decision making and citizen voice 2.59 2.59 2.60
Employment and business opportunities 2.22 2.24 2.19
Overall Community wellbeing 3.84 3.84 3.85
Overall Community resilience 3.15 3.09 3.20
Expected future wellbeing 3.69 3.67 3.70
Place attachment 4.16 4.19 4.13
Community attitudes and feelings towards CSG 2.80 2.83 2.78

Note: Bold font indicates significant differences in mean scores; "denotes significantly higher than *; " denotes significantly lower than "
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Income brackets

<$40,00 $40,000 - $80,000 - >$120,000

Community wellbeing dimensions WD Region $80,000 $120,000

Community spirit 3.92 3.93 3.89 3.95 3.91
Environmental quality 3.88 3.82 3.75 3.99 4.05
Personal safety 3.85 3.72 3.73 4.12 4.16
Health 3.75 3.71 3.67 3.75 3.90
Income sufficiency 3.72 3.52¢ 3.60" 3.88 4.07"
Built environment 3.60 3.73 3.54 3.73 3.43
Community cohesion 3.45 3.46 3.38 3.60 3.45
Services and facilities 3.42 3.58" 3.28t 3.46 3.48
Social interaction 3.40 3.19! 3.42 3.67" 3.63"
Community participation 3.20 2.93t 3.18 3.57H 3.51H
Community trust 2.96 2.92 2.88 3.04 2.99
Environmental management 2.95 2.91 2.81 3.07 3.12
Roads 2.76 2.95" 2.70 2.79 2.47"
Decision making and citizen voice 2.59 2.59 2.47 2.67 2.55
Employment and business opportunities 2.22 2.32 2.12 2.32 2.06
Overall Community wellbeing 3.84 3.91 3.76 3.96 3.85
Overall Community resilience 3.15 3.23 3.03 3.13 3.07
Expected future Community wellbeing 3.69 3.74 3.62 3.73 3.73
Place attachment 4.16 4.16 4.16 4.27 4.02
Community attitudes and feelings 2.80 2.70 2.62" 2.98 3.15"

towards CSG

Note: Bold font indicates significant differences in mean scores; "denotes significantly higher than *; " denotes significantly lower than "



Years living in the community

Community wellbeing dimensions WD region 5 yrs or less 6-10yrs > 10yrs
Community spirit 3.92 3.94 3.64% 3.97H
Environmental quality 3.88 3.77 3.69 3.93
Personal safety 3.85 3.73 3.60 3.91
Health 3.75 3.73 3.69 3.76
Income sufficiency 3.72 3.63 3.67 3.73
Built environment 3.60 3.75 3.53 3.60
Community cohesion 3.45 3.51 3.32 3.46
Services and facilities 3.42 3.33 3.08t 3.501
Social interaction 3.40 3.12 3.48 3.42
Community participation 3.20 2.92 3.16 3.24
Community trust 2.96 3.02 2.81 2.98
Environmental management 2.95 3.05 2.85 2.95
Roads 2.76 2.70 2.35! 2.84M
Decision making and citizen voice 2.59 2.78 2.36 2.62
Employment and business opportunities 2.22 2.40 2.03 2.23
Overall Community wellbeing 3.84 3.56' 3.60" 3.92"
Overall Community resilience 3.15 3.27 2.94 3.18
Expected future community wellbeing 3.69 3.55 3.40" 3.76"
Place attachment 4.16 3.51t 3.65' 4.334
Community attitudes and feelings towards CSG 2.80 3.03 2.90 2.76

Note: Bold font indicates significant differences in mean scores; "denotes significantly higher than *; "denotes significantly lower than "
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Farm ownership

Community wellbeing dimensions WD Region No Yes

Community spirit 3.92 3.91 3.93
Environmental quality 3.88 3.79" 4.06"
Personal safety 3.85 3.73¢ 4.101
Health 3.75 3.67" 3.89M
Income sufficiency 3.72 3.66 3.82
Built environment 3.60 3.64 3.54
Community cohesion 3.45 3.43 3.46
Services and facilities 3.42 3.49M 3.30"
Social interaction 3.40 3.44 3.32
Community participation 3.20 3.09" 3.42H
Community trust 2.96 3.00 2.88
Environmental management 2.95 2.92 2.98
Roads 2.76 2.74 2.79
Decision making and citizen voice 2.59 2.57 2.64
Employment and business opportunities 2.22 2.25 2.14
Overall Community wellbeing 3.84 3.82 3.90
Overall Community resilience 3.15 3.224 3.02!
Expected future wellbeing 3.69 3.63 3.81
Place attachment 4.16 4.13 4.24
Community attitudes and feelings towards CSG 2.80 2.89M 2.64t

Note: Bold font indicates significant differences in mean scores; "denotes significantly higher than *; “ denotes significantly lower than "
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CONTACT US

t 1300363 400
+61 395452176
e csiroenquinries@csino.au
W WWMW.CSiro.au
1300363 400
+61 395452176
e enquiries@csiro.au,
W WWMW.CSiro.au

For further information

Land and Water

Dr Andrea Walton
t +61 738335675
e andrea.walton@csiro.au

Dr Rod McCrea
t +61 738335677
e rodimecrea@csiro.au

AT CSIRO, WE DO THE
EXTRAORDINARY/ EVERY DAY

We innovate for tomorrow and help
improve today —for our customers, all
Australians anditheworld.

Our innovations contribute billions of
dollars to the Australianeconomy
every year. As the largest patentholder
in the nation, our vast wealthof
intellectual;propertyhas/leditormore
than 150spin-off companies.

With more than 5,000 expertsand a
burning desire to get things done, we
are Australia’scatalystfor innovation.
CSIRO. WE IMAGINE.. WE
COLLABORATE:.
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