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Executive Summary

Two 132,000 volt (132 kV) transmission lines from Kojonup currently supply electricity to Albany. Due to
an expected increase in electricity use, transmission systems into Albany will need to be reinforced by
2011.

Western Power will do this with the construction of a new 132 kV double-circuit transmission line
between Kojonup and Albany.

A sustainability assessment approach was used to select the preferred corridor for the Kojonup—Albany
transmission line.

This process provides a means of identifying possible corridor options and then comparing them, by
integrating all of the relevant economic, social and environmental considerations into the decision. This
approach is aimed at identifying a corridor option that has the least impacts, through a systematic
process that is clear and transparent.

Unfortunately, along with the benefits of improved power infrastructure for users of electricity, projects of
this scale unavoidably affect people and ecosystems. The preferred corridor therefore is the one that has
the lowest overall negative impacts in terms of economic, social and environmental factors.

To select a preferred corridor, corridor options were first identified that seemed viable based on existing
information and stakeholder input, within which more detailed information could be collected about the
economic, social and environmental impacts. For this project, the corridors were 2 km wide.

The corridor options were then assessed and compared, to identify the one with the least overall impact,
the ‘preferred corridor’. This was based on how the options perform across a set of sustainability criteria,
which included a range of economic, social and environmental factors relevant to the project.

The comparison of the corridor options then involved several key stages, briefly described below:

» Weighting of the criteria: Weighting the criteria recognises that some criteria may be more important
than others in making the decision on the preferred option, and that this will be different for each
stakeholder depending on their perspective. As a result, the criteria weightings were derived entirely
through stakeholder input, including potentially affected landowners within each of the corridors, as
well as other key stakeholders.

» Impact assessments: Information was also gathered to assess the impact of each option against the
sustainability criteria, completed by Western Power and specialist consultants.

» Multi-criteria analysis and ranking of the options: This stage combined the outcomes of the impact
assessments with the criteria weightings to compare the corridors, and produced an order of
preference of the options. This identifies the preferred corridor.

The preferred corridor, as the outcome of the corridor selection process, is shown in the figure below.

A transmission line route will be now determined within the preferred corridor. The transmission line route
including the easement needs to be up to 50 m wide.

The process of defining the 50 m line route within the 2 km wide corridor will involve detailed
investigations and direct consultation with affected landowners.
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The preferred corridor for the Kojonup to Albany transmission line
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1. Background

1.1 Requirement for the new transmission line

Two 132,000 volt (132 kV) transmission lines from Kojonup currently supply electricity to Albany. Due to
an expected increase in electricity use, transmission systems into Albany will need to be reinforced by
2011.

Western Power will do this with the construction of a new 132 kV double-circuit transmission line
between Kojonup and Albany.

1.2 Using a sustainability assessment process

A sustainability assessment approach was used to select the preferred corridor for the Kojonup—Albany
transmission line.

This process provides a means of identifying possible corridor options and then comparing them, by
integrating all of the relevant economic, social and environmental considerations into the decision. This
approach is aimed at identifying a corridor option that has the least impacts, through a systematic
process that is clear and transparent.

Unfortunately, along with the benefits of improved power infrastructure for users of electricity, projects of
this scale unavoidably affect people and ecosystems. The preferred corridor therefore is the one that has
the lowest overall negative impacts in terms of:

» Economic, including cost to taxpayers and affected businesses;
» Social, including effects on communities and landowners; and
» Environmental, including flora, vegetation and habitats.

To select a preferred corridor, it is necessary to first identify corridor options that seem viable based on
existing information and stakeholder input. The next step involves collecting more detailed information
about the economic, social and environmental impacts within these corridors. For this project, the
corridors were defined as being 2 km wide.

The corridors are then compared to identify the one with the least overall impact, the ‘preferred corridor’.
A transmission line route will be determined within the preferred corridor. The transmission line route
including the easement needs to be up to 50 m wide.

The process of defining the 50 m line route within the 2 km wide corridor will be undertaken primarily
through direct consultation with affected landowners.
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2. Developing the corridor options

2.1 Identifying constraints

The first stage in developing the options for the Kojonup—Albany transmission line corridor involved
collecting available data on obstacles or constraints. This included reviewing environmental, social and
technical information such as vegetation mapping, significant flora databases, cadastre, heritage and
existing infrastructure.

A number of open invitation information sessions were held in early May 2007, at nine locations between
Kojonup and Albany, and were attended by 97 people. These sessions were held prior to any potential
corridors being identified, and gave key stakeholders and the wider community an opportunity to provide
input into the review of the preliminary constraints. These sessions were also a means for people to gain
information on the project and the sustainability assessment process being used to identify and select
the preferred corridor.

2.2 Defining potential corridor options

A further aim of the information sessions was to invite community members to register interest in ongoing
involvement in the project as a member of a Corridor Selection Panel (CSP). The CSP was established
to guide the overall process of selecting a line corridor and was comprised of 25 members including
nominated community members, local businesses and industry, interest groups, Local Government
Agencies, State Government Departments and Western Power.

The CSP met at a workshop in Cranbrook in late May 2007 to work through the process of defining
potential corridors between Kojonup and Albany. The CSP worked in groups to define broad corridors
based on the constraints that had been identified through the preliminary review, and the input provided
at the information sessions. The constraints are summarised in Table 1.

The CSP then refined the broad corridors into three corridor options, approximately 2 km wide, as shown
in Figure 1. Technical constraints that were applicable to each potential corridor were considered during
the workshop to ensure that each option was viable before it was considered further in the corridor
assessment.

2.3 Review of the corridor options

Following the development of the three possible corridors and communication of these to potentially
affected landowners, feedback was received that some communities felt they had not had the opportunity
to be involved in developing the options, through not receiving early communication about the
information sessions in May and about nominating for the CSP.

At this point, the consultation process was extended to allow for further community input through a
review of the existing corridor options. This was undertaken through the formation of a Stakeholder
Advisory Group (SAG), which included 40 members. The SAG comprised of the original CSP members,
as well as additional nominations from people who had not previously had an opportunity to participate in
developing the options, and representatives of additional industry groups and Government agencies.

31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line 4
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Table 1 Constraints used in defining potential corridors

WorkSafe clearance

Existing transmission lines
Stirling Ranges / Porongurups

Community, aesthetics, environmental approval

Environmental guidelines

Environmental guidelines

Airstrips Avoid within required buffer

Threatened ecological communities Avoid _ Environmental guidelines

31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line
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The first stage of the options review involved three additional stakeholder “walk-in” information sessions
with the broader community, held in Kojonup, Mount Barker and Redmond in October 2007. The broader
community was invited through a range of means including media, direct mailing and telephone contact.
A total of 169 people attended these sessions.

The purpose of these information sessions was to provide further information about the project and
identify additional constraints in the local area, to ensure important aspects had not been overlooked in
the development of the corridor options. The information sessions also provided the opportunity for
members of the community to nominate for the SAG.

Following the information sessions, the SAG was formed to review the corridor options, provide
additional local knowledge and make recommendations about the corridor options to Western Power.

The SAG met at a workshop in Cranbrook in November 2007, with the purpose of exploring concerns
about the current corridor options and to investigate possible suggestions for improving the corridors.
The group worked with the original constraints mapping to consider:

» Whether the information on the constraints in each corridor was sufficient and accurate; and
» Any possible localised improvements that could be made to the corridors.

Western Power and GHD then investigated the information and recommendations provided during the
workshop. Information on additional constraints was investigated in detail, and the recommendations for
refinements to the corridor options were considered to assess whether they would provide an overall
improvement. This led to constraints information being added to the mapping and some refinements to
the options at the locations shown in Figure 2.

2.4 The final corridors

The outcomes of the corridor options review were presented to the SAG in a feedback workshop held in
Cranbrook in December 2007. The outcome of the additional investigations conducted in response to the
suggested refinements was explained in detail including the reasoning behind the incorporation or
discounting of the recommendations.

A suggestion was also put forward that the best option might be a combination of the three corridors. To
make it easier to compare combinations of the three options, the options were broken down into smaller
sections.

The final corridors that were considered included a combination of the options, which led to:

» Thirteen (13) possible options between Kojonup and the point on the map referred to as Sector D;
and

» The three (3) possible options between Sector D and Albany.

The final corridor options that were considered are shown in Figure 3. This map also shows the points
where the corridors intersect, labelled from A through to E, which allowed the combinations of the
corridors to be considered.

31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line 7
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3. Comparing the corridor options

The final corridor options were then assessed and compared, to identify the one with the least overall
impact, the ‘preferred corridor’.

This is based on how the options perform across a range of sustainability criteria, which include
economic, social and environmental considerations.

These sustainability criteria are discussed in detail in Section 3.1 below.

3.1 The sustainability criteria

The criteria included were based on the likely project impacts that would help to differentiate between the
corridor options.

The criteria were developed by first drawing on knowledge and experience within Western Power of the
likely project impacts associated with transmission lines, followed by a review with the input of the
Corridor Selection Panel.

In total, 14 criteria were included in the assessment of the corridors, which cover a range of economic,
social and environmental factors, as summarised in Table 2.

More detailed information provides the measurement of these criteria, as discussed in Section 5.

Table 2 Project impacts included in sustainability assessment

Direct impacts on privately owned land

Business impacts

Land operation impacts

Impacts on public infrastructure

Views

Impacts on recreation

Electromagnetic fields

Indigenous heritage

Cultural (non-Indigenous) heritage

Flora and vegetation

Fauna

Hydrology

Project cost

Construction issues

31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line 10
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3.2 Overview of the corridor assessment process

The comparison of the corridor options, using the sustainability criteria, involved several key stages,
which are briefly described below, with more detail provided in the following sections:

» Weighting of the criteria: Weighting the criteria recognises that some criteria may be more important
than others in making the decision on the preferred option, and that this will be different for each
stakeholder depending on their perspective. As a result, the criteria weightings were derived entirely
through stakeholder input, including potentially affected landowners within each of the corridors, as
well as other key stakeholders. This is discussed in more detail in Section 4.

» Impact assessments: Information was also gathered to assess the impact of each option against the
sustainability criteria, completed by Western Power and specialist consultants. The impact
assessments are detailed in Section 5.

» Multi-criteria analysis and ranking of the options: This stage combined the outcomes of the
impact assessments with the criteria weightings to compare the corridors, and produced an order of
preference of the options. This identifies the preferred corridor. This process and the outcome is
detailed in Section 6.

31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line 11
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4.  Weighting the criteria

The criteria weightings define the importance of each of the criteria to stakeholders in the decision-
making process.

Determining the weightings of the criteria is often the most controversial aspect involved in decision-
making, because different people bring different values and perspectives to the importance they place on
the criteria. Clearly, for some stakeholders, issues related to environment will be more important than
recreation issues, while for others the reverse will be true.

As a result, the criteria weightings used in the corridor assessment process were based entirely on
stakeholder input.

A total of 339 stakeholders provided input into the criteria weightings, which primarily included potentially
affected landowners or property managers and business owners along each of the corridors.
Representatives of industry groups, local environmental and community groups, Local Government
agencies and State Government agencies also provided input.

The weightings were provided by each stakeholder individually via a survey, which was completed
through a series of twelve workshops held in late July and early August 2007, in Kojonup, Cranbrook,
Frankland, Mount Barker, Narrikup, Redmond and Albany. A follow-up version was provided by mail to
those landowners who were unable to attend one of the workshops.

As part of the criteria weightings, stakeholders were asked to specify the perspective they were bringing
to the weightings. The different stakeholder perspectives are listed in Table 3. Stakeholders were able to
identify more than one perspective, for example, being a landowner but also a local business owner as
well as a member of a local environment group.

A summary of the numbers and perspectives of stakeholders who were involved in the criteria weighting
stage is provided in Table 3.

Table 3 Summary of consultation on criteria weightings
Stakeholder Perspective Total
Property owner 285
Property manager / tenant 65
Local business 239
Regional business 36
Industry group 15
Local environment / community group 53
Local Government 12
State Government agency 10
State or Federal politician 2
Total 339

31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line 12
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The weighting process effectively results in the allocation of 100 points over the 14 sustainability criteria.

The weightings were grouped according to the one or more perspectives that each stakeholder identified,
and were then averaged for the group.

The average weightings given to the different criteria are shown in Table 4 and Figure 4. This is broken
down into the different stakeholder groups, as well as the average of all stakeholders combined. The full
detail of the raw weightings provided by individual stakeholders is contained in Appendix A.

The weightings show that there were considerable similarities between stakeholder groups on the

relative importance of most of the criteria, perhaps with the exception of views, electromagnetic fields

and project cost.

The results also show that on average across all stakeholder groups, the highest importance was placed

on the criteria of direct private land impacts, business impacts, land operation impacts, views,

electromagnetic fields and the three environmental criteria of flora and vegetation, fauna and hydrology.

Table 4 Summary of criteria weightings
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Direct private land impacts 118 109 117 124 121 115 108 108 134 118
Business impacts 11.3 107 113 118 107 111 10.7 9.4 134 111
Land operation impacts 10.1 9.9 104 101 9.7 104 104 9.3 7.4 10.1
Impacts on public infrastructure 5.8 5.7 6.0 55 6.8 53 7.5 6.3 7.4 5.8
Views 8.5 7.8 8.4 8.6 8.5 9.1 8.1 6.0 5.2 8.4
Impacts on recreation 5.6 5.5 5.7 53 6.1 5.9 5.8 5.3 5.9 5.7
Electromagnetic fields 8.9 8.7 8.9 8.7 6.2 8.0 8.6 4.9 6.8 8.7
Indigenous heritage 3.9 4.2 3.7 3.7 4.4 4.0 4.4 5.6 15 4.0
Cultural (non-Indigenous) heritage 4.6 5.1 4.6 4.4 4.9 5.1 6.3 6.1 3.7 4.7
Flora and vegetation 7.5 8.0 7.5 7.7 7.4 8.0 7.4 8.5 10.5 7.6
Fauna 6.7 7.4 6.7 6.8 6.8 7.2 6.1 8.0 6.7 6.8
Hydrology 7.5 7.2 7.7 7.4 7.2 8.2 7.3 6.6 7.4 7.5
Project cost 35 4.1 3.3 4.1 5.6 25 34 6.9 6.0 3.6
Construction issues 4.2 4.8 4.1 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.3 6.4 4.4 4.2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line 13
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Some options between Kojonup and Sector D are made up of three sections (such as Option 1), and
others of four sections (such as Option 11), simply depending on how many intersection points they pass
through. However, all of these options start at Kojonup and end at Sector D.

The three options between Sector D and Albany are referred to as Blue, Red or Yellow.

5.2 Key outcomes of the criteria scoring
It should be noted that the results presented in Table 6 are unweighted only, as they have not yet had
the stakeholder weightings applied.

Whilst it is difficult to draw conclusions from the unweighted scores alone, the impact assessments
showed that most of the options have strengths in certain areas.

Some of the key outcomes of the impact assessments for the section between Kojonup and Sector D
are:

» Almost all options had the least impact on at least one of the criteria.

» The preferred option, Option 7 (RRRY), was shown to have:
— The least impact on land operation, electromagnetic fields and fauna;
— The equal least impact on indigenous heritage with several other options; and was
— Second best for direct land impacts.

» Preliminary estimates of the project cost for each option show:

— Option 13 (BB) to be the least expensive; and

— The preferred option, Option 7 (RRRY), is ranked fifth in terms of cost
A few key outcomes of the impact assessments for the section between Sector D and Albany are:
» The preferred option, the Red corridor, was shown to have:

— the least impact on views, electromagnetic fields, hydrology;

— the equal least impact on direct land impacts and recreation impacts; and was

— second best for almost all of the remaining criteria.

» Preliminary estimates of the project cost for each option show the Blue corridor to be the least
expensive.

31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line 16
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Table 5 Criteria and indicators included in the assessment
Criteria Indicators Measure Unit
Direct private land Proximity to homesteads Number of homesteads within each corridor number
impacts
Property numbers Number of properties, in terms of lots, within or intersected by each corridor number
Property size Number of properties within or intersected by each corridor that are less than 100 acres in area number
Business impacts Loss of productive land after Probability of extent of productive land lost after construction for each business use type area (ha)
construction
Loss of aesthetic attributes in Number of businesses in each corridor that rely on visual appreciation to attract business number
corridor
Loss of aesthetic attributes within Number of businesses within 2 km of each corridor that rely on visual appreciation to attract business number
2 km of corridor
High land capability Level of impact on high-capability land based on the land capability rating for agricultural purposes area (ha)
along each corridor
Low land capability Level of impact on low-capability land based on the land capability rating for agricultural purposes area (ha)
along each corridor
Land operation Bio-security risk Number of properties in each corridor that have had weeds recorded within the last five years number
impacts
Airstrips and traffic Number of airstrips for agricultural spraying or other land operation purposes located in each corridor number
Impacts on public Impacts on other services / utilities ~ Number of public services or utilities that may potentially be impacted by transmission line, including number
infrastructure water, communications and rail
Views Roads Length of roads where the corridor is the foreground (within 500 m) and views are affected length (km)
Length of roads where the corridor is mid-distant (between 500 m and 4 km) and views are affected length (km)
Length of roads where the corridor is distant (between 4 km and 7 km) and views are affected length (km)
Length of roads where the corridor is far distant (between 7 km and 16 km) and views are affected length (km)
31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line 17
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Criteria Indicators Measure Unit
Views Residences Number of residences/buildings where the corridor is the foreground (within 500 m) and views are number
(continued) affected
Number of residences/buildings where the corridor is mid-distant (between 500 m and 4 km) and views  number
are affected
Number of residences/buildings where the corridor is distant (between 4 km and 7 km) and views are number
affected
Number of residences/buildings where the corridor is far distant (between 7 km and 16 km) and views number
are affected
Tourism / recreation sites / Number of sites where the corridor is the foreground (within 500 m) and views are affected number
significant features
Number of sites where the corridor is mid-distant (between 500 m and 4 km) and views are affected number
Number of sites where the corridor is distant (between 4 km and 7 km) and views are affected number
Number of sites where the corridor is far distant (between 7 km and 16 km) and views are affected number
Impacts on Land-based recreation Number of recreational amenities, including walking trails, camping areas and other recreation sites, number
recreation within each corridor
Aerial recreation Potential level of impact of each corridor on aerial recreation scale
Electromagnetic Proximity to homesteads Number of homesteads within the corridor or 500 m of the corridor number
fields
Indigenous heritage  Ethnographic and archaeological Number of ethnographic or archaeological Indigenous heritage sites within each corridor number
sites
Cultural (non- Heritage sites Number of heritage sites, as listed on the Heritage Council of Western Australia database, located number
Indigenous) within each corridor
heritage
Flora and Native vegetation Area of native vegetation within each corridor area (ha)
vegetation
Restrictive covenants and Number of covenants or memorials within each corridor number
memorials
Declared Rare Flora Number of occurrences of Declared Rare Flora within each corridor number
31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line 18
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Criteria Indicators Measure Unit
Flora and Priority Flora Number of occurrences of Priority Flora within each corridor number
vegetation
(continued) Threatened Ecological Number of occurrences of Threatened Ecological Communities within each corridor number
Communities
Fragmentation Area of remnant native vegetation transected by the transmission line area (ha)
Fauna Threatened Species Number of Threatened Species expected to occur within each corridor number
Hydrology Rivers and creeks Area of riparian vegetation that could potentially be impacted by crossings of rivers or creeks area (ha)
Wetlands Area of wetlands located in each corridor area (ha)
Salt affected land Area of saline affected land located within each corridor area (ha)
Project cost Construction cost Estimate of the project cost $
Easement compensation Cost of easement compensation along each of the transmission lines $
Construction issues  Road crossings Number of road crossings within each corridor number
River/creek crossings Number of river/creek crossings within each corridor number
Dam crossings Number of dam crossings within each corridor number

31/132480/4/65907
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Table 6 Outcomes of scoring the criteria
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12th 9YRGB | 1YYY 13BB 10RRGB | 11BGRY | 13pg 9YRGB 10RRGB | 10RRGB | gpprr | 2YYR 12BGRR
5YRRY | 5yvR 13BB 9YRGB
13th 2YYR 3RYY 9YRGB 9YRGB 9YRGB 6YRRR | 1YYY 8RRRR
Sector D to Albany
1st Yellow Blue Yellow All Red Red Red All All Yellow Yellow Red Blue Yellow
options options options
2nd Red Red Red gqual Blue Blue Blue gqual (fqual Red Red Yellow Red Blue
3rd Blue Yellow Blue Yellow Yellow Yellow Blue Blue Blue Yellow Red
Note: For an explanation of the option terminology, for example 11BGRY, please refer to the text in Section 5.1.
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6.

6.1

Multi-criteria analysis and ranking of the options

Combining the criteria weightings with the scores

The criteria weightings provided by all of the stakeholders involved in the consultation process were then
applied over the results of the impact assessments. This was done using the multi-criteria analysis
(MCA) approach, which produces a ranking of the options.

The MCA was undertaken using a statistical method known as additive weighting. In this method, the
weightings obtained from stakeholders are applied to each of the scores obtained from the impact
assessments. This produces a weighted score for each of the criteria, which can then be added together.

The outcome of the MCA is an order of preference of the corridors. The outcomes for Kojonup to Sector
D and Sector D to Albany are shown separately in Figure 5 and Figure 6.

These graphs show the ranking from the perspective of each stakeholder group, as well as the ranking
on average across all stakeholders.

The full outcomes of the MCA and the rankings are provided in Appendix C.

6.2

Figure 5 is for the section between Kojonup and Sector D, and indicates that Option 7 (RRRY) is the
preferred corridor option (ranked first) on average and across all stakeholder groups.

Which is the preferred corridor?

Ranking of Options - Kojonup to D

3
4
5 4
6
=)
£ 7
=
g 8
o
9 4
10 -
11 4
12
13 -
1Yvyy 2YYR 3RYY 4RYR S5YRRY 6YRRR 7TRRRY 8RRRR 9YRGB 10RRGB  11BGRY 12BGRR 13BB
W Property ow ner O Property manager / tenant M Local business .
O Regional business [m] Industral group @ Local environment / community group
0 Local Government B State Government agency O State or Federal politician
m Average all
Figure5  Outcome of the corridor assessment for Kojonup to Sector D
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Figure 6 below is for the section between Sector D and Albany, and indicates that the Red corridor is
the preferred option overall and across all stakeholder groups.

Ranking of Options - D to Albany

Yellow Red Blue
W Property ow ner O Property manager / tenant M Local business .
O Regional business O Industry group @ Local environment / community group
0O Local Government | State Government agency @ State or Federal politician
Average all

Figure 6  Outcome of the corridor assessment for Sector D to Albany

In summary, the overall preferred corridor between Kojonup to Albany is mostly Red, with a section of
Yellow, which is shown in Figure 7.

6.3 By how much was the corridor preferred?

As well as the ranking, the additive weighting method also provides an understanding of how close the
rankings were between the options.

For Kojonup to Sector D, the weighted score of Option 7 (RRRY) was approximately 6% greater than
that of the next best option, Option 5 (YRRY). The five highest ranked corridor options for this route all
had weighted scores within 13% of each other. However, Option 7 (RRRY) was preferred based on this

MCA.

For Sector D to Albany, the weighted score of the Red corridor was approximately 34% greater than that
of the Yellow corridor, which was the next best option.

6.4 Sensitivity analysis

A sensitivity study into the results of the ranking process was undertaken to look at uncertainties in the
data obtained from the impact assessments. This was aimed at testing if different scores were used for
some indicators, whether this would change the ranking of the options.

31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line 22
Corridor Selection



&=

The sensitivity analysis was undertaken separately for the section between Kojonup to Sector D and
Sector D to Albany. In each case, the sensitivity study focussed on whether changing the scores of the
preferred option for certain factors would change its ranking from first.

The criteria that were tested included those for which assumptions were made for certain indicators in
the technical impact assessments, as summarised in Table 7.

Table 7 Criteriaincluded in the sensitivity analysis
Criteria Indicator
Direct private land impacts Proximity to homesteads
Business impacts Loss of aesthetic attributes in corridor

High land capability and low land capability

Land operation impacts Bio-security risk
Cultural heritage Heritage sites
Project cost Construction cost

Easement compensation cost

The process for the sensitivity analysis involved, for each indicator in turn:
» Re-scoring the indicator for each option;

» Re-ranking the options; and

» Recording any changes to the rankings.

The outcomes of the sensitivity analysis are summarised below in Table 8.

31/132480/4/65907 Kojonup-Albany Electricity Transmission Line
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Table 8

Key outcomes of the sensitivity analysis

Criteria

Indicator

Objective

Procedure

Outcome

Kojonup to Sector D

Direct private  Proximity to Check if a higher number of houses Two houses were added to each of the Remains ranked first on average and across all
land impacts homesteads has an impact on the ranking of Option sectors that make up this option, with stakeholder groups.
7RRRY as first, in case some houses a total of eight houses added to the L . .
have not been identified. corridor. There is sh_ghtly less difference in term§ of by 'how much
this option is preferred over the remaining options.
Business Loss of Check if a higher number of Two businesses were added Remains ranked first on average and across all
impacts aesthetic businesses has an impact on the separately in each of the sectors that stakeholder groups.
attributes in ranking of Option 7RRRY as first, in make up this option, with a total of . . . .
corridor case some businesses have not been eight businesses added to the corridor. Th‘?re IS less difference in terms .Of. by hov_v much this
identified. option is preferred over the remaining options.
Business High land There may be correlation between both Remove low land capability scores Remains ranked first on average and across all
impacts capability and high land capability and low land from the assessment. stakeholder groups.
l(?gg);?)ri]l(ijty capability indicators. There is slightly less difference in terms of by how much
Check if using only high land capability this option is preferred over the remaining options.
has an impact on the ranking of Option
7RRRY as first.
Land Bio-security risk Check if a higher number of properties Two properties were added to each of Remains ranked first on average and across all
operation has an impact on the ranking of the sectors that make up this option, stakeholder groups.
impacts Option 7RRRY as first, in case some with a total of eight properties added to . . . .
properties have not been identified. the corridor. The_re IS less difference in terms pf. by hov_v much this
option is preferred over the remaining options.
Cultural Number of sites Check if a higher number of sites has One site was added to each of the Remains ranked first on average and across all
heritage an impact on the ranking of Option sectors that make up this option, with stakeholder groups.
7RRRY as first, in case some sites do a total of four properties added to the . . . .
exist in the preferred corridor but have corridor. The_re IS less difference in terms pf. by hov_v much this
not been identified. option is preferred over the remaining options.
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Objective

Procedure

Outcome

Check if a higher construction cost has
an impact on the ranking of Option
7RRRY as first, in case the
construction cost has been
underestimated.

The estimate of the total construction
cost was increased by 15%.

Remains ranked first on average and across all
stakeholder groups.

There is slightly less difference in terms of by how much
this option is preferred over the remaining options

Check if a higher easement
compensation cost has an impact on
the ranking of Option 7RRRY as first,
in case the easement compensation
has been underestimated.

The estimate of the total easement
compensation cost was increased by
15%.

Remains ranked first on average and across all
stakeholder groups.

There is marginally less difference in terms of by how
much this option is preferred over the remaining options.

Check if a combination of changes to
these indicators has an impact on the
ranking of Option 7RRRY as first.

Two houses were added to each of the
sectors that make up this option, with
a total of eight houses added to the
corridor.

Two businesses were added
separately in each of the sectors that
make up this option, with a total of
eight businesses added to the corridor.

The estimate of the total construction
cost was increased by 15%.

Remains ranked first on average and across all
stakeholder groups.

There is less difference in terms of by how much this
option is preferred over the other options, with
approximately 3% difference between the weighted
score of this and the next best option (Option 5YRRY).

Check if a higher number of houses
has an impact on the ranking of the
Red corridor as first, in case some
houses have not been identified

Two houses were added to this sector.

Red corridor remains ranked first on average and across
all stakeholder groups.

There is no significant change in terms of by how much
this option was preferred over the other two options.

Check if a higher number of
businesses has an impact on the
ranking of the Red corridor as first, in
case some businesses have not been
identified.

Two businesses were added to this
sector.

Remains ranked first on average and across all
stakeholder groups.

There is slightly less difference in terms of by how much
this option is preferred over the other two options.

Criteria Indicator
Project cost Construction
cost
Project cost Easement
compensation
Combination  Proximity to
homesteads
Loss of
aesthetic
attributes
Construction
cost
Sector D to Albany
Direct private  Proximity to
land impacts  homesteads
Business Loss of
impacts aesthetic
attributes in
corridor
31/132480/4/65907
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Criteria Indicator Objective Procedure Outcome
Business High land There may be correlation between Remove low land capability scores Remains ranked first on average and across all
impacts capability and both high land capability and low land from the assessment. stakeholder groups.
low land bility indicators. - . .
coa\l/:)a?a?lity capabllity Indicators There is slightly less difference in terms of by how much
Check if using only high land capability this option is preferred over the other two options.
has an impact on the ranking of the
Red corridor as first.
Land Bio-security Check if a higher number of properties Two properties were added to this Remains ranked first on average and across all
operation risk has an impact on the ranking of the sector. stakeholder groups.
impacts Red corridor as first, in case some Th - diff int by h h thi
properties have not been identified. Ere Is less diiterence in terms ot by how much this
option is preferred over the other two options.
Cultural Number of Check if a higher number of sites has One site was added to this sector. Remains ranked first on average and across all
heritage sites an impact on the ranking of the Red stakeholder groups.

corridor as first, in case some sites do
exist in the preferred corridor but have
not been identified.

There is less difference in terms of by how much this
option is preferred over the other two options.

Project cost

Construction
cost

Check if a higher construction cost has
an impact on the ranking of the Red
corridor as first, in case the
construction cost has been
underestimated.

The estimate of the total construction
cost was increased by 15%.

Red corridor remains ranked first on average and across
all stakeholder groups.

There is slightly less difference in terms of by how much
this option is preferred over the other two options.

Project cost

Easement
compensation

Check if a higher easement
compensation cost has an impact on
the ranking of the Red corridor as first,
in case the easement compensation
has been underestimated.

The estimate of the total easement
compensation cost was increased by
15%.

Remains ranked first on average and across all
stakeholder groups.

There is slightly less difference in terms of by how much
this option is preferred over the other two options.

Combination

Proximity to
homesteads

Loss of
aesthetic
attributes

Construction
cost

Check if a combination of changes to
these indicators has an impact on the
ranking of the Red corridor as first.

Two houses were added to this sector.

Two businesses were added to the
sector.

The estimate of the total construction
cost was increased by 15%.

Remains ranked first on average and across all
stakeholder groups.

There is less difference in terms of by how must this
option is preferred over the other options, although there
is still a considerable difference of approximately 28%
difference between the Red option and the Yellow
option, which is the next best option.
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The preferred corridor

Figure 7
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7. The preferred corridor and next steps

The corridor selection process for the Kojonup to Albany electricity transmission line has shown the
preferred corridor to be mostly Red, with a section of Yellow, as shown in Figure 7.

The next step in this process will be to identify the 50 m transmission line route within the preferred
corridor. This will involve detailed investigations and direct consultation with affected landowners, with an
estimated completion time of around September 2008.

Following this, the proposed transmission line route will then proceed through to the statutory
environmental approvals process. This will require further environmental survey work to be completed on
the proposed transmission line route in September/October 2008, with environmental approval for the
line route sought in early 2009.

The anticipated timeframes for construction include pre-construction activities commencing in the
summer/autumn period of 2009, with construction over the summer months of 2010 to 2011.
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