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Annual Gold Production
~ 500 — 550 Koz

Capital Investments ~ $1B
— Ahafo ~ $882M

Workforce
Newmont ~ 1,579
Contractors ~ 3,056

Social Context

10 communities (5 in
the pilot area)

Resettlement
Mine life ~ 20 yrs
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Financial Valuation Tool (FVT) “proof of concept”
Contribute to the FVT model evolution (brownfields application)
Innovation within Newmont-does it work for us?

Improve community investment strategic planning
Impact mitigation — community benefits - sustainability

Assess value of the community investment portfolio
Risk mitigation — effectiveness - financial return

Improve cross-functional engagement around social responsibility



Another voice in the ongoing debate “true value of community
Investment to the business”

Measuring effectiveness of community investments

Establish an understandable business case and business
language for community investment

Overcome “silo” approach in cross-functional discussions

Alignment with broader Newmont ESR measurement and
metrics needs
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SOCIAL RISK CATEGORIES

1.Permitting

2.Land Access and Acguisition (livelihood
development)

3.Local Community Investment

6.5taff and Contractor behawviour
7 Waste Rock Management

8.\Waste Management

5.\Water Management

10.Local Employment & Business Support

14.Community Health

15.5takeholder Management

16.External Communications

3. Chemical management
Total nb of social risks

Number of risks as

per RISK LEVEL

Medium Low

Portfolio of initiatives included in FVT

1

" 1 Land Access (Resettlement Compensation,
Resettlement, Livelihood Restauration projects)
AAGI (Ahafo Agribusiness Growth Initiative)

: Community Development (Partnerships, Gender
Mainstreaming, Donations)
Mewmant Ahafo Developement Foundation (Madef)
Water & Sanitation

1

4

G 1

3 2 Water & Sanitation
Also: Nadef, Community Development

3 Apprenticeship program
Ahafo Linkages Program (ALP)
Also: Nadef

3 1 Workplace & Community Health
Also: Waler & Sanitation, Communily Relations

12 z Community Relations
Community Developement
MNadef

3 1

2 1

10 A9 9 1
B 41 B 0
50% 30% 15% 5%

Weighted share of social risks addressed by portfolio of initiatives in FVT:

1%




Key Process Milestones

Determine risk reduction potential against social risk register (71%)
Establish costs/benefits (direct value) data  from programs

Build ESR staff capacity to articulate value drivers and data implications

Validate cost/benefit assumption with Finance

Adapting the Newmont Risk Consequences Table to determine the FVT risk
profile (indirect value)

Establish a Rating of importance of Initiative on Value Protect  ion

Deep dive on two initiatives (Apprenticeship and NADeF) to showcase the
business value drivers

Cross-Functional Engagement

Community Relations, ESR, land access, human resources, finance, supply
chain, health and safety, risk management, operations
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Direct Cost Drivers Direct Benefits Drivers Direct Value
Total (2006-2014 ): Total (2009-2018 ): Creation
(not discounted, excl. salaries) (not discounted) (NPV)

1. Cost of training per apprentice 1. Reduced cost of hiring
2. Savings related to improved retention rate
3. Improved productivity
4. Savings due to better H&S performance

Program Effectiveness (key success Risks mitigated/prevented: alue Protection
factors): (NPV)

1. Focus on competency, vocational skills 1. Added costs: reporting on local
employment to national and
2. Focus on business needs and leverage community stakeholders; PR and

reputation management;

3. Communication & branding strategy -
2. Added costs : unavailability of

skilled labor ; work permitting
(expats); increases in
unscheduled equipment
downtime

4. Community involvement

3. Lawsuits (legal compliance risk
consequence) related to local
employment agreement



Direct benefits offset most program cost (80% based on
assumptions)

Effectiveness factors are key to fully capture business benefits
Tracking KPIs (e.g.: reduced hiring costs - productivity improvements)

Developing specific actions to maximize value (e.g. hold graduation
ceremonies in communities rather than at mine site, broadly
communicate number of hired apprentices)

Indirect value (risk mitigated) is significant due to high importance
of skilled jobs for community stakeholders captured in the social
risk register
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Direct Cost Drivers Direct Benefits Drivers Direct Value

Total (2007-2020): Total (2007-2020 ): Creation
(not discounted) (not discounted) (NPV)
1. NGGL Commitment: 1. Reduced COMDEYV spend: 1.5 M$
$1/ounce of gold + 1% of 2. Charitable contributions tax benefit (25%): 4.6 ~ M$
net profit | 3. Reduced security costs : 4.5M$
2. Annual operating cost 4. Beyond 2020: reduced costs of closure: TDB
NADeF Effectiveness (key success factors): Risks mitigated/prevented: alue Protection
expected (NPV)
1. Shared Accountability 1. Production disruption due to
unfulfilled expectations for
2. Communication & Branding Strategy benefits and lack of
community engagement
3. Leverage Effect platform (protests, blockage)
4. Legacy & Sustainability 2 Added costs due to

community high dependency
on the mine



Direct benefits offset > 50% of Foundation costs

Indirect value component significantly outweighs the direct
value

addresses a large proportion of the total social risk (expectations)

direct benefits (cost reduction) is limited due to NADeF’s social
mission and commitments

Effectiveness of Foundation is expected to improve over time
(key success factors)

Key value drivers may change — requires long term perspective
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FVT process, dialogue, cross-functional engagement is a key value
driver itself-increases awareness around CI role in value
protection/creation for the business

FVT enables a more “business dialogue” around CI

Provides a different perspective to community investment programs

Increased planning, KPIs (value drivers), rigor around what the CI actions
are expected to achieve - intuitive to measurable

Basis for rapid assessment of current Cl interventions



Commitment of time and resources

Cross-functional engagement

Business process integration

Data availability and verification

|dentification of value creation drivers and data quality

Changing “culture”
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Integrate FVT into site level management tools/processes to
fully evaluate utility

Change management

Establish KPI for tracking in the tool

Tutorial teams in ESR & Finance on concept

FVT tool training

Utilize the FVT process at Ahafo for the 2012 business plan
development to evaluate in ‘real time’

Evaluate outcomes for global Newmont application

Allow time for debate and
development of understanding



